Unit Briefing



@EES Revision Overview

Why:

» The current Enlisted Evaluation System (EES) is out-dated and no longer optimally supports
the myriad human resources decisions for the active duty and reserve enlisted workforce.

» The Master Chief Petty Officer of the Coast Guard and CG-1 chartered a joint work group to
revise the EES in order for it to remain an effective expectations management tool (member);
performance management tool (supervisor); and talent management tool (organization).

Objectives of the EES revision:

* Incorporate the Leadership Development Framework

* Provide better data for all assignments, retentions, separations, boards, panels, and
advancement decisions

* Reduce workload by removing any unnecessary measurements


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Once an EER is finalized in Direct Access, and the member has received their counseling and feedback on their performance, the organization uses EERs (and historical EER data) to make a myriad of human resources decisions.  Over the past few decades, we have gone through some major changes in the organization, specifically on how we manage the enlisted workforce. The current EER is simply out of date, and does not support that management as well as it could.

MCPOCG and CG-1 chartered a joint workgroup to evaluate the EES, and recommend changes to the system, specifically the competencies and recommendation for advancement.

 When the workgroup first started, they were historically limited by 25 competencies…that changed in spring 2017 which allowed us to make a better evaluation and change the system more drastically to fit the HR needs.

 01MAR2018 implementation date


®
Major Changes

» Effective for all EERs completed on or after March 1, 2018.
* Reduction in the number of competencies for each pay grade

* New competencies and performance standards aligned w/Leadership Development
Framework

o Comments required for 1-3, & 7s
 Inclusion of a potential block

« Recommendation for Advancement Block
« Advancement EERs /92/184 Day Rule

« Standup of EPM-3


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Agenda slide – the ppt will follow order for topics.

If you have questions, please raise your hand at any time, however, I may tell you that we will cover that topic later in the presentation.




@ - - -
Definitions

e Factor Types: The four categories of performance to which the competencies are
assigned: Military Professional Qualities Performance Leadership

o Competencies: The individual elements located under each factor on which
members are evaluated.

o Competency Definitions: The written criteria which defines each competency at
each paygrade.

e Performance Standards: The written criteria that outlines the expected
performance to receive a mark of 2, 4, or 6 in each competency.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
In order to ensure everyone is clear as we talk about what is changing, these are the commonly used terms defined as they pertain to the EER. (point out on the picture as you go through the definitions)

On the picture: 
Factor Type:	“MILITARY: Measures a member’s ability to bring…”
Competency: “Military Bearing”
Competency Definition: “The degree to which the member aligned…”
Performance Standards: The text under the “2” the “4” and the “6”


® -
‘Competencies

Effective March 1, 2018

E1-E3 (9) E4-E5 (13) E6 (13) E7-E9 (15)

e Military Bearing Military Bearing Military Bearing Military Bearing
ilitary
Customs, Court, & Traditions Customs, Court, & Traditions Customs, Court, & Traditions Customs, Court, & Traditions

Quality of Work Quality of Work Quality of Work Quality of Work
e Commitment Technical Proficiency Technical Proficiency Technical Proficiency
Initiative Initiative Initiative

Strategic Thinking

Decision Making & Problem  Decision Making & Problem  Decision Making & Problem  Decision Making & Problem
Solving Solving Solving Solving

Pr(gfeSﬁi_onal Military Readiness Military Readiness Military Readiness Military Readiness
ualities
Self-Awareness & Learning Self-Awareness & Learning Self-Awareness & Learning Self-Awareness & Learning

Team Building Team Building Partnering
Respect for Others Respect for Others Respect for Others Respect for Others
Followership Accountability & Accountability & Accountability &
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility
Leadership Influencing Others Directing Others Workforce Management
Effective Communication Effective Communication Effective Communication

Chiefs Mess Leadership &
Participation


Presenter
Presentation Notes

Talk about the reduction in the number of competencies – 
Nonrates: 19 to 9
Petty Officers: 25 to 13
Chiefs: 25 to 15

This equates to about a 50% reduction for the majority of members. 55K of the 65K EERs every year are for E6 and below.

