AD=A101 366 AIR FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES LAB BROOKS AFB TX F/6 S/9

AIR FORCE SENIOR EXECUTIVE APPRAISAL SYSTEM, (U}
JUN 81 J A GUERRIERI
UNCI ARGTETFD  AFKRL=SR=81~11

J‘Dr, | ........
Horare




L
AIR FORCE ®

A TGk L

— )
E H John A, (.'m-rri':ri. Mujor, USAF
: U
: o %
oig N  Brocks Alr Foncy Baoe Toems 20750
?_1
-
pef .
<T; r R June 1981 DT'C
‘ [ E Final Report ELECTE j
| = s s JUL 1 51981 D
|
8 o ‘l_:,l;_mmm ‘
R
C
E
S LABORATORY
,,5., AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND
é BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE,TEXAS 78235
h B1 7 14 143




NOTICE,

When U.S, Government drawings, specifications. or other data are used Tor any purpose other . J
than a definitely related Government procurement operation. the Government thereby ineurs
no responsibility nor any obligation whatsoever. and the fact that the Government may have
formulated, furnished. or in any way supplied the said drawings. specilications. or other data
i~ not to be regarded by implication or otherwise. as in any manner licensing the holder or any
other person or corporation. or conveying any rights or permission 1o manufaciure, use op ey -

any patented invention that may in any way be related theretwo, *
t

This report is submitied by the Manpower and Personnel Division, under Project 7734, with ;
HQ Air Force Human Resources Laboratory (AFSC). Brooks Air Foree Base, Tesas 78235. v :
This report has been reviewed by the Office of Public Affairs (PA) and is releasable 10 the !
National Technical Information Service (NTIS). At NTIS. it will be available 10 the general ]
public. including foreign nations, '
This special report has been reviewed and is approved for publication. '
RONALD W. TERRY. Colounel. USAF
Commander '
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SUMMARY
Reguivement

The Senior Executive Apprinsal System (SEAS) was developed ia response 1o the requirements of the
Covtl Serviee Reform Aerof 1978 and a Requesi for Perconnel Research (RER 70- 10) submitted 1o the \ir
Foree Humar Resourees Laboratory by the Nir Foree Directorate of Civilian Personnel, The appraisal
ssstecin provides a method Tor objectively assessing the performance of Air Foree Senior Executives,

System Development

The Senior Executive Appraisal System was designed by integrating information gathered from a
review of the Tierature. a review of existing executive appraisal systems. and goidanee from Air Foree
execubiyes (mililur_\ and eivibian). The most importaunt component of the SEAS i~ the perlormance plan.
The plan provides the executives with an opportunity to lisi theie performance requiresients. to designate
whether these requirements are eritical or noneritical. and 1o assign priority weights 1o the requirements
as a method of specifying their relative importance, The completed performance plan is then reviewed

ad sigued by the executive and his/her supervisor.

At the end of the appraisal period. the exeeutive’s ~upervisor rates the perlormance of the exceutive
on cach requirement. The supervisor also renders aiinitial overall rating on the individual. The appraisal
i~ then reviewed (the reviewing official is usualty the SUPErvisor’s nup('rvisur). and after the appraisal is
complete. i1 s sent o an organizational Performance Review Board (PRB).

A test oi the PRB procedures indicated that they were effective in differentiating between
individual- based on performance and that there was no significant systematic diserimination on the basis
of race < sex. To operationally distribute bonuses. the Air Foree convened five organizational PRBs and
one central PRB. This configuration of PRBs was selected because it provided the masimum
decentralization while ensuring that the best performers in the Air Foree were rewarded,

Recommendations

b order for the SEAS 1o maintam its uselulness, viabilits. and eredibilitg. the system must he
menitored cantinually to detersnine methods of improvement. 1tis also essential that the SEAS training be
comtinually updated and that all appropriate individuals receive adequate training.
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This project condd no have been completed without the timely and professional assistanee of
Mo b Cratg Ciombey Ghe Nie Force Blirector of Givilian Personnel) and his aaff. especially Mr.
Waverie Flave Mo Raren Bingo, and M Barbara Kelly. Sincere appreciation is also extended to
the general ollicers and the members of the \ie Foree Sentor Executive Seevice who participated in
the ddevelupmenmt of the appraisal <ystew. Dr. Forrest Rathiff deserves special vecognition Tor his
gunlance and assstanee inthe conceptaal development of the Senior Executive Appraisal System,

YR



b AP

TARLE OF CONTENT'S

Page
Lo Background ..o e 7
B Swstem Design .o 7
Review and Evaluation of Appraisal Systems. . ... oo oo oo ool 7
Development of the Air Force Model ... o oo i 8
Pretest of Senior Executive Appraisal System (SEAS). ... ... oL 9
Development of the Training Program .. ......... .. ... .. 9
Description of the Final SEAS............... ... e e 9
Development of Performance Review Board (PRB) Procedures. ...................... 12
HEL  DEseussion . ... e e e e e 15
[V. Summary and Recommendalions. .. .. ... . o e 16
Appendix A: Guidelines for the Development of a Senior Executive Appraisal System ... ..., .. 17
Appendic B: Selected Bibliography oo oo o 20
Appendix C: Bias Analysis for the Simulated PRB. ... .. o000 oo 2]
Appendin D: Suggested Briefing for PRB Members .. .. ... ..o oo 22
Appendix E: Senior Executive Appraisal Form. .. ... ..o oo oo oo 28
\ppendix F: Senior Executive Appraisal System Flow Chart. ... ... ..o 0L 33
Appendix G: OPM Guideline on SES Bonuses. .. ....ooo o oo oo 35
LIST OF TABLES
Table Page
I Deseription of the SEAS Performance Areas ..o 000000 o0 000 o oo o 10
2 Examples of SES Performance Requirements ..o 0o 10
3 Raning Definitions . ..o e 11
€l Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations of Four Sets of
Appraisal Scores by Day. Ethnie Group.and Sex ..o oo oo 21
(2 Comparison of Mean Scores of Appraisals by Ethnic Group and Sex ........... ... ... 21

o |




AIR FORCE SENIOR EXECUTIVE APPRAISAL SYSTEM

I. BACKGROUND

In 1976. the Air Force Human Resources Laboratory (AFHRL) was tasked to develop an appraisal
system for all Air Force civilian employees. Three subsystems were required to accomplish the goal of
providing objective methods to assess the performance of (1) members of the Senior Executive Service.
(2) General Managers (GM 13-15). and (3) General Schedule (GS) and Federal Wage System employees in
grades 1 —15. This report focuses on the first of these subsystems: the design and development of the
Senior Executive Appraisal System (SFAS). the SEAS training program. and other topics pertinent to this’
development. One of the primary uses of the system will be to use the appraisals as the basis for awarding
honuses to senior executives,

The specifie requirements of the SEAS are delineated in Public Law 95-151 (the Civil Service
Reform Aet (CSRA) of 1978) and guidance provided by the Office of Personnel Management (OPM),
Excerpis from PL95- 154 and information provided by OPM coneerning the guidelines for developing an
evecntive appraisal system for senior executives are included in Appendin A

1. SYSTEM DESIGN
Review and Evaluation of Appraisal Systems

The initial step in designing the SEAS was a review of literature on the topic of execalive appraisal
along with an evaluation of current systems used in private industry and those being developed by Federal
agencies in response to the CSRA. A selected bibliography relevant to the development of the SEAS is
contained in Appendin B.

