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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Los Angeles County is the largest local environmental public health agency in the State of California and in most cases larger than most states in the United States.  It is becoming more difficult to retain inspectors who are experienced and trained as they seek other employment with higher compensations or better opportunities with another public health agency.  Because salary increases are beyond the control of the environmental health leadership, alternative methods are needed to dissuade staff from leaving Environmental Health.  Replacement of older staff members who are approaching retirement and holding key positions requires succession planning to maintain the intellectual knowledge.

This report tries to determine the explanations for staff departures by reviewing individual exit interview questionnaires that categorized the reasons for departures and by analyzing data from the Environmental Health Management Information System for staffing trends.  In addition, the report will explore the opportunities available in Los Angeles County to attract experienced environmental health specialists and to retain existing staff.
INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND:

Los Angeles County Environmental Health is responsible for 40,000 fixed food facilities, 6,000 mobile food vehicles, 70,400 housing complexes with 5 units or more, 16,000 public swimming pools, 1,300 solid waste sites, 200 small water systems, 440 animal keepers, 2,000 plan reviews for private septic systems/pools/food facilities, and responding to approximately 20,000 general citizen requests, in a quiet year.  Since 1995, the annual turnover rate for Los Angeles County Environmental Health Specialists has increased, placing an added burden on remaining staff to meet the goal of 400,000 site inspections per year.  

Some of the vacancy rate can be traced to budget issues in the mid 1990’s when Environmental Health developed a large surplus of revenue as a result of increased permit inventories, and imposed hiring freezes.  The number of retail food facilities grew rapidly, increasing revenue while the number of filled positions decreased to meet the department’s budget shortfalls.  This created lower salary expenditures and eventually an 11 million dollar surplus.  A lawsuit was brought on by the employee union, resulting in the creation of a trust fund where all revenue was placed before being withdrawn to pay for salary and operating expenditures.  In order to expend this surplus, the County decided to use the surplus to pay for staffing augmentations in the food program to manage the inventory increases and to forgo future fee adjustments over several years until the surplus had been exhausted.

Abstaining from fee increases during this period failed to account for increased staffing and salary expenditures.  Once the surplus was depleted, subsequent fee adjustments to maintain staffing were never sufficient to balance the budget.  It appears that senior management was not willing to request such a fee increase from the Board of Supervisors.  The lower fee increases that were approved resulted in a deficit budget, requiring positions to remain vacant while money was saved through salary savings.  The effect of these vacancies over the next several years reduced promotional opportunities and lateral transfer to other desired disciplines in Environmental Health. 

PROBLEM STATEMENT

The County of Los Angeles is losing more employees through the attrition of individuals seeking higher salaries, different career paths, and retirement than that gained from the recruitment and retention of qualified inspectors.  Salaries and the cost of living in Los Angeles may not be the number one cause of why people leave, but it is one that is heard frequently.  The Loma Linda study on California “attributed the faltering stability of their workforce to several reasons, most notably low salaries and high housing costs.”    The Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC’s) National Strategy to Revitalize Environmental Public Health Services identifies the problem as “pay scales in the public sector often are low, and as public health departments take on more environmental issues, rapid turnover of staff frequently occurs.”  Retaining and recruiting environmental public health staff is a national issue, not just a local problem.   

In Los Angeles County, some individuals look outside the department for careers or professions that more closely fit their particular talents.  Others, whose career paths are not being fulfilled because their opportunity to work in other programs is being blocked, find fulfillment in neighboring counties.  

Retirement is something that local agencies need to be planning for as employees get older and turn to new careers.  Most of these workers have spent their entire careers in environmental health collecting useful knowledge, which needs to be shared with younger staff members.  Some of these individuals have also become leaders and need to develop their successor’s capacity to perform public health activities.
STAFFING TRENDS