The workgroup got to this by working through the system with the three objectives of the EES revision in mind – there was no “target number” of competencies, but rather the workgroup was tasked with finding the “best” number of competencies to be able to both meet the objectives of the revision, and to ensure the HR stakeholders had the information they needed to make those decisions.

The competencies better align with leadership development framework.  Some competencies track through a member’s entire career (i.e. Military Bearing, and Respect for Others), some are only at one pay grade (i.e. Commitment at the non-rate), and some dovetail into a different competency at the next higher grade, such as Influencing Others to Directing Others to Workforce Management. These competencies that dovetail into one another include elements from the previous pay grade, and add new elements. For instance, you might think “Why is Directing Others only at the E6 level? I expect my Chief’s to be Directing Others on a daily basis.” When you look at Workforce Management, you will see elements of Directing Others from E6, but you will also see additions such as an expectation of the broader workforce management and HR practices in the Coast Guard.




@Competency Appearance in DA

/

Comments are still
entered by clicking on
the “Comments” icons



Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is a screen shot of how the new competencies will appear in DA. Notice it is not different visually, but you can tell that it is significantly shorter.


®
Competency Definitions and Performance Standards

e The “Comment” icon in Direct Access will open a comment field.

« Above the comment field you will see a description field for that

competency — which includes the competency definition as well as the
performance standards for a mark of 2, 4, or 6.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Clicking on the “Comment” icon next to any particular competency will get you to the description. The description field will show you the Competency name, the competency definition, and the performance standards for 2, 4, and 6. This comment block is where required comments are entered for a particular competency.


®
Paygrade Specific Competency Definitions

» Each paygrade, E4 and above, may see changes in the competency
definitions.

* Not all competency definitions change at every paygrade



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Each pay grade their own different competency definitions. However, note that not every definition changes at every paygrade.

It is important to review these definitions when completing EERs to ensure that the rating chain is evaluating a member on the competency definitions for the correct paygrade.

Some changes are minor in words, but major in meaning – for instance, some definitions may only add “and required the same of others” or “and subordinates” etc, which adds an entirely new level of expectation beyond self.


®
Paygrade Specific Performance Standards

« Each paygrade, E4 and above, will have their own performance
standards

* Not all competencies change at every paygrade


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Each pay grade their own different performance standards. However, note that not every competency changes at every paygrade. Remember, that in addition to changes in the performance standards, the definition of a particular competency may change.

Just as with the definitions, it is important to review the performance standards for the correct paygrade of the evaluee when assigning marks.

Some changes are minor in words, but major in meaning – note the third word in the “6” for E4 and E5 Team Building – this single word change is a drastic difference in expectation from a team player to a team leader.


%\ssigning Marks

MARK MEANS THE MEMBER CONSISTENTLY

Unacceptable — Did not meet all the written performance standards
1* |in the “2” level, or the rater considered the impact severely
detrimental to the organization or to others.

2* | Poor — Met all the written performance standards in this level.

Below Standard — Did not meet all the written performance

*

3 standards in the “4” block.

4 Average — Met all the written performance standards for this level
and none in the “6” level.

5 Above Average — Met all the written performance standards in the
“4” |evel and at least one of those in the “6” level.

6 Excellent — Met all the written performance standards for this level
and did not exceed any of them.

2% Superior — Met all the written performance standards in the “6”

level and exceeded at least one of them.

*Comments Required


Presenter
Presentation Notes
From the Commandant and PSC instructions, this chart outlines the guidelines rating chains should be using when assigning the numerical mark.

For a mark of 4 or 6, the evaluee must meet ALL of those performance standards to get that mark – if the member does not meet them all, they should be assigned the lower mark.  Also for marks 5 and above, an evaluee must continue to meet the performance standards for the 4, and the 6 if applicable.  For example, if a member is assigned a mark of 6, this means they meet everything in the 4 and the 6 written standards, if a member earns a 7, this means they meet everything in the 4 and 6 standards, and exceeded at least one of the standards in the 6 block.

