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Subj:  OBSERVATIONS FROM THE E-8 & E-9 SELECTION BOARDS





The following comments were compiled from feedback from members of the FY-03 Active E-8 and E-9 Selection Boards.  Because these opinions were gathered from different board members, they should be regarded as generally valid for all ratings, but a few specific observations may not be applicable to every rating.  The comments are addressed to both the prospective candidates (to help you prepare) and the reporting seniors (to help you write reports that might get your CPOs promoted).





As a reminder, the number of advancement quotas for each rating group is set by the enlisted rating community managers at OPNAV.  The advancement opportunity varies widely between rates.  In general, there are many more deserving candidates than quotas.  For some ratings, the number of allowed quotas is so small that even “superstar” candidates may have to demonstrate outstanding performance for many years before they are selected for promotion.  For other ratings, management of the community requires more candidates to be advanced, and this results in faster promotion flow times.  Regardless of the advancement opportunity, Board members will always go to great lengths to make sure that every candidate gets the fullest and fairest look so that the most deserving candidates are selected. 





Candidates (and reporting seniors) should remember that the only information available to the Board is that information which is contained in the official enlisted service record and any information that was provided to the Board by the Sailor.  No other information can be considered.  Consequently, the most important thing that a candidate should do before the board is to review his or her record for accuracy and completeness.  We saw a number of cases of service records in poor shape.  The board will generally conclude that the candidate must not care much about promotion if he/she could not be bothered to try to correct the errors or missing information.  





One of the differences between enlisted boards and officer boards is that the enlisted board only looks at performance over the last five years, rather that over the whole career.  Old NJPs and performance reports are no longer considered.  This is good news in that it allows a candidate to recover from past performance problems and emphasizes that we are not a “zero-defect” Navy.  However, the board looks at career progression over the whole career to insure that the candidate is pursuing a meaningful sea-shore rotation.








General Comments





The most important information in the service record comes from the member’s Fitness Reports (Enlisted Performance Evaluations).  Other items, such as awards and certificates, sea-shore rotation, off-duty education, etc., are also considered, but the evaluations form the foundation of the selection process.  Therefore, these evaluations should be well-written and contain sufficient detail to ensure the Board picks the right future generation of senior enlisted leadership.  The Board depends on the reporting seniors to faithfully document performance, including ranking against peers, and provide an evaluation of future potential, including recommendations for promotion and future assignment.  Fitness reports that do not clearly communicate this information can create ambiguities, and may result in non-selection when the reporting senior did not intend it  





The well-written enlisted fitness report has the following general attributes:





- Intro paragraph with major accolades, breakout (peer ranking) and recommendations


- Some details of leadership, supervisory and management accomplishments


- Evidence that the candidate is ready to accept increased responsibility


- Professional expertise, qualifications, and outside rate involvement


- Personal achievements (SOQ, SOY, etc.)


- Collateral duties and command-wide involvement (demonstrates initiative)


- Off-duty education, and community service, particularly if it helps the Navy


- Wrap-up paragraph to emphasize overall highlights, ranking (if not covered in intro paragraph), and recommendations.





A few words on specific items:  





1.  Sea-shore rotation and doing hard jobs.  The first thing the board looks for in a candidate (in conjunction with strong performance - more on that below) is proper rotation and development of jobs.  Board members are very impressed with candidates who take on hard jobs and not impressed with those who appear to be avoiding hard jobs.  For ratings that require a sea-shore rotation, successful candidates must go to sea and perform well at sea.  Those that take back-to-back sea tours or consistently take on the hard jobs get extra consideration.  Those that appear to be avoiding sea duty will not do as well.  In general, shore duty should fulfill the needs of the Navy or support in-rate development.  One out-of-rate shore tour is okay, but not back-to-back. Career diversity with a balanced sea/shore rotation is extremely important.  Remember that there are differences in types and difficulty of sea duty and shore duty, and Board members will know the difference. 





2.  Performance and ranking.  Hand in hand with doing hard jobs is how well the member is doing his job, no matter what job he/she iss assigned.  To help spell this out for the Board, whenever possible, the reporting senior should “break out” the candidate.  The board will heavily weigh “competitive” reports (those that show the candidate compared to a peer group).   In general, the larger the competitive group, the easier it is for the Board to see the value of the break-out.  This is not to say that small groups will disadvantage a candidate.  But #1 or #2 of 50 just looks a lot more impressive than #1 of 4.  Some of following comments provide more thoughts on promotion recommendations and rankings.  