Results of the literature review indicated that none of the systems reported or ~uggested addressed
the design or developmient of an executive appraisal system that would meet the specific CSRA
requirements. The emphasis of appraisal systems used by private corporations i~ in determining which
executive is best suited for promotion rather than in appraising actual job performance. However. many
organizations have adopted a Management-by-Objective (MBO) system in which managers specify their
objectives for the rating period. with their performance being appraised ~ubsequently on the basis of the
estent 1o which they met or exceeded their goals.,

For example. one company was found to use a modified MBO system that included some coneepts
relevant 1o the development of a sy<tem that would meet the CSRA requirements. Their svstem required a
delineation of (1) the position accountabilities. which are the expected rexults defined by a position
analysis: (2) the objectives. which state what must be planned in order 1o get satisfactory resiilis in cach
acconntabilitnn: (3) the standards of measurement. which will ensure an objective analysis of the
incumbent’s performance: (1) a deseription of the incumbentCs actual performance: and (3) the
supervisor’ s appraisal of the incumbents overall performance level i terms of vesulis achieved.

Nmong Federal ageney svstems developed in response to the CSRAL the National Veramautios and
Space Administration (NASA) had developed a systenn that met all the CSRA requirements, Therefore. it
proved w be an excellenn starting point for the development of the Air Foree system even though it did not
meet the specifie needs of the Nir Foree,

The NASA svatemn provides [or a performance plan in which cach executive designates at least one
special objective and one or more continuing responsibilities under each of three eritical elements, The

eritical clements are management performance. program performance. and individual initatives. The
perclormance plan also provides for a listing of the actions required by supervisors or peers 1o achiese the
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exverutinges abjertives and specifies e relatne dmportance of the -peecial objectives um‘nnmnumg
. "‘
responsthilines,
Lo aedehition. the NAS A <y aem vequires that leit one proggress review he held between the eating
ol frewti and the exeentive, AL the end of the rating period. the actual achievements of the executne are
deseribied, and the degree ol achies eeat is evaluated. The critical elements are thew rated, The elesent

ratings are justified using a ~hort nareative summary. and finally. an overall rating is rendered.

Other Government agencies {Arimy: Navy: Department of Labor: Department of Health. Edocation.
and Welfare: Department of ahe Treasury: Office of Personnel Management: and Departinent ol
Fransportation) were contacted. None of these ageoeies was sufficiently advanced in the development of
its exceutive appraisal system o provide a detailed deseription. Tavariably. the approac A preferred Iy
cach ageney was a modification of the classic MBO system,

Development of the Air Foree Model

Based on the CSRA requirements, the literature. private industry systems. and government systems
{actual and proposed). it was decided that the most appropriate approach would be to design a system that
incorporated the best attributes of all systems reviewed and evaluated which met the CSRA requirements.
It was also decided that in order to maximize user acceptance and ease of implementation. high-level
managenment support and user participation in the development would be desirable. Thus, prospective
senior executives were employed in every phase of the development. The appraisal system development
thereby incorporated both substantiated and tried psychological principles as well as management
experience and judgement. Therefore, an initial “strawman™ system was developed and tested.

The “strawman™ system was similar to the proposed NASA system: (1) the appraisal would contain
three performance areas: Program. Management. and Individual: (2) performance requirements would
be specified in each of the areas and would be written at the level that would indicate fully successful
performance: (3) cach performance area would have at least one critical requirement that must be
achieved for successful performance and one objective that indicated an area in which the executive was
going to improve; (1) each performance area would be rated. and in addition. a separate overall rating
would be provided by the supervisor: (5) the exceutive. the rating official (supervisor). and the reviewer
{the first line supervisor’s supervisor) would all be given an opportunity to comment on the rating: and
(6) no restrictions on length of comments were specified.

s Ad Hoe

Crounp. which included manageres from the Air Staff. Air Foree Systems Command. Air Foree Logisties

Members of the AFHRL rescareh team met with military and civilian members of the 8

Command, and the Office of the Secretary of the Air Foree. The members of this group represented the
organizations that contained more than 90 perceat of the authorized Air Foree SES positions. This broad
Command representation was deemed a necessity 1o ensure a feeling of involvement by the individuals
lfected by the system,

During this meeting. the Command representatives reviewed and modified the initial design
proposed by the AFHRI, research team. Their changes included: (1) revising the designation of the first
performance area from Program 1o Function/Program so that it would have more meaning to Air Foree

exeentives: (2) specifying at least one eritical requirement in the performance plan. rather than in each
performance area (this change was made beeause the wide specirum of jobs inherent in the Air Foree SES
might preclude an executive from having a eritical requirement in each performance area): and (3)
deleting the cancept of abjectives becawse it was (el that the most important aspeet of the performance
plan was to delineate the responsibilities and requirements for the rating period. [t was perceived as
unrealistic o assame that cach exevative would be able 1o specify a realistic objective {e.g.. reduce paper-
work by 31%) becan-e of their varied jobs,




The group also specified some svstem parametees they perecisved as essential: () it the form o a

sogrde pagre, (2) avord asystenn than provides a Tabse sense of ~pecificity In anributing numene scores o
somew hat sabjective judgments. and (3) utilize management guidanee to the masimue extent possible in

the development of the sysiem,

These paranieters and suggested moditications were incorporated into a revised SEAS model and
briefed 10 the \ir Foree CSRA Working Group on 5 Apnl 19790 The CSRA working group then
recommended o minor modification to the model: specificatly. the executives were ta receive a rating on
cach performance requirement in addition 1o the performance arca ratings and the overall rating. This
change conld inerease the objectivity of the overall rating because it provided the supersizor with rating-
o the ~pecifie individual requirements 10 use when making the overall rating. Mo it was thought that
this type of rating system would provide feedback to the executives. enabling thew o see where they

exeelled and where they needed w0 improve,
Pretest of the Senior Executive Appraisal System (SEAS)

The revised SEAS model was 1ested on a small group of 10 senior executives and general officers 10
determine the appropriateness of the concepls. procedures. and forms, The participants were provided a
half-day training session on the requirements of the CSRAL the proposed appraisal system. and the
development actual performance requirements. At the end of the training session. the participants were
instrneted 1o develop performance requirements and <pecify the eritical requicements of their jobs.

The major problem identified by the group was difficulty in deseribing their jobsin “measurable” or
“re-ubts oriented” statements. However. given the constraints of the Jaw. they indicated that the <vstem
decigned by AFHRL, wa- suitable for use by Air Foree senior executives, The resalts from this trial
provided information necessary 1o determine training reguirements. 1o refine the appraizal system
further, and 1o develop the final SEAS model.

Development of the Training Program

Many of the problems identified by the field-test group resulted from insufficient training.
Therelore. in order to prepare Air Foree senior executives and their superyisors to develop a performance
plan and to understand the requirements of the CSRAL a comprehensive training program wa- developed.
The training was centered around information contained in a pre-workshop handbook for the senior
evecutives and one for their supervisors, After studying the handbook. the executive and supervisor
attended a workshop in which application of knowledge obtained from the handbaok 100k place.

The handbook for the senior executive provided (1) an explanation ol the legal requirements of the
CSRA pertinent 1o the SES: (2) a deseription of the SEAS: and (3) procedures for. as well as practice in.
developing an effective performance plan. The handbook designed for the sapervisors conveved the same
information with fewer details on the procedures for descloping a performanee plan and contained na

pPraclice exereises,

The work<hop lasted a Gl day Tor the senior executive and hatf-day for the executive’s cupervi-or,
During the morning session. the executives were instracted in <'<)|np|4-liug a performance plau and then
provided the opportunits o write their own performance requirements with the assistanee of the
facilitators, The alfternoon <ession included their supervisors. and provided wn opportuniny for the
supervisor and executive to determine the contents of the performance plan jointhe, s in the morming

wession. facilitators were available 1o assist the participanis as required.
Deseription of the Final SEAS

The SEAS has two major components: the performance appraisal. and the Perfornmance Review
Boards (PRBs). The appraisal consists of a performance plan and supervisory ratings. The performance




plan provides g nedim Jae 0D wdentdvng e perlormance regquiremems ol the executive, (2)

desigmating cotical requiremienis U3 aesrnimg prioring weight- o the requorenents, and (n specifyving

wny actions of resources required Woapeet the requirenents,

Pl pedformaece plan. N vequocd by CSRAL the perfurmanee plan is developed by the rang
olfiviad i con~altation with the exeemrive wthe begomming of the rating period. Howeser, e rating
ofticial vernes dinal approsal aathorie for the pedformance requirements assigned. The assigned

perforninee requicensents are recorded inone of three performance areas (see Table 1),

Table . Description of the SEAS Performance Areas

Funection/Prograw: This area includes program planning: program implementation: completing
studies, reports and contracts: developing new policies: and program informa-
tion exchange. dissemination. or documentation. ete.

Management: This area includes organizing: budgeting: personnel utilization and develop-
ment: internal/external communication: meeting EEO requirements:

administrative activities: ete,

tndividual: Thi~ area includes parvticipation in special projects. Ad Hoe. commitiees and
task teams: development or action on innovative ideas: professional develop-
ment. conferences and seminars: and ather development activities,

Fach performanee area will contain at least ane lu-rfurmau(w- requircment. v performanes
requirement specifies the result 1o be achieved. the expeeted level of achievement.and the time in which
it must be achieved for Tully successful performance. Table 2 provides <ome examples of SES

performance requiremen!s.

Talile 2. Examples of SES Performance Requirements

l. Identify 2% of the positions with career advancement opportunities for Project Mainstream by 30
fune.
2. Reverse the trend on rising indirect and overhead costs and achieve a ratio of 15/55 on direct/

indirect costs by 30 June.
3. Publish supplement to AFSCR 800-10 by 30 April.

L. Broaden subordinates professional ~kills by providing cach with two developmental assignments
outside his/her specialty by 30 March.

Onee e perlormanee requirements are identified. those which are critical are designated. A eritival
reqquireent i any regoirement of the job which i ~ufficiently important that inadeguate performanee of

it ontweighs acceprable performanee i other aspects of the joh.

Fact performunce requirementalso has a priority wetght assygned o indicate the relative bnportance

of that performance requirement 1o the total SES position. The toral of the priority weights must equal
100 Critieal requivements will generally, but not necessarily. recene a higher priority weight, P
10
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The Final section of the performance plan (Action/Resources Required) enables the executive to
indicate the actions. resources. and inputs from outside sourees that are necessary 10 achieve the
perflormance requirements,

The appraisal =yvstem also provides for revision of the performance plan and feedback 1o the
exeemive as part of the normal management process during the rating period. These performance reviens
provide the =upervisor and execative with opportunities 1o discuss the executive’s perflormance. changes
i nission requirements, and the impact of outside influences over which the execative may have no

rnlllrnl.

The rating process. At the end of the rating period. the rating official renders an adjectival rating 10
assess the performance of the sentor executive for cach performance requirement. each performance area.
and overall performance. The possible ratings are described in Table 3. The performance area ratings
should not necessarily be a comulative average of the ratings of the individual performance requirements
but they should be highly correlated. Similarly. the overall rating should not necescarily be a cumulative
average of the performance area ratiogs. lostead it should indicate the rating official’s judgment of the
exeeutive’s overall performance, I performance on any eritical element is considered unsatisfactory . then
the overall rating must be below Fully Successful.

Table 3. Rating Definitions

OUTSTANDIN

Consistently performs in an outstanding manner which far exceeds the
Fully Successful criteria.

EXCELLENT: Consistently performs in a manner which is considerably above the Fully
Successful criteria.

FULLY SUCCESSFUL: Performance was at the level which would normally be expected of a
senior executive.

MINIMALLY ACCEPTABLE: Often performs in a manner which falls below the Fually Suceessful

criteria.

UNSATISFACTORY : Consistently performs in a manner which falls well below the Fully
Successlul criteria.

The rating offlicial is also required to deseribe the executive’s performance on all eritical
requirements and 1o substantiate all noneritical requirements rated Unsatisfactory. Minimalls Acceptable,
or Outstanding with a short narrative description. The narrative substantiation should be objective and
relate to the speeific results or accomplishments of the exeewtive relevant o his/her performance
requirements,

After the appraisal has been completed by the rating official. the executive is given an opportunity to
review the ratings and to make comments as required. Then the appraisal is reviewed by an individual ata
higher level of management in the organization. This higher-level review is to maximize the objectivity
and equity of senior executives” appraisals.

M the end of the rating period. the initial appraisal is completed by the rating official and reviewed
iy the executive and the reviewer. To micet the CSRA requirements, this appraisal is then Torwarded o
Performance Review Board (PRB) for review. A How chart of the Senior Executive Appraisal System is
provided in Appendin F.




Development of Performance Review Board (PRB) Procedures .

P order ta ensue the most cquitable hoard procedures Tor evaduating SES performance. AFHRI
reviewed the carrent Btevature aieselection hoards, the carrent ir Foree ollicer selection board system,
andh the use of selection connminees in private industry. The use of PRBs was mandated by the CSRAL and
thewr n-eis sapported by the Tierature and existing management policies.

The most anportant task was 1o develop a et of eriteria appropriale to the needs and requirements of
the \ir Foree for assessing exeeutive performance, A wide variety of decicion eriteria was initially
considered: however, the constraints of the CSR A OPM guidance. and Air Foree requirements fimited the
choices of realistic eriteria to various dimensions of difficalts. snportance. and rish. The eriteria ininially
selected were:

[. Level of effort required 1o accomplish the activity.

2. \mount of attention required 10 manage and monitor the activity,

3. Degree of impact {eg.. widespread applicability versus local relevance) of the activity.
1. Dollar value of the activity.

5. The financial risk involved in attempting the activity.

0. The potential for gain or loss of organizational or personal prestige inherent in the activity,

In addition, the scoring procedures deseloped provide for an objective and supportable method of ranking
the executives being considered by ihe board. “Mock™ boards were then used o test these eriteria for their
atility and objectivity in assessing the performance of senior executives.

