LESSON 6

ENLISTED EVALUATIONS AND PROMOTIONS

History

Prior to the Enlisted Evaluation System, the Airman Performance Report (APR) System existed.  It was developed in 1968 and had a 21-year lifespan.  During its existence, it steadily lost its positive impact on the enlisted promotion process.  Rating inflation was identified as the contributing factor—80 percent of those below the rank of senior master sergeant and over 99 percent of chief master sergeant received “top block” ratings, literally making it almost impossible to identify our best performers.  Marginal performers were easy to identify; their ratings stood out as the exception.  Who signed the report became more important than what the supervisor had to say about that individual’s duty performance.  The focus of the evaluation process shifted away from the flight line, the office, and the shop where the actual work was being done.  This led us to ask the question, “Did performance count?”  More importantly, the supervisor, the person with direct knowledge of an individual’s duty performance, was unable to enhance the promotion opportunity for their best performers.

In early 1988, the Air Force established a study group to examine the APR system from top to bottom.  This group identified problems, proposed possible solutions, and made specific recommendations for change.  After 18 months of intense study, inputs from the field, and the active involvement of Air Force senior leadership, the study group recommended adoption of a revised evaluation system—the EES.  The revised Enlisted Evaluation System was implemented on 1 May 1989.  

Objectives
The EES has two objectives.  The first objective is to provide ratees with candid performance feedback so they will know what the Air Force and their supervisors expect of them and to let them know how they’re doing once they’ve been given the opportunity to meet expectations and standards of performance.  The second objective is to provide an official record of performance as viewed by officials in the rating chain, who are closest to the work environment.  The enlisted performance report (EPR) is this official record of performance.  

Feedback

Feedback is the cornerstone of EES. All enlisted personnel require written feedback.  

Formal written feedback is documented on Performance Feedback Worksheets (PFW): 

AF Form 931 (AB-TSgt)

AF Form 932 (MSgt – CMSgt)

Initial feedback sessions are held within 60 days of a change of reporting official.  A midterm session is held midway between the date supervision begins and the date the performance report is projected to close.  Sessions may also be held if the supervisor determines there is a need to hold a formal feedback session or if the ratee requests a feedback session. 

How to Conduct an Effective Feedback Session

Supervisors should be well versed on how to conduct an effective feedback session.  The AFPC Enlisted Evaluation System and Officer Evaluation System Training Guides are excellent resources to familiarize the supervisor on how to conduct feedback sessions.  Visit these guides at http://www.afpc.randolph.af.mil/Evaluations.  The main points of these guides are highlighted verbatim below.

Conducting a feedback session is not always easy or fast.  As the one conducting the session, remember that you must be fully prepared, and that the success of the session relies on your ability to deal positively with people.  Your attitude about performance feedback can set a positive or negative course.  Also, remember that flexibility is important.  You may start with the intent of only doing a performance feedback session, but may end up in a full counseling session instead.  Regardless, take the time to fully prepare and decide what you want to accomplish.  The following are some key rules to use in preparing to conduct a performance feedback session:

· Plan for the session:  Review job requirements/descriptions.  To be able to discuss duties and responsibilities with the ratee, you must be familiar with the current job requirements.  Check to see if the job description is still current and valid.  Does the ratee still perform these duties?  Are there any other new ones the ratee is performing that are not stated in the job description?  Are there any other new ones the ratee is performing that are not stated in the job description?  Are there any jobs the ratee is not performing that he or she thinks he or she should be performing?  Identify and record those areas that apply to the ratee.  It may be a good idea to review any governing directives that pertain to the job.

· Review goals and standards.  Evaluate how well the ratee has met the set goals and standards.  Consider asking yourself:  Who set the goals and Standards?  Were the standards too high?  Were the goals reached ahead of time?  Were they not met due to something beyond the ratee’s control?  If they were not met, did the ratee know exactly what the goals and standards were?  Remember, when ratees help in setting performance goals and standards, there should be no misunderstanding about how their performance will be evaluated and they will be more motivated to perform their best.

· Review past history.  You should review the ratee’s job skills, training, any special experience he or she has, education, etc.  This will allow a better picture of the wholeperson concept for you to help develop the ratee in the future.  It will also help identify any problem areas that negatively impact job performance.

· Evaluate job performance vs. standards.  Match the actual job performance to the standards and expectations.  Consider the timeliness, quality, quantity, and difficulty of the jobs performed.  Remember to evaluate this person only.  Don’t compare them to others in the same unit.  The standards and expectations previously set were for that ratee.  Avoid the pitfalls of rater error:  halo, horns, rating the person’s characteristics, and biases.

· Consider career opportunities or limitations:  Consider opportunities that the ratee has or has not taken to enhance his or her career.  Did he or she have opportunities and decide not to take them, or were they not able to due to mission requirements, emergencies, etc.  Consider what, if any, opportunities you provided.  Desired but missed opportunities can have a major impact on job performance, positively or negatively.  

· Prepare the form.  Take your time and do a very comprehensive job. Consider possible questions the ratee might have concerning the marks you give.  Anything less than top score should deserve a recommended method to improve.  Even some top scores still leave room to improve.  Also, it is important that you give the ratee time to prepare as well.  Let him or her know, well in advance, the areas that you will discuss and have them evaluate their performance.  This technique should help obtain a mutual understanding of any deficient areas and help set goals for the future.  

· Select proper time and place.  Pick a neutral place; don’t put the ratee in a position that makes them feel uneasy or one that reinforces your position of power.  Make sure the room is private and quiet.  Avoid any interruptions by having someone hold calls and take messages.  Put a “Do Not Disturb” sign on the door.  Ensure you schedule enough time for the session and leave a little extra time in case the session goes longer.

