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I. Abstract

The United States Coast Guard is facing challenges of historic proportions. The
increased emphasis on homeland security and rapid growth of its budget and workforce
are stressing the agency in ways that were unimaginable just a few years ago. Never has
it been more relevant to undertake a careful assessment of the service’s leaders — the
officer corps — and the programs through which they are indoctrinated and trained.

Virtually all Coast Guard officers come from one of four commissioning sources:
The Coast Guard Academy (CGA), Officer Candidate School (OCS), Reserve Officer
Candidate Indoctrination (ROCI), or one of several Direct Commission Officer (DCO) -
prografns. These programs vary in length from three weeks (ROC]I) to four years (CGA),
yet when graduates of these programs “hit the streets”, little regard is paid to their
commissioning source — they are all expected to perform equally well.

Are there any differences in the performance of Coast Guard officers from
different commissioning programs? The answer to this question could havé a critical
impact on the organizational success of the Coast Guard. But, surprisingly, no one has
conclusively answered it to date. This study hopes to do just that, thereby settling this
decades-old debate.

In April 2004, an anonymous survey was administered to approximately 1,200
Coast Guard officers commissioned between 2002 and 2004 and currently serving in
grades O-1 (Ensign) through O-3 (Lieutenant). Their responses, which provided data
related to the respondents’ commissioning source, demographics, and performance

v

appraisals, were studied to determine what, if any, differences exist and to what degree.
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Also considered was whether respondents’ ethnic background, gender, age, or first-tour
assignment had a measurable impact on performance.

The author’s findings suggest that there are no significant differences in the
performance of Coast Guard officers attributable to commissioning source. There are,
however, some notable discrepancies based on race and gender. The researcher closes
with some noteworthy conclusions and policy recommendations that should be required
reading for the Coast Guard’s senior leadership.

This paper is laid out as follows: Section II presents a brief synopsis of the
history, organization, and missions of the U.S. Coast Guard, Section III reviews the Coast
Guard Officer Accession Programs used as independent variables in this study, Section
[V reviews the Coast Guard’s Officer Evaluation System, Section V provides a brief
review of some recent academic literature deemed relevant to this study, Section VI
‘explains the research questions and methodologies employed in this study, Section VII
presents the author’s ﬁndings, Section VIII the author’s conclusions and

recommendations, and Section X the author’s biography.
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II. Introduction
Any study that looks at the inner workings of an organization should be preceded
by some historical and organizational background information. Thus, this section offers a
brief overview of the history & missions, organizational structure, workforce, and
accession points of the United States Coast Guard.

History & Missions

The U.S. Coast Guard originated in 1790 as the Revenue Cutter Service, created
by Congress’ passing of the Revenue Cutter Bill on August 4th, 1790, and as such is our
nation’s oldest seagoing armed force (the Continental Navy was disbanded after the
revolution and would not be reestablished until 1799). Secretary of the Treasury
Alexander Hamilton sponsored the bill out of a need to enforce maritime revenue and
import tax collections in the nation’s ports, but the Revenue Cutter Service quickly
became a “multimission” organization. In response to a rash of attacks on U.S. Merchant
vessels by armed foreign vessels in the 1790s, Congress authorized the President to ’
“increase the strength of the several Revenue Cutters...to defend the sea coast and to
repel any hostility™ in 1797 (Krietmeyer, 1991, pp. 5-6).

The modern Coast Guard was formed in 1915 with the amalgamation of the
Revenue Cutter Service, the Lighthouse Service, the Life-Saving Service, the Steamboat
Inspection Service, and the Bureau of Navigation, and remained under the control of the
Department of the Treasury until 1967, when it became part of the newly formed

Department of Transportation (Krietmeyer, 1991). The Coast Guard was tran§ferred

intact to the Department of Homeland Security in March 2003.
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In addition to its historical military role, the modern day Coast Guard derives its
military authority from Title 14 of the United States Code, which states, “The Coast
Guard as established January 28, 1915, shall be a military service and a branch of the
armed forces of the United States at all times”. The Commandant of the Coast Guard, a
four star Admiral, reports directly to the Secretary of the Department of Homeland
Security.

According to its mission statement:

The United States Coast Guard is a military, multimission, maritime service and

one of the nation’s five Armed Services. Its mission is to protect the public, the

environment, and U.S. economic interests — in the nation’s ports and waterways,
along the coast, on international waters, or in any maritime region as required to

support national security.

Organizational Structure

As a 214 year-old military service, top-down control and classical bureaucratic
structures are the norm for the Coast Guard. The Coast Guard is divided into two Areas —
Atlantic Area and Pacific Area — over which the Commandant, through Coast Guard
Headquarters, maintains operational and administrative control.

Each Area has a Maintenance and Logistics Command (MLC), which as the name
implies, provides maintenance and logistics support to the Area Cqmmander and his or
her operational units. Each MLC controls several Electronics Support Units (ESUs),
Naval Engineering Support Units (NESUs), Civil Engineering Support Units (CEUs), and
Integrated Support Commands (ISCs). Each Area maintains control over its respective
MLC, High Endurance Cutters, Maritime Safety and Security Teams (MSSTs), and other

operational units, and is further divided into Districts, over which it also has control.
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Each District is further divided into areas of responsibility that are each
administered by a Group Commander. Each Group typically controls several Stations,
Patrol Boats, Buoy Tenders, and other units. This top-down system of command and
control is commonly referred to in the military as the chain of command, as shown in

figure 2.1.

Commanda¥/CGHA
— , l

Figure 2.1: Coast Guard Organizational Chart

Workforce

Like the other military services, the Coast Guard has a stratified workforce, with
enlisted members ranking from E-1 (Seaman Recruit) to E-9 (Master Chief Petty
Officer), and commissioned officers ranking from O-1 (Ensign) to O-10 (Admiral). Coast
Guard ranks and titles mirror those used by the United States Navy (see Appendix A).
There are currently approximately 32,000 enlisted Coast Guard members, and 7,500

commissioned officers.
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Accession Points

Virtually all enlisted Coast Guard members are inducted through a single point —
Recruit Training or “boot camp”, which is administered by the Coast Guard’s Recruit
Training Center in Cape May, New Jersey. However, officer accessions are more
complex.

Coast Guard officers may receive commissions from the Coast Guard Academy
(GGA), Officer Candidate School (OCS), Reserve Officer Candidate Indoctrination
(ROCI), or one of several Direct Commission Officer (DCO) programs. These programs
vary in duration from three weeks (ROCI) to four years (CGA), yet little attention is paid
to an officer’s commissioning source once he or she enters the workforce — all officers
are expected to perform equally well and are, in fact, rated using the exact same
performance appraisal instrument - the Officer Evaluation Report (OER). -

Conclusion
This paper will discuss these commissioning programs, and the OER, in greater

detail, and present the author’s findings on the impact of commissioning source, race,

gender, age, and first-tour assignment on officer performance.
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I11. Coast Guard Officer Accession Programs

As previously mentioned, Virtually all Coast Guard officers come from one of
four commissioning sources: The Coast Guard Academy (CGA), Officer Candidate
Sf:hool (OCS). Reserve Ofticer Candidate Indoctrination (ROCI), or one of several Direct
Commission Officer (DCO) programs. CGA and OCS each account for about 45% of the
approximately 500 Coast Guard Officers commissioned each year, with ROCI and DCO
making up the other 10%. This section will discuss each of these programs in greater
detail.

The Coast Guard Academy

Founded in 1876, the United States Coast Guard Academy in New London,
Connecticut is a formal, four-year military academy and university offering Bachelor of
Science degrees in one of eight majors. These include: naval architecture and marine
engineering, civil engineering, mechanical engineering, electrical engineering, operations
research and computer analysis, marine and environmental science, government, and
management. The mission of the Coast Guard Academy is:

To graduate young men and women with sound bodies, stout hearts and alert

minds, with a liking for the sea and its lore, with that high sense of honor, loyalty

and obedience which goes with trained initiative and leadership, well grounded
in seamanship, the sciences and amenities, and strong in the resolve to be worthy
of the traditions of commissioned officers in the United States Coast Guard in the
service of their country and humanity.

As one might expect, in addition to academic pursuits, cadets are indoctrinated
into a military lifestyle and are expected to learn the history and traditions of the Coast
Guard and the armed services. The student body, known as the Corps of Cadets, “is

organized into eight companies forming one regiment”. Cadets are expected to learn and

utilize the regimental chain of command, gaining seniority and “rank” as they progress.
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Cadets are commissioned as Ensigns upon graduation and are normally assigned to an
afloat unit for their first tour.

The Coast Guard Academy is also home to the Coast Guard’s Leadership
Development Center, which administers Officer Candidate School, Reserve Officer
Candidate Indoctrination, Direct Commission Officer School, and several other
professional development programs.

Officer Candidate School

Started in the 1940’s, Officer Candidate School (OCS) is “*a rigorous seventeen
week course of instruction” for enlisted Coast Guard members, pridr service members, or
reservists who meet certain eligibility requirements, and civilian college graduates
(normally from university ROTC programs). “In addition to indoctrinating students into a
military lifestyle, OCS also provides a wide range of highly technical information
necessary for performing the duties of a Coast Guard Officer”.

The mission of Officer Candidate School is “to prepare candidates to serve
effectively as officers in the United States Coast Guard”. Graduates are commissioned as
Ensigné and may be assigned to an afloat unit, flight school, staff or operations ashore
assignment, or elsewhere depending on the needs of the service.

Reserve Officer Candidate Indoctrination

Reserve Officer Candidate Indoctrination (ROCI) is a three-week course of
instruction designed to prepare candidates “to serve effectively as junior officers in the
U.S. Coast Guard Ready Reserve”. T?aining topics include: military indoctrination, Coast

Guard history, roles, organization, and missions, military justice, and leadership.

Graduates are normally commissioned as Ensigns.
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Direct Commission Officer School

The Coast Guard offers direct commissions to individuals with particular job
training, education, or professional experience in skill areas where the service has a
critical need or shortage of personnel. These areas include: aviation, engineering,
environmental management, legal, and medical. Graduates of select maritime academies
(such as the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy) or prior officers from other services may
also be eligible for direct commissions.

Direct Commission Officer (DCO) School is 3 to 5 weeks in length, depending on
the officer’s specialty and background. Graduates may be commissioned as an Ensign,
Lieutenant Junior Grade, or Lieutenant.

Conclusion

Clearly, there are some dramatic differences in the curriculum, intensity, duration,
and format of the Coast Guard’s various commissioning programs. Do these differences
equate to differences in performance in the field? Whether, and how, graduates’

performance in the field differs are the central questions this study hopes to answer.
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IV: The Officer Evaluation System

The United States Coast Guard’s Officer Evaluation System (OES) has been
called “one of the premier performance management systems in use within the public or
private sectors” (Preusse, 1998). The OES is the basis for virtually every personnel
decision (promotions, assignments, training, etc.) in the Coast Guard officer corps. Since
its inception in 1984, “the OES has been a model for the development of other military,
government, and corporate performance management systems”, wrote Preusse.

But the OES is not perfect. Acknowledged Preusse, “As a performance
management system enabling our officer personnel decision making processes, the OES
is acknowledged as one of the best. However, it remains subject to human frailties”. This
section will discuss the elements of the OES: The Officer Evaluation Report (OER), the
OER submission schedule, the rating chain, quality control, prohibited content, and
procedural justice.