The procedures specified for use by these boards in scoring the appraisals were as follows: (1) Each
board member independently scored the appraisal: (2) The scores were based on the performance of the
executive rather than his/her position: (3) The hoard members were directed to consider both the
performance requirements and specific achievements identified on the appraisal ~o that an executive with
low tandards and high rating would not be perceived as a better performer than an executive with much
higher standards and a lower overall rating: (4) the scale used had a range of 1 10 10 with whole number
increments and a score of five was designated as the point that indicated average achievement for a senior
executive: (5) since each appraisal was scored by the entire board. minor differences were expected and
appropriate. but when any two board members diffeced by more than three points. a “split”™ was declared
and the appraisals were rescored. after relevant discussion. by the entire panel: (0) once the scoring and
rescoring were completed. the average score for each executive was computed: and (7) the average scores
were then used to rank the executives being considered.

Performance Review Board Simalations. Two “moek”™ boards were convened 1o test the provedures,
to determine their appropriateness 1o the Air Foree senior executives, and to verify their freedom from
bias {e.g.. against [emales and minority members). The Tirst board consisted of two Colonels with prior
experienee in Air Foree selection boards and three civilian personnel who were in management positions
but were unlamibiar with Air Foree hoard procedures. Three of the board members were male and two
were female.

The major purpose of the first “mock™ hoard was 10 determine if the procedures diseriminated
against u mivority group or females. tn order 10 accomplish this task. 22 actual senior executive
performance plans were obtained. Using the actual performance plans was important because it enhanced
the pereeived reality of the process Sinee ratings were not available, simutated ratings and written




justifications were added o provide a setof complete and realistic performanee apprinsals o the boand,

Fach appraial was assigned one of three oy erall ratiogs (Oustanding. Exeellent, or Fully Successtul) and

Justification was provided to cubstantiate the assigned rating.

Wath the appraisal stradified into theee rating groups. lictitious names that were obwviouslv male.
femade. Nuglo, and/or Hispanic sarnamed were randomly assigned to each group. Hispanie surname-
were wsed 10 represent the various ethuic minorities because the names readily idemificd individuals a-
members of a minority group. Sinee the board members were not provided any information other than the
appraisal. the use of an obvious ethnic minority name was thought te be the mostappropriate method for
indicating ethinic backgrounds of the executives. A briel explanation was given o the board members on
the use of the scoring procedures. The board scored cach appraisal then rank-ordered the executives
based oun the seores.

As a check on the existence of any systematic diserimination inherent in the procedures. the board
was reconvened, For the second trial rang the <ame appraisals were used. however. the names were
changed. All appraisal- with female and/or Hispanic names were given non-minority male sames, Those
apprairals that originally had the non-minority male names were given female and/or Hispanic names,

\ comparison of the results of the two trials indicated that the board members were consistent in their
rankings and that there was no significant difference between the means of the overall ratings of males,
females. and minority members (xee Appendis C). The board was consistent in selecting the same or
similar appraisals 1o recommend for bonuses.

The restrictions on bonus distribution were such that 11 of the 22 individuals considered could be
recommended for a bonus. On Day 1. seven white males. one female, and three Hispanic members were
«elected for a bonus. Conversely on Day 2. four white males, four females. and three Hispanic members
were recommended for bonuses. Based on these results, it was inferred that ne systematic discrimination
inherent in the procedures existed. However. a few minor administrative problems were detected while
running these boards and appropriate changes were made. The most important change was to provide the
hoard members with some experience in using the procedures by allowing them to participate in a trial
run, then thoroughly debriefing them on their performance.

\ ~econd “mock” board was convened at Air Force Headquarters to determine if actiual meathers of
e SES and Air Foree officers could effectively use the revised procedures on a wide variety of jobs, The
member-hip of this board was designed to approvimate a true PRB. Therefore. a carcer SES mewmber acted
as president, with other carcer members and bigh-level military representatives on the board. The
membership included theee civilian and two military representatives. one of which was a minority
member (o black oficer]. The seleetions of diis board were neither statistically nor practically differem
from those of the previous board. Al esecutives with an outstanding or eveellent rating were
recommended for a bonus regardiess of gender or minority membership, None of the executives with a
fulls suevessful rating were recommended for a bonus. However. the hoard members indicated thatin an
artual PRB hes would have requested additional information for some cases prior to providing a final
ceore for the executive,

The resutts of both boards were thea analvzed and the policies and criteria of the hoards were
determuned. The analy<is showed that the hoards found only three eriteria to be eritical: (1) The level of
effort required 10 accomplish performanee requirements: (2) the amount of attention required to manage
and monitor the performance requirements: and (3) the potential for gain or loss of organizational and/or
personal prestige inherent in the performance requirements.

Admnistrativels . the board sembers fooand thar both a reial run and very detailed instructions were
igldy desirable, However. thes imdicated that the acinal processes utilized by the board members <hould
b <ufficienthy flesible to allow for individual information-processing technigoes,
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Based on these findings. final procedures were developed for use by the actual PRBs. The suggested

brieling for the PRB i provided as \ppendia D2 was anticipated that this briefing wonld be modified 1o
et the specilie cequirements ol the varions PRBs,

Operational PRB Considerations. The purpose of a PRB is 10 make certaim there is consistenes
stabiling, and objectivity within the SES. Variows board configurations were considered by the Executive
Resouree Board Tor operational use: (1) w ~ingle Air Foree PRB. (2) five organizational PRB< and (3) ~in
PRB~—1he five organizational boards plus a Cemral PRB.

The single PRB concept was discussed but rejected by the Executive Resourees Board. Air Foree
management wanled to decentralize selection as mueh as possible 1o ensure the decisions were wade by
the mast knowledgeable individuals and to precinde the potential bias to favor the exeentives” visibility
rather than their performance,

To decentralize the selection of senior executives for bonus awards. the use of five organizational
PRBs was considered. These boards would represent the executives in (1) the Office of the Secretary of
the \ir Foree. (2) Headgquarters Air Foree, (3) Air Foree Systems Command. (4} Air Foree Logisties
Command. and (5) all other major commands not specifically covered by the other four boards. These
hoards would identify the high performers within the group of executives reviewed by each hoard. After
the hoard decisions were made. the appointing authorities (designated by the Secretary of the Air Foree)
would distribute bonuses based on the recommendatons of their PRBs.

Thi~ approach was acceptable 1o the Executives Resourees Board. However, PL96-304 (8 July 1980)
redueed the number of bonus eligible positions from 50 percent (the original quota <pecified in the CSRA)
10 25 pereent. Then, the Office of Personnel Management. in a Memorandum 1o Heads of Departments
and Agencies dated 21 July 1980, provided further guidance which stated that “agencies should generally
liniit bonuses 10 20 percent of the eligible career employees.” This memorandum abse limited the number
of exeentives ehgible for bonuses of 12% 10 20% (sce Appendix G for a copy ol the text of the
memorandum). Therefore. in order 1o ensure that every executive would have an equal opportunity 1o
receive the masimun allowable bonus while maintaining the necessary decentralization. the Fxecutive
Resaurces Board decided 10 add the Central PRB as a sixth board. Under the new configuration. the five
orgznizational hoards would forward their nominations to the Central PRB.