3. Promotion recommendations.  The majority of successful selectees for promotion to E-8 and E-9 were consistent MP/EP performers on competitive reports.  It was not necessarily unusual to see a member start off with a P for his first report at a new command, but he or she needed to move up to MP/EP on subsequent reports.  Candidates who (1) started off as MP and moved to EP, or (2) started off as EP and stayed there, looked even better.  The key was performance in tough jobs, ranked against other performers.  (More on “one-of-one” reports later).  However, even with MP and EP reports, the Board was looking for meaningful comments to substantiate the marks.  Conversely, if a reporting senior took the time to write “mitigating” comments to explain any special circumstances as to why a member was marked as P, it can help.  Don’t leave block 40 recommendations blank.  Be sure to recommend for promotion to the next higher grade.  Most reporting seniors also re-state the recommendation in the comments (in the lead-in or wrap-up paragraph).  Reports without this statement look unusual.





4.  Declining Performance.  A decline in performance (either promotion recommendation or trait average) for the same reporting senior was viewed negatively by the Board, unless directly explained in the words.  The Board assumes that the reporting senior has carefully tracked prior reports, and documenting a decline is intentional, not accidental.  Sometimes the size of the reporting group decreases, mandating dropping a performer on the edge from EP to MP or MP to P.  If so, and the member’s performance did not actually decline, please explain it.  A decline from one reporting senior to the next (in the same job) was also viewed negatively, but not as much as under the same reporting senior.





5.  Size of competitive group.  Command-wide break-outs held more validity for the Board than smaller, departmental break-outs.  In general, the larger the competitive group, the more impressive the break-out.  Obviously, not all Sailors have an opportunity to be compared within a large group and the board properly recognized those who broke out in smaller groups.  However, if the command has the opportunity to rank members within a large group rather than a small group it is usually more helpful for the candidates.  Reporting seniors with multiple UICs can elect to compare across UICs, or not, in the words, but this should be carefully considered.   





6.  One-of-one reports.  Reports in which the candidate is evaluated alone are almost never as good as competitive reports.  The board sometimes can’t tell how good the member really is unless the reporting senior takes the time to spell it out.  These reports fall into two primary categories: KISS reports and normal duty reports.





7.  KISS reports.  The most common type of 1-of-1 is the end-of-tour “kiss.”  First, any promotion recommendation on this report except EP raises a red flag.  The obvious question is whether the reporting senior is trying to tell the Board something.  Or did he have an old-fashioned notion that because the member’s last competitive report was an MP, the “appropriate” transfer mark should be an MP?  If not explained, the Board will assume that the reporting senior was not too enthusiastic about the member.  The most effective way to help the candidate (and future selection boards) is to include a ranking in the written comments to break out the member.  Something like, “Even though this is a transfer report, if forced to rank Chief Jones against his peers today, I would rank him as number 2 of 17 CPOs in my command.”  This type of comment is very valuable in helping the Board to understand how the reporting senior really feels.  Without such information, the Board has to assume that an EP kiss report is more or less meaningless.  Caution: a reporting senior that ranks every departing CPO as “my best” or “#1 of xx” will quickly lose credibility with the Board. 





8.  One-of-one normal duty reports.   As already stated, it’s hard to look good on 1-of-1 reports.  This can be a real problem for members assigned to jobs where they aren’t evaluated against a competitive group.  Reporting seniors need to take special care to beef up these reports.  Use comparative phrases like “in the top 20 percent of all CPOs I have served with.”  If appropriate, discuss any special selection criteria associated with the job that would help the board understand the candidate’s performance better, such as “hand-selected for this prestigious job by the Secretary of the Navy.”  For the members… if you are assigned to a 1-of-1 job, try not to stay there too long, or to go back-to-back to a similar job.  Work with your detailer and career counselor to get assigned to a competitive job. 





9.  Rank the top EPs and MPs.  The Board will often have to make distinctions between outstanding performers that are ranked as EP or MP.  The reporting seniors can help the board make the right decisions by ranking, where appropriate, the top EPs or MPs in the comments.  For example, a CPO may be marked as EP in a field of 21 EPs, 31 MPs, and 53 Ps.  Unless the reporting senior spells it out, the Board has no way of knowing whether the member is #1 or #21.  It could make the difference in a tight selection decision.  The same logic holds for the top MPs.  In this example, the Board has no way of knowing whether a CPO marked as MP is #22 or #52.  Suggestion: rank in your comments the top 30-50% of the EPs and the top “few” MPs.