The Officer Evaluation Report

The centerpiece of the OES is the Officer Evaluation Report (OER), and any
discussion of the OES must begin here. The OER is a four-page performance appraisal
instrument that incorporates a behaviorally anchored rating scale, multiple comment or
essay sections, and a subjective comparison rating (see Appendix B). Both the
behaviorally anchored rating scale and the comparison rating use a seven point likert
scale, with the central mark (a “'4”) representing the accepted standard.

According to Borison (1992):
Six major categories or areas of evaluation of performance are included [in the
OER] — Performance of Duties, Interpersonal Relations, Leadership Skills,

Communications Skills, Personal Qualities, and Representing the Coast Guard. In
addition, reporting officers are asked to evaluate an officer’s “Leadership and
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Potential” on a more subjective level, but based upon the same six categories.
Each of the major categories is further divided into sub-categories. A written
performance standard for each category/sub-category provides a common frame
of reference among rating officers to which an officer’s observed performance
and qualities may be compared.

These six discriminators clearly show the areas of performance and
characteristics that are philosophically important to the Coast Guard’s top
leadership. They are excellent indicators of what is important in our work culture.

Submission Schedule
OERs are completed on active duty officers serving in the grades of Ensign and
Lieutenant Junior Grade semiannually, and annually for all other active duty officers

below the grade of O-7, as shown in table 4.1 (PERSMAN, 10.A.3).

fGrad T AHOERISUbmissioniDucy

6 April

aptain (O
Commander (0-5) March
Lieutenant Commander (O-4) | April
Lieutenant (O-3) May
Lieutenant Junior Grade (O-2) | January and July
Ensign (O-1) March and September

Table 4. 1: OER Submission Schedule

The Rating Chain

The Coast Guard Personnel Manual prescribes a four person “rating chain” for
every OER. The rating chain consists of the officer on whom the evaluation is being
performed (the “Reported-On-Officer” or ROO), his or her immediate supervisor, the
“Reporting Officer” or RO (normally the supervisor’s supervisor), and the Reviewer
(normally the RO’s supervisor, the commanding officer, or another ofﬁcef expressly
designated as a reviewing official). The Coast Guard Personnel Manual (Ch. 10.A)
delineates specific responsibilities for each member of the rating chain. The following

provides a brief synopsis of the normal OER process.
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1. The Reported-On-Officer is responsible for initiating the OER and submitting
any supporting documentation required by the rating chain no later than 21
days before the end of his or her reporting period.

2. The Supervisor evaluates the Reported-On-Officer’s performance, completes
sections 2 through 6 of the OER, and forwards to OER to the Reporting
Officer no later than 10 days after the end of the reporting period.

3. The Reporting Officer is responsible for ensuring that “the Supervisor fully
meets responsibilities for administration of the OES. Reporting Officers are
expected to hold designated Supervisors accountable for timely and accurate
evaluations” (10.A., p. 10). The Reporting Officer is required to forward the
OER to the reviewer no later than 30 days after the end of the reporting
period.

4. The Reviewer “Ensures the OER reflects a reasonably consistent picture of
the Reported-on Officer’s performance and potential” (10.A, p. 12), and
Ensures the Supervisor and the Reporting Officer have adequately executed
their responsibilities under the OES (10.A, p. 13). The Reviewer is also
responsible for ensuring the OER is forwarded “in a reasonable time to permit
the OER Administrator to ensure the OER is received by [Coast Guard
Headquarters] 45 days after the end of the reporting period” (10.A.13).

Quality Control

In addition to the rating chain, the OER must pass two additional reviews before
becoming “official”. OERs must first be reviewed by a designated “OER Administrator”
(normally an individual in the administration or personnel office of larger units). The
OER administrator is responsible for:

1. Ensuring “timely OER submission for those officers under their
administrative jurisdiction for any part of a reporting period” (10.A, p. 14).

2. Ensuring OERs are received in Coast Guard Headquarters no later than 45
days after the end of an officer’s reporting period.

3. Ensuring completeness and accuracy of the OER.
Finally, the OER must be reviewed by the Coast Guard Personnel Command.

According to the Coast Guard Personnel Manual, “Commander, Coast Guard Personnel
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Command has overall responsibilities for the OES” and “Provides final quality control
review of OERs” (10.A, p. 15).

Prohibited Content

According to the Coast Guard Personnel Manual:
Members of the rating chain shall not:

o Mention any medical or psychological conditions, whether factual or
speculative. Restriction applies to Reported-on Officer and family members.

e Mention pregnancy. Restriction applies to Reported-on Officer and family
members. '

e Expressly evaluate, compare, or emphasize gender, religion, color, race or
ethnic background.

o Place emphasis upon a third party by gender. religion. color, race, or ethnic
background (e.g., Catholic lay minister wrote award recommendation for
African-American civilian).

® Refer to the Reported-on Officer by first name.

e Refer to Reported-on Officer’s marital or family status.

Discuss Reported-on Officer’s performance or conduct which occurred
outside the reporting period. (10.4, p. 48).

Procedural Justice

The OES has three levels of procedural justice. First, officers who feel their OER
was inconsistent with their actual performance (regardless of content) are authorized to
submit a two-page reply that is permanently filed with the OER in question. According to
the Coast Guard Personnel Manual (10.A, p. 48), “Replies provide an opportunity for the
Reported-on Officer to express a view of performance which may differ from that of a

rating official”.

Secondly, officers who are the subject of a derogatory OER (an evaluation
containing a numerical mark of 1 in any category or the comparison scale, or indicating
adverse vperformance resulting in the officer’s removal from his or her primary duties or

position) have the right to file an addendum to their OER. An addendum, almost identical
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to, but more formal than, a reply, “provides the Reported-on Officer an opportunity to
explain the failure or provide their views of the performance in question” (10.A, p. 50).

Finally, “officers may seek correction of any OER, or any portion thereof, if in
their opinion the report is in error” (10.A, p. 61). Such requests for formal correction are
considered by a Personnel Records Review Board or a Board for Correction of Military
Records, as appropriate.
Conclusion

The Coast Guard Officer Evaluation System is a mature system and, as such,
presents relatively few problems. Preusse (1998) and others have solidly refuted many of
the most common complaints about the OES (such as its time-consuming nature, the
tendency for numerical inflation, and reliance on the writing talents of rating officials),
and the majority of Coast Guard officers have rated the OES positively in workforce
surveys.

My own research indicates that the OES is applied very equitably, with a couple
of notable exceptions (which are discussed later in this paper). All in all, the OES is a
top-notch, tightly controlled performance appraiéal system, and it provides a solid and
equitable basis for personnel depisions throughout the Coast Guard. As such, it also
provides an ideal standard by which the performance of Coasf Guard officers can be

measured and compared.
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V. Literature Review

No published research was found that directly paralleled my primary research
question, or my secondary research questions pertaining to age or assignment. However,
there have been volumes of research published pertaining to the impact of race and
gender on job performance. Some of this research is reviewed in this section, as it
provides an academic and organizational framework for my research.

Included in this section are reviews of studies related to gender and job
performance by Quester and Gilroy (2002), Pazy and Oron (2001), and Pershing (2001);
a study related to minority recruitment and job performance in the armed forces by Kirby
et. al. (2000); and Kanter’s (1977) observations regarding token populations in large

organizations.

Women and Minorities in America’s Volunteer Military
A. O. Quester & C. L. Gilroy (2002)

Quester and Gilroy (2002) painted a rosy picture of the U.S. military as “a pioneer of
equal opportunity employment among the nation’s institutions”. The authors argued that
the higrarchical structure and limited lateral entry of the military workforce actually help
women and minorities for two reasons:

1. The advancement process is both well-defined and based on merit, and
2. The promotion process looks at everyone.

Quester and Gilroy provided some solid historical information on the role of
women in the armed forces, as well as the demographic make-up of the U.S. military, and
offered some compelling empirical evidence that suggests minorities and women have
often attained top leadership positions in the military at a rate higher than that at which

they were inducted.
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For example:

e Blacks were 3.1% of officer accessions in the years that today’s O-7s entered the
military and are now 6.7% of O-7s.

o Women were 8.6% of officer accessions in the years that today’s O-7s entered
and are now 8.6% of O-7s.

e Hispanics were 0.2% of officer accessions in the years that today’s O-7s entered
and are now 2.0% of O-7s. .

e Blacks were 18.9% of enlisted accessions in the years that the current E-9s
entered the military and are now 28.1% of E-9s.

o  Women were 8.3% of enlisted accessions in the years that the current E-9s
entered and are now 13.4% of E-9s.

e Hispanics were 5.5% of enlisted accessions in the years that the current E-9s
entered and are now 5.9% of E-9s.

These numbers clearly support the authors’ argument that, “The military’s internal
labor markets have worked exceedingly well to provide top leadership positions for
minority and women officers”. While their study was much broader than my own, it
nonetheless serves as a backdrop for my research, and deals with the same central issue:
the impact of race and gender on job performance.

Sex Proportion and Performance Evaluation Among High-Ranking Military Officers

A. Pazy & I. Oron (2001)

In a study that closely resembles my secondary research questions concerning the
impact of gender on performance, Pazy and Oron (2001) examined the performance
appraisals of over 3,000 senior officers (Majors and Lieutenant Colonels) in the Israeli
Defense Forces, and considered whether and how performance evaluations varied with
the proportion of male to female officers at individual units. Though the authors’ research
was not performed on U.S. military members, their findings are nonetheless important for
the management of the U.S. armed forces and organizations in general.

Overall, Pazy and Oron found that women’s mean performance scores were

higher than men’s in the categories of Overall Performance and Interpersonal Relations,
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while men’s scores were higher in Operational Competence. Scores were not
significantly different in Analytic Competence, the fourth category studied.

However, the real crux of the authors’ findings was the observation that the lower
the proportion of women to men in a given unit, the lower the women's average
performance ratings. The authors also reported that “as the proportion became more
‘balanced women’s performance was rated increasingly more highly, even higher than
men's”. Furthermore, Pazy and Oron’s research suggests that some semblance of gender
equality (with regards to performance evaluations) occurs when females account for
around 10% of the unit — this is a much lower threshold than earlier research had
suggested.

Pazy and Oron concluded:

Women were rated lower than men when their representation was low. Men's

overall performance scores remained relatively constant across proportion levels,

whereas women’s scores were low when they were tokens and increased as their
units became more sex-balanced. This pattern of results supports Kanter's
theoretical formulation regarding tokenism...The meaning of this finding is
amplified in light of the otherwise superior overall evaluation that women
received when there were more of them in the unit.

Though my study did not consider sex-proportion as a variable, my findings
support Pazy and Oron’s conclusion that women are not generally rated lower than men
on performance evaluations in the military, but may nonetheless encounter some
structural and perceived barriers in certain situations. Furthermore, empirical studies such

as this lend credence to my recommendation to continue policies designed to increase the

proportion of women in service academies and in the active-duty military workforce.
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Gender Differences in Enforcing the Honor Concept at the U.S. Naval Academy
J. L. Pershing (2001)

The military academies in the United States were one of the last bastions of male
dominance. Women were first admitted to the Naval Academy in 1976, and today

compromise only about 10% of Naval midshipmen. “Their ongoing presence asa ‘ [

minority population continues to raise important questions about the extent to which they
have been integrated” wrote Pershing (2001).