Environmental Health Management Information System

In reviewing data from the Environmental Health Management Information System (EHMIS) database, there is a noticeable upward trend in the turnover rate that has doubled since 1995.  The turnover rate was high during 2000, 2001, 2002, then dropped in 2003 before increasing in 2004 and again in 2005 to a peak high of 9.66 percent.  When comparing the experience levels between specialty units, such as recreational health and solid waste programs, and the entry-level units that perform the retail food or rental housing inspections, the levels are higher in the specialty units, as is expected.  More importantly, the experience level in both categories is declining.  This can be attributed to the higher turnover rate and the beginning retirement of the baby boomer generation.
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Current Staff and Resigned Staff

The average age of staff resigning in the last six years is 42 years old.  The average length of employment of this staff is eight years.  In comparison to current staff and staff that have resigned, there seems to be no real difference.  This is misleading since all of the senior management personnel are not counted in the EHMIS database nor are their ages, length of stay, and average salary, which one would expect to be much higher.
	COMPARISON BETWEEN CURRENT STAFF AND RESIGNED STAFF

	Los Angeles County Environmental Health, 2000-2006

	
	
	

	 
	Current (N=627)
	Resigned (N=369)

	Average Age
	44
	42

	Average Length within EH
	11 yrs
	8 yrs

	Average Salary
	$4,471.36 
	$4,317.67 

	Last Promotion
	7.8 yrs
	6.2 yrs

	Average Number of Transfers
	5
	4


Exit Interview Questionnaires

An exit interview is held by Staff Development staff when employees return County property at administrative headquarters.  The purpose is to gather reasons and try to address those issues causing them to resign.

One hundred and forty-one individuals have left Los Angeles in the last three years.  In reviewing the exit interview questionnaires of staff that have resigned, most left for higher salaries in other counties, state, federal governmental positions, and private industry.  It also reveals that some staff left for greater opportunities in other environmental health programs, that are not available in Los Angeles.  Retirements only represent 28% of all individuals who leave to pursue other career options. 

Demographics

The demographics between Los Angeles County Environmental Health Specialists and the rest of the State of California were also compared.  Both the California and Los Angeles County are similar in percentage of male to female, 55% males and 45% females in the state, to 56% males and 44% females in the County.  With regard to ethnicity of inspectors, there are 61% white inspectors in California, but only 32% in Los Angeles County.  There are more Black inspectors in Los Angeles County than the State, while the percentage of Hispanic inspectors is the same in the State and County.  Other ethnicity and age differences between California and Los Angeles are also listed in the following table.

	Category
	State of California
	Los Angeles County

	Gender
	
	

	         Males
	55%
	56%

	        Females
	45%
	44%

	Ethic Origin
	
	

	        White
	61%
	32%

	         Black
	9%
	18%

	        Hispanic
	16%
	16%

	        Asian Pacific Islander
	11%
	23%

	        Other/Filipino
	3%
	8%

	Age
	
	

	        18-24
	2%
	2%

	        25-44
	52%
	54%

	        45-64
	45%
	43%

	        65+
	1%
	<1%


Note: Information in the above table comes from the Loma Linda University School of Public Health study California’s County and City Environmental Services Delivery System by Paola Case and David Dyjack, and the Los Angeles County, Environmental Health Management Information System.

Causal Loop Diagrams and Applicable Archetypes:

The following causal loop diagrams and archetypes explain the obstacles with Los Angeles County efforts to retain staff.  Fixes That Backfire loop explains that while having staff remain in a program for a long time, this fixes the immediate goal of program stability, over the long term it backfires as it does not build workforce capacity and reduces the motivation for succession planning.

 
[image: image5]
The Fifth Discipline Fieldbbook describes accidental adversary’s archetype by “how two groups of people who ought to be in partnership with each other, and who want to be in partnership with each other, end up bitterly opposed.”  This is a classic union and management situation in which the leaders of the organization seize on an opportunity to fix a problem and clash with the union.  This affects some members negatively.  The County sees the opportunity to build competency within the organization by rotating staff to challenging positions.  The union reacts negatively to the proposal, resulting in no collaboration.
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10 Essential Environmental Health Services:

This project only addresses one of the 10 Essential Environmental Health Services of Assure Competent Workforce.  It does this by placing emphasis on retaining trained and experience staff, and seeks ways to build capacity in other employees.
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Figure 1: This picture is from etc...
National Goals Supported 

One of the Centers of Disease Control and Prevention Health Protection goals is to “increase the number of communities that protect, and promote health and safety and prevent illness and injury in all their members.”  This project does this by increasing the capacity in Los Angeles County to confront emerging threats with a capable workforce that is highly trained with a diverse understanding of environmental health.  Employees need to be well prepared in case they are called to become first responders in identifying and assessing a public health issue.  