Note for a 7, you only need to exceed ONE of the things in a 6, so the comments for a 7 don’t need to call out what actions earned a member the 6…


®)
Competency Comments

o Comments are required for marksof 1, 2,3 & 7

o Comments for individual competencies are limited to 2 lines of text,
which equates to 220 characters in Direct Access.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Comments are now required for a 3 in addition to a 1, 2 and 7, which is a change from the old EER

The comments being required for a 3 is important, because we have policy restrictions for members who receive a 3. Many times, it is much more important to know why a member received the 3, than just knowing that they received a 3. They only way for us to mitigate or take a look at possibly changing or affirming those policies is to have an explanation of why the 3’s are given – for instance, if a member receives a 3 in Military Readiness because they spent a week on weight probation, should that be viewed the same as a member who received a 3 in Accountability and Responsibility because they ran the small boat aground? Arguably those two instances are not of the same severity, and should not be treated the same. Without the comments, it is difficult to justify not treating them the same – requiring comments allow HR decision makers to look at why a 3 was given and not just treat all 3’s the same.

Some policy restrictions that cover blanket 3’s may not change at all, however, requiring comments for 3’s will allow programs to take a look at all policies and determine which ones can or should change.

Comments are limited to two lines for each competency, which works out to 220 characters (including spaces) in DA – DA will not allow more and will error if you enter more than 220 characters.




®) .. i
Comments — Writing style tips

Comments only need to address the specifics of why a member’s
performance exceeded/did not meet a 2, 4, or 6.

Comments don’t need to reiterate or justify what is already written in
the 2, 4, or 6 blocks.

Remove unneeded nouns and pronouns:

Ex: “YN2 Smith expertly executed 93 PCS transactions” (47)
“She expertly executed 93 PCS transactions” (41)
“Expertly executed 93 PCS transactions” (37)

Carefully use abbreviations/acronyms — ensure they are common,
clear, and won’t be misinterpreted.
Ex: “CPOA” Chief Petty Officer Association or Academy?


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Testing has shown that the 220 character limit is generally achievable, however it will require some marking officials to change their writing style to be able to get valuable comments in the space allotted. 

There are several ways you can trim down what we normally see for comments:
For a 7 for instance, it is suggested that you don’t comment on performance that is covered by the written performance standards for a 4 and 6. The requirement for a 7 by policy is that you meet all of the written standards for a 4 and 6, and exceed at least one of the 6 standards – so inherently for the 7 you only need to address the performance that exceeded the 6 and led to the assigning of the 7 mark.

For a 1, 2, 3 we generally see other documentation in the record that explains why the member likely received the mark, so keeping the comments within the character limit should be relatively easy – if a member failed to meet weight standards, the required CG-3307 will cover all the details of how/why they failed the screening, and the comment for a 3 in military readiness could be as simple as “Failed weight standards, spent 3 mos on probation.”  Which is 50 characters, well below the 220 limit.

Also, remove unnecessary words – for instance, in the example on the slide, by just removing the nouns and pronouns you reduce the characters by 10 characters without changing the comment at all.

Abbreviations and acronyms are encouraged, but should be command and clear. Everyone, even those who may not be familiar with the world of work of the evaluee should be able to understand the meaning of the abbreviation or acronym.


® .
Future Potential

* Required for all E4 and above EERs.

« Should be used to speak to the member’s ability or fitness to serve in
future assignments or positions such as independent duty, special
assignments, leadership roles, or other areas of higher responsibility.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Future Potential is a new block on the EER.

Comments are required for all E4 and above EERs. 

This block is important, because every year more and more enlisted members are going before a board or panel. In the current process, the command recommendations for those panels are lost from year to year, so this is an opportunity to create a matter of record of how a commanding officer feels about an individuals potential to serve in various assignments. Further, this will give those panels an idea of a members sustained performance, especially in the cases where a member has just reported, or a new CO has just reported, and may not have the historical knowledge of the member when making an endorsement recommendation.