Pershing’s researc}'l focused on the Naval Academy’s Honor Concept — “a formal
set of guidelines designed to ensure that midshipmen behave honorably in all places at all
times”. Midshipmen who have knowledge of an honor violation by a peer are required to
take action that can range from -a verbal warning to a formal accusation. Pershing’s study
used the rate of occurrence for these formal accusations as a measure of integration and

examined “the extent to which a system of formal social control, such as the Honor

Concept, is differentially enforced based on gender”.

Utilizing both primary and secondary data, Pershing concluded that there were
significant gender and racial disparities in the midshipmens’ enforcement of the Honor
Concept, and that “these disparities disfavor both women and racial minorities”. Pershing
observed that “most midshipmen do not perceive that women and minérities are treated

differently, and a significant number feel that women and minorities are treated

preferentially. Ironically, these perceptions are inconsistent with official data clearly
indicating that women and minorities are treated /ess favorably”.

Pershing offered some well-researched insights into the reasons for these

perceptions, and concluded that:
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~

Women are not intentionally targeted but, instead, are indirectly targeted because
of factors related to their status as a token population...women at the Academy
are highly visible, are more likely to be perceived as subperformers, and are less
likely to be protected by norms concerning peer lovalty because of exclusion from
male friendship networks. All of these factors increase women’s chances of being
reported for alleged violations of the Honor Concept rather than simply being
counseled and cautioned.

Pershing’s study is well researched and is supported by my findings regarding the
impact of race and gender on performance evaluation.

Why Don’t Minorities Join Special Forces?

S. N. Kirby, M.C. Harrell, & J. Sloan (2000)

This article by Kirby, Harrell, and Sloan, published in 2000, dealt with the issue
of underrepresentation of minorities in U.S. Special Operations Forces (SOF), and the
possible underlying causes for it. They concluded that:

Both structural and perceived barriers impede minority service members from

joining SOF. Structural barriers include ASVAB " cutoff scores; clean discipline

record, swimming requirements both during entry and training; and land
navigation components of training. Perceived barriers include: lack of individual
knowledge and community support among minorities for a SOF career; lack of
identification with SOF, defined as a lack of comfort that minorities feel when in
units where they may be the only minoritv: and perceived racism in Army SOF

that deters minorities from applying (p. 541).

Of particular relevance to my research is their observation that lack of
identification with the majority population is a barrier to recruitment and retention of
minorities.

Men and Women of the Corporation
R. M. Kanter (1977)
Each of the preceding three studies mentioned Kanter’s 1977 book, Men and

Women of the Corporation. In it, she argued that “Productivity, motivation, and career

' The Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) is an aptitude test administered to all
enlistees of the U. S. Armed Forces.
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success...were determined largely by organizational structure and the nature of the social
circumstances in which people found themselves” and that “When men and women were
dealt similar cards and given similar places in the corporate game, they behaved in
similar ways” (Kanter, 1987).

The underlying problem, she concluded, is that “men and women rarely were
dealt similar cards”. Kanter used the term “Token Population” to describe the small
percentage of women who had manéged to reach the upper rungs of the corporate ladder,
and described some if the unique problems faced by tokens in large organizations. Like
those of the preceding authors, my findings support Kanter’s observations, and are
discussed in the following section.

Conclusion

That I was unable to find any published research that considered the impact of
commissioning programs, age, or assignment on military officer performance suggests
that these are under-studied areas of inquiry. It is my hope that this paper will be a
welcome addition tc; the field and prime the pump for further study on these important
and relevant topics.

There was however, no shortage of published research on the topics of race and
gender on job performance, and the articles and studies [ have presented here are just the
tip of the iceberg. However, even this brief review has suggested there are some very real
structural, social, and psychological barriers to recruitment, retention, and appraisal of
women and minorities in the armed services. My own research, discussed in the
following sections, suggests that these barriers may materialize as differences in the

Ofticer Evaluation Reports of women and minorities in the Coast Guard officer corps.
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VL. Research Questions and Methodologies
This section clarifies the methodologies employed in this research project, and
explains the primary research question, research hypothesis, null hypothesis, target
population, unit of analysis, secondary research questions, research design, and survey

results.

Primary Research Question

The primary research question this study attempted to answer was: Are there any
significant differences in the performance of Coast Guard officers from different
commissioning sources? Commissioning sources considered were the Coast Guard
Academy, Officer Candidate School, Direct Commission Officer School, and Reserve
Officer Candidate Indoctrination.

Research Hypothesis

The research hypothesis used in this study was the widely held assumption that an
officer’s commissioning source has a direct impact on his or her performance in the field
(as documented by the OER), and performance is related to the length of the
commissioning program. Thus, one would expect to find superior performance appraisals
from a sample of Coast Guard Academy graduates as compared to a sample of Officer
Candidate School Graduates, and so on. Table 6.1 reviews the duration of the Coast

- Guard’s commissioning programs.

§G O MTISSIONINE SO UTCE Stk PsRal SDUTAtiON W
Coast Guard Academy 4 years
Officer Candidate School 17 weeks
Direct Commission 3 to 5 weeks
Reserve Officer Candidate Indoctrination | 3 weeks

Table 6.1: Duration of Coast Guard Commissioning Programs
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Null Hypothesis

The null hypothesis used for this study was therefore the idea that an officer’s
commissioning source has no direct impact on his or her performance in the field. This
would suggest that performance is attributable to other individual traits.

Target Population

The target population for this study was all Coast Guard ofﬁf:ers commissioned
between 2002 and 2004. This population consisted of approximately 550 officers serving
in the grades of O-1 (Ensign), O-2 (Lieutenant Junior Grade), and O-3 (Lieutenant).

Unit of Analysis

The unit of analysis for this study was the Officer Evaluation Report, rather than
the individual officer. All officers included in the study had completed between one and
three OERs. Where more than one OER was submitted by the same individual, each OER
was considered an individual record. A total of 351 OERs from 175 officers was
examined.

Secondary Research Questions

This study also looked at demographic and assignment data to determine whether
there are any significant differences in the performance of Coast Guard officers
attributable to race, gender, age, or first-tour assignment.

Independent Variables

The independent variables in this study were the Coast Guard’s officer accession

programs (CGA, OCS, ROCI, and DCO). race. gender, age, and first-tour assignment.
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Dependent Variables

Two dependent performance variables were examined in this study. The first
being the respondents’ average mark, defined herein as the numerical mean of the 18
performance categories rated in Sections 3, 4, 5, and 8 of the OER (Planning and
Preparedness, Using Resources, Results/Effectiveness, Adaptability, Professional
Competence, Speaking and Listening, Writing, Looking Out for Others, Developing
Others, Directing Others, Teamwork, Workplace Climate, Evaluations, Initiative,
Judgment, Responsibility, Professional Presence, and Health and Well-Being). The
second performance variable examined was the respondents’ comparison rating from
Block 9 of the OER, which was converted to a seven point numeric scale for the purposes
of statistical analysis.

Research Design

An anonymous online survey was administered to approximately 1,200° officers
serving in the grades of O-1 (Ensign), O-2 (Lieutenant Junior Grade), and O-3
(Lieutenant) between April 3 and April 19", 2004. The survey asked officers to enter
their commissioning source, race, gender, age, and first tour assignment, as well as the
numerical data from their first three OERs (see Appendix C).

Respondents were also asked to validate their responses by selecting a statement

that read “I hereby certify that the above information is accurate and that the OER data

? The target population size was approximately 550, but it was difficult to discern which officers serving in
these grades fell within the target population. Thus a larger sample was surveyed, but a screening question
directed officers not in the target population to disregard the survey.
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entered exactly matches the data contained in my OER records as held by CGPC (OPM-
3)3 ”. Respondents whose responses were not validated were not included in the study.
The raw data from the survey is contained in Appendix D.

The response data was sorted and an independent sample t-test was used to
determine if differences between the performance variables of population subsets were
statistically significant. For example, the average mark of Coast Guard Academy
graduates was compared to the average mark of Officer Candidate School Graduates, and
so on. The results of this analysis are presented in Section VII of this paper.

Survey Results

There were 206 survey respondents for an actual response rate of 37%. Of these,
175 responses fit the target population, data, and validation requirements, for an effective
response rate of 32%. Data from a total of 351 OERs from these 175 officers was
examined in this study.

Of the respondents, 109 were serving in the grade of Lieutenant Junior Grade, 62
in the grade of Ensign, and 4 in the grade of Lieutenant. 55 were Coast Guard Academy
Graduates, 77 were graduates of Officer Candidate School, 13 were commissioned
through Reserve Officer Candidate Indoctrination, and 28 received Direct Commissions.

The demographic data concerning both race and gender closely resembled that of
the Coast Guard officer corps in general, as shown in Figure 6.1, suggesting a very

representative sample. 151 were white, 10 were Hispanic, 4 were African American, 4

* CGPC (OPM-3) denotes the Coast Guard Personnel Command, Officer Personnel Management Division,
Officer Evaluations Branch.
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were Asian, 2 were Native Hawaiian of Pacific Islanders, and 4 reported their race as

“other”. 133 respondents were male, and 42 were female.

Hispanic
African-

American

Figure 6.1: Demographic Data for Sample and Officer Corps

The respondent’s ages also suggested a highly represenfative sample, with 2.3%
indicating they were between 18 and 22 years of age, 43.4% between 23 and 26, 32.6%
between 27 and 30, 13.1% between 31 and 34, 6.3% between 35 and 38, and 2.3%
between 39 and 42, as shown in Figure 6.2. Such a slope is exactly what one would
expect to see in a representative sample of junior officers, with the mean shifting towards

the right as rank and seniority increase.

* Comments indicated that the respondents who reported their race as “other” were of mixed-race. Since all
four indicated some minority heritage, their response data was included in the aggregate totals and averages
for minorities for data analysis purposes.
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Age

..............................

Figure 6.2: Respondents’ Ages

Conclusion

Analysis of the data collected in this study clearly indicates that the sample,
though not random, was highly representative of the target population, and of the junior
officer corps in general. This author feels confident that the conclusions drawn from this

study accurately reflect the parameters of the target population.
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VII. Findings
This section presents the researcher’s findings for each performance variable
relationship that was examined. The two performance variables, average mark and
average comparison rating, were compared across all possible subset combinations of the
study population based on commissioning source, race, gender, age, and first-tour
assignment, and are further explained in the following paragraphs.

Commissioning Source

To answer the primary research question (4re there any significant differences in
the performance of Coast Guard officers from different commissioning sources?), the
numerical data collected from 351 OERs was sorted by the respondents’ commissioning
source. The average mark and average comparison rating were compared using an
independent sample t-test for the six possible combinations of commissioning sources, as

shown in table 7.1.

CGA (n=139)./DCO {n=57) -~ = -GGA_ . -DCO .- . tobtained
Average Mark (s) o 5.04 (.79) ) 5 02 (. 73) 016
Average Comparison Rating (s) 5.01(87) 4.90 {.66) 0.86

ICGA (n=139) / OCS (n=139) ~__CGA ~_0Cs t-obtained
Average Mark (s) ) 5.04 (.79) 5.04 (74) o s
Average Companson Ratmg (s) 5.01 (. 87) 5.04 (.80) 0.3

ICGA (n=139) / ROCI (n=16) _ CGA. ~  ROCI_ t-obtained
Average Mark (s) o 5 04 (. 79)‘ 4.86 (. 66) 0.88
\Average Comparison Ratmg (s) 5.01(.87) 4.81 (.66) 0.89

DCO (n=57) / OCS (n=139) ~bCO  0OCs - pgqbtal_ngd
Average Mark (s) T 5.02(73) . 504(74) _ . 047
Average Companson Ratlng (s ) 4.90 (.66) 5.04 (.80) 1.17

IDCO (n=57) 1 ROCY(R=16); o o e BCO. i w ROCL v int-obtained.
Average Mark (s) N ‘502(73)> ~ 4.86 (.66) )

Average Comparison:Rating (s} S0 4:90(:66)- 4B (168) iy

0oCs (n-139)IROCI (n-16) . ocs - ROCI __ t-obtained
Average Mark (s) . L 0.04.(.74). ,4 86 (.66) 092
Average Comparlson Ratlng (s) 5.04 (.80) 4.81 (.66) 1.1

Table 7.1: Statistical Analysis of Performance Variables by Commussioning Source
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No significant differences in the performance variables were found across any
combination of commissioning sources. Average marks ranged from a low of 4.86
(ROCI) to a high ot 5.04 (CGA & OCS), and average comparison ratings from a low of
4.81 (ROCI) to a high of 5.04 (OCS) — all very close to the sample means (5.03 for mark
and 5.00 for comparison rating).

Race

To answer the secondary research question, Are there any significant differences
in the performance of Coast Guard officers based on racial or ethnic background?, the
data was sorted by the respondents’ race. The average mark and average comparison
rating were compared using an independent sample t-test for the two sample subsets,

white and minority’, as shown in table 7.2.

Average Mark (s) . 5.03(.74) 498(75) 045
verage Comparison Rating (s) 5.04 (:81) 4.75 (:69) - 2.41
Table 7.2: Statistical Analysis by Race

E/h_i,t‘e”(?iéﬁom I Minority (n=51) _ White = Minority t-obtained

Although the difference between average marks was not significant, the
difference between average comparison ratings for the two subsets was found to be

significant at the .05 level, as shown in figure 7.2.

> The size of the minority samples precluded any further statistical analysis comparing particular minority
groups. ’
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Statistically Significant
(1=2.41, df=349. p=.05)

White lCaucasian

Minority

Figure 7.2: Average Performance Variables by Race

Gender

To answer the secondary research question, Are there any significant differences
in the performance of Coast Guard officers based on gender?, the data was sorted by the
respondents’ gender. The average mark and average comparison rating were compared
using an independent sample t-test for the two sample subsets, male and female, as shown

in table 7.3.

Average Mark (s) ~ 5.06(.76) 4.92(74) 149
verage Comparison:Rating.(s) . 5.06 (.78) 4.82 (.85) 242 _
Table 7.3: Statistical Analysis by Gender

Eﬂale”(h-‘;ZGG)‘\l"Fema]e.(n=85)f " Male. ._.Female t-obtained

Although the difference between average marks was not significant, the
difference between average comparison ratings for the two subsets was found to be

significant at the .05 level, as shown in figure 7.3.
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Statistically Significant
(t=2.42, df=349, p=.05)

52

48 -

Average Ccmparison Raling

’ Average Mark

Female

Figure 7.3: Average Performance Variables by Gender

E

To answer the secondary research question, Are there any significant differences
in the performance of Coast Guard officers based on age?, the data was sorted by the
respondents’ age. The average mark and average comparison rating were compared using
an independent sample t-test for four different sample subsets. Due to the size of the
sample subsets, the data was sorted and compared in two ways. The first comparison

looked at two age groups: 30 and below and over 30, as shown in table 7.4.

18-30 (n=285)/ 3142 (n=66) 18-30 - 3142 _ t-obtained _
Average Mark (s) ~  _ _  5.03(76) 5.00(7% . 019
Average Comparison Rating (s) 5.01(.81) 4.94 (.78) 0.64

Table 7.4: Statistical Analysis by Age (two subsets)
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Because this created a skewed sample (n=285 for the younger group and n=66 for
the older group), the data was also sorted and compared using a more equitable

distribution of age groups (18-26, 27-30, and 31-42), as shown in table 7.5.

18-26 (n=176)/27-30(n=109) - 1826 __ _27-30 _  t-obtained _
Average Mark (s) o 499(77) o 511 {1, - 128
Average Companson Ratmg (s) 494 (¢ 85) 5.13 (.85) 183
27-30 (n=109) / 31-42 (n=66) ‘ 2730 3142  t-obtained
Average Mark (s) S TBAM{ra L sot(7sy T oss
Average Comparison Ratlng (s) 5.13(72) 4.94 (. 78) 164
18-26 (n 176) /3142 (anB), L iee...018-26 0 3142 t-op_talge 5
Average Mark (s) o ,W.,..499(77) ,,..'501(75) .. ... 018 |
Average Companson Rating. (s ) ) 4.94 (.85) 4.94 (.78) : 0

Table 7.5: Statistical Analys1s by Age (three subsets)

No significant differences in the performance variables were found across any
combination of age groups. Average marks ranged from a low of 4.99 (18-26 year olds)
to a high of 5.11 (27-30 year olds), and average comparison ratings from a low of 4.94
(18-26 year olds and 31-42 year olds) to a high of 5.13 (27-30 year olds) — all very close
to the sample means (5.03 for mark and 5.00 for comparison rating).

First Tour Assignment

To answer the secondary research question, Are there any significant differences
in the performance of Coast Guard officers based on first tour assignment?, the data was
sorted by the respondents’ first-tour assignments. Subsets based on this variable included:
Afloat, Ashore — Aviation, Ashore — Marine Safety, Ashore — Operations, and Ashore —
Staff. Due to the relatively small sample sizes for the Ashore subsets, a sixth category,
Ashore - Combined, was included as well. The average mark and average comparison
rating were compared using an independent sample t-test for the fifteen possible

combinations of these sample subsets, as shown in table 7.6.
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Afloat (n=166) / Ashore Combined (n=185) Afloat Ashore Comb. t-obtained
Average Mark (s) - 5.03(.78) - 5.03(73) 0o
IAverage Companson Ratmg (s) 4:97 (.86) 5.03 (.75) 0.7
Afloat (n=166) / Aviation (n"1 7) Afloat Aviation t-obtained
Average Mark () “5.03(78) 0 . 4.99(.75) 02
Average Comparison Ratnng(s) 4.97 (.86) 4.94 (.66) 0.14
Afloat (n=166) / Marine Safety (n=53) . Afloat ' Marine Safety  t-obtained _
Average Mark (s) - 5.03 (.78) 5.03(.72) 0
Average Comparison Rating (s) - =+ 4.97.(:86) 14,98 (.T1) . 0.08
Afloat (n=166)/ Ashore Operatlons (n—37) Afloat Ashore Ops _t-obtained
Average Mark (s) - . 5.03(.78) C4.95 (:73) 05T
Average Comparlson Ratmg(s) 4.97 (.86) 5.00 (.85) 0.19
Afloat (n=166) / Staff (n=46) ~ Afloat ' Staff -~ - t-obtained _
Average Mark (s) ~ 5.03(.78) ~ 5.06(.74) ) .0:23
Average Companson Ratmg (s): - 49T (:86) 5.09 (.76) - - 0.86
Ashore Combined (n-185) I Avnatlon (n 17)_ ) Ashore Comb. ,AVIatlon t-obtamed
Average Mark (s) . : B ) ‘ 5 03 {: 73) 04,99 (.75) 0 22
IAverage Comparlson Ratmg (s) 5.03 (.75) 4.94 (.66) 0.48
Ashore Combined (n=185) / Marine Safety (n=53) ‘Ashore Comb.  ~ Marine Safety _t-obtained _
Average Mark (s) 5.03 (.73) 5.03(72). o
Average Comparison Ratmg (s) .. . : - 5.03.(.75) - 4.98 (:.71) - 0:61:
iAshore Combined (n=1 85) / Ashore Operatlons (n-'37) Ashore Comb. Ashore Ops t-obtained |
Average Mark (s) = ©5.03(73) 4.95(.73) 0.61
Average Comparison Ratlng (s) 5.03 (.75) 5.00 (.85) 0.22
lAshore Combined (n=185) / Staff (n=46) Ashore Comb. . Staff _t-obtained
iAverage Mark (s) 5.03(.73) 5.06 (. 74) 0.25
Average Comparison Ratlng (s) - . 5.08.(.75). . 5.09 (.76) 0.48
Aviation (n=17) / Marine Safety (n-53) Aviation  Marine Safety t-obtained
Average Mark(s) B 4 99(75) ) -5.03(72) .02
Average Comparison Ratlng (s) 4.94 (.66) 4.98 (.71) 0.21
Aviation (n=17) / Ashore Operations (n=37) . Aviation _ Ashore Ops  t-obtained
Average Mark (s) 4.99 (.75) 4.95 (.73) 0.19
Average Comparison Ratmg (). 4.94 (.66) 5.00 (.85) 0:26
Aviation (n=17) / Staff (n=46) Aviation Staff t-obtained
Average Mark (s) . 4.99(.75) ~ 5.06 (.74) 0.33
IAverage Comparison Ratmg (s) 4.94 (.66) 5.09 (.76) 0.72
Marine Safety (n=53) / Ashore Operations (n=37) Marine Safety Ashore Ops _t-obtained _
Elxerage Mark (s) 5.03 (.72) 4.95 (.73) 052
verage Comparison Rating (s) 4.98 (.71) 5.00(.85) -0.12
Marine Safety (n=53) / Staff (n=46) _ Marine Safety Staff t-obtained _
Average Mark (s) - 5.03(.72) '5.06 (.74) 0.2
Average Companson Ratlng (s) 4.98 (.71) 5.09(.76) 0.74
Ashore Operations (n—37) I Staff (n=46) ~Ashore Ops Staff t-obtained
Average Mark (s) .4.95 (.73) ' 5.06 (. 74) 0.68
Average Companson Rating (s) 5.00 (.85) 5.09 (.76) 0.51

Table 7.6: Statistical Analysis by First-Tour Assignment

No significant differences in the performance variables were found across any

combination of first-tour assignments. Average marks ranged from a low of 4.95

(Ashore - Operations) to a high of 5.06 (Ashore - Staff), and average comparison ratings

fror_n a low 0f 4.94 (Ashore - Aviation) to a high of 5.09 (Ashore - Staff)

to the sample means (5.03 for mark and 5.00 for comparison rating).

—all very close
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Conclusion

This analysis clearly indicates that there are no statistically significant differences
in the performance of Coast Guard officers that are attributable to commissioning source.
Thus, the research hypothesis for this study was rejected and the null hypothesis
accepted. It would appear that, despite drastic differences in format, duration, and
curriculum, the Coast Guard’s various officer accession programs prepare officers to
meet the performance standards documented in the OER equally well.

Further, no statistically significant differences in average marks were found that
could be attributed to race. gender, age. or first-tour assignment, nor were any significant
differences in average comparison ratings found that could be attributed to age or first-
tour assignment.

There were, however, some notable differences found in the average comparison
ratings of women and minorities compared to those of their non-minority and male
counterparts. While I acknowledge that these were relatively small differences found in
relatively small samples, they were nonetheless significant at the .05 level and, at the

very least, warrant further study.
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-

VIII. Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

o

One could interpret my findings in one of three ways:

Women and minorities do, in fact, perform at a level that is somewhat below that
of their male and non-minority counterparts. This seems highly unlikely, and is
not supported by my data, especially given that no significant difference was
found in the average marks of women and minorities compared to their peers.

The Coast Guard fosters an organizational culture that is biased against women
and minorities. In my experience, this is not the case. The Coast Guard displays a
strong leadership commitment to diversity, human relations, and the prevention of
sexual harassment in the workplace, as well as a strong track record when it
comes to female officers in the most senior ranks.

The Coast Guard’s Officer Evaluation System is flawed, and allows racial and
sexual biases to be transcribed as differences in performance. While this might
very well be happening, it would be a symptom, not a cause. To get to the root of
the problem, one must look deeper.

There is nothing wrong with the Coast Guard'’s Officer Evaluation System or its
organizational culture. These findings represent a common psychosocial
phenomenon (“tokenism”) that has been observed and documented in many other
large organizations (Kanter 1977, Pershing 2001, Pazy & Oron 2001, et. al.).

Based on my decade of experience with the Coast Guard, I find this explanation

the most acceptable.
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More often than not, women and minorities account for far less than ten percent
’ of the personnel at a Coast Guard unit. Units where they do account for more than ten
percent tend to be staff or other ashore assignments where female and minority members
may‘not have the same levels of day-to-day interaction, cohabitation, and networking as a
smaller unit. Based on this alone, Kanter (1977) and Pazy & Oron (2001) have suggested
we should expect to find such discrepanc.ies in officer evaluations. Thus, I want to make
it clear I am not condemning the Officer Evaluation Report or questioning the Coast
Guard’s diversity policies. Both appear to be working.
Nonetheless, my research suggests that one of the greatest threats facing the Coast
Guard Officer Evaluation System today is the inequitable application of the officer
comparison scale across race and gender boundaries. This discriminator has the potential
to have a serious negative impact on promotion and retention of female and minority
officers as they increase in rank and promotions become more competitive — reinforcing
the proverbial “glass ceiling”.

Policy Recommendations

There are some steps the Coast Guard can take to mitigate these discrepancies.
Based on my findings and conclusions, several policy recommendations seem prudent.
These include:
1. Maximize the throughput of the OCS, ROCI, and DCO programs. The Coast
Guard would enjoy an exponential reduction in training costs for a “product” of

apparently equal quality.
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]

Despite its 127-year history, consider these findings in the long-term plans for the
Coast Guard Academy. Do we need it? If so, at what level of throughput? Is the
American public getting the most for its money by funding the Academy?.°

3. Increase the recruitment of women and minorities. The research presented in
Section V of this paper strongly suggests that the best, if not only, way to mitigate
tokenism is to e/iminate it. As long as women and minorities remain token
populations, discrepancies in their performance evaluations are likely to persist.

4. Consider assigning women and minorities in larger concentrations. Pazy & Oron
(2001) suggested that 10% was the threshold at which population subsets cease to
suffer the effects of tokenism. In many cases, rather than assign women and
minorities on large groups, the Coast Guard has opted to “spread the wealth”, and
assign women and minorities in small numbers in the name of diversity’. This
may not be in the best interest of either group.

5. Be less secretive with OER statistics. Though the OER discrepancies I have found

could admittedly be attributed to any number of rater or systemic errors, the Coast

Guard has neglected to even identify (or perhaps just to advertise) these trends.

Noted Preusse (1998):

We have conspicuously avoided publishing averages fbr a couple of
reasons. First and foremost, doing so would likely lead to the very thing
we are trying to prevent [numeric inflation]. Secondly, we don’t dwell on

the numbers becatuise they don’t provide the complete picture of an
officer’s performance.

o acknowledge that the Academy, OCS, ROCI, and DCO are not either/or propositions, and all four
;)rograms are currently operating at or near capacity. Hence the focus here on long term plans.

There are some noteworthy exceptions to this. For example, some Coast Guard Cutters are staffed by
100% female crews.
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On this point I wholeheartedly disagree with Preusse and company. The OES is
not a system that can be fixed or improved by headquarters alone, for one simple reason:
headquarters doesn’t fill out the forms. The best way to mitigate race and gender
discrepancies such as the ones I have identified is to make these findings known to the
thousands of Supervisors, Reporting Officers, and Reviewers in the field. These
individuals cannot be expected to fix a problem they are not being told exists.

In conclusion, I would like to clarify that I still believe the OES is top-notch as far
as performance appraisal systems go. As Preusse (1998) wrote: “The bottom line remains
that end users of the OER, including assignment officers, selection boards and panel
members and personnel specialists, are readily able to make informed personnel
management decisions with the information provided in the reports”.

But that doesn’t mean we can’t make them better! With a few minor course
changes and a strong commitment to continuous improvement, the Coast Guard’s Officer

Evaluation System can continue to be “a premiere performance management system”.
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Appendix A (Military Ranks)
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DEPARTMENT OF ] . Validation:
HOMELAND SECURITY 'OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT (OER)
CG-5310 (Rev. 03-03)
1. ADMINISTRATIVE DATA (YYYY/MM/DD)
a NAME (Last) (initials) b. SSN ¢. RESERVE STATUS/DRILLS CONDUCTED d. GRADE| e. DATE OF RANK
' [ Jaor] Jaosw [ Jior DRILLS 11
£ UNIT g. ATU- OPFAC h. DAYS NOT OBSERVED i. DATE REPORTED
- Lv OTHER o
J. PERIOD OF REPORT (YYYY/MM/DD) k. OCCASION FOR REPORT (Mark only onte) I. EXCEPTION REPORT . DATE SUBMITTED
/ / TO 1 ég“m‘i';’,'fnua, O petachment/Change of Efe d'“_f%";.g‘,e & O Promotion O Special O ConcurrenJ“

2. DESCRIPTION OF DUTIES:

| ATTACHMENTS:

Reportng Offcer

| 3. PERFORMANCE OF DUTIES Measures an ofﬁoer‘s ablllgy to m

aELANNlN.G.AND_

Got caught by the uni

ﬁﬂﬂ
oon}mued by events. g vague or unreallsuc goa

U: unreasonable” criteria to set
pnontles and dead!n

e and to get things done.

Conslstenﬂy prepared. Set high but realistic
eadllngswljj seds<>und cldntyena set priorities ar}g
ual d processes
\ Id ntified  key

Exceptional tion,
immdiale. 'events or
balanced competing demands.
strategies with contingel

rol lems sm?ftﬂ’n
p Developed Y

Rarely had plan of develop  action lans. Assess
Ablity o anticipate, determine goals action.” Falled to focus on neleva'%tlnforrgaﬂon information Kept psupervlsors and stake- all aspects of problems nceudmg underlying
identfy- relevant information, se holders informi issues and impact.
pnontles and deadtines, and dévelop O e O
b. US[NG_BESQURQES, Concentrated on unproductive activities or Effectively managed a vanety of activities with Unusually skllled at bringing scarce resources
often oveI rgdj uiut\l’cail d%Tdandst mF"aﬂed o avgllable'owedmoum gkuﬁe%at", empowered, bed (% gg%t cpr:_o%al Ctlonfty wr{;lprgnn
use peoj uctive] not follow y and fol U me demands. m| u
f\n?on%at%nmm%?‘%ey té,",'gpe'g%‘f;"ﬁ'g lsm%enap%eap information, money o imb. ugeted - oW and . subornateS. " (ing eflecive. . deligation, gmpowermen!, a0
I CG oémponents well  as Used inef echve tools or left subordinates uctwe(y Ensured  subordinates had follow-up  control.  Found  ways to
axtemd puDIiCS). wi means fo accomphsh tasks. adequate ools, matenials, time and direction. systematically_reduce cost, eliminate’ waste,
O Employed wasteful method: O Cost conscious, sought waystocut waste. and improve efficiency.
¢. RESULTS/EEFECTIVENESS: Routine_tasks accomplished with difficutty. Got the]ob done in ali muﬁne sltuauonsandin Mamtalned optimal  balance amon? quality,
555%"?1 ofglen kine ortof %oo et Wolr:( h h nyual ired Yoo w§ t'ubordlnat P d ?‘ﬂdt{melmersks o wgsn;edoua ty'g{‘gwsn
Ivemacon epartment or un| igh”qua uired same es. and subordinates’ work su X n;
%’;& ofquanmy tmeliness - and Maintainy egd the P tatus P quo  despite gsuﬂs a'%%sltlve impact on depariment Results had aardlgnlﬂcant prgsmve lmp%?:?on unit
opportunltlestolmpmve or unit. Contlnuously |mpmved services and Established clearly effective
- organizational effectiveness. systems 01 continuous improvement.
O o o] .
d. ADAPTABII[TY: Unable to gauge effectiveness of work or Receptive to change new information, and Rapidly assessed and adjusted to changing
make adjuslme when needed. rlooked technology. E vely used benchmarks to condltions, new information and technolog{
Ablli to modlfy work methods and or  screened new lnf improve perfom\anoe and service. Monitored Very skilled ~at slng and  ret (pondlng o
nse o new Overreacted or responded slowly to change ln rogress and changed course as m&ulred measurement  indicators. hampioned
ﬁ,fmm chang ng conditions, or direction or environment. Ineffective ffecﬂvel dealt with pressure and ambigulty. organlzatlonal improvements. Effectlvel dealt
nexpected obstacles. ambiguous, complex, or pressured sltuauons Facilitated smooth transitions. extremely complex situations. Tumed
- ressure and ambiguity into constructive
0 0 o) 0 iiialile'
e ERQEESSIQNALCQMEEIENQE; Quéstionable competence and credibillty. Competent and credible authol relgon speciamy Supenor expemse, advice and actions showed
Operatlonalorspec allty [} ’xemse lnadequae o?eratlonal ssues. Acquired and applied and depth of knowled 6.
Abilty to acquire, apply and share or lacking in k e little effort to lent operatxona! or specialty expertise for ras fcomplex issues, col
technical and  administrative grow pmfessionalty U nowledge protessnonal growth and s:tuauons pldlyd ped pmfesslonal
knowbd e and skills associated with power agalnst others or bluffed rather than thmugh educanon tralnng professional g yond  expectations. jorously
description  of  d {includes norance.  Effectiveness reading. ‘Shared knowledge and' information conveyed knowiedge, dlrectl resulting _in
ope onal aspects such as marine ed ue to imited knowledge of own with others clearly and snmp% Understood ncreased  workplace ucuvlty Insightful
ety, seamanship, ~airmanship, organlzatlonal role and customer needs. ownotganlzanon role and mer needs. knowiedge of own rote customer needs, and
LS as appropriate.) ) o) ) value of work. e}
COMMENTS:

Previous Edition Obsolete
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4. COMMUNICATION SKILLS Measures an ofﬁoer's ability to commumcate in a positive, clear, and convm';mg manner.
3