· Now it’s time to conduct the session.  You must consider the style of approach you will use for the session:  directive, nondirective, or a combination of the two.  A combination of both tends to be the best style.  You may have to adapt as the session progresses.  This is where your interviewing skills come into play.  The chart below lists the advantages and disadvantages of each approach.

	
	ADVANTAGES
	

	Directive
	Nondirective
	Combined

	Quickest Method
	Encourages maturity
	Moderately quick

	Good for immature or insecure ratee
	Encourages open communication
	Encourages maturity

	Allows raters to actively use their experience
	Develops personal responsibility
	Encourages open communication

	
	
	Allows raters to actively use their experience

	
	DISADVANTAGES
	

	Directive
	Nondirective
	Combined

	Does not encourage maturity
	Slowest method
	May take too much time for some situations

	Tends to discourage maturity
	Requires greatest supervisory

 skills

	Tends to treat symptoms,

 not problems
	


· Create a positive atmosphere.  Establish rapport.  Put the ratee at ease to encourage discussion.  Try to ease any anxiety the ratee may have.  Although personal talk is nice, try to get to the heart of the matter quickly; most ratees appreciate it.

· Use a 7-step process.  Generally speaking, you should have specific guidelines to follow to increase the probability of success in a feedback session.  It should be simple to remember so you don’t have to refer to notes. You do not want it to be a checklist approach.  The following is only one of many approaches. Find one that works best for you.

Step 1:  State the purpose of the session.  Explain why you are having the session.  Tell them the session is a two-way communication between the two of you.

Step 2:  Encourage the ratee to appraise own performance.  Listen!  Avoid dominating the conversation.  Use open-end questions, not the yes/no type.  

Step 3:  Present the results of your evaluation.  Honesty is the best policy here.  Start by focusing on a strong point first.

Step 4:  Ask ratee for comments.  While ratee is expressing his or her feelings, remain in control.

Step 5:  Negotiate a performance agreement.  Ask ratee where he or she would like to see improvement.

Step 6:  Set future goals.  Set specific goals that are clear and not misunderstood; they should be measurable against standards so the ratee can match performance behavior.

Step 7:  Close the session by summarizing what was discussed.

· Follow Up.  A strong follow-up shows your commitment to the ratee’s development as well as offers a chance for the ratee to ask questions that may have come up since the session

· Practice Management by Walking Around (MBWA).  MBWA gets you out of the office and in the field so you can see how your ratees are performing.  It is also a way of giving immediate feedback to the ratee on the session you have just held.  This would be a good time to offer praise or answer questions.  This will also reinforce that you truly care about your people and reinforce your efforts to ensure a positive working relationship is established.  

Responsibilities

Up to this point we have focused on the rater’s responsibilities; however, the other key players have some responsibilities too.

· Commander:  The commander has the overall responsibility in ensuring that the unit has an effective feedback program.  He or she must ensure feedback is being provided. Previous restrictions prevented commanders from tracking or reviewing PFWs without restrictions.  This is no longer true.  

· Rater’s Rater:  Raters and commanders are not the only ones that can see a PFW—the rater’s rater can too.  Therefore, it is not only the responsibility of the commander but also the rater’s rater to ensure performance feedback is provided.  The rater’s rater should initiate this action (review PFWs) when they actually have a need to know or have evidence that would warrant such a review.  However, there is nothing prohibiting the rater’s rater from periodically spot-checking to determine if subordinates are providing feedback to their people.  Additionally personnel who actually sign the ratee’s enlisted performance report are authorized to review the PFW if desired. 

· Ratee:  It is important that ratees know that it is not only their rater, rater’s rater, and commander’s responsibility to ensure that they receive feedback, but it is also their responsibility.  Ratees need to know they can ask for unscheduled feedback as long as there has not been a formal feedback session conducted in the last 60 days.  The rater has 30 days upon request to provide it.  If not provided within this window, the ratee has justification to elevate the rater’s failure to provide feedback to the rater’s rater and to the commander if necessary.

In conclusion, make feedback count.  It is obvious that there is a lot that goes into a performance-feedback session, and the success depends on you as a supervisor.  How well you conduct performance feedback may have the single greatest impact on your subordinates and the attitudes they carry.  It is up to you to help them develop into the very best they can be.  Take the time to do it right for them and for you.  

Enlisted Performance Reports  (Ref:  AFPAM 36-2241, Promotion Fitness Examination and Enlisted Evaluation System, 15 Apr 96)

As a supervisor, after you provide initial expectations and objectives and discuss the ratee’s progress during performance feedback sessions, the next step is to record the ratee’s performance for the official record on an enlisted performance report (EPR).

An initial EPR is normally submitted when an airman has 20 months of active service.  Once the initial EPR is written, performance reports are submitted annually, unless one is required because of a change of rater or is otherwise directed.  Usually, the period of supervision must be at least 120 days.  The period of supervision may be less when directed by HQ USAF or the commander.

The command support section usually sends a notice that an EPR is due and any supporting material to your duty section.  This enables the unit monitor to establish a suspense control to ensure the completed EPR arrives at the Military Personnel Flight (MPF) on or before the suspense date.  As you will see later, EPRs are an important part of the enlisted promotion system, and they are equally important in assignment selection and decorations.  There is nothing worse than someone hearing, “Sorry, your EPR did not arrive in time to be considered for this promotion cycle!”  Not only must EPRs be of the highest quality, they must be completed on time if they are to have any impact on evaluation boards.  Too often the rater or indorser will “put it off” because of their own personal writing inadequacy.  This should not be allowed to happen.  There is no excuse for a late or inaccurate report.  Timely submission of EPRs is the responsibility of reporting officials at all levels.  Waiting until the last minute to accomplish a report is not fair to the individual and often results in a poorly written report.  A late report also reflects unfavorably on you as a supervisor.  Anticipate when a report is due and be sure you get it done on time.  If at anytime you need assistance or have concerns about writing a report, feel free to contact the unit first sergeant, any unit chief master sergeant, your unit commander, or the MPF.