This project is also in agreement with CDC’s efforts to revitalize the Nation’s environmental delivery service by developing the workforce and building program capacity to meet existing and new public health threats. Even the American Public Health Association recognizes the need to have a well-qualified workforce with standardized competencies. 

Project Logic Model: Goal:  Improve the retention rate and competency of Environmental Health Specialists in Los Angeles County

	
Resources/Inputs
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES/DESCRIPTION/DELIVERABLES:
Program Goal:
To increase retention in Los Angeles County of environmental health specialist staff and build program capacity in a learning organization. 

Health Problem:
The lack of a trained and experienced workforce of environmental health specialist is threatening the community capacity to respond to public health issues.

Outcome Objective:
To change program and employee perspective in developing a diverse career path towards increasing competency and capacity in environmental health.

Determinant:

The number of vacancies and the difficulty in recruiting new employees.

Impact Objective:
Decrease in the number of vacancies and increase the higher level of competency in staff to respond to public health issues.

Contributing Factors:

1. The high cost of living in Los Angeles.

2. Salary compensation levels.

3. Promotional opportunities.

4. Diversity of programs.

5. The variety of work schedules available.

Process Objectives:
Establish specific career paths for those staff who wish to make Los Angeles County Environmental Health Division their career choice by offering a diverse and meaningful exposure to programs within the division.

METHODOLOGY:

Events and Activities

In July 2006, met with the Environmental Health Leadership Team (EHLT) to discuss retention and recruitment issues.

On December 12, 2006, met with the EHLT and the County Administrative Officer (CAO), Compensation Unit to discuss retention and recruitment activities.

On January 18, 2007, met with the Teamsters Union 911 bargaining representatives and the CAO to discuss retention and recruitment issues.

NEXT STEPS:

1. Have further meetings to build a collaborative effort between EHLT and the union to develop career paths for those who want to make Environmental Health their career.

2. Educate program directors and supervisors on the benefits of having a diverse and experienced staff who can handle multiple environmental health issues.

3. Inform employees of the benefits of having a diverse background and prospects of future promotional opportunities.

4. Make this a volunteer program in having a career in Los Angeles County.

LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES:

Fellow name:
Thomas West
Positively the number one experience from the Leadership Institute is learning from my fellow colleagues that we all have some of the same problems.  It does not matter if you are on the eastern seaboard, inland bread basket, or in sunny California you’re not the only jurisdiction facing these issues.  This has expanded my network of friends and colleagues across the nation and issues facing environmental health.

This project forced me to examine many of the behaviors I possess in managing my projects and handling staff.  The lessons learned has advanced my ability to collaborate with other managers whose style does not match my own.  I no longer push an assignment/task like a steamroller, instead collaboration yields better results.  I really appreciate Lou Rowitz’ guidance in expanding my thinking and reading material.

The system-thinking approaches introduced in EPHLI has provided me with a better understanding of why some projects do better than others.  The final class project in system-thinking made me realize there are many factors that need to be considered. Moreover, different approaches to a problem have both negative and positive outcomes.  

ABOUT THE EPHLI FELLOW

Thomas West currently serves as the Environmental Health Services Manager for the County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Division in Baldwin Park, California.  He started with the County in June 1979 as an Assistant Sanitarian after graduating from Cal State University Northridge with a B.S. degree in Environmental Health and Occupational Safety.  His first assignment after a two-week training period was spent hiking in hills above new housing developments, on golf courses, and along the beaches looking for evidence of any ground squirrel activity, then dusting the holes found in these areas with DDT to control an epidemic of plague.  