The Secretary of the Nir Foree specified the membership of the Central PRB <o as to ensure the mos
equitable representation of the seuior executives, The board consists of seven memberss the majoriny
being career senior executives, The president of the board i a career SES member from the Office of the
Seeretary of the \ir Foree. Membership al<o includes a career exeentive from another agenes 1o minimize
the possibility of favoritism or diserimination by the hoard. General Officers are appointed to the Central
PRE to provide masimum management representation, The five organizational hoards are represented iy
cither career executives, noncareer executives, or general officers an the Central PRR. This min of
individuals i- believed to provide the mo=t objective. unbiased. and representative membership possible.

Each organizational PRB miay nominate up to 30 percent of the executives it considers fora bonus.
Al the executives nominated by the organizational boards are considerad by the Central PRB. The Central
haard ranks the execntives so as 1o ensure maximum equity in awarding bonuses 10 the mo~t deserving
esecutives. and recommends up 10 20 percent of the career SES members for a bonus, Sinee the raling
rendered by the executive’s supersisor was only an initial rating. the PRB also recommends Tinal overall
performance ratings for all career SES wembers, The recommended bonus and ratings are then sent to the
Seeretary of the \ir Foree for final determinations,
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HE DISCLUSSTION

Fhee development of the SEAS was accomplished under severe time constraints as specified in the
CSRN. While the CSRA required that the SEAS be implemented by 1 October 1979, AFHRL was not
tasked 10 participate in the development of the appraisal sy<tem antil March 1979, Therefore. in less than
T months. the Laboratory had 1o develop the system and the training. test and modify the system and the
training, train the executives and their supervisors. and operationally implement the system,

The support prosided to AFHRL avall levels of Air Foree management. including 1the Director of
Civilian Personnel and the Air Foree Civil Service Reform Aet Working Group. was outstanding. Senior
executives and general officers were available atall stages of development to ensure an appropriate svtem
wias delivered and that there was a Teeling of involvement ou the part of the executives and higher level
management in the design of the SEAS,

The inclusion of the executives in the development of the system proved 1o be extremely important.
During the actual implementation phase. the individuals whe participated in the SEAS development
actively supported the system by explaining the rationale for the various aspects of the SEAS w0 their
peers. Without this support. implementation of the system may have been subverted by passive or active
resislanee.

Another imsportant consideration in the implementation phase was the necessity for high level
management sapport. Since management was included in the development. they had a vested interest in
the system and were supportive, Also. a letter from the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Foree for

Civilian Perconnel Poliey <upporting the new system was read at every SEAN training session. This letter
made it elear that the system was mandated by law. approved by the Office of Personnel Management. and
supported by the Seeretary of the Air Foree, Support of this nature precluded executives from assuning

the new svstem was something that would go away. could be ignored, or changed at will,

The operational training sessions also provided a number of important insighi=. In all the 1raining
session-. the more accurate performance plans were developed when the supervisor and executive worked
together. Although the exeentives performed admirably during the first half of the training session. the
added input and sense of commitment provided by the supervisor enhanced the performance plan
development process, Some s aior executives were unable 1o meet with their supervisors and could not
acenrately specify their supervisor’'s expectations and were therefore unable w0 develop an effective
performance plan during the training ~ession.

Some other very important lessons were learned from the training. The traiming was designed to
minimize the partivipation time reguired of the supervisors, However. some of the high ranking military
supervisors felt that they did not receive sufficient information 10 participate effectively in the SEAS Tn
the future, training <hould be designed <o ax to provide all participants the <ame information. This will
mininmze the perception that any one individual or group i~ obtaining important information to which
athers are not privy,

Dialogue and feedback i the training provided important insight< 10 the type of appraisal form
executives gerceived as appropriate. Most of the exeentives and their supervisors felt that the form <hould
be dimited o a <ingle page while allowing the flexibility aecessary 1o address the wide variets of jobs
inherent jn appraising senior executives, The more closely the foratapprosimated @ blank <heet ol paper.
the wore aceeptable it appeared to be The final appraisal form is included as Appendin B

Vi eesential part of any dynamic svstenr is awell developed. on-going evaluation and analy <is plan.
The exectives, their supervisorsand the PRB members must be given an opportunits 1o express their
attitudes toward the ssstem and 1o provide Teedback on the operational effectiveness of the svstem, The
adequacy of the peeformanee plans <honld he determined. Evers Tacet of the SEAS that can be eheched o
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wei-ured <houbb beo Tlos adormanion may b used 1o initate changes tat would niake the SEAS mioee

w-able and acceprable o evecutives and their supervisors,

Lo iperative that any appraal ss<tem be designed 1o incorporate appropriate changes wheneser
approprie. Exectives uast hnow that their comments, suggestions. and requirements are being
considered when changes are made o improve the s iem, Appropriate update o the system may also help
to winimize inflation, Teis extremely important that the users. the SES persotinel. pereeive the system a-
~tabie,

IV, SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Air Foree Senior Excentive Appraisal System (SEAS) meets both the intent and the letter of the
Civil Serviee Reform Act of 19780 The SEAS provides executives an opportunity to consult with their
~upervisors and 10 specily the performance requirements for the upeoming rating period. A1 feast one
requirement must be designated as eritical. A\t the end of the appraisal period. the supervisor will rate the
esecutive and provide written. objective justification for the initial rating. The appraisals will be
forwarded to one of five organizational PRB~. These boards will seleet the 1op 30% of the executives hased
on performance. The appraisal- of these individaals will then be considered by the Central PRB. and the
best performers in the Air Foree (uppro\iuullvl_\ 20% of the execatives in the Nir Foree) will bhe
recommended to the Seeretary of the Air Foree for bonuses.

The appraisal sy stem deseloped for Air Foree senior exccutives is a major. initial <tep in providing an
objective sy<tem for measuring executive performance. The initial feedback tndicates that most
execotives lind it diffieult 1o state their responsibilities objectively. However, after thes have workad with
the ssstem for a while the process should become substantially easier. The kev 1o the SEAS i« that it

provides an opportunity 1o express reasonable expectations for the appraisal period while maintaining

~ulficient flesibility to incorporate recognition of performunce on unanticipated requirements,

In order for the SEAS 10 maintain its usefulness. viabilitv. and eredibility. ivis recommended that the
Office of the \ir Foree Director of Civilian Personnel ensure that the following steps he taken:

L. all new memiers must receive adequate training upon entering the SES.
2. new supervisors of SES members must receive adequate training.

3. trainiug should be comtinually updated 10 meet the needs of the members of the SES aud ther
SUPEEVISOrs,

Loothe SEAS Chould be continually monitored 10 detect any systematie diserimination and/or
deliciencies,

S atracking st hould be developed o ensure the performance plans are developed and
reviewed ac the beginning ol the rating period.