After you receive the EPR notice, you should review it and contact your unit EPR monitor if you have questions.  You should also provide a copy of the EPR notice to the ratee for their review.  If the EPR notice indicates the ratee has an Unfavorable Information File (UIF), you must review the contents of this file before preparing the EPR.  Also, review the information on the EPR notice, such as social security number, name, grade, and duty title; and report any error to the unit EPR monitor.  In addition to reviewing the EPR notice, the rater must review the ratee’s personnel information file (PIF) located in the command support section.  

Just as there are times when you must submit an EPR, there are other times when an EPR is not required.  Do not submit an EPR in the following situations:

· For an A1C or below with less than 20 months of service

· For individuals in prisoner status, on appellate leave, or who are absent without leave

· For individuals who died on active duty.  However, if a report was already processed at the time the death occurred, it becomes optional

· For personnel with an approved retirement date, provided the retirement date is within one year of the projected closeout date of the report, and the member will not be considered for promotion before the retirement date if retirement is not withdrawn.  The rater may opt to write the report even though the criteria are met.

· For personnel with an approved separation date provided the member’s approved separation is not a result of discharge action under AFI 36-3208, Administrative Separation of Airmen, the date of separation is within one year of the projected closeout date of the report, and the ratee is not being released from active duty to the Reserve.

The rater (normally the immediate supervisor) prepares the report with the following exceptions:  the rater dies, is incapacitated, or is relieved of evaluator responsibility during the period of the report.  If any of these conditions exist, the rater’s rater assumes the rating duties. The new rater must have sufficient knowledge of the ratee’s duty performance and the required number of days of supervision within the rating chain.  

The rater is the key to the Air Force’s evaluation system.  Performance ratings are simply one individual’s judgment of another’s duty performance; as such, they are subjective.  As a rater, you will find it easier to give high ratings than low ones and that you favor some people over others.  These and other factors can affect an EPR’s validity.  Does this mean that ratings are worthless?  The fact that they are descriptions rather than a precise measurement doesn’t make them worthless.  To make your ratings as accurate as possible, you must try to overcome your subjectivity.  Acquire and use realistic standards and sound judgment, and develop a thorough understanding of the EES.  Fortunately, most raters are aware of both the difficulty and importance of their task and conscientiously complete it.  The Air Force also provides a review by your supervisor (rater’s rater) and other senior officials in the rating chain, including the unit commander.  So you do have others to assist you in fairly assessing your people’s contributions to your organization and the Air Force.

Writing an EPR is not learned overnight—it takes practice.  Take the time to learn the process and do a good job for your people.  EPRs are very important to an individual’s career; treat them as such.  Comments, in bullet format, should be written so they can be quickly and easily understood.  You must accurately describe past events in a relatively small amount of space.  The information in the following paragraphs should help you improve you EPR writing and accurately record the airman’s duty performance.  

The EPR must be typed.  You may use correction fluid and pen-and-ink changes (rarely done) to correct minor errors, except in sections III and IV.  Do not submit reports containing an excessive number of corrections.  Remember the EPR is a formal account of a subordinate’s duty performance during a specific time period.  The report must accurately describe the ratee.  In addition, it must be neat and concise.  Keep in mind that personnel decisions (promotion, reassignment, retraining, recognition, etc.) are made based on your description of the ratee’s duty performance.  Two Enlisted Performance Report forms exist:

AF Form 910, Enlisted Performance Report for AB-TSgt
AF Form 911, Enlisted Performance Report for MSgt-CMSgt

Ensure you have the right form before you start writing the report.  Using the wrong form is a common error of raters and will result in the report having to be redone. 

Up to this point, we have been discussing some very general information concerning the EPR.  Now, let us take a look at some of the specific areas you should be aware of when preparing the EPR.  There are certain types of inappropriate material you do not include in the evaluation process or in the comments of an EPR.  Do not consider, comment, or refer to:

· Duty history, performance, or events outside the current reporting period

· Previous reports or ratings

· Performance feedback

· Conduct based on unreliable information

· Any action against an individual that resulted in acquittal or a failure to implement an intended disciplinary action

· Confidential statements, testimony, or data obtained by, or presented to boards under AFI 91-204, Safety Investigation and Reports
· Actions taken by an individual outside the normal chain of command that represent guaranteed rights of appeal.  For example, Inspector General, equal opportunity and treatment (EOT) complaints, and congressional inquiries

· A recommendation for decoration.  You may include only those decorations actually approved or presented during the reporting period

· Race, ethnic origin, gender, age, or religion of the ratee.  Do not refer to these items in such a way that others could interpret the comments as reflecting favorably or unfavorably on the person.  This is not meant to prohibit evaluators from commenting on involvement in cultural or church activities, but to caution against the use of specific denominations.  You may use pronouns reflecting gender (such as he, she, him, her, his and hers)

· Temporary or permanent disqualification under the Nuclear Weapons Personnel Reliability Program.  You may, however, reference the behavior of the ratee that resulted in the action

· Drug or alcohol abuse rehabilitation programs.  Focus on the behavior, conduct, or performance resulting from alcohol or drug use versus the actual consumption of alcohol or drugs or participation in a rehabilitation program.  