He has worked in most parts of Los Angeles, including the San Fernando Valley, South Central Los Angeles, Beverly Hills and Hollywood, as a district inspector handling food and housing inventories, and general sanitation complaints.  He has also investigated suspected food borne illness cases, trained new-hires, served as a lead supervisor for district offices before being selected for a staff position at Environmental Health Headquarters.  In this capacity, he was instrumental in response planning for numerous wild fires, floods, the 1993 Civil Unrest, and the 1994 Northridge Earthquake.  He has become an expert working on developing budgets and mastering financial issues for Environmental Health.

In his current assignment in the Bureau of Special Operations and Administrative Support, he is responsible for information technology, geographic information systems, revenue collection and fee development, the financial budget, space acquisition, and policy development.  He is currently spending most of his time on replacing the Environmental Health Management Information System with a web-based system to automate the inspection process and take the advantages in electronic technology. 
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		COMPARISON BETWEEN CURRENT STAFF AND RESIGNED STAFF

		Los Angeles County Environmental Health, 2000-2006

				Current (N=627)		Resigned (N=369)

		Average Age		44		42

		Average Length within EH		11 yrs		8 yrs

		Average Salary		$4,471.36		$4,317.67

		Last Promotion		7.8 yrs		6.2 yrs

		Average Number of Transfers		5		4

		Job Item		Count		Avg Years within EH
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		Turnover Rate By Program, Jan 2000-Oct 2006

		Los Angeles County Environmental Health

		distcd		Bureau		District		Total		Resigned		Percent

		35		Special Ops & Planning		Program Planning		5		4		80%
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		50		Housing		Lead - CLPP		28		15		54%

		17		Housing		Vector Management		22		10		45%

		40		Housing		West		36		16		44%

		12		Housing		South		24		10		42%

		75		Housing		Housing Task Force		5		2		40%

		91		Housing		East		25		10		40%

		25		Housing		Housing & Inst		31		12		39%

		55		Housing		Metro South		23		8		35%

		09		Housing		Metro North		31		8		26%

		86		Housing		North		29		7		24%

		27		Housing		San Gabriel Valley		19		4		21%

		49		Housing		Lead - CDC		7		1		14%

		18		Housing		Vector Control		8		0		0%

		46		Housing		LHRC & EP		3				0%

				Housing		Housing Programs		291		103		35%

		37		Food		Inglewood		28		16		57%

		54		Food		West Covina		20		9		45%

		69		Food		South East		21		9		43%

		79		Food		South Bay		26		11		42%

		98		Food		Mid-Wilshire		22		9		41%

		23		Food		Alhambra		20		8		40%

		11		Food		Vehicle Inspection		48		19		40%

		70		Food		Santa Clarita		17		6		35%

		93		Food		Plan Check		26		9		35%

		84		Food		West		25		8		32%

		34		Food		Hollywood-Wilshire		16		5		31%

		10		Food		Food & Milk		28		7		25%

		58		Food		Norwalk		20		5		25%

		62		Food		Mid-Valley		21		5		24%

		16		Food		East LA		17		4		24%

		19		Food		East Valley		15		3		20%

		47		Food		Northeast		20		4		20%

		56		Food		Admin		3		0		0%

		71		Food		Antelope Valley		8				0%

				Food		Food Programs		401		137		34%

		51		Env Protection		Admin		4		2		50%

		30		Env Protection		Water & Sewage		13		6		46%

		20		Env Protection		Mountain & Rural		16		6		38%

		39		Env Protection		Recreational Health		24		9		38%

		15		Env Protection		Solid Waste		34		11		32%

		64		Env Protection		Cross Connections		14		4		29%

		43		Env Protection		Garment Inspection		14		4		29%

		14		Env Protection		Rad Management		23		6		26%

		45		Env Protection		Env Hygiene		10		2		20%

				Env Protection		Env Prot Programs		152		50		33%
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		NumXfr		Promotions		No Promotions

		0		22		126

		1		63		125

		2		47		41

		3		38		16

		4		43		13

		5		41		12

		6		52		46

		7		67		37

		8		66		37

		9		40		16

		10		20		11

		11		5		5

		12		5		0

		13		1		1

				510		486
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		Year 1998		Year 1998