6. the PRB procedures must be monitored and revised 10 ensure maximum objectivity,
. vequired changes should be implemented in a timely manner. and

8. mendbers of the SES and their supervisors must he given aceurate and timely feedhack that will
assist them in participating effectively in the SEAS,

The conscientions fmplementation of these recommendations is essential if the SEAS i< 10 performn
effeetively the functions for which it was designed,
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APPENDIN 1 GUIDELINES FOR ‘THE DEVELOPME
SENIOR EXECUTIVE APPRAISAL SYSTEM

T OF A

Public Law 93-151¢

Title IV of 1he Civil Serviee Reform Act (CSRA) Section 402 establishes “"a Senior Executive Service
to ev-uee that the execative management of the Government of the United States is responsive to the
teeds, policies, and goals of the Nation and otherwise is of the highest quality.” Section 405 requires each
ageney, in accordance with standards e<tablished by the Office of Personnel Management. to develop one
or more performance appraisal systems designed to accomplish the following:

I, Permit the aceurate evaluation of performance in any position on the basis of
criteria which are related 1o the position and which specify the critical elements of
the position.

E 2. Provide for systematic appraisals of performance of senior executives.
3. Encourage excellener in performance by senior executives,
t. Provide a basis for making eligibility determinations for retention in the Senior

Fxecutive Serviee and for Sentor Executive Serviee performance awards, _
The CSRA also requires that the ageney performance appraisal ensures the following:

l. On or before the beginning of e¢ach rating period. performance requirements for
I I q

cach senior executive in the ageney are established in consuhiation with the senior
executive and communicated to the senior executive,

{ 2. Written appraisals of performance are based on the individual and organizational

performance requirements established for the rating period involved.

3. Each senior execulive in the ageney is provided a copy of the appraisal and
rating...and is given an opportunity to respond in writing and have the rating
reviewed by an employee in a higher executive level in the agency before the
rating becomes final.

The CSRA further specifies the following:

. Each performance appraisal system shall provide for annual summary ratings of
levels of performance as follows:

a.  One or more fully suceesslul levels,
3 b, A minimally satisfactory level.
o An unsatisfactory level.
)
2. Fach performance appraisal system shall provide that —
t
. a.  any appraisal and any rating under such system —

(1) Are made only after review and evaluation by a performance review
board.

(2)  Are conducted at teast annually.




.

(3) o the case of a career appointee. may not be made within 120 days
after the beginning of a new Presidential administration: and

(@) Are based on performance during a performance appraisal
period.

(b)) Any career appointee receiving a rating at any of the fully
successful levels.. may be given a performance award.

(e} Any senior exeeutive receiving an unsatisfactory rating... shall
he reassigned or transferred within the Senior Executive Service,
or removed from the Senior Executive Service. but any senior
executive who receives two unsatisfactory ratings in anv period
of 5 consecutive vears shall be removed from the Senior
Executive Service,

(d)  Any senior executive who twice in any period of 3 consecutive
years receives less than fully successful ratings shall he removed
from the Senior Executive Service.

Each agency shall establish... one or more performance review boards. as
appropriate. It is the function of the boards to make recommendations to the
appropriate appointing authority of the agency relating to the performance
of senior executives in the agency.

The supervising official of the senior executive shall provide to the
performance review board. an initial appraisal of the senior cxecutive's
performance. Before making any recommendation with respect to the senior
executive. the hoard shall review any response by the senior executive to the
initial appraisal and conduct such further review as the board finds
necessary.

Performance appraisals... with respect to any senior executive shall be made
by the appointing authority only after considering the recommendations by
the performance review hoard with respect to such senior executive...

Members of performance review boards <hall be appotnted in such a manner
as to assure consistency. stability. and objectivity in performance appraisal. .

Office of Personnel Management (OPM) Guidance

In Special Bulletin 31. FPM Bulletin 920-9 the Office of Personnel
Management provided further guidance on SES Performance Review Boards as

follows:

Membership Guidance

t

Fach performance review hoard in an agenes should have three or more members
appointed by the head of the ageney or by another official or group....

The supervisory official who made the initial appraisal of an executive should not
be a member of the PRB considering the appraisal of that executive, However, thix




supervisor may be valled o appear betore the PREB as it conduets “sueh further

review as i hinds necessary

A Members ol o PRB caninehude all types of Federal executives from within and
owtside the ageney. Individuals who are not Federal employees may also serve on
PRE~ (e representatives of a professional association). Generally. PRB
members should be in positions equivatent 1o SES positions. Members can include
military officers and noncareer oflicials. bt when a career appointee is being
appraised. a majority of the PRB must b career SES appointees,

i Fxvept where it is impossible because of the level of the position within the
ageney, the executive must have the opportunity to have the appraisal reviewed by
a higher level executive within the ageney. This higher level executive need not be
a career SES appointee...

5. Federal members of the PRB should have current fully successful performance
| - ratings... and not be a direct subordinate of the executive whose performance is
: under review.

Guidance on PRB Functions

1. Each PRB reviews and cvaluates the initial appraisal and rating by the senior
executive's supervisor. . . .

2. A PRB can review any aspect of the appraisal process. . . .
3. A PRB should make a written recommendation concerning an executive’s

appraisal and rating. . . No appraisal or rating is final until the appointing
authority takes final action.

: L. A PRB is also responsible for making recommendations te the appointing
E authority concerning individual awards 1o be granted to fully successful career
! 1 v :
. appointees, . ..
5 !
:
i
3
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1PPENDIN COBIAS ANALYSIS FOR THYE SIMULATED PRI

The experiment was designed 1o ensure that the menthers of the “noek™ board reviewed the same 22
apprasals cach day. These appraisals were divided into four <ets, On day one. set 1 was composed of six
appravsals with Hispanic surnames, set 2 was composed of =i appraisals with Anglo names, set 3 was
composed of five appraisals with female names. and set 4 was composed of five appraisals with male
names. On day 2. the names were reversed so that set 1 was composed of six Anglos. et 2 was composed of
=iv Hispanics. set 3 was composed of five males. and set # was composed of five females. Table C1 provides
a listing of the mean seores and standard deviations for the various groups.

Table (1. Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations
of Four Sets of Appraisal Scores by Day, Ethnic Group, and Sex

Day 1 Day 2
N X sh N X SD
Set | Hispanic 0 287 485 Anglo O 2,52 .H42
Set 2 Anglo 0 0.28 6706 Hispanic 6 5.5¢4 456
Set 3 Female 5 6.27 686 Male > 5.83 782
Set 1 Male 5 6.95 .70} Female 5 6.43 .895

The results of the two days were combined to minimize the effects of practice and other sundry
intervening variables. The results are summarized in Table C2.

Table (2. Comparison of Mean Scores of Appraisals
by Ethnic Group and Sex®

Mean SD N i df
\nglo 6.00 651 12 1.06* 22
Hispanic 5.71 692 12
Male 0.39 036 10 0.11* 18
Female 6.35 Y 10

ay - - :
“With comparable pecformance plans and ratings.
*No significant difference al p < 05,




APPENDIN D: SUGGESTED BRIEFING FOR PRB MEMBERS

Welcome:
(insert nume of board member) Welcome to (insert location)
Purpose:

The purpose of this Performance Review Board is to assure the consistency. stability. and objectivity
of the Senior Executive Appraisal System by providing recommendations to the Appointing Authority.
(insert name of Appointing Authority). This board shall recommend a final rating and a bonas amount for
cach senior executive considered,

Authority:

This board i convened pursuant 1o the requirements of Title Four. Section 405 of the Civil Service
Reforim Act and Air Foree Regulation 40-2 (Executive Assignment) subchapter 6.