10.  Amplifying information.  The Board can better understand a candidate’s performance if the fitness report spells out the scope of responsibility, including how many Sailors the individual supervised.  If LCPO is not an option for the rating, evidence of leadership and command-wide involvement is an absolute must.   Include deployments and command special accomplishments.  For sea-duty commands that are shore based: we recommend you include the total number of days TAD or deployed with a description of what was accomplished.  





11.  Warfare qualification.  The board viewed warfare qualification as an expected accomplishment to be completed in the normal performance of duty.  In other words, it was not as an “elective” that could be completed for “extra credit” by the member if he or she felt like it.  Consequently, for ratings in which completion of warfare qualification should be expected, or where the member was stationed at a command where he/she had an opportunity to earn the qualification, any candidate who had not earned a pin was penalized.  Those members who had earned additional warfare qualification got extra recognition for initiative.  The reporting senior should document if there is a good reason why a Sailor cannot complete warfare qualification.





12.  Watch qualifications.  Advanced qualifications or qualifications outside the normal rating area are also important.  They tell the board a lot about the candidate’s initiative and ability to broaden himself/herself.  Certain qualifications are “expected” if you were on a platform where you had the opportunity to qualify, and will be a detractor if you served on such a platform, had the opportunity, and didn’t complete the qualification.





13.  PRT Failure.  The Board looked upon a PRT failure in the last five years as “adverse” information.  However, a candidate that had only one PRT or body fat failure several years ago, and who aggressively recovered from it, maintained the standards, and was otherwise a deserving candidate, could “heal” from this wound.  Between the two Boards, out of the 2251 personnel selected for promotion, 11 had one-time, recovered PRT/BF failures. 





14.  Collateral duties.  The board recognized those candidates that took on extra collateral duties in an effort to broaden their skills and assist the overall command.  This demonstrated leadership and initiative.  Of course, it also made a difference how well the duties were performed, and the types of duties.  More is not necessarily better.  “Urinalysis Observer” is not a collateral duty.  Assistant MAA or Education Services Officer are more impressive.





15.  Awards.  Awards and certificates documenting accomplishments (MSM, NCM, NAM, Master Training Specialist, etc) are important because they show initiative and indicate what the parent command thought of the individual.   EOT awards outside of the “norms” were noticed.  Mid-tour awards pack a particularly important punch.





16.  Consistent Recommendations.  We saw some inconsistent recommendations.  For example, giving a member a promotion mark of MP (with three EPs ahead of him) and stating in the remarks, “… is my number one candidate for selection as LDO” was inconsistent.  We saw several reports that recommended a serving LCPO for assignment as LCPO, with no other elaboration. 





17.  Sailorization tours.  The precept letter directed the Board to give due consideration to candidates that took on tough jobs contributing to the “Sailorization” process (procuring, mentoring and molding our young Sailors).  Consequently, those candidates who served in demanding shore jobs such as recruiting, training of new recruits (RDC), and service school instructors were given special credit for doing a hard and meaningful job, in much the same way that they were given credit for arduous sea duty or overseas duty.  Of course, it was far more important to the selection process as to how well the candidate performed in these assignments than the mere fact that he/she served in them.


	


18.  Letters to the Board.  Once you have reviewed your record and discovered missing or erroneous information, you should prepare a letter to the Board.  Many candidates did so.  However, there was entirely too much duplicative information contained in letters to the Board that was already available in the electronic Service Record.  Don’t send copies if information that is already there.  Concentrate on period-by-period continuity in the performance evaluations.  Missing fitness reports will stop a selection, since the Board cannot be sure if there is adverse information in the missing report.  Also, it is viewed as an indicator of whether the member cared enough to make sure the record is complete.  The Board will go to great lengths to find missing performance information. 





19.  Brag Sheet.  When putting together your package, don’t make the Board member dig for meaningful information.  It can be helpful to provide a summary of your career, highlighting the important information including dates so the Board member can verify it quickly in the service record.  This “brag sheet” must be supported by information already available in the service record.  It should include career summary and highlights, leadership and management experience, warfare and watch qualifications, education and correspondence courses, awards and special recognition (SOQ/SOY), and special assignments. 








Summary





Nothing beats “sustained superior performance” in tough jobs that show career diversity (balanced sea / shore rotation), command-wide breakouts and detailed justification in the written comments.  Equally important are demonstrated leadership at sea (LCPO), warfare qualifications, Senior/Master Chief recommendations, “Senior Enlisted level” advanced qualifications (COW, CSOOW, EOOW, CICWO, JOOD (u/w), CWC, EWS, PPWS, SFF, QAR, etc.) and finally major command-wide collateral duties that demonstrate command involvement.








�PAGE  �6�














