Enlisted Career Counseling & Evaluation Unit
FY 2012 STAFF SERGEANT SELECTION BOARD COMPILED DEBRIEF
Note: Within this document many comments are enclosed in quotation marks.  These comments are board members responses to a questionnaire they were given at the close of the FY12 Staff Sergeant Selection Board.  No citations are listed for these quotes to protect the identity of the board members.  All other comments not enclosed in quotation marks are those of the Enlisted Career Counselors.  The Point of Contact for any questions pertaining to this document is to be directed to the Head Enlisted Career Counselor Master Gunnery Sergeant Thompson, Randall A. or Gunnery Sergeant Collins, Michael A. @ (703) 784-9241, DSN 278-9241 or 1-800-833-2320.

Letters:

1.  What type of letters to the board were the most helpful for the board members? 

Most all board members stated that letters of clarification or explanation where most useful.  As stated by one board member “Letters of clarification are the most helpful, anything that further explains ‘why’ something is in the record or not in the record.” Other remarks that stood out were “the board saw MBS’s that reflected a ‘not current’ for (training) but we did not (have) visibility on why.”  In these cases a letter of clarification or explanation from someone in the headquarters section not the Marine was extremely helpful.  Lastly, a board member stated, “letters need to be proofread by the CO or Senior Enlisted Advisor before sending to the board.”

2.  What type of letters/material was not significant enough to send to the board?

Letters of recommendation were mentioned by many board members. As one board member stated, “Hands down, letters of recommendation.  Very rarely did they provide any additional info that would be deemed useful.”  Other types of letters that was mentioned as not significant enough to send to the board were: letters from current RS/RO, letters from the Marine thanking the board for looking at them or stating why they thought they should be selected and letters readdressing adversity in which the Marine was apologizing, complaining, making an excuse for or taking responsibility.




Photographs:

3.  How did the board consider photographs not received?

Over half of the board members stated that if a Marine did not have a current photo it gave the impression that the Marine did not care about getting promoted or was lazy.  “Even though the precept states that a photograph is not mandatory for promotion, not having one gives a bad impression.”  Other thoughts on this question from board members were that the Marine was “hiding something” and the word “negative” was consistent throughout the board members responses.  Research was done to identify those Marines in austere locations or patient statuses.

4.  What was considered a questionable photo and what was the board looking for when screening photographs?

Questionable photos were those where Marines appeared overweight, not physically fit and more specifically height and weight did not match appearance.  One board members response summed up the majority of board members answers when he stated “We looked for currency, overall physical appearance, uniform fit and ribbon placement.”

Adversity:

5.  If a Marine had a DUI/DWI in record, was it recoverable and if so, what actions taken aided them in overcoming the adversity?

For this board more than half of the board members stated that a DUI/DWI was not recoverable.  The following are board members responses: “I don’t think this board promoted anyone with a DUI”, “I could not vote for a Marine who got a DUI or a wet reckless”, “If a Marine had a DUI/DWI early in his career, no other adverse material and showed stellar performance afterwards, some of the time he could recover.”  It is to be noted that early in a Marine’s career meant not in current grade.





6.  If a Marine had an incident of domestic violence (DV) in their record, was it recoverable and if so, what did it take to overcome the adversity? 

Not recoverable was the majority answer.  Other answers included “Hit your wife and you are done”, “deal breaker” and “Absolutely, if a Marine raises his hand against his spouse or children that goes against our Corps Values and we don’t need those types of Marines.”  Most board members could only recall one case in which the DV was recoverable.  One case!

7.  Marines who were previously assigned to Body Composition Program, what demonstrated recovery?

“A onetime assignment was recoverable” and “sustained high PFT (285) scores and sustained performance in the upper 1/3”.  The majority of the board members did not state a specific time limit however those that did stated that a three to four year period and “maintain higher level of physical fitness.”

8.  Marines who previously failed a PFT, what demonstrated recovery?

“This was hard to recover from. Even on a Marines worse day, they shouldn’t fail a PFT.”  Overall, if a failed PFT was recoverable it was due to sustained high PFT/CFT over an extended period of time and a letter to the board addressing specific reason for failing PFT and not “excusing it away.”

9.  How did the board view missing fitness reports/date gaps?

The board members responded on both ends of the spectrum when answering this question.  One board member stated, “If a Sgt of Marines can’t take care of his own record, how will he be able to take care of his Marines records as a SNCO.”  Another board member stated, “It was briefed but not considered as a heavy discriminator.”  The bottom line is a majority of board members believed the fewer number of months the less severity of the impact it had on the Marines overall record.







Reporting officials:

10.  How much emphasis did the board place on billet description/billet accomplishments?

“None”, “Barely any”, and “Not too much” are the answers that round out the majority of the board members responses.  As stated by one particular board member, “More emphasis was placed on overall performance than on specific description or accomplishment.”

11.  How much weight was placed on the relative values (RV) and raw scores in assessing overall competitiveness?

Most board members placed a lot of weight on the relative values and agreed that “it really help determined how the Marine ranked among his/her peers.”  One board member stated, “Lots of attention was placed in this area. More attention seemed to be place on ‘cumulative’ over the ‘at processing’ numbers.”  Words such as “significant”, “weighed heavy”, and “huge” where used when describing the importance of the relative values.

12.  How important was where the Marine was marked on the reviewing officer’s comparative assessment, “Christmas tree”, and how much weight did this have?

Some answers to this question were that it was “Used to validate the record”, “Heavy”, “Very Important and it carry a great deal.”  It was just as important as the relative values however in some cases more important considering the RO was the senior reporting official.  One board member stated, “With the RO, they normally have more experience and have reviewed more Marines of this grade, and therefore their opinion of the Marine pays big dividends in comparing the MRO against their peers.”










13.  How much weight was placed on the comments from the reviewing officer/reporting senior and what were the board members looking for in these comments?

The overall consensus from the board members was the comments were very important whether they helped or hurt the Marine’s chances for promotion.  “What we were looking for were comments on the overall character of the Marine, specifically the Marine’s leadership qualities as well as positive contributions to the unit and finally a promotion recommendation.”  A few board members commented on the inconsistency in the word picture and RS/RO markings.  “Many of the times, the marks didn’t match the section I.  Great Marine who does a super job but the Marine is in the lower 1/3.  It doesn’t add up.”  Bottom line is they are important and the board members wanted to see “non five dollar words, straight talk on the Marine’s performance during the reporting period.”

14.  How important was a promotion recommendation on the fitness report from the reporting senior and reviewing officer?

A majority of the board members used words such as “important”, “very important” and “extremely important.”  Most board members would probably agree with one board member when they stated, “Comments that didn’t mention promotion at all was viewed somewhat negatively.  However, ‘recommended for promotion’ or ‘recommended for promotion and retention’ aren’t much better as they were in the comments of many Marines who don’t have a record worthy of promotion.  Giving the RS’s and RO’s the benefit of the doubt, the performance just in that reporting period may have warranted the recommendation for promotion comment. ‘Promote with peers’, ‘promote ahead of peers’, ‘promote according to the needs of the Marine Corps’, delivers a much clearer picture to the board.

15.  When the reporting senior and reviewing officer’s comments did not seem to match their markings, how was this viewed?

In this type of case at least five board members stated the benefit of the doubt was given to the Marine.  “We would take the more positive of the two and would brief it as such.”  Almost all board members gave the impression that this was viewed negative on the reporting official’s behalf, it “gave an incomplete picture of the Marine” and it “made it very difficult to provide a recommendation.”  When cases occurred the board members briefed other board members of its instance.
Wounded warriors / medical issues:

16.  Were there any issues concerning wounded warriors’ records that may have made assessing their records and recommending them for promotion difficult?

Almost all board members gave a different answer to this question.  The common theme is that records of wounded warriors are just as important for them to be considered for promotion as all Marines.  Verbally, the board members echoed that it would be helpful to have letters of clarification on the wounded warrior’s status.  “Wounded warriors were briefed just like any other Marine…I focused on the Marine’s performance not the injury.” 

17.  In relation to any Marine with medical issues, was there any lack of information provided in the record or by the Marine which left gaps of uncertainty for a proper recommendation?

Yes.  A large portion of the board members stated this could have been easily cleared up if it was documented in the Fitness Report or by submitting a letter of clarification to the board. It would have also helped the board members to know whether the injury was combat related or not.  “One issue that consistently came up was the fact that there is no distinction between Marines wounded in combat and those with non-combat related injuries or ailments.”

Training & education:

18.  How much weight did the board attach to non-resident PME that was above minimum requirements?

“In this competitive board, having only the minimum PME was a definite distracter.”  18 of 21 board members used words such as “helped break a tie”, “briefed favorably”, “held a lot of weight” and “more PME the better.”








19.  How much weight was given to having completed the SNCOA resident Sergeants Course?

66.66/33.33.  Two-thirds of the board stated that it carried a lot of weight, was viewed favorable or they “viewed the Marine as wanting to be a part of the future leadership in the USMC.” The other one-third of the board members responses can be summed up as one board member stated the weight it carried was “Not much, not everyone has the opportunity.”

20.  How much weight was having completed an infantry PME equivalency courses (i.e. IULC, MGLC, MLC, Assault-man Leaders Course and the Anti-tank Missile-man Leaders Course), being equivalent to the SNCOA Sergeants Course?

“The best scenario was for an infantryman to have both.  It seemed that the more resident PME the higher the briefer placed him in the rating.”  A large number of board members stated they viewed it the same as Sergeants Course and any extra PME was favorable. 

21.  How much weight was given to Marines who completed off duty education such as college and trade schools?

“It carried weight as long as there was a balance between Marine progression courses and off duty courses.”  “It was looked at and briefed but someone with no college was not weighted any less.”  Marines who do have off duty education need to ensure it is properly documented not only on their fitness reports but the OMPF as well. 

22.  How much weight was placed on advanced MOS schools in the Marines PMOS?

More than half of the board members stated that completion of Advance MOS schools was viewed as favorable.  Other board members stated, “briefed as completed standard career progression PME”, “didn’t hold as much weight as the SNCOA”, “briefed in every case but not emphasized.” 






23.  How did the board view Marines who have not been to the rifle and pistol range for a number of years?

“Negatively”, “Unfavorably”, “less competitive”, “Poorly”!  Bottom line is Marines that were not current need to have a legitimate reason that was documented in their fitness reports. Those Marines who are on I&I Duty, Recruiting duty, etc. it was understood why they could not qualify. 

24.  How much weight was placed on PFT/CFT scores when assessing overall competitiveness?

Agreeably by most board members this area held a lot of weight. “The higher the PFT/CFT the better.” “Second or third class PFT/CFT scores were viewed unfavorably and typically a Marine who lacked a PFT/CFT score or F/RDNT was non competitive. 

25.  Did the RS explanation have any weight when a Marine had “NMED/PFT/CFT” reports?

Unanimously, all board members answered yes to this question in some form.  Board members responded with answers such as “This is where a letter to the board can really help the board” and “Especially since medical records are not in the Marines record.”

26.  How much weight was placed on the Marine Corps Martial Arts Program (MCMAP) and what belt seemed to be the average for sergeants?

Almost half of the board members relayed the message that green belt was average.  As far as emphasis on MCMAP, one board member stated, “…gray or tan it raised eyebrows…We have been using it for twelve years now.  Time to get onboard.”

27.  Was a Martial Arts Instructor (MAI) qualification viewed differently?

The majority of board members viewed the MAI qualification as favorably and positively impacting the Marines overall record. However, “If a Marine earned the instructor status it was expected for the Marine to keep it and continue to train.” Marines with MAI qualifications was seen as a “Marine (that) impacts mission readiness” and “it shows that you’re an asset to any unit and that you can contribute to a Marine’s development.”

Duty assignments:

28.  How was a special duty assignment viewed in terms of competitiveness?

The reoccurring answer to this question was “Highly qualified” IAW the board precept.  Special duty assignments carried “significant weight” and made a Marine “extremely competitive.” A couple of board members stated that adversity while on a SDA was taken into consideration and ultimately lowered a Marine’s overall recommendation. 

29.  How was a combat tour viewed in terms of competitiveness?

Combat tours gave Marines who had them the edge over those who did not and was seen as a must have for some MOS’s.  “Just like everything else it all added up and it helped at times.”  “It was briefed in every case and its importance varied by MOS.” For those that did not have combat, other deployments were briefed as well. 

30.  How did the board view fitness reports documenting substandard performance while on an SDA?

“The board took into consideration the challenges of SDA.  The board had several members who had successful SDA tours and could explain situations that were vague in a fitness report.”  The reoccurring theme with lack luster or lower SDA reports where they did not have much of an effect on a Marine’s record unless they were adverse. 

31.  How did the board look at Marines who were relieved for cause (RFC) on a SDA or a Marine who was relieved for “good of the service” (GOS) from a SDA?

Without a doubt almost all board members stated that RFC on a SDA reflected negative on the Marines record and “The board viewed it as a failure” rendering the Marine not competitive for promotion.  RFGS were not viewed as negative as long as no adversity accompanied it.  In a case where a Marine was relieved for GOS, a letter of clarification or explanation to the board did or could have helped. 



32.  Were there any billets to include those at HQMC, SACO, EOA or Assistant FRO considered less competitive than being in operating units? Was it possible to have too much time, if so what was considered too much?

“No”, “bloom”, “grow”, “blossom where you are planted.”  “As long as the Marine was performing, they were competitive.”  In regards to whether there could be too much time in these billets the board responded in many ways and no answer was unanimous. “The board understands these billets are necessary.” “Too much time was over a year or more time spent out of the MOS than in” 

33.  How did the board view Marines who had served in joint billets?

Answers to this question varied.  Mostly the board members acted IAW the board precept and viewed these Marines favorably. Factors that were taken into consideration were the Marines rank, performance of duties and any awards received while on the JIA or TT billets.  “Performance was the overriding factor.”

34.  Was there any emphasis placed on duty preferences stated on fitness reports? 

Fifteen board members responded with “no” or “none”.  Only one board member gave a definitive “yes” answer to this question.

Awards/recognition:

35.  How were awards viewed?

a. Impact/end of tour?
In no instance was an end of tour award seen as more favorable than an impact award.  However, just as many board members stated that end of tour awards carried the same amount of weight as those board members that stated that impact awards were more favorable.

b. How were combat awards viewed?
Board members consensually stated that combat awards were positive yet were viewed the same as any other award however they carried more weight if it included combat distinguishing devises. 




36.  Was graduating as honor, distinguished graduate or gung ho from MOS schools or SNCO Academies briefed?

All board members stated that all recognition was briefed. “Icing on the cake and did hold more weight” “A definite feather in the cap”

37.  What are your top recommendations for those Marines preparing themselves for a SNCO selection board, (the big take a ways)?

1. Take a photo, a good photo.  “Have your service “C” tailored and dry cleaned…ask the First Sergeant to inspect you…take your SNCOIC with you to take your photo…”

2. Records audit.  “Marines must understand that the board members do not have direct visibility on…3270, MOL, MCI, Marine Net, etc.”  “OMPF’s must be complete with awards, MOS schools, pictures, certificates, college transcripts, PME and fitness reports.”

3. “Find out what your peers are doing and do it better.”

38.  What were some of the biggest issues (trends) within the Sergeants’ records reviewed that showed a lack of knowledge or preparation on the individual’s part, prior to the board?

1. Fifteen board members mentioned discrepancies with the photo.  The photos were “outdated”, “uniforms and photos in general were atrocious”, “some…completely failed to stand at POA” and ribbon placement and trouser fit was unsat.(see answer #1 to previous question)

2. Not being PME complete.

3. Incomplete records in all folders of the OMPF. (see answer #2 of previous question)









Miscellaneous:

39.  What seemed to make a Marine really stand out from their peers?

One board member said it best as he stated, “Having the complete package, being above average in all areas not just superior in a few and meeting the minimum in others.”  The two dominating answers to this question were performance and high training statistics.  The whole Marine concept was also in play as volunteer service was considered to make Marines stand out from their peers.  The photo set the tone!  A Marine with multiple deployments and missing fitness reports and no photo in most cases could not receive enough nods to be selected into the SNCO ranks.  One board member stated, “I could almost always give a recommendation to a Marine based on their photo, training, education, awards, SDA, combat, adverse (adversity) without even reading the…FITREPS.” 

40.  How were Marines with a large number of tattoos viewed?

Only one board member stated that tattoos were “distracting.” All other board members replied to some degree of stating that tattoos were not a factor and had no impact on their recommendations.

41.  Were the MOS road maps or MOS manual used in any way?

More than half of the board members replied “no” or “not really”.  Seven board members responded by stating yes they used them, “to an extent”, and “on a few occasions”.  The comment was made that, “Luckily we had Marines on the board that could explain questions that came up about particular MOS.” 

42.  How did the board view lack of observed time in PMOS?

The majority of the board members answers are summed up by stating, “We understood it often as not under the control of the individual Marine, we focused much more on that individual Marine’s possibility of future service.”





43.  What did the board define as MOS credibility and how was MOS credibility viewed in terms of competitiveness?

The definition of MOS credibility was not explicit.  Some board members commented as using the billet descriptions and significant observed time in the MOS after completion of training in order to determining a basis to evaluate MOS credibility.  A large population of board members stated that they did not recall discussing MOS credibility often, yet they considered it important.  The Marine’s overall performance and the idea of bloom where you are planted seemed to be the criteria for competitiveness as MOS credibility or observed time served in the MOS varied greatly.

44.  What were the heaviest weighted items/areas in a Marines record pertaining to competitiveness for promotion?

A tally of all the board members responses to this particular question is listed below (some board members listed multiple responses):
Item Mention						# of Times Mentioned
Performance (FITREP&RS/RO Markings)			16
Annual Training							 8
Special Duty Assignment						 7
Photo									 7			
Adversity/BCP								 7
PME or Career Progression					 7
Awards									 3
Well Rounded								 3
MOS Credibility							 1
Board Precept								 1	
13