· Promotion scores, board scores, test scores

· Family activities or marital status

· Broad statements outside the scope of the evaluator’s responsibility or knowledge.  For example, one cannot say, the “best civil engineer in the business” because it is unlikely the rater has met all the civil engineers. However the rater could state “the best civil engineer that I have ever met.”  Note:  It is permissible for an evaluator to make a broad statement if substantiated by an award, such as “Best Comptroller in the Air Force—has received the 1998 Air Force Financial Manager of the Year Award.” 

After you finish writing the EPR, it is ready for indorsement.  When the rater is a colonel, GM-15, or higher, the EPR does not require an indorsement. When the rater is a senior rater (wing commander or equivalent), the EPR will be closed out at that level (that is it will not be indorsed).

The indorser on the AF Form 910 is the rater’s rater if that person is at least a master sergeant or civilian GS-7 or higher. When the rater’s rater does not meet the minimum grade requirements to close out the EPR, the first official in the rating chain who meets the minimum grade requirement closes out the EPR.

The indorser on the AF Form 911 is also the rater’s rater if they are an officer serving in the grade of major or higher, or a civilian in the grade of at least GS-12.  The rater’s rater cannot be higher in the rating chain than the senior rater.  When the rater’s rater meets the minimum grade requirements for an indorser, the rater’s rater may close out the EPR.  When additional indorsement is permitted, the additional endorser cannot be higher in the rating chain than the senior rater.  

Additional Indorsements.  Certain master sergeants and senior master sergeants are eligible for senior rater indorsement on their EPR.  Eligibility is determined by a member’s time-in-grade (TIG) eligibility, which is a complicated relationship between the ratee’s date of rank, the closeout date of the EPR and the promotion eligibility cut-off date.  Raters do not need to know the specific formula for TIG eligibility because EPR notices will tell the rater if the member is TIG eligible for an additional indorsement.  If the member is not TIG eligible, the report may be closed out at the Senior Rater’s Deputy level (see below for definition).   If the member is TIG eligible, several options are available for the additional indorsement:

“A” Level Indorsement, Senior Rater—Used when the final evaluator is the highest-level indorser in the ratee’s rating chain.  He or she is the senior rater and this is the highest indorsement one can receive.

“B” Level Indorsement, Senior Rater’s Deputy—Used when the final evaluator is an 

individual who works directly for and whom the senior rater evaluates.  For example, 

vice wing commanders and group commanders.

“C” Level Indorsement, Intermediate Level—Used when the final evaluator is an individual whose supervisor works directly for and whom a senior rater deputy evaluates.  For example, squadron commanders and wing division chiefs.

“D” Level Indorsement, Lower Level—When the final evaluator is someone other than those listed above.

Indorsement levels are extremely important promotion considerations for master sergeants and senior master sergeants.  If a TIG-eligible master sergeant or senior master sergeant does not get an “A” Level indorsement, his or her chances for promotion significantly decrease.  Supervisors and commanders must be continually aware of the importance of indorsements and the potential effect they can have on one’s career.

NOTE: An inability by an evaluator to agree with the ratings of the previous evaluator, resulting in a change to one or more rating blocks in any item in section III or a change to the rating block in section IV of either AF Form 910 or 911, is considered a disagreement.  When a disagreement is recorded, the disagreeing evaluator must provide one or more reasons for disagreeing and mark the nonconcur block.  

Referral Reports.  A referral report is an EPR containing a rating in the far left block of any performance factor on the AF Form 910 or 911, section III; or a rating of 1 in section IV; or comments in the EPR that refer to behavior not meeting minimum acceptable standards of personal conduct, character, or integrity, or are derogatory in nature. Referral procedures give the ratee an opportunity to comment on the ratings or comments that cause a report to be referred.  Any evaluator whose ratings or comments cause a referral report must refer the report to the ratee. Once referred, subsequent evaluators will not sign the EPR until the ratee has had the opportunity to submit comments concerning the EPR.  

Let us take some time to go through each block of the EPR form so that you have a better understanding of the evaluation process.  

Section I, Ratee Identification Data.  Use the identification data found on the EPR notice.

· Name—Enter ratee’s last name, first name, and middle initial (if applicable).  Use all uppercase or a combination of upper (first letter in the name) and lowercase letters

· SSN—Enter SSN 

· Grade—Use all uppercase or a combination of upper and lower case letters for the grade as of the closeout date (Or, as the electronic form allows)

· DAFSC—Enter DAFSC (including the prefix and suffix, if applicable) held on closeout date of the EPR

· Organization, Command and Location—Enter the information as of the closeout date of the EPR  

· Period of Report—Use the dates reflected on the shell

Section II, Job Description.  The job description should be written in a way everyone can understand.  Use layman’s terms to describe activities.  Acronyms should always be spelled out the first time used.  Assume the reader knows nothing about the duties and responsibilities within the area performed.  Do not include classified information.  

· Duty Title—You should use the duty title on the EPR notice.  If this duty title is wrong, contact the commander’s support staff to update the incorrect duty title.  