N/O

a. SPEAKING AND LISTENING: Unable to effectively articulate ideas and P expressed ideas and facts ‘in Clearly articulated and promoted ideas before a
Seppmeem e SR IR ARG e e s
n: e language or ra ervous or
g”“,% 1o speak effectively and listen lgﬁac'? oS detracted  from Communk:ated to people vols 1 erous Adept at pmentmg com Iex or sensiive
understand. massage Failed to llsten carefully or was too understanding. Listened carefully for intended Active listener; remarkable ability to |Isten wlth
argumentative. message as well as spoken words. open mind and identify key issues.
O O O 0
b. WRITING: Wmten materlal frequently unclear, verbose, or Wiitten material clear eonclse and logical Clearly and persuasively expressed complex or
tte‘;gan y om proofread. n organized. consci enofJ ;- contrgyverslalpematenal 'ydiregtly contnbu'ﬁ
Abllty to_express facts and ideas s‘rlgmmaﬂcallywmeo%‘r)rmec({en% redvmkt\'v.;l wrong %’Zﬁs nmwmargga%?n%pmmate bmught credit to mm%g(mgmd chﬂ?/glag
clearly and convincingly. Sionce, o delered by an inappropriate medium. Subordingtes. materisl reietted educated subordlnates in effective writing.
medium, O o high standards. O O O
COMMENTS:
| 6. LEADERSHIP SKILLS: Measures an ofﬁcer's ability © support, develop, direct, and influence others in performm work.
["a. LOOKING OUT FOR OTHERS: Seldom recognized or responded to needs off 3 Camdfor le. Re%nlzed and s ed to Always accessible. Enhanced ovetall uah of NO
people; left outside resoumes untapped desp needpso p pond llte Actively contributed to n[%q ty
Abllly to consider and nd rent need. Igno appropriate Consldered mdmduals capablllﬂes among” unif requirements, profess nal and
ome% reang! fexs, {:95%%"“[38 abllties ncreased. manoe of fallure maximize  opportunities for personal responsmﬂnnas Strong advocate for
levemsms supporatpfor and dom recognized or rewarded deserving Conslstently reoognlzedandrewarded deservlng subordinates; ensured appmp atg and timely
of work-ife concepts and subordinates. bordinat recognition, both formal and informal.
O ®) O O
b. REVELQPING OTHERS: Unreasonably restricted  opportunities  for Suppo rted and mw&rovided opportunifies for Created challenging situations which opﬁmtzec
professional “growth; kept others in pmfess nal ouraged others professional  development = and  maxi lz
use coachlng counse!lng les and disCouraged the level of risk-taki expand their m!es handle important tasks a opportunity for success. Guided, coached, ai
and Yatog niies| e Sborinates qusesing. leam By dong. Aloued b spproee n'?x”si'xo” e Oy Cureey o '?J‘i'ﬁméé
Ul i 0 e ul e
bfothers professlonalueve pment. guessig. aocomp“ghment Provlded tImre!?y praise and professlonal po(enué strengths and areas fo
constructive feedback mproveme
O ®) O @) @)
¢. DIRECTING OTHERS: Showed difficulty in directing or lnﬂuerbcgg A leader who eamed others' support and An Inspirational leader who motivated others to
S O O D 1 s Sapociions amd | | acosi over Taner tan imgosng i Clary
ul ul , ations af @ over rather n
m Ingléetrg}so&%regb?gers in Bocountabs for shaddy work o irecponsila | | measurement Tohteria, - hekd . suborolnaes Orichlated vison: " empowefed” subordinaies.
ns. Unwilling to” delegate authomy to accountable.  When regppropnaw delegated set oals and objectives to accomplish tasks
increase efficlency of task accomplishment. amhonty to those dil responsible for the ip styles fo Dest meet :
o challengmg smxatnns O O
d. JEAMWORK: Used teams ineffectively or at wrong times. Skilifut increase  unit Insightful use of teams talsed unit roducti
Contflicts mismanaged or often left ur?rgesolved ediv')éness quality, and service. Resolved or bey%nd expectations hﬁ tevpel of esp
Abilllytomanage. lead and participate resufting In decre: tea ﬂ managed group Co k:tbgn ration, de coms, even. in d |cult
n teams, encolrage cooperation, and luded team members from vital information. invoived team members in d Cess. contributor to  team effort. Es1abllshed
develop espm de corps. Stified group dlscusslons or dld not oontﬂbute Valued team icipant. Effectively negotiated re!atlonships and networks across a broad range
productiv {nhiblted functio work acl nctional boundanw to enhance of peo p and groups, raising acoompllshmentso
Oaperatnon to the detrlment of unlt of seMoe supponof bmader mutual goals. mutual goals to a remarkable level.
. O o o) o
e. WORKPIACE CLIMATE: Intolerant of individual differences, exhibited Sensitive to lndlvldual differences. Encoura ed Excelled at creating an environment of faimess,
. discriminatory  tendencles toward _ others, open communication and respect. Promoted af candor, and respect among individuals of diverse
Ability to value individual differences Tolerated or contributed to an uncomfortable or environmem which values falmess di nlty backgrounds and positions. Optimized use of
and promote an environment of envionment. Failed to take diverse perspectives.  Took different perspectives and opinions. Qum'{:oas
invoivement innovauon open ns lht{ for own words and actions and reslaon bllllY for own words and actions and action against behavlor Inounslstent t
communication and respect. on others. Failed to suppon or on_others. Fully supported and Guard human _resources pohcies or which
enforoe as( Guard human resources policies. enforced Coast Guardesman resources palicies. detracted from mission accomplishment, o
f. EVALUATIONS: Reports were freque aIy Reports consistenly submitted on time. méons submitted late. Namratives were
The extem to whlch an officer, as inaowrateora!poorqung Falledtouphold Narratives were fair, concise, and contained Inslg of the highest ﬁ‘saﬂty and always
and sarvice performance S speclﬂc observations of action and Impact. supported sérg bordinates’
oondmted 0, ulred others 10 accurate marks. Reports reqm revlsion of ned matks against standards. Few material reflected same hlgﬁ\ standards No
conduct_acc ratere%mely evaluations intervention by others. Falled to meet own Eo , retumed for revision, Met own reports retumed for revlsmn etumed reports to
for enllsted civilian > and  officer OES responsibilities as Reported-on Officer. 0 Sresponsu iliies as Reported-on Officer. subordinatas when appropria
personne @) ) O )
COMMENTS:
6. SUPERVISOR AUTHENTICATION (YYYY/MM/DD)

|a. NAME AND SIGNATURE

b. GRADE |c. SSN

d. TITLE OF POSITION

e. DATE
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7. REPORTING OFFICER COMMENTS: Provide additional information to supplement or amplify the Supervisor's evaluation.

8. PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL QUALITIES: Measures selected qualities which illustrate lhe individu al‘s character.

a INITIATIVE: Postponed needed action. Implemented or | 3 Champloned improvement through new ideas Aggmslvely sour_wll out additional responslblllty 7T | MmO
supported improvements only when directed to methods, and practices; seif-starter. Anticip ated worthwhile
Ability to originate and act Showed litlle interest in career problems and took prompt action to avold or E oes work when othefs mlghl have grven up
oy ty to origina port lll:cs bt development Feasible improvements in| | resolve them. Sought opportunities for own car- xtremely innovative. Optimized use of n
andasd pursue op un ?\s (gﬁ‘w methods, ~services, or products went eer development. Pursued productivity ?ﬂlns and ideas and rrl:lethods o lmpro\ézlwork pmoesses
without gul&nce and supervro O unexplored O O %nel;’asngﬁ %m\ perf&rsnance by applying new O decision-making, and serv ivery. O O
b. JUDGMENT: Degislons often displayed poor analysis. Falled Demonstrated analytical thought and common .| Combined keen analyllcal thought and rnslghl to
to make necessary decisions, or jumped to sense in making decisions. Used facts, data make appropriate declsions. Focused on the key
Ablllty to make sound decisions and conclusions_ without _ cansidering  facts, and ex nence and considered the impact of issues and the most relevant information, even in
provide  valid recommendatlons by altematives, and impact. Did not effectively altem Weighed risk, cost and time complex sltuatlons Did the rlghtthrn? at'the nghl
using facts common weigh risk, cost, and fime considerations. consrderatlons Made sound decisions promptly time, Actions indicated awareness of impact and
' with the best available information, implications of declslons on others.
sense, and analytlcal thought. O O . O O O O O O
¢. RESPONSIBILITY: Actions demonstrated_questionable ethics of Held self and subordinates personally and ity and ethics beyond re Always,
lack of commitment. Tolerated indiflerence o professionally accountable. Spoke up when hel self and subordlnal&slohlghest slandardsof
Abilty t act ethically, courageously, failed to hold subordinates accountable. Aliowed ary. even when expressi pular personal and professional accoun xg
ARty and'{nsp,,e Wosme| | omanzation t absorb persomel profiems 2 1150 organisatonal polces and rlght hing evan when I was d
olhers aocounlahlllly for own and ther than confronting them as required. Tended declslons whl may have been counter to own in maklng even unpopular ﬁlmes or declslons
su bordinates’ actions - | ot to speak up or get involved.  Provided mi] ideas.  Comm the  sf ful Actions _demonstrated unwaverlngi
) O imal support for d ns counter to own ideas. O achlevementolorgamzalronalgoals O gggmltment to achievement of organizational O O
d. PROEESSIONAL PRESENCE: Unaware of general CG objectives; Knowledgeable In huw CG o serve the Aways sefl-assured, projected ideal CG lmage
oomposure In dlfﬁ!ialﬁ?d sl@ra%ﬁsm ConveLos{ l.’“cR’osed pl?‘l drfllcull sltuatlons lnt(e:onve o E%Inst?'l%tlr?ergs mr‘shlrl mer:;Slep in clvrllanlmllltary
Abimy o b“"u%hmgmt% "‘eac%gﬁ‘ poor image of self and CG. Ignorant om positive Image of self and CG Well versﬁ community. Exemplified finest traditions of
mpetence demeanor, and sloppy  with oommon military ~ courtesies. mifitary etiquette; precise in rendering and military customs and protocol.  Meticulous
appearance. h Unrfnnn appearanoe and grooming below upho ing mllllary oourlesles Great care in uniform appearance and grooming; inspired
uniform appearance and grooming. slmllar standards in others.
o ®) o ®) (O] K @) 010
e. HEAITH AND WFLL-BEING: ) Falled to meet minimym standards of weight Maintalned weight standards. Committed to Remarkable vitality, enthusiasm, alertness and
control or sobriety.” Tolerated or condoned health and well eln of self and subordinates. energYZ Consrstently contributed at high levels.
Abllrryto Invesl in the Coast Guard's others' alcohol abuse. ~Seldom _considered Enhanced rformance  through Optimized nal  performance " through
re by for the physical health subordinates' health and well-being. Unwilling acllvllles su q hyslcal and emotional involvement in actlvltles ich supported hyslcal
and emom;‘?wem,ng of self and or unable to recognize and manage stress well-bel nized ‘and managed stress and ernollonal well-being. Monrlored and hel
others. despite apparent need. eﬁectl y. olhers deal with stress, enhance health and
o o) 1ol o Ol O olo
COMMENTS:

9. COMPARISON SCALE (FOR GRADES W2 TO 02): Compare this officer with others of the same grade whom you have Known in your career.

UNSATISFACTORY A QUALIFIED ONE OF THE AN EXCEPTIONAL A DISTINGUISHED
OFFICER MANY COMPETENT PROFESSIONALS OFFICER OFFICER
WHO FORM THE MAJORITY
: - OF THIS GRADE -
1 | 0 Q 0 I 0 | 0

10. POTENTIAL: Describe ability.to assume greater leadership roles and responsibilities (e.g. command, special assignment, promotion, and special ski_lls),

11. REPORTING OFFICER AUTHENTICATION ‘ {YYYY/MM/DD)
a. NAME AND SIGNATURE b. GRADE_ c. SSN | . TITLE OF POSITION e. DATE
- - / !
12. REVIEWER AUTHENTICATION |a. COMMENTS ATTACHED (Required when the Reporting Officer is not a Coast Guand Officer or Coast Guard SES.)

b. NAME AND SIGNATURE c. GRADE |d. SSN e. TITLE OF POSITION ) f. DATE
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INSTRUCTIONS

PURPOSE: The Officer Evaluation Report (OER) _primarily provides
information for officer corps promotion, selection, and assignment
determinations. Secondary purposes include: (1) prescribing common
standards of expected performance; (2) reinforcing Coast Guard values;
and (3) acting as one means of performance feedback for the Reported-on
Officer.