Comments should speak to the members potential in the near future – at the current grade or maybe the next higher grade. 

For example, no one expects comments for an E4 just out of A-School to be talking about their potential as a Master Chief…


®) ]
Future Potential

 Future Potential comments are limited to 5 lines of text, which equates
to 550 characters in Direct Access. - White space is not bad.

* This block replaces the currently required comments for
“Recommended for Advancement” on E6 and above EERSs.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Comments are limited to 550 characters in DA – any more than that will error.

You don’t have to use all the space – WHITE SPACE IS NOT BAD.  For example, your newly minted YN3, a comment on their first EER that says the member is progressing well in learning their rate, and has the potential to succeed as a successful SPO YN is perfectly fine.  

We fully anticipate as a member gets more senior in the organization, this block will likely have more inserted into it.


®) ]
Recommendation for Advancement

New EER: A “three-button” system; only personnel who receive a “Ready” will receive a SWE.

Ready: Check this block...has the capability and capacity to carry out the duties and
responsibilities of the next higher grade and has satisfied all eligibility and qualification
requirements for the next higher grade. Required time in grade/service shall not be

considered when determining overall eligibility for advancement

Not Ready: Check this block...is not yet ready to carry out the duties and responsibilities of
the next higher grade, or has not satisfied all eligibility and gualification requirements for
the next higher grade. Required time in grade/service shall not be considered when
determining overall eligibility for advancement

Not Recommended: Check this block...should not be advanced to the next higher grade, due
to substandard performance or negative conduct, to include an unsatisfactory conduct
mark, or good order and discipline issues.

Comments are required for a “Not Ready” and a “Not Recommended” — comments are not
character limited and should be detailed and specific.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
-Let everyone read the slide -

Generally speaking, while working on this change, everyone agreed that we need a new process for the Advancement Potential on the EER.

After discussion, most groups agreed that the old two-option system was not effective because this categorized all members in one of two broad categories – especially for the “not recommended” as it did not delineate those members who are satisfactorily performing, but are just not ready for the next grade, and those who should not be advanced because of discipline or failure to perform.   In the old EER for all intents and purposes those two people would be treated the same because of the policy implications that exist for members who get a not recommended, especially in assignments.  This new three-option system allows for a differentiator between the person who is doing everything we expect of them, but is just not ready to be in the next grade, and the person who is not performing as expected, has discipline or misconduct issues, etc. 

 Only member’s who have a “Ready” by the servicewide eligibility date will receive a servicewide exam. Not Ready and Not Recommend DO NOT get a SWE.

Comments are required for anyone getting a Not Ready and Not Recommended, but no comments are required for a Ready.  Comments must be detailed and specific, and should outline why a member received the not ready or not recommended, and what the member must do to earn a ready.  If the EER is a discipline EER, the comments in the recommendation and conduct block should be specific to what behavior/action led to the discipline EER, if NJP/CM, what articles of the UCMJ was the member found to have violated, and what punishment was awarded.

 To get a “Ready” the member must be BOTH recommend to assume the duties and responsibilities of the next higher grade by the Approving Official - AND - must meet all Commandant specified advancement qualifications and eligibility requirements.

For a “Not Ready” the member must be satisfactorily performing in their current grade, but they are not ready to assume the duties of the next higher grade, AND/OR they have not satisfied all COMDT specified advancement requirements.

For a “Not Recommended” the member should simply not be advanced – regardless of being qualified or not. This is for your substandard performers or discipline/misconduct cases.

For Time in Grade/Time in Service requirements – these requirements shall NOT be considered when determining if a member has met the COMDT requirements, because we have a annual advancement cycle, but not an annual testing cycle, if time in grade/service had to be met, it could arbitrarily extend a member’s time in grade requirement, sometimes by an additional two years based on when the member advanced. That is not the intent, so those requirements do not need to be considered when making this determination.