		Year 1999		Year 1999
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Data2

		YEAR		Turnover		#Empl		#Depart				#Promo

		1995		3.75%		533		20

		1996		5.38%		539		29

		1997		3.18%		566		18

		1998		5.91%		660		39

		1999		3.59%		696		25

		2000		7.72%		751		58

		2001		8.83%		759		67

		2002		7.42%		701		52

		2003		4.15%		698		29

		2004		7.00%		700		49

		2005		9.66%		714		69

		2006		7.52%		678		51

				6%		7995		506

				Year 1995		Year 1996		Year 1997		Year 1998		Year 1999		Year 2000		Year 2001		Year 2002		Year 2003		Year 2004		Year 2005		Year 2006

				3.75		5.38		3.18		5.91		3.59		7.72		8.83		7.42		4.15		7.00		9.66		7.52
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Data3

		Yrs		Count

		<1		35		3.5

		1		57		57

		2		40		80

		3		53		159

		4		50		200

		5		32		160		267

		6		50		300		317

		7		41		287		358

		8		27		216

		9		33		297

		10		11		110

		11		4		44

		12		4		48

		13		6		78

		14		4		56

		15		5		75

		16		2		32

		17		3		51

		18		0		0

		19		1		19

		20		2		40

		21		3		63

		22		0		0

		23		3		69

		24		1		24

		25		2		50

		26		2		52

		27		2		54

		28		0		0

		29		2		58

		30		2		60

		31		5		155

		32		5		160

		33		3		99

		34		7		238

		35		2		70

		36		2		72

		37		0		0

		38		1		38

				502		3574.5		7.12
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		44		9

		45		10
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		47		9

		48		9

		49		8

		50		8

		51		5
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		53		7

		54		6

		55		7

		56		8

		57		8

		58		14

		59		9

		60		4

		61		10

		62		8

		63		9

		64		6

		65		6

		66		4

		67		3

		68		1

		70		1

		71		2

		72		2

		74		2

		75		1

		78		1

		86		1

				475
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		Length_EH		SumPromo

		0		1		0

		1		10		10

		2		12		24

		3		27		81

		4		35		140

		5		32		160

		6		64		384

		7		64		448

		8		86		688

		9		50		450

		10		35		350

		11		43		473

		12		26		312

		13		11		143

		14		3		42

		15		24		360

		16		12		192

		17		29		493

		18		31		558

		19		5		95

		20		9		180

		21		17		357

		22		0		0

		23		3		69

		24		2		48

		25		5		125

		26		6		156

		27		6		162

		28		4		112

		29		4		116

		30		0		0

		31		1		31

		32		2		64

		33		3		99
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		35		0		0
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		37		0		0
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				669		7166






_1230989031.xls
Chart1
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		2005		2005		2005
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Sheet1

				STAFF THAT HAS RESIGNED, RETIRED, RELEASED

				January 1, 2004 - December 31, 2004

		NAME						EMP #		EFFECTIVE				POSITION		PROGRAM/				REASON

										DATE						OFFICE

		Anigbo, Godfrey						478679		1/15/04				EHS I		Inglewood				Released

		Bahariance, Zora						500000		4/26/04				EHS I		Staff Development				Resigned, private industry

		Bellomo, Joe						455942		1/6/04						DES				Resigned; private industry

		Chen, Matthew						486922		2/10/04				EH Tech		C & TS				Resigned

		Crosby, Jeanne						198619		3/31/04				Physicist		Rad Management				Retired

		Davidson, Amy						455790		2/20/04				EHS III		Mid-Valley DES				Resigned; At-home mom

		Eze, Richard						487606		1/2/04				EHS I		ELA DES				Released

		Faraday, Arta						473321		3/3/04				EHS III		Northeast DES				Resigned; Moved

		Fernandez, Miguel						28232		3/29/04				EHS III		Plan Check				Retired

		Fermin, Hernani						274068		7/22/04				EHS III		East DES				Retired

		Flores, Grace						217620		7/13/04						EH Admin				Retired

		Harris, Richard						87466		3/23/04				Chief EHS H & I						Retired

		Ho, Tawny						447445						EHS I		Norwalk DES				Released

		Huff, Lloyd						43096		3/29/04				Chief EHS Water & Sewahe						Retired

		Huff, Susan						468290		4/30/04				EHS III						Resigned; County job

		Iyiola, Richard						481108						EHS I		SE DES				Released; ran out of REHS time

		Kebabjian, Richard						48127		3/30/04				Chief EHS Rec Health						Retired

		Khan, Qutbe						487604						EHS I		EastValley DES				Released; ran out of REHS time