· Key Duties, Tasks, and Responsibilities—Enter a clear description of the ratee’s duties.  Avoid using jargon or acronyms.  Clearly describe the tasks the ratee performs, how selective the ratee’s assignment is, and the scope and level of responsibility to include the dollar value of projects the ratee manages and the number of people the ratee supervises.  You may include additional duties performed during the reporting period if they influence the ratings and comments.  This is a very important section of the EPR, and raters must take care to ensure they produce the best job description possible.  Let’s take a look at some examples of good and weak job descriptions:

Weak Job Description

1. DUTY TITLE
Operations Branch Superintendent.

2.  KEY DUTIES, TASKS, AND RESPONSIBILITIES.

Responsible for the effective management of over 300 airmen performing duties in weapons systems security, law enforcement, military working dog utilization, air base ground defense (ABGD), point area defense, military customs, and town patrol operations.  Plans, coordinates and publishes operating plans and instructions for normal and contingency operations.  Coordinates police activities with local police departments.  Liaison with the Office of Special Investigation for joint operations.  Serves as S-3 Operations Representative, during ABGD operations.  ADDITIONAL DUTIES:  Vice-president Wing Top Three Association and president, Squadron Top Four Association.
Vague, leaves one guessing about the exact level of the job.  
Strong Job Description

1.  DUTY TITLE

Munitions Superintendent

2.  KEY DUTIES, TASKS, AND RESPONSIBILITIES.
Supervises 21 personnel.  Responsible for the effective management of 13 facilities, 19 vehicles, and a munitions account valued at more than $110 million.  Ensures capability to receipt, inspect, store, and perform organizational and intermediate maintenance on over 270 line items.  Provides guidance and establishes training standards required for the effective planning and scheduling of all munitions functions supporting operational and contingency requirements.  Ensures the timely accomplishment of all time compliance technical orders.  Established accountability procedures for all aircraft training munitions.  Writes the Munitions Employment Plan.  Enforces safety and supply discipline.  ADDITIONAL DUTIES:  Unit Training and Safety NCO.

Comprehensive description; clearly identifies scope of responsibilities and supervisory role.  Clearly addresses major tasks associated with the job.  Effective use of space.
Section III, Evaluation of Performance.  Raters use this section by placing an X in the rating block that accurately describes the ratee’s performance.  Each block must be marked.  Subsequent evaluators should carefully review the report to ensure the ratings accurately describe the ratee’s performance and the comments in Section V are compatible with and support the ratings.  This area, though not used for promotion points, shows the potential for increased responsibility.  Evaluators may show disagreement with a rating by placing their initials in the rating block they believe more accurately describes the ratee’s performance.

Section IV, Promotion Recommendation.  When completing or reviewing this section, raters consider the ratee’s duty performance and promotion potential and how the ratee compares with others in the same grade.  This block has significant impact on a member’s promotion potential as one will see in the next block.

Section V, Rater’s Comments.  This section is provided for comments about the ratee’s performance.  Comments that describe the ratee’s performance must be compatible with ratings recorded in Sections III and IV.

Weak Rater’s Comments

RATER’S COMMENTS
-  Aggressively ensures applications are submitted within Air Force guidelines and time frames

-  Continually ensures enlisted performance reports and officer performance reports are monitored and submitted with a 100 percent on-time rate

-  Devised schedules for ergometry manager to ensure unit personnel were tested safely and effectively

   -- Coordinated with base ergometry manager to ensure unit monitors were thoroughly trained prior to conducting testing

-  Led subordinates to improved leave processing by establishing a system whereby leaves can be processed via telephone

    -- Set up and taught a training class to ensure section monitors were aware of Air Force leave policies and procedures

Definite lack of specifics; sub-bullets do little to substantiate claims made in primary bullets; white space tells a story.

Stronger Rater’s Comments

V.  RATER’S COMMENTS

-  Aggressive management of maintenance inspections resulted in the unit’s up time rate of 99.99 percent and an Outstanding rating in equipment reliability during the HQ AETC ORI

-  Superbly managed the $10 million radar operations and maintenance (O&M) contract, ensuring successful installation and testing of AN/FPS-117 (V5) radars at two remote sites

 -  Identified and rewrote, in it’s entirety, the quality assurance plan.  Plan ensures thorough evaluation and strict compliance of the $10 million O&M contract

-  Spearheaded efforts to improve command-equipment status reporting by obtaining data-processing equipment for GOI radar Agency to track repair actions

-  Outstanding management of QA section.  Resulted in Excellent rating on annual activity inspection Skillfully completed an unprecedented inventory of a $4 million supply account, identifying over $300,000 in unaccounted assets

-  A true professional, our most frequent choice to work the unit recognition program--absolutely my best

-  Proven track record confirms he is ready for promotion to CMSgt now.

Strong active statements; good support of main bullets; good use of specific accomplishments.  Strong promotion recommendation statement.  Could be made stronger by effectively utilizing space more—still too much white space.

Section VI, Indorser’s Comments (AF Form 910 only).  This section is provided for comments about the ratee’s performance and to support the indorser’s rating decisions.  Additionally, if the indorser agrees with the rater’s assessment, he or she marks the concur block.  If the indorser disagrees with the rater’s assessment, he or she marks the nonconcur block and provides written justification as to why he or she disagrees.  The indorser is normally the rater’s rater.    This is the person who closes out the EPR and must be in a grade of master sergeant or civilian GS-7 or higher.  If the rater’s rater does not meet the rank criteria listed above, then the first person in the chain-of-command who does, closes out the report.  

Section VI:  Rater’s Rater Comments (AF Form 911 only).  The rater’s rater uses this section for comments about the ratee’s performance and to support the rater’s rating decisions.  Additionally, if the rater’s rater agrees with the rater’s assessment, he or she marks the concur block.  If the rater’s rater disagrees with the rater’s assessment, he or she marks the nonconcur block and provide written justification as to why he or she disagrees.