Not removing the autonomy of a CO to give someone a not ready or not recommended based on their opinion that the member is not ready or should not be advanced – regardless of the member being eligible to advance.


Qualification & Eligibility Requirements

The only qualification and eligibility requirements an approving
official must consider are those advancement qualifications and
eligibility requirements set forth by Commandant.

CPO Academy/Senior Enlisted Leadership Course (SELC):
These senior enlisted leadership courses shall not be considered
when determining if a member is eligible to receive a ready.

Waivers — A member with an approved waiver to an
advancement requirement may receive a ready if otherwise
qualified, eligible and recommended.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
 COMDT requirements are what we are talking about when determining the advancement recommendation, not unit specific requirements such as WQSB, etc.  However, again, we are not removing the autonomy of a CO to give someone a not ready or not recommended based on their opinion that the member is not ready or should not be advanced – regardless of the member being eligible to advance. For instance, if the CO thinks you are not ready because you have been at the unit, and have exceeded your unit qualification timelines, they are completely within policy to assign the mark of a not ready or not recommended on that basis.

This also does not remove the requirement that those qualifications be recorded in the proper place (TMT, DA, etc), as PPC will still run the SWE validation, and a member missing the required entries will still not be sent a SWE even if the command marked them Ready.

CPO Academy and SELC are not considered because you have to be above the cutoff for advancement for the next higher grade to attend those schools.

 If the competent waiver authority has granted a waiver to an advancement qualification or eligibility requirement, then the member may receive a ready provided they are otherwise qualified, eligible, and recommended.


@Change of CO’s Recommendation

Concern: If a member receives a “Not Ready” on their regular EER due to not having satisfied
all of the eligibility or qualification requirements for advancement to the next paygrade, then
subsequently completes the missing requirements prior to the next Servicewide Eligibility Date,
can they get the “Not Ready” changed to “Ready” to get a SWE?

e Short answer: Yes

» The option for a CO to change their recommendation on an EER remains unchanged from
current policy — for a member who was previously marked as “Not Ready” subsequently earns
both the CO’s recommendation for advancement and completes all requirements, the CO has
the option to complete a CORC EER, which only changes the recommendation. If a CORC
EER is completed prior to the SED, the member should get a SWE for the next testing cycle.

« A CORC EER s not a full EER, and only requires the Recommendation for Advancement to
be filled in.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
-Let everyone read this slide-

A CORC EER is a way for the CO to change the recommendation, and completing one is solely up to the CO. The CO is not bound to complete one just because a member who may have received a not ready because of not having completed and eligibility requirement gets that requirement completed.

A CORC EER exists in the old EES as well, but we are making some policy changes that hopefully will make that process easier

We anticipate we will see more CORC EERs due to the eligibility requirements in the “ready” and “not ready” – however the process will be pretty simple in DA, and does not required an entirely “new” EER – no other marks will change except the recommendation for advancement.

Don’t confuse a CORC EER with a SWE EER. See the PSCINST for when to complete a SWE EER, if needed. A CORC EER is basically an “amendment” to the previous EER, as where a SWE EER is an entirely new complete EER.

CORC EERs can be used to move the recommendation “up” or “down” based on performance.


CORC EER - DA View



Presenter
Presentation Notes
As you can see, when completing a CORC EER - When “CORC” is selected as the REVIEW TYPE and RATING SCALE on the Employee Review Paglet, then on the Reviewers Paglet only a Recommendation for Advancement competency will appear.


‘Advancement EERs: 92/184 Rule

« Advancement EERs will be required for all members advancing to
paygrade E5 or above.

* The current policy specifying when an EER should not be completed
In the case of an EER being entered within the past 92 days (E6 and
below) or 184 days (E7 and above), will remain largely unchanged.

* The effective date of the EER should be the day prior to advancement.
e The recommendation potential block must be “Ready” — if a member

IS not ready to advance to that next paygrade, commands should follow
the policy on withholding advancement or removal from eligibility list.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Advancment EERs will be required for anyone advancing to E5 and above. This is a change from current policy which only requires an advancement EERs for members advancing to E7 and above. 