		Lagmay, Louella						485284		7/15/04				EHS III						Resigned; USDA

		LaMont, Shane						443818		6/28/04				EHS III		South Bay DES				Resigned; Inspections & Audits

		Lindsey, Sheila						487630						EHS I		Sta. Clarita DES				Released; failed REHS 3x's

		Malaguit, Briccio						477393						EH Tech		Vector				Resigned; EHS I

		Maloles, Virginia						227601		8/12/04				Chief EHS		Solid Waste				Retired

		McMullen, Charles						60789		3/25/04				Chief EHS South Bay DES						Retired

		Medina, Danielle						473557		7/20/04				Stu Work  Staff Development						Resigned; private industry

		Miller, Howard						59094		3/30/04				EHS III						Retired

		Reantaso, Rico						74635		3/31/04				EHS III		Solid Waste				Retired

		Reid, Roger						125857		3/29/04				EHS III		Lead				Retired

		Rivera, Carlos						82779		3/30/04				EHS III						Retired

		Robinson, Arbary						9060		3/30/04				EHS III		Solid Waste				Retired

		Ruttenberg, David						408236		7/14/04				EHS III		Staff Development				Resigned; Moved

		Ryzak, Marty						78495		3/30/04				EHS III		H & I				Retired

		Sansone, Pearl						486751		10/4/04				ITC		PHP/L				Resigned; Other Co. job

		Tagawa, Akiko						434960		9/12/04				EHS IV		EP&E				Resigned; Other Co. job

		Tilzer, Art						91237		3/28/04				Director		DES				Retired

		Truit, Donald						6851		3/26/04				Chief EHS		East Valley DES				Retired

		Valdivia, Gloria						473894		6/4/04				EHS II		Norwalk DES				Resigned: City job

		Yapp, Kim						282192		4/6/04				EHS III		Solid Waste				Resigned; Private

		Yee, David						465244		1/15/04										Resigned; private industry

		Zuniga, Leslie						425653		8/31/04				EHS I		West Housing DES				Released

		TOTAL:		40

		Summary of 2004

						Reasons for Leaving Environmental Health

																		% of Total Resignations						% of Total Loss Resignations

				I.  Resignations:				Moved				2						13%						39%

								Other Gov't Agency				2						13%

								Other L.A. Co. Dept.				5						34%

								Private Industry				4						27%

								Other				2						13%

								Total Resignations				15

																								% of Total Loss Retired

				II.  Retired:								16												43%

																								% of Total Loss Released

				III.  Released:								7												18%

								Total Loss				38

		Classifications:				Total Loss		% Loss				Reasons for Leaving by Classifications:

		EHS-I				7		18%		Released-7

		EHS-II				1		3%		Other Gov't Agency-1

		EHS-III				15		39%		Moved-2,  Other Gov't Agency-1,  Other L.A. Co. Dept.-2,  Private Industry-1,  Other-1,  Retired-8

		EHS-IV				1		3%		Other L.A. Co. Dept.-1

		Chief EHS				6		16%		Retired-6

		Support Staff				2		5%		Other L.A. Co. Dept-1,  Private Industry-1

		EH-Tech				3		8%		Other L.A. Co. Dept.-1,  Private Industry-1,  Other-1

		Other				2		5%		Private Industry-1,  Retired-1

		Bureau Director				1		3%		Retired-1





Sheet2

		