Weak Rater’s Rater Comments

VI.  RATER’S RATER COMMENTS

-  Best master sergeant on my team!  Involved in all facets of our operation

   -- Highly effective member of USAF Air Traffic System Analysis team; analyzed facility operations, detected misleading procedures, and recommended action to improve safety and operational effectiveness   -- Directorate tax advisor; provided excellent advice and assisted personnel in preparation of tax returns
Sub-bullets don’t support the great introduction; lack specific details, and do not show results

Stronger Rater’s Rater Comments

VI.  RATER’S RATER COMMENTS

-  A strong, enthusiastic leader who works the tough issues and gets results

   -- A pacesetter, selected as chief of the most dynamic, greatest volume flight annually, awards $24M and 14,000 actions

   -- A multi-talented NCO...within three months, his strong guidance and leadership resulted in the best command purchase lead times and highest buyer productivity

-  Honor graduate of Advanced Management of Defense Acquisition—most deserving to the rank of SMSgt

Effectively communicates the impact of each accomplishment.  Provides comments which communicate to the reader the ratee’s promotion potential (complements Section IV, Promotion Recommendation)
Section VII (AF Form 910) and Section X (AF Form 911), Commander’s Review.  The unit commander’s review is for the commander to exercise influence over the quality of reports sent to file and to ensure comments in reports are not exaggerated.  Additionally, the commander ensures the report was written fairly and accurately describes the performance and future potential of the ratee.  Commanders normally have their first sergeants or a chief master sergeant review the report prior to signing it.  

Section VII (AF Form 911), Indorser’s Comments.  This section is normally reserved for an A, B, C, or D-level indorsement, which is strictly reserved for TIG eligible master sergeants and senior master sergeants.  However, if the rater’s rater in Section VI was not a major or GS-12 or higher, this report would be closed out by the first person in the chain-of-command who meets that criteria.  

Weak Indorser’s Comments

VII. INDORSER’S COMMENTS

-  People and aircraft are his business and SMSgt _____knows how to make them go

-  Subordinates are spurred to high productivity by his leadership and example

   -- Concern for both has cohesively melded his unit under the objective-wing concept

-  A driving force and mentor to younger, less experienced junior NCOs

   -- Promotes Air Force policy perfectly; always focused on solutions; he has my total confidence

Lacks specific details and does not show results.  Most bullets could be used for any NCO.  There are no comments relating to ratee’s potential for promotion or increased responsibilities.
Stronger Indorser’s Comments

VII.  INDORSER’S COMMENTS

-  Air Force winner of the 1991 Secretary of the Air Force Leadership Award as top SNCO Academy honor graduate from a group of 1500 competitors

-  During the MAJCOM ORI, as Chief, Unit Exercise Evaluation Team, received “Excellent” or better ratings in every category and was hand-picked to monitor multimillion dollar island radar and upgrades

-  My finest SMSgt and number one choice for promotion to CMSgt this cycle.

Without a doubt, the ratee’s accomplishments are clearly stated.  The indorser communicates to the reader where the ratee stands within his/her organization.  Strong promotion recommendation statement.
Section VIII (AF Form 911), Final Evaluator’s Position.  Mark the appropriate block indicating which level closed out the report.

Section IX (AF Form 911), Time-In-Grade Eligibility.  Rater marks whether ratee is TIG eligible or not (this is indicated on the EPR notice).

Enlisted Promotions

The objective of the enlisted promotion system is to promote airmen to fill particular needs for specific grades in each Air Force specialty.  The Air Force promotes airmen and NCOs who show potential for more responsibility through an objective and visible promotion system.  The system’s objectivity ensures all enlisted personnel receive fair and timely consideration for promotion.

Promotion quotas for the top five grades (SSgt-CMSgt) are tied to fiscal year end strength and are affected by funding limits, regulatory limits, and the number of projected vacancies in specific grades.  The DOD limits the number of airmen the Air Force may have in the top five grades.  Public law limits the number of airmen who may serve on active duty in the grades of senior master sergeant and chief master sergeant to 3 percent of the enlisted force.

The Air Force establishes promotion cycles to ensure timely periodic promotions and to permit more accurate forecasting of vacancies.  Promotion cycles also balance the promotion administration workload and provide cutoff dates for eligibility.  Because there are specific limits on the number of airmen who can serve in each grade, the Air Force establishes a quota for each of the promotion cycles based on total vacancies in a particular grade.  The Air Force Personnel Center distributes the total promotion quota among the Air Force specialties.

Promotion to airman (Amn), airman first class (A1C), and senior airman (SrA) are done on a fully qualified basis.

Promotion to Amn and A1C.  

The Air Force normally promotes eligible airmen recommended by their commander on a noncompetitive basis.  An AB must have six months TIG to be eligible for promotion to Amn.  An Amn must have 10 months’ TIG for promotion to A1C.  It should be noted some individuals will be promoted to Amn and A1C directly after completion of basic training due to the completion of a certain number of college credits or if they sign up for a lengthy enlistment. 

Promotion to SrA

The Air Force promotes A1Cs to SrA with either 36 months of TIS and 20 months of TIG or 28 months of TIG, whichever occurs first.  Additionally, to be promoted to SrA, one must possess a 3-skill level and be recommended by their unit commander.  A1Cs may compete for early advancement to SrA if they meet the minimum eligibility criteria.  If promoted to SrA below the zone, their promotion effective date would be 6 months before their normal fully qualified date. 

Weighted Airman Promotion System (WAPS)

This promotion system is used to promote personnel to the grades of SSgt, TSgt, and MSgt.  WAPS consists of six weighted factors: promotion fitness examination (PFE), specialty knowledge test (SKT), performance reports, decorations, TIG, and TIS.  Each of these factors is weighted or assigned points based on its importance relative to promotion.  The total number of points possible under WAPS is 460.  The PFE and SKT scores account for 200 of those 460 points.  Both the PFE and SKT are testable.  The PFE covers general Air Force knowledge, while the SKT is an examination that covers broad technical knowledge in the member’s AFSC. Airmen in chronic critical shortage (CCS) skills are promoted at 1.2 times the selection rate of airmen in non-CCS AFSCs.