This is important because with this new EER the competencies and performance standards change by paygrade. 

So, for example, an E5 who advances to E6 on October 1:
-On the old EES, they would not be required to get advancement EERs, but would be marked as an E6 the next month in November.
-With the performance standards changing by paygrade, and in many cases the expectations getting higher, it stands to reason it would not be fair to hold them to those standards when they have not had the opportunity to perform at the higher paygrade for a majority of the marking period. 
-So with the new EES, instead they would get an EER on September 30th based on the E5 competencies, and would not be marked in November as an E6 based on the 92/184 day rule, which is much more appropriate and more fair to the member. 

92/184 rule remains largely unchanged, and will still guide if a regular EER should be conducted… Refer to the PPCINST or COMDTINST for specific details on this rule.

Discipline EERs are still done regardless of the time since last EER.


=
EPM-3

 Part of the EER change is to establish an EPM-3

 EPM-3 will responsible for quality assurance, procedural guidance,
and policy implementation in regards to the EES.

 EPM-3 EER Validation: The staff at EPM-3 will validate EERSs,
looking for adherence to published policy and procedures — Validation
efforts will concentrate on any unscheduled EERs as well as a
representative sample of all reqular EERSs.

« EERs found to not be in compliance will be returned to the submitting
command with comments on the error and correction procedures.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
EPM-3 is going to be an important part of the new EER success. 

We need a back end validation tool that allows the service to catch an EER that is not within the policy or procedure guidelines.

EPM-3 will be the knowledge and policy/procedures hub for EERs and will be available to commands to answer questions or provide assistance when needed.

When EPM-3 selects an EER for validation, if the EER does not adhere to procedures or policy, the staff at EPM-3 will return the EER to the rating chain for correction.


Q.
Milestones

Senior Leadership briefs

CG-1 policy changes released
CG-6 System testing complete
Unit Outreach/Briefings

IPT Chartered

CG-1 Decision Briefing
CG-6 begin Programming
CG-1 begin policy review

I CG-6 System testing

EES goes live

Oct | \e)Y; |

Release draft forms to fleet
Counsel E -4s —new
expectations

Dec ‘ Jan’lS‘ Feb | Mar .-

Training materials/PG released
CG-6 verification testing complete

Process Guide (PG) development
Policy development

» Unit outreach will provide any and all units the opportunity to receive EES briefing from EPM
» Qutreach will be scheduled around operational units deployments schedules to ensure those
units deployed and unable to receive a briefing will have an opportunity for one


Presenter
Presentation Notes
 This is a graphical depiction of the track line for this project moving forward





a
Additional Resources

Available on EES Portal Site (all items should be posted February 2018):
CG Portal Page: http://cglink.uscg.mil/bdf9a38f

e EES FAQs

o EES Procedures Manual (PSCINST 1611.2)

o EES Direct Access Help Guide

 EES Video

Questions via email at:
e ARL-SMB-CGPSC-EPM-Evaluations@uscg.mil

Remember:
» Be aware of, and avoid historical tendencies in regards to assigning marks.

» This is the most significant change to enlisted evaluations in decades — take the time
to fully understand the changes.


Presenter
Presentation Notes

It is important that all members become familiar with the new EERs and policies governing the EER and EES.

Members can find resources and links to resources on the CG Portal site at: http://cglink.uscg.mil/bdf9a38f   or the Internet site at: http://cglink.uscg.mil/7abcb082  

This is a perfect opportunity for members of the rating chain to reevaluate the way they assign marks, and if necessary reset to marking to the written standards, and ensure EERs are completed within policy and adhere to the written standards.

The best way we can ensure accurate, fair and repeatable evaluations for our enlisted members is to ensure the marks assigned in each EER meet the written criteria for each numerical mark, every time, for every competency, on every EER.  It should be a simple concept, and EERs should be a true reflection of the member’s performance and behavior for the relevant period – and nothing more.
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