Task:

Your job is 10 evaluate {insert number here) senior executives lo determine which should get a bonus,
Your budget is (insert amount here). However you are not required to distribute the entire amount. The
maximum number of executives eligible for a bonus is (insert number here). Onee again. itis important to :
stress that it is not necessary to distribute bonuses to all eligibles. It is more important that you use your
experience and judgment to distribute the money wisely,

Board Schedule:

The schedule for this Performance Review Beard will be as follows. You will receive a detailed
briefing which specifies the procedures to be used by this board. At the conclusion of the briefing. vou
will participate in a trial run. The purpose of the trial run is to provide you a preview of the appraisals you
will be evaluating and the procedures you will be using. The trial run will be discussed in more detail
later. After the trial run. you will be scoring actual Senior Executive Appraisals for the record. This
procedure will continue until all appraisals are scored and all differences resolved. The Board Secretary
will then compute the final order of merit and bonus amounts based on your scores. You will then specify
vour recommended rating. Once the list is finalized. it will be sent 1o the Appointing Authority as the
recommendation of this PRB.

Board Organization:

The majority of the members on cach PRB are career SES personnel. However. the system was
designed to incorporate participation by non-career. military. minority. and female personnel. All
Performance Review Boards. exeept the one at Air Force Systems Command. will have five members—a
president and four panel members. The AFSC hoard will have nine members—a president and two
panels. with each panel having four members.

Eligibility Criteria:

In order for Senior Exccutives to be eligible for a bonus. they must be career members of the SES,

The executives must have received an initial rating from their supervisor of Fully Suceessful. Excellent,
or Owistanding: and they must have been in the svstem for at least 120 days.




\ppraisal:

Pl SES perfonnanee appra-als vou will be reviewing have Iwo major compones: (a) the
Perlormance Ploe and th) the justibication and rating. Incorder o provide some comtinain and
standardization. the performance plan s divided foto three performanee areas— Eanetion/Program in
which the executives hould list requireinents eelative 1o the programs or other endeayor for which they
are responsible. Management i wlnele they Bat supervisory or other management responsibilities. and
Indwidual in which the executive <hould st the requirements unique o hin or her, or self<inpros ement
endeavors. AL east one performanee requirenient should e specified for cach performance area.
Performance Requirements should be objective specifications of results 1o be achiieved by the exeeative
during the rating period. Fach pecformance plao must contain at least one eritical requirement.  eritical
requirement i~ defined as any requirement of the job which is sufficiently important that inadequate
performance of it outweighs acceptable performance in other aspeets of the job.  The performanee
requirements are also weighted 1o indicate their relative prionty or importance. The <am of the weights
must equal TR The evaluation provided by 1he cupervisor will consist of a rating of Unsatisfactory.
Minimally Aeceptable. Fully Successtul. Exeellent. o Outstanding for cach performance requirement and
an overall rating. The rating provided by the supervisor i- an inital rating: vou will be recommending the
final rating 10 the appointing anthorite, A written justification by the supervisor for the ratings of each
performance requirement should also be inclided. When reviewing the appraisal. vou ~hould consicer the
eriticaling and priority weight of the performanee requirements along with their ratings.

Evaluation Process:

In order 10 effectively aud objectively evaluate the executives. each of vou will individually score
cach appraisal. These individual scores should be determined without any discussion between or among
the various board members. The board president should also score cach appraisal in order 10 be
acquainted with the performance of all the executives. When scoring the appraisal. vou should base your
decisions on the performance of the executive rather than his or her position. You ~hould consider the
performance requirements specilied in the plan. as well as the executive’s achievements identified in the
Justification section of the form. In some instances. the planncd performance requirements may be <o
difficult that merely meeting them would be s greater aceomplishment than those rated as outstunding for
other executives, Some eriteria vou should consider when seoring the appraisals are (a) the level of effort
required by the executive o meet the performance requirement and accomplish the results indicated. (b)
the amount of personal attention required to manage and monitor the results. and {¢) the potential for gain
or loss of organizational or personal prestige inherent in the performance requirements. A form
(\ttachinent 1) is supplied for syour use 1o evaluate the exeeutive against these eritevia. The form is
intended as an aid. but yon need not use it it vou do not wish 1o, Once again. it is important to stress that
vour maturity. judgment. and experience are the moest important factors in determining the overall score,

Scoring Scale:

A« mentioned carlier, vour task i to reconmmead senior executives for bonuses by atigning them in a
relative order ol merit. You will do this by using the seoring <cale on this slide (Attaclinent 2}, rather than
by using a more complicated ranking procedure. As vou can sec. the seale raoges from | to 10 with whole
number increments, You <hould use a value of five as your assessment of the average executive’s
achievement. Those elearly above average showdd receive a seore in the higher range and those below
average ~honld receive a ccore in the lower range, While this and similar scoring <cales have proven
themselves over the years, the magor pitfall you need 1o avoid is central tendeney: that is. using only (wo
ar three closely related seores for most of the appraisals. o essence. a board member who does this
hecomes a constant in the ~scoring process and is deferring his or her decision making authority to the

other board members,




Procedures:

Sinee cach appraisal is wcored by the entive board. there are osually minor differences in seores
between members. These minor differences are expeeted and appropriate. However, whenever the
dilference between the scores of any two board members s grearer than three points_a sphit has occurred
and the appraisal imust be rescored, after relevant discassion, by the entire board. Onee all the scoring and
rescoring have been completed. the board secretary Gnsert name here) will compute the average score of
cach executive. This average board score will be used to rank the executives and determine the order of
merit. Onee the order of merit is ascertained. the board will use it to determine which executives will get a
bonus, 11 there is no suitable. obvious cutoff point. the hoard may award up to (insert number here)
executives a bonus, If two or more individuals are tied at the point determined by the board to be the
appropriate cwtoff point. then the tie must be broken. In this circumstance. the panel members, under the
direction of the board president. will discuss the appraisals of the executives involved and rank them 1o
determine the final order of merit. Onee these tasks are completed. this PRB will have completed the
evaluation process.

President’s Duties:

Abthaugh Unsert name here) as the board president is not generally considesed o scoring member of
the board. we strongly suggest that (insert. “he™ or “she”) personally score all the appraisals to ensure a
familiarnity witli each individual heing considered. However,in certain circumstances, the hoard presidem
i~ required 1o substitute for a board member and actually score the appraisal for the vecord. The president
st score if the appraisal of a board member is being considered or if the supersicor or a subordinate of a
board member is being considered. This is 1o ensure that PRB members are not required to score their
own appraisals nor those of their supervisors and employvees. The board president is also responsible for
directing the discassion of the board when resolving splits or breaking any ties that may exist at the cutoff
point. Il a situation arises where the PRB is unable to resolve a dispute. even after lengthy diseussion and
numernus seseoring attempts. then it is the responsibility of the board president 10 rescore the dispuged
appraisal using (insert “his™ or “her™) personal knowledge. experience. and judgment. Any decision
made by the board president. in this circamstance. will be final.