	If the factor is…
	        Then the maximum score is…

	SKT
	100 points.  Base individual score on percentage correct (two decimal places)

	PFE
	100 points.  Base individual score on percentage correct (two decimal places)

	TIS
	40 points.  Award two points for each year of TAFMS up to 20 years, as of the last day of the last month of the promotion cycle.  Credit one-sixth point for each month of TAFMS (15 days or more = one-sixth point; drop periods of less than 15 days)

	TIG
	60 points.  Award one-half point for each month in grade up to 10 years, as of the first day of the last month of the promotion cycle (count 15 days or more as one-half points; drop periods less than 15 days). 

	Decorations
	25 points.  Assign each decoration a point value based on its order of precedence.

	EPRs
	135 points.  Multiply each EPR rating that closed out within five years immediately preceding the promotion eligibility cut-off date, not to exceed 10 reports, by the time-weighted factor for that specific report.  The time-weighted factor begins with 50 for the most recent report and decreases in increments of five (50-45-40-35-30-25-20-15-10-5) for each report on file.  Multiply that product by the EPR conversion factor of 27.  Repeat this step for each report.  After calculating each report, add the total value of each report for a sum.  Divide that sum by the sum of the time-weighted factors added together for the promotion performance factor.  


Let’s take a few minutes to go over an example.  You are the supervisor of SSgt Jones and she has accumulated six EPRs over the last five years.  The ratings, starting with the most recent, are 5, 4, 5, 5, 5, and 4.  Let’s do the calculations to determine what SSgt Jones’s EPR score will be:


5 x 50 = 250 x 27 = 6,750


4 x 45 = 180 x 27 = 4,860


5 x 40 = 200 x 27 = 5,400

28,485 divided by 225 = 126.6




5 x 35 = 175 x 27 = 4,725

 
5 x 30 = 150 x 27 = 4,050


4 x 25 = 100 x 27 = 2,700
 Totals        225
           28,485

Out of a total of 135 points, SSgt Jones received 126.6 points for her EPR.

The award of 126.6 points out of 135 seems pretty good to the casual observer; however, when presented with the 2002 enlisted promotion statistics, the outlook is not as good for SSgt Jones.

	Promotion to….
	Average EPR Score of All Eligibles
	Average EPR Score of Those Selected for Promotion

	SSgt
	125.99
	130.37

	TSgt
	131.89
	132.58

	MSgt
	133.62
	134.34

	SMSgt
	134.50
	134.99

	CMSgt
	134.94
	135.00


As you can see the average score for personnel eligible for promotion to TSgt was 131.89, and those selected for promotion had an average score of 132.58.  This does not mean that SSgt Jones would not have made promotion, but she needed to excel in the other areas of WAPS.  However, this is a good exercise for supervisors to see just how important EPRs are to the promotion process.  

It is important to understand that the Air Force makes promotions under WAPS within each AFSC, not across them.  This means that personnel are competing for promotion only with those individuals currently working in their AFSC.  Selectees are individuals with the highest total scores in each AFSC, within the quota limitations.  If more than one individual has the same total score as the cutoff point, the Air Force promotes everyone with that score.  

There is another way for personnel to be promoted to SSgt, TSgt, or MSgt: through the Stripes for Exceptional Performers Program or STEP.  STEP, established in 1980, is designed to meet those unique circumstances which, in the commander’s judgment, clearly warrant promotion.  Isolated heroic acts or specific achievements should not be the sole basis for promotion under this program.  Commanders should guard against using STEP as an enlisted below-the-zone program.  Commanders should give WAPS the opportunity to promote top performers and incline toward promoting deserving hard chargers who are behind their peers when comparing years of service to the number of stripes they wear.  Under STEP, most senior raters with large enlisted populations may promote a limited number of airmen with exceptional potential to the grade of SSgt through MSgt.  There are some restrictions and each MAJCOM is responsible for establishing its own selection procedures.  It should be noted that selection for promotion by STEP is extremely rare.

Senior NCO Promotion Program

Promotion to SMSgt and CMSgt has always been extremely competitive.  Public law limits the top two enlisted grades to 3 percent of the total enlisted force, not to exceed 1 percent for the grade of CMSgt.  Thus, competition for the limited quota is tough, and relatively few people can be promoted to the top two enlisted grades.  Consideration for promotion to the grades of SMSgt and CMSgt is a two-phase process.  Phase 1 is similar to the WAPS, although some factors and weights differ from WAPS. Instead of being tested on the PFE and SKT, personnel being considered for promotion to SMSgt or CMSgt take a USAF Supervisory Exam.  Phase 2 consists of a central evaluation board at the Air Force Personnel Center, using the whole-person concept.  These two phases are worth up to 795 total points and are broken down as follows:

	If factor is
	Then the maximum score is…

	USAF Supervisory Exam
	100 points.  Base individual score on percentage correct (two decimal places).

	TIS
	25 points.  Credit one-twelfth point for each month of TAFMS, up to 25 years.

	TIG
	60 points.  Award one-half point for each month in grade up to 10 years, as of the first day of the last month of the promotion cycle (count 15 days or more as one-half point; drop periods less than 15 days.

	Decorations
	25 points.  Assign each decoration a point value based on its order of precedence.

