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Ser 00/xxxx

From: Commanding Officer, Enlisted Placement Management Center (EPMAC)

To:   President, Navy Enlisted Occupational Classification System (NEOCS) Board

Subj: PRELIMINARY CONCEPTS ON NAVY MILITARY JOB CODING/JOB   

      DESCRIPTIONS

Ref:  (a) President, NEOCS Board ltr of 04AUG05

1. EPMAC volunteered to align the Sea Warrior job family, job code, qualification architecture to the Navy’s legacy rate, rating and NEC architecture in conjunction with Sea Warrior and the Navy’s requisition process.  Reference (a) arrived at EPMAC while we were in the middle of our mapping process.  As a result of this effort we gained valuable insight into the Sea Warrior architecture and its potential impact to the Navy’s Placement process.  

2. I would like to share some of the general comments that have stood out during our mapping process.

a. The Seabee ratings (CUCM-5080, UCCM-5280, EQCM-5380, EA-5100, CE-5300, EO-5410, UT-5600, CM-5500, SW-5700, UT-5800) are listed under different job families.  Each of the Seabee ratings share common training pipelines and should be listed under the same job family.  This change is a potential manpower savings as a result of managing the skill objects under one job family instead of many.  There are other ratings, including but not limited to ET/ET(SS), MM/MME/MMW that could also benefit from this change.

b. The AT rating is broken down into too many job codes.  The AT rating has 2 training tracks, intermediate level maintenance and organizational level maintenance and Sailors have the ability to change training tracks throughout their career.  The job family for the ATs should be broken down into two job codes at a minimum and maybe a single job code with Master, Journeyman and Apprentice qualifications.  The specific training requirements, intermediate maintenance and organizational maintenance, should be pushed down to the skill object level.  This change will result in manpower savings as a result of managing the skill objects under one job family and one job code instead of many.  There are many other job families that would benefit from this approach including but not limited to ETs, ITs, AEs, LNs, AWs, HMs, DTs and DMs.

Note: In general, many of the job family/job code designations seem to be designed around the NEC manual.  In many cases, one or more of the NECs in a rating were left out and/or there are no general duty requirements for the rate.  The specific training requirements for most positions should be pushed down to the skill object level unless the curriculum locks the Sailor into a specific occupation.  If the curriculum locks the Sailor into an occupation for an entire career, that would necessitate a job code or job family break out.

c. Many of the nuclear specific ratings do not have job codes under their parent ratings, such as ETs, or under a single nuclear job family.  Recommend breaking out the nuclear ratings into a job family among themselves.  Each rating should be broken out as a different job code within the nuclear job family.

d. SEALs are only broken out as Masters.  There are no journeyman or apprentice jobs.

e. There are no apprentice corpsman or dental jobs listed.  There are no general duty corpsman master jobs; all are specific to an NEC (see paragraph b above).

f. Many job families deviate from the Sea Warrior data architecture by not following the recognized Master, Journeyman and Apprentice pattern.  The YN rating, job family 566, is indicative this problem in that it is broken out into 3 separate job codes of 11, 12 and 13.  The YNs should be assigned a single job code such as the RPs, job family 565.  The Master, Journeyman and Apprentice break down should occur at the qualification level (3, 5 or 7).  Most of the ratings/job families have this identical problem.

3. The above comments are only a subset of the information we gathered as part of our mapping process.  A complete set of the comments for the job families and ratings will be forwarded electronically.  EPMAC intends, after detailed staff training on the new Sea Warrior environment, to engage both NAVMAC and the Centers of Excellence at the working level to resolve many of these issues.

4. Due to the magnitude of this change and its future impact on the entire Navy enterprise, I believe it might be helpful if the NEOCS board delayed its review of the occupational classification coding structure until January 2005 to allow the Navy organizations copied on this letter to review the data and make recommended changes prior to the board’s review.

M. R. REED
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