				Reasons		Year 2004		Year 2005		Year 2006

				Moved		2		9		1

				Other Govt. Agency		2		8		10

				Other LA County		5		18		6

				Private Industry		4		5		1

				Other		2		12		16

				Retirements		16		8		16

				Released		7		6		9

						2004		2005		2006

				Resignations		15		52		34

				Retirements		16		6		16

				Total Resignations		31		58		50





Sheet2

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Resignations

Retirements

Total Resignations

Calendar Years

Number of Resignations

Breakdown of Resignations

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



Sheet3

		






_1230988870.xls
Chart2

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001
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		2003		2003
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AVG03

		DISTCD		DISTRICT/PROGRAM		AVG YEARS IN PROGRAM

		23		ALHAMBRA DISTRICT		3.73

		71		ANTELOPE VALLEY DISTRICT		6.01

		74		CONSULTATION & TECHNICAL SVCS.		4.84

		57		CONSUMER PROTECTION ADMINISTRATION		1.70

		75		COURT LIAISON/HOUSING TASK FORCE		4.62

		64		CROSS CONNECTION & WATER POLLUTION		10.61

		81		DES ADMINISTRATION		1.55

		93		DES PLAN CHECK UNIT		5.47

		91		EAST HOUSING DISTRICT		4.53

		16		EAST LOS ANGELES DISTRICT		4.69

		19		EAST VALLEY DISTRICT		4.08

		45		ENVIRONMENTAL HYGIENE		8.35

		51		ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ADMINISTRATION		0.39

		10		FOOD & MILK PROGRAM - GENERAL F&M		6.85

		08		FOOD & MILK PROGRAM - SOFT SERVE		3.13

		43		GARMENT INSPECTION		8.03

		34		HOLLYWOOD-WILSHIRE DISTRICT		3.69

		25		HOUSING & INSTITUTIONS		9.27

		37		INGLEWOOD DISTRICT		2.82

		49		LEAD PROGRAM - FED CDC		2.48

		46		LEAD PROGRAM - LEAD HAZ RED ENF		0.95

		50		LEAD PROGRAM - STATE CLPPP		4.18

		77		MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS UNIT		5.72

		09		METRO NORTH HOUSING DISTRICT		1.83

		55		METRO SOUTH DISTRICT		2.51

		62		MID-VALLEY DISTRICT		4.21

		98		MID-WILSHIRE DISTRICT		3.99

		20		MOUNTAIN & RURAL		8.52

		86		NORTH HOUSING DISTRICT		4.88

		47		NORTHEAST DISTRICT		3.12

		58		NORWALK DISTRICT		2.72

		35		PROGRAM PLANNING UNIT		3.65

		88		PUBLIC HEALTH LICENSE/PERMIT UNIT		2.98

		73		QUALITY ASSURANCE		4.00

		39		RECREATIONAL HEALTH		11.50

		27		SAN GABRIEL VALLEY HOUSING DISTRICT		3.38

		70		SANTA CLARITA DISTRICT		3.89

		15		SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM		7.07

		79		SOUTH BAY DISTRICT		3.30

		12		SOUTH HOUSING DISTRICT		1.68

		69		SOUTHEAST DISTRICT		4.63

		72		STAFF DEVELOPMENT		8.02

		17		VECTOR MANAGEMENT		6.37

		18		VECTORBORNE DISEASE SURVEILLANCE		2.90

		11		VEHICLE INSPECTION  PROGRAM		5.98

		30		WATER, SEWAGE & SUBDIVISION		6.36

		54		WEST COVINA DISTRICT		4.02

		84		WEST DISTRICT		4.11

		40		WEST HOUSING DISTRICT		3.34

						1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006

				Speciality Programs		15.40		15.65		14.8		12.3		11.5		7.07		6.36		5.47

				Entry Level Programs		4.97		4.57		3.9		3.65		3.2		2.8		2		1.63
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Human Resources policy to promote rotation of program positions

B

Disrupts employee perceptions

Opposes any rotation policy

B

Representation of employee concerns

Creates gaps in succession planning

Training of Staff

Build program capacity



Environmental Health Capacity



If we train staff they will stay and EH can build capacity in programs



Public Health Goal 

Resolve the low morale issues





EH is to improve the quality of health to all 



Employees own these positions



Management is not concerned about employee issues



Success means attaining additional benefits