	EPR
	135 points.  Multiply each EPR rating that closed out within five years immediately preceding the promotion eligibility cut-off date, not to exceed 10 reports, by the time-weighted factor for that specific report.  The time-weighted factor begins with 50 for the most recent report and decreases in increments of five (50-45-40-35-30-25-20-15-10-5) for each report on file.  Multiply that product by the EPR conversion factor of 27.  Repeat this step for each report.  After calculating each report, add the total value of each report for a sum.  Divide that sum by the sum of the time-weighted factors added together for the promotion performance factor.  

	Board Score
	270–450 points.  The lowest board score is 270 and the highest board score is 450.


As you can see, the evaluation board is very important because it accounts for over half of the member’s total score.  Below is a list of average board scores for 2002.

	Promotion to
	Average Board Score of All Eligibles
	Average Board Score of Those Selected for Promotion

	SMSgt
	337.14
	393.93

	CMSgt
	343.45
	379.44


Understanding how board members are selected, the evaluation board process, and some of the areas considered would provide valuable insight into what it takes to get promoted to these two grades.

Selection of board members.  The number of eligible personnel identified by major command and Air Force specialty codes determines the number and career-field backgrounds of the board members.  Board members are divided into panels, each consisting of one colonel and two chief master sergeants.  The board president is always a general officer.  Before evaluating records, board members are briefed on the objective of their task, eligible population profile, and selection-folder content.  The board is then sworn to complete its task without prejudice or partiality.  The board members also participate in an extensive trial-run process to ensure scoring consistency prior to evaluating any “live” records.  

Areas the Board Considers.  The attributes considered by the board include performance, education, breadth of experience, job responsibility, professional competence, specific achievements, and leadership.  The common denominator is that the individual has control over all the attributes—the individual is responsible for his or her promotion, not the board. 

· Performance.  The board is given all of the member’s EPRs for the last 10 years.  The board members consider all aspects of the EPR: job descriptions, individual rating factors, periods of supervision, overall evaluations, levels of indorsements, and each narrative word picture.  The performance record will demonstrate what qualities the member has as a leader and manager.  

· Education.  While the Air Force does not require enlisted members to have any education beyond high school, many enlisted members are pursuing secondary education.  It is interesting to note that in 2002, over 90% of the Air Force’s SMSgts had an associate degree or higher, and 23% had a bachelor’s degree or higher.  Additionally, 95% of CMSgts had an associate degree or higher, and 31% had a bachelor’s degree or higher.

· Breadth of Experience.  This factor refers to a person’s overall professional background, experience, and knowledge gained.  Some items the board members consider include knowledge and practical experience in areas other than an individual’s current specialty.  If one has remained in the same career field, the board members will be interested to know if he or she has had wide exposure across his or her career field.  Also, board members consider a person’s potential to fill other types of jobs as well as supervisory and managerial experience.  

· Job Responsibility.  This factor does not refer entirely to the command level of a person’s job, although command-level experience is a consideration. Many base-level jobs demand just as much of an individual as jobs at higher command levels.  Consideration is given primarily to what the person has accomplished and how well he or she has performed.  

· Professional Competence.  What do rating and endorsing officials say about the person’s expertise?  Is the person truly outstanding?  How much does that person know about his or her job and how well has he or she accomplished it?

· Specific Achievements.  These are often recognized in the form of awards and decorations.  However, there are many other significant accomplishments often addressed within the narrative comments of the performance reports.  Such recognition, either in the form of decorations or narrative comments, can help board members identify the truly outstanding performer.

· Leadership.  Board members use their judgment, expertise, and maturity when reviewing records to assess a senior NCO’s leadership potential.  Particularly, the board members are seeking information about how people react to the person.  What have rating officials said about the person’s leadership qualities and leadership potential?  What haven’t they said?

Prior to the actual scoring process, board members are given two selected sets of records to score as a practice exercise.  Using the whole-person concept, they score the records using secret ballots and assign a score from 6 to 10 using half-point increments.  This process assists the board members in establishing a scoring standard they can apply consistently throughout the board process.  

After the trial run has been completed and discussed, panels begin actual scoring of records.  Records from one AFSC are not divided among panels.  The same panel evaluates all eligibles in an AFSC competing for promotion.  Each panel member scores each record using a six to 10- point scale measured in half-point increments.  Thus, an individual’s record may receive a composite score by the three-member panel from a minimum of 18 (6-6-6) to a maximum of 30 (10-10-10) points.  The composite score (18–30) points are later multiplied by a factor of 15, which results in the total board score (270 to 450).  Panel members score individually using a secret ballot without discussion amongst themselves.  A record scored with a difference of more than one point between any of the panel members (for example, 8.5, 8.0, and 7.0) is termed a split vote and is returned to the panel for resolution.  At this point, the panel may discuss the record openly amongst themselves.  This allows them to state their reasons for scoring the record as they did.  Only those panel members who caused the split are allowed to change their scores.  If the panel cannot come to an agreement on the split vote, the record is given to the board president for resolution.  

Actual scores may vary between panels.  The specific reason why this happens cannot be determined because this is a subjective decision.  However, since a single panel reviews all records within a specific AFSC, each record is judged against the same standard.  

Board members do not have access to the weighted scores of individuals competing for promotion.  Their primary concern is to align all the eligibles in a relative order of merit, based on their panel score, within their AFSC.  When the board adjourns, the board members do not know who was selected; they only know they have reviewed and scored each record within the standard that evolved from the trial run. 

It is interesting to know that for the 2002 promotion year there were 15,307 MSgts eligible for promotion to SMSgt, and only 9 had a perfect board score of 450.  Of the 2,815 eligible SMSgts competing for promotion to CMSgt, only one had a perfect board score!  

This very long lesson described, in detail, the enlisted evaluation and promotion systems.  In our next lesson, we will discuss the officer evaluation and promotion systems.  
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