General:

IF the special case arises where one board member and the board president are ineligible 10 score an
apprai=al. then the average score of the remaining three board members will be nsed to determine the
executive’s merit score. Also. it s the prerogative of this hoard to use any additional information deemed
necessary 1o effectively evaluate a senior exeewtive’s appraisal. Yon may want 10 have informal
dizeussions with {insert name here). the appointing authority. to ensure common objectives. Onee the
order of merit is finalized. the board seeretary will compute the appropriate bonuses based on a formula
approved by the Executive Resources Board. After vou have had a chanee to review the honus amounts,
vour task will be to recommend a final rating of Outstanding. Excellent, or Fully Suceesslul. An executive
receiving a Ginal rating of Owstanding will be authorized a bonus of up to 20% of his or her acutal base
pav: whereas an executive who receives a final rating of Exeellent may receive a bonas up 1o 15% of his or
her base pay. and the executive rated Fully Successful may receive up to 10% of his or her base pay.
Remember. even though this beard is authorized to award up to linsert number here) honuses. there is no
requirement that all eligibles be awarded a bonus. Itis much more important that you use your budget
wirely and reward those executives who are truly deserving of a reward. The Seeretary of the Air Foree

has taken a personal interest in the PRB process and has writteo the following letter, from which [ quote:

(Read leter).




Trial Run:

We hase mentioned e el e previonsivs aond at this tne b owouald fike to give yon more
aformation on how that exercise actuathy operates After the briefings. we will adjourn to the scoring
tabdes at which time von will be given five trial pun appraisals. These appraisals have been carefulbly
selected o represent the Tull spectram of quality from the Teast to the best qualified exeentive, We will ask
vou to seore these appraisals without discussion. as vou would during the normal board process. However,
foe these five appraisals, we do suggest that you take notes using the form provided. After a break. we will
have vour scores posted. At that time. we will ack vou to share your rationale for <coring the five
appraisals. The purpose of this exercise is 10 help each of you establish vour own individual ~coring
standard. as well as a board <coring ~tandard. The major purpose of this exercise is 10 ensure consisteney.,

Performance Review Boards are appointed o select the most dexerving individuals regardless of
command of assignment or position. W hen making recommendations. keep in mind that vou. as a board
member, are representing the Air Foree at large. You were selected because vou are senior. mature.
experienced individuals. Each of vou takes an oath 10 serve without prejudice or partiality. having in view
both the special litness of the executive concerned and the efficiency of the United States Air Foree, When
you enter this board room. you are expected 10 take actions which are in the interest of the Air Force as a
whole and not any one particular command. While here. you are working for the Seeretary of the Air
Foree with (insert name of Board President here) to guide vour action.

The names of the individuals comprising the membership of the board will be publicly released
when the selection listis announced. However. the way board members voted on any particutar case and
the ground rules which the board established in making its selections are priviledged information and
may not he diselosed. Lists of names of individuals seleeted or not selected and statisties of the hoard’s
resull= by any particular group will not be maintained by you and vour knowledge of them will not be
disclosed 10 amvone. There is no prohibition on disclosing within the Air Foree community such
information as the overall numbers considered and =elected. the manner in which the board was
organized. the general proceduces it followed. or the sumber and grade of s membership. However. itis
vour responsibility to ensure that objective decisions are made and the actual workings of the board
remain confidential.

g~
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SCORING SCALE

SUPERIOR 10 -

ABOVE AVERAGE

AVERAGE 5.

BELOW AVERAGE

HIGHEST SCORE POSSIBLE

- TRULY OUTSTANDING PERFORMANCE
- FEW EXECUTIVES COULD BE BETTER
- WELL ABOVE AVERAGE

- SLIGHTLY BETTER THAN AVERAGE

TYPICAL SENIOR EXECUTIVE

- SLIGHTLY BELOW AVERAGE
- BELOW AVERAGE
- WELL BELOW AVERAGE

- LOWEST IN PERFORMANCE

Attachment 2




APPENDIX E: SENIOR EXECUTIVE APPRAISAL FORM
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APPENDIX F: SENIOR EXECUTIVE APPRAISAL SYSTEM FLOW CHART
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SENIOR EXECUTIVE APPRAISAL SYSTEM

FLOW CHART
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IPPENDIN G OPM CUIDELINE ON SES BONUSES

In a memorandum. dated 21 July 1980. 10 the Heads of Departments and Agencies. Dre. Alan K.
Campbell, the Director of the Office of Personnel Management. stated:

i The Office of Personnel Management. with
the advice of other agencies. has prepared the
following guidance in respect to awarding
; Senior Executive Service performance awards
(bonuses). In part. this guidance reflects the
appropriation act limitation restricting the
proportion of SES members who may receive
bonuses to no more than 25 percent of the
number of SES positions in the agency. In
addition. we are responding to strong
Congressional concern that the 25 percent be
viewed as a ceiling. We are threfore
enunciating guidance on the number and
distribution of awards which we strongly
recommend agencies to follow. GAO in
cooperation with OPM has beea directed by the
Congress to do a thorough study of bonus
payments. Any agency which chooses to award
bonuses in excess of the number or
distribution recommended below must consult
in advance with the Director of OPM.

I. Number of Awards

Agencies are limited in payment of bonuses to a maximum of 25

percent of SES positions. The Congress has made it clear that the 25
; percent figure is to be a limit, not the norm. Agencies should generally
limit bonuses to 20 percent of the eligible carcer employees. If the
| agency head feels a higher proportion is essential. he or she must
consult with the Director of OPM.

f 2. Distribution of Awards
:

In deciding the amount of bonus to be paid. agencies with 100 or more
career Senior Executives should not exceed the limilations shown
below. These limits cannot be rigidly applied in small agencies, but
should be considered as general guidelines.

(a) Bonuses of 20% should be limited to no more than 5% of
those receiving bonuses,

(b)  Bonuses of 17-20% <hould. in total. be limited to no more
than 10% of those receiving bonuses.

! (¢)  Bonuses of 12-20% -hould. in total. be limited to no
morethan 25% of those receiving honuses.




1. General Procedural Recommendalions

(a)  One area about which a number ol legislators  were

i concerned was the perception that members of
| Performance Review Boards would be waking care of
{ themsehves and their friends in the anarding of bonuses.
LL W e da not believe that this coneern has substance. but 1o

further add (o the objectivity of the review process. an
f ageney may wish to include on its PRB panel one or more

menbers from another Federal agenes . OPM will maintain
a list ol experienced carcer Senior Exceutives who could
serve on PRB's across ageney lines if the ageney <o
requests. This same procedure might well be useful in the
future in passing on proposed nominations for Meritorious
and Distinguished Presidential Rank within an agency.

(b) Each ageney should publish a notice in the Federal
Register of the ageney’s schedule for awarding bonuses at
least 14 davs prior to the date on which the awards will be
paid.

() Career Senior Executives are eligible for both bonus and
rank awards. In general, agencies should avoid giving
multiple awards to a single SES member in a vear.

The SES system provides agency management with an unprecedented level of discretion. It is vital
that this discretion be used responsibly to establish a sound foundation for the future.
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