GUIDING INSTRUCTION: Chapter 10-A of the CG Personnel Manual,
~COMDTINST M1000.6 (series), contains all official guidance on OES
requirements.

RESPONSIBILITIES: All Coast Guard officers and raters of CG officers
should be aware of their OES responsibilities as outlined in the CG
Personnel Manual.

SUBMISSION SCHEDULE:

Grade Active Duty 1DPL
Captain Apr Apr
Commander Mar -Mar
Lieutenant Commander Apr Apr
Lieutenant May May
Lieutenant (Junior Grade) Jan and Jul’ Jul
Ensign Mar and Sep Sep
Chief Warrant Officer (W4) Apr Apr
Chief Warrant Officer (W3) Jul Jul
Chief Warrant Officer (W2) Jun Jun
Notes: '

(1) An OER period may be extended for up to 92 days (semiannual) under
certain conditions. Consult PERSMAN for further guidance.

(2) OERs for IDPL grades of CAPT, LTJG, and ENS are annual. All other
IDPL OERs are biennial. .

(3) Officers assigned to DUINS follow an annual/semiannual schedule
according to school terms. ’

PREPARATION CHECKLIST (OPTIONAL):
Administrafive D \ Description of Dufies (Sections 1 and 2}

- All fields completed (enter dates in YYYY/MM/DD format; enter only
one occasion for report, leave 1.c. blank if active duty).

Primary duty underlined or capitalized (no other text enhancements,
such as underining, bolding, or all capital letters, are allowed
throughout the OER). ’

Attachments listed (only personal award citations, punitive letters, or
letter reports for senior service school allowed).

Marks assigned according to standards which most closely describe
Reported-on Officer's performance during the period.

Specific examples cited for each mark which deviéted from "4".
When applicable, comments on seamanship or airmanship ability are
distinct.

Section 9 mark assigned according to the instructive clause
on the form.

Comments describe Reported-on Officer's overall potential for greater
responsibility (include, as appropriate, recommendations for promaotion,
special assignment, and command).

TIMELINE:

21days before end of period:
Reported-on Officer submits to Supervisor a list of significant
accomplishments during the period, sdpponing documents (as
required), administrative data required for OER Section 1, and a
completed OER page 4.

10days  after the period:
Supervisor sections of OER due to Reporting Officer.

30 days after the period: _
Supervisor and Reporting Officer sections due to Reviewer.
Reviewer sends completed OER to OER Administrator.

4hdays  after the period:
OER due to CGPC for review and entry into official record.

RESTRICTIONS:

Raters shall not mention a Reported-on Officer's: (1) First name; (2
Non-selection for promotion, including allusions thereto; (3) Record appeals
(4) Psychological or medical conditions; (5) marital or family status (including

pregnancy); or (6) Performance observed outside the reporting period. Raters

also shall not: (1) Expressly evaluate or place emphasis on gender, religion
color, race, or ethnic background (applies to both member and third parties); (2
Refer to any third party by name; or (3) Include information which is subject tq
a security classification. See PERSMAN for additional restrictions that apply
to disciplinary proceedings.

TIPS FOR EFFECTIVE COMMENTS:

1. Be specific.

Concisely describe the performance by relating the action observed
and its impact; quantify the action whenever possible and explain why it was
important; avoid empty superlatives. Do not repeat the dimensions.

2. Save space.

Use information bullets; reduce the use of pronouns; use member's
name sparingly, if at all; use action verbs and semicolons; and avoid excess
words. Acronyms and abbreviations are effective only if they are common to
all Coast Guard communities or are initially defined in the comments.

3. Beclear.
Don't lose the meaning; watch for cryptic comments.

13. RETURN ADDRESS. (Name and address to which a copy is sent after filing the origina

—

in the officer's record.) 14. OER ADMINISTRATOR REVIEW:

a. Initials: b. Date:

=

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

This information is requested under the authority of 14
U.S.C. 833 to determine an officer's suitability for
promotion or job assignment. Submitting this
information is mandatory. Failure to provide it could
adversely affect promotion opportunities and job
assignments or lead to disciplinary action.




Appendix C (Survey Instrument)

Coast Guard Officer Performance Survey

1) What is your current rank?

Ensign
Lieutenant Junior Grade

Lieutenant

goOon0on

Other (please specify)

If you selected other, please specify:

I i
H

2) What is your gender?

E Male

Female

3) What is your age?

18-22
23-26
27-30
31-34
35-38
39-42
43-45

aoooonon




4) What is your commissioning source?

e Coast Guard Academy

e OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
e OCS - Prior Enlisted (Other Service)
e OCS - Prior Civilian

& Reserve Officer Candidate Indoc
(ROCI)

& Direct Commission - Aviation

| @

Direct Commission - Engineering

If you selected other, please specify:

Additional comments:

| ;

5) What is your date of commissioning?

Formaf: YYYY-MM-DD

e Afloat - WAGB

e Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

C Afloat - Patrol Boat

E Afloat - WLB, WLM, WLI

& Afloat - Other

& Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST,
Station, etc.)

* Ashore - Marine Safety

[3 )Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District,
etc.

If you selected other, please specify:

Additional comments:

6) Which selection best describes your current duty station?

Appendix C (Survey Instrument)

Direct Commission - Legal

Direct Commission - MARGRAD
Direct Commission - ROTC

Direct Commission - Other Service

Direct Commission - Medical

pnooonao

Direct Commission -
Environmental

E Other (please specify)

e Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU,
NESU, etc.)

E Ashore - Support/Admin (MLC, ISC,
etc.)

£ Ashore - Aviation

o Ashore - Intelligence

& Ashore - Other

c Duty Under Instruction (DUINS)

@

Other (please specify)




Appendix C (Survey Instrument)

7) What is your racial/ethnic background?

ﬁ
®
®

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander Asian

Native American / Alaskan Hispanic or Latino

African American Other (please specify)

anonoan

White / Caucasian

If you selected other, please specify:

| |
. - R USRS o

Additional comments:

l ﬂ ]




Appendix C (Survey Instrument)

8) Data from your first OER:

Planning & Prepa redness

oy

Using Resources - ~uiih

o - la TV

E

R%gults/gff’ectiveness_.7 e

'A‘aféptab‘ilint)y" o i
@"__;‘:;“'_

Professional Competence u4HES

Il

Speaking & Listening ., - | |Ex

TR T B T
' v_r'iting‘ S » ” - Ble

oking out for Others . *af;

AT - b -

k
S

ICIEIC

: *’:a . ~ . : I
Diveloping Others {0

L AT | ey
Directing Others =~ G

‘Iégmw,orkjy‘_.‘,, J G

L

[

workplace Climate

Evaluations”

Initiative o, 2
SRR s MR N

A o

Responsibility - ueiD

TR

Professional Presence = . il
—
§

Héalth & Well Being

Cdtmparison Scale:(lise 1-7)1 N




et o 2+ g e s <

9) Data from your second OER (if applicable):

Appendix C (Survey Instrument)

1
Plé'nnihg'& Prep,areggessui?;{ 2

Using Resources

a L

|

Rgg_’_ults/EffeCt:,i[yeness '

Adaptability -

Professional Competence !

Speaking & Listening

Wiiting"

Looking out for Others

Déveloping Others. . 7

Directing Others

Ty

Teamwork

Wé?kp!i‘aﬂce Climate. ., -

Evaluations .

Initiative

Judgment

Ré:;povhs'ibmty”} TR

Professional Presence.

i

Health & Well Being -~

Comparison Scale (use 1-7)




Appendix C (Survey Instrument)

10) Data from your third OER (if applicable):

’Pléfr,ming & Preparedness = |

Using Resources

‘Réi_éulvts/Effectivehess ST

Adaptability

Tt

RS

Uogrey e
l’w{

Professional Competen

Speaking & Listening

ertmg

’Ld.b\kir'\g out for Others .

:Dé:f_(eloping Others . D

Dlrectl ng Others -

3

Teamwork

e

Wérkplaée Climate

,E}fé{Uations

Initiative

Judgment

Lo f

N

Professional Presence

‘Health & Well Being: - e

‘jfl%‘é:_:s‘potnsibi(ity S

'Cg'mparison Scale (use 1-7)




Appendix C (Survey Instrument)

11) Please proofread the information you entered above and validate your survey by selecting the
following button prior clicking on "Submit Survey”:

e I hereby certify that the above information is accurate and that the OER data
entered exactly matches the data contained in my OER records as held by CGPC
(OPM-3).

If you have any questions or concerns regarding my research project, please don't hesitate to contact me via e-mail at
hcopeland@d11.uscg.mil or telephone at 510-437-5606. Thank you for participating!

‘Submit Survey




Appendix D (Raw Data)

junod
#3430
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Rank

1 Lieutenant Junior Grade
1 Ensign

1 Ensign

1 Ensign

2 Ensign

1 Ensign

1 Ensign

1 Lieutenant Junior Grade
2 Lieutenant Junior Grade
1 Ensign

2 Ensign

1 Lieutenant Junior Grade
1 Ensign

1 Lieutenant Junior Grade
2 Lieutenant Junior Grade
3 Lieutenant Junior Grade
1 Lieutenant Junior Grade
2 Lieutenant Junor Grade
3 Lieutenant Junior Grade
1 Lievtenant Junior Grade
2 Lseutenant Junior Grade
3 Lieutenant Junior Grade
Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Lieutenant Junior Grade
Lieutenant Jurvor Grade
Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensgn

Lieutenant Junior Grade
Lieutenant Junior Grade
Ensign

Lreutenant Junior Grade
Lieutenant Junior Grade
Lieutenant Junior Grade
Easign

Lieutenant Junior Grade
Ensign

Ensign

Lieutenant Junior Grade
Lieutenant Junior Grade
Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Lieutenant Junior Grade
Lieutenant Junior Grade
Lieutenant Junior Grade
Lreutenant Junior Grade
Ensign

Ensgn

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensgn

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Lieutenant Junior Grade
Ensign

Ensign

Ensign

Lieutenant Junior Grade

M m A A a B e aadN S S s aaaalNaRAda AN 322 2R = oo oo 2R oo

Gender
Male
Male
Male
Female
Female
Male
Male
Male
Male
Male
Male
Male
Male
Male
Male
Male
Male

Female
Male
Male
Male
Male
Female
Female

Age
31-34
27-30

WD—:-GQ

Reserve Officer Candidate Indoc (ROCI)

OCS - Prior Civilian

OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

OCS - Prior Civilian

Coast Guard Academy

OCS - Prior Enlisted {Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Reserve Officer Candidate indoc (ROCI)

ect Commission - Aviation

Direct Commission - Engineering

irect Commission - Engineering

Coast Guard Academy
Coast Guard Academy
Coast Guard Academy
Coast Guard Academy
Coast Guard Academy
Coast Guard Academy
QOCS - Prior Civilian

OCS - Prior Enlisted (Other Service)
Coast Guard Academy

Reserve Officer Candidate indoc (ROCI)

OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
QCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)

Direct Commission - MARGRAD/MARTP
Direct Commiission - MARGRAD/MARTP

OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Enhsted (Coast Guard)
Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

OCS - Prior Civitian

OCS - Prior Enisted (Coast Guard)

Reserve Officer Candidate indoc {(ROCI)
Reserve Officer Candidate tndoc (ROCI)

Direct Commission - Engineering
Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

OCS - Prior Enhisted (Coast Guard)
Direct Commission - Engineering
OCS - Prior Enlisted {Coast Guard)
Direct Commission - Engineering
OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Civilian

OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Cwvilian

Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

QOCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
QCS - Prior Enl:sted (Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
Coast Guard Academy

OCS - Prior Enlisted (Other Service)
QOCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Civtlian

Coast Guard Academy

OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Eniisted (Coast Guard)
Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Reserve Officer Candidate Indoc (ROCI)

Coast Guard Academy
OCS - Prior Civilian

Reserve Officer Candidate Indoc (ROCI)

Coast Guard Academy
OCS - Prior Civilian

Direct Commission - MARGRAD/MARTP

Coast Guard Academy

DOR

Station
20020310 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc )
20030226 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc }
20030228 Ashore - Operations {Group, MSST, Station, etc )
020523 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc )
20020523 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc )
0030326 Ashore - Marine Safety

0030621 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020925 Afloat - WLB, WLM, WLl

20020925 Afloat - WLB, WLM, Wit

20030521 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20030521 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020927 Ashore - Operations {Group, MSST, Station, etc )
20021008 Ashore - Aviation

20020701 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC

20020701 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020701 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020524 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC

20030226 Ashore - Aviation

20030226 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20030226 Ashore - Support/Admin (MLC, ISC, etc.)
20030521 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20030616 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
20030226 Ashore - Intelligence

20030276 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc )
20020617 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC .

20020617 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC

20030276 Ashore - Marine Safety

20030276 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc )
20030521 Afloat - WLB, WLM, WLI

20030521 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20030276 Ashore - Support/Admin (MLC, ISC, etc.)
20030709 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc )
20020927 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc )
20020927 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
20030421 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU. NESU, etc
20020522 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC

200205272 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20030226 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc )
20030428 Ashore - Support/Admin (MLC, ISC, etc.)

20030226 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc }

20030415 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc
20020925 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Staton, etc }
200::09225 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Staton, etc )
20030709 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )

2003028 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc.)

20030226 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, stc.)

200:205.72 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020925 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc.
20020925 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU. etc.
20030226 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc )
20030623 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20030227 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU. NESU, etc.
20030226 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc.)

20030709 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc )
20030521 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20030226 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc.)

20030226 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc.)

20030521 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC

200212220 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20030703 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc.)
20030521 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20030226 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020927 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc.)
20021220 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC
20030226 Ashore - Marine Safety
20030421 Ashore - Marine Safety
20020523 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

Page 1
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32
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3
°
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3
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Race a
White / Caucasian

White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian

. White / Caucasian

White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White f Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Natve Hawaiian or Pa
Native Hawalian or Pacific Islander
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Istander
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Hispanic or Latino
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Other

White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucas:an
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Hispanic or Latino
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Asion

White / Caucasian
White / Caucas.an
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
African American
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucastan
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Other

White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucas:an
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Whtte / Caucasian
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517
539
578
517
539

550
489
544
428
489
500
556
428
422
511
438

500
489
550

489
494
478
556
539
383
617
478
456
467
533
500
444
461
472
517
478
528
533
411
418
4904
447
500
461
561
428
500
500
428
450
511
517
439
467
550
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AppandixR{Raw Data)srade Female 23-26  Coast Guard Academy 20020573 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 56 6 56 56556566 6 5 6 5 556 [3
1 1 Ensign Male 31-34 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 200302:'6 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 5 4 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 450 5
1 1 Ensign Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 200302.'8 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian § 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 428 4
1 1 Ensign Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 20030226 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc ) White / Caucasian 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 6 5 4 5 4 4 5 6 5 5 4 472 5
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Female 35-38 Reserve Officer Candidate Indoc (ROCH) 20020927 Ashore - Marne Safety White / Caucasian 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 450 4
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 31-34 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 20020925 Ashore - Operations {(Group, MSST, Staton, etc.) White / Caucasian 55 6 5§ 56 5 4 45 5 55 48 5 5 5 6 500 ]
1 2 Leutenant Junor Grade Male 31-34 OCS - Prior Enhisted {Coast Guard) 20020925 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Staton, etc.) White / Caucasian 6 6 686 6 5 6 5 5 5 6 6 4 5 5 5 5 8 6 544 13
1 3 Lieutenant Jumior Grade Male 31-34 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 20020926 Ashore - Operations {Group, MSST, Staton, etc.) White / Caucasian 6 6 6 6 5 6 5 5 5 6 6 5 5 5 6 5 6 6 556 6
1 1 Leutenant Jumor Grade Female 13-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB, WLM, WLI White / Caucasian 6 555 5 6 55 4 5 5 4 46 55 6 5 5086 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Female 13-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB, WLM, WL} White / Caucasian 5§ 545 6 5 5 55 4 56 45 5 4 8 5 494 5
1 3 Leutenant Junior Grade Female  23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB WLM, WLI White / Caucasian 6 555 6 5 4 6 65 55 5 5 5 4 6 5 517 5
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB. WLM, WLI White / Caucasian 5 5 5 65 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 6 4 5 5 5 472 5
1 2 beutenant Jumor Grade Maie 23-28 Coast Guard Academy 200205222 Afloat - WLB WLM, WLI White / Caucasian 4 5 6 5 4 5 5 5 6 6 6 4 4 6 5 6 5 5 506 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB WLM, WLI White / Caucasian 55 5 6 5 5 5 6 6 5 6 5 4 6 5 6 6 5 528 6
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Female 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC Asian 5§ 555 5 5 4 5 5 5 6 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 494 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Female 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC Asian 4 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 456 a4
1 3 Lieutenant Jumor Grade Female  23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC Asian 6 6 6 5 6 6 5 6 6 5 6 6 5 6 6 6 5 5 567 6
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucas:an 6 6 6 6 6 5 5 6 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 506 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Maie 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 200220522 Aftoat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 6 6 6 7 55 7 6 5 5 5 5 6 5 5 5 5 556 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 7 6 6 6 5 5 6 55 6 5 6 6 5 6 6 5 567 5
1 1 Leutenant Jumor Grade Male 27-30 Direct Commission - Eny 20021001 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 6 5 6 6 6 55 5 5 5 56 56 5 5 6 6 544 6
1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 0021001 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU. NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 6 6 6 6 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 517 6
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 20020213 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 4 6 5 4 5 4 5 5 6 4 55 455 5 6 5 489 5
1 2 Lieutenant Jumor Grade Male 23-26 200202133 Aftoat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 56 6 4 55 65 5 6 5 6 5 4 6 6 5 6 4 522 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 200:10213 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 5 55 5 5 5 5 6 5 6 4 4565 5 5 511 5
1 1 Ensign Female 27-30 20030226 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc.) White / Caucasian 5 4 6 86 5 5 5 5 6 5 6 5 4 5 5 5 6 5 517 5
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 20020213 Ashore - Manne Safety White / Caucasian 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 6 4 55 5 4 55 5 5 6 494 5
1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 20020213 Ashore - Manne Safety Whute / Caucasian 6 5 6 5 6 6 5 6 6 56 6 56 55 6 6 561 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 20020213 Ashore - Marnne Safety White / Caucasian 6 6 55 6 5 5 6 5 6 6 5 5 6 5 6 6 8 556 6
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020527 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC Whete / Caucasian 4 4 5§ 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 4 5 6 456 4
1 2 Lieutenant Junvor Grade Male 2326 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 55 5 5 5 868 5 4 5 5 5 4 45 4 5 5 6 489 5
1 3 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 200:205.%! Aficat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5§ 5 4 6 56 4 6 6 5 5 4 4556 6 8 517 5
1 1t Ensign Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 200305221 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 428 4
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 39-42 Reserve Officer Candidate Indoc (ROCI) 20020731 Ashore - Manne Safety White / Caucasian 5§ 5§ 4 65§ 5 4 4 586 5 5 4 45555 5 478 5
1 1 Leutenant Junor Grade Female 27-30 Drrect Commission - MARGRAD/MARTP 20020715 Ashore - Marine Safety White / Caucasian 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 467 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Female 7-30 Direct Commission - MARGRAD/MARTP 20020715 Ashore - Marine Safety White / Caucasian 6 5 6 686 55 5 6 5 5 55 4586 5 8 5 528

1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Female 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB. WLM, WLI Hispanic or Latino 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 50 5
1 2 Leutenant Jumor Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB WLM, wti Hispanic or Latino 5655 5 5 5 5 5 6 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5§ 5 494 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB WLM, WLI Hispanic or Latino 5 5 6 6 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 5 4 6 5 5 6 6 544 5
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade QCS - Prior Civilian 20020508 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc.) Asian 5§ 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 6 4 5 4 5 472 5
1 ! Lieutenant Junior Grade 200205048 Ashore - Staff {CGHQ, Area, District, etc ) Asian 6 5 6 6 56 56 6 5 6 5 56 6 5 6 5 556 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade 20020508 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc) Asian 6 5 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 5 6 5 4 6 6 5 6 5 556 5
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 4 5 6 6 6 5 5 6 5 5 6 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 511 4
1 2 Lieutenant Jumor Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 4 5 6 6 55 5 5 6 55 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 500 4
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy :200::05.22 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 55 6 6 55 5 6 5 5 55 5 5 4 5 5 5 5M1 4
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 200:20522 Afloat - Patrol Boat White / Caucasian 5 5 6 5§ 5 6 5 5 5 5 5 4 55 55 5 5 500 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - Patrol Boat White / Caucasian 6 6 7 6 6 5 5 5 6 6 6 55 6 6 6 6 ] 578 7
1 3 Lieutenant Jumor Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - Patrol Boat White / Caucasian 76 76 6 5 6 6 7 6 7 5 586 775 5 606 7
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 200205:22 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 428 4
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 200 ! Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 5 5 6 55 5 6 5 5 5 5 456 5 4 5 500 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 200::05.22 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 4 5 5 4 55 5 5 5 4 55 4 5 6 5 4 5 478 5
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afioat - WLB. WLM, WLI White / Caucasian 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 55 4 5 5 4 6 5 461 4
1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB. WLM, WLI White / Caucasian 6 6 5 6 56 5 6 6.6 65 5 5 6 7 6 5 567 6
1 1 Leutenant Jumior Grade OCS - Prior Enisted (Coast Guard) 20020925 Ashore - Manne Safety White / Caucasian 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 433 4
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade OCS - Pnor E nlisted (Coast Guard) $200::09.25 Ashore - Manne Safety White / Caucasian 6 56 56 55 5 5 6 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 511 5
1 1 Leutenant Durect Commession - Legal 200:10715 Ashore - Support/Admin (MLC, ISC, etc.) White / Caucasian 5 5 6 6 5 6 6 6 55 6 5 5 6 6 6 5 5 550 5
1 1 Lieutenant Jumor Grade QCS - Pnor Civilian 20020925 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 4 55 4 4 5 5 4 4 45 55 555 4 461 5
1 2 Leutenant Jumor Grade QCS - Pnor Civilian 200209, Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 450 4
1 1 Leutenant Jumor Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 86 555 4 478 5
1 2 Lieutenant Jumor Grade Coast Guard Academy 2002052 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 5 6 55 6 5 5 6 5 55 46 56 5 5 528 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 6 6 5 55 5 6 6 5 6 5 4 6 6 5 6 5 544 5
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade OCS - Pnor Enbsted (Coast Guard) 200::0508 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc.) White / Caucasian 4 5 4 5 6 5 4 5 4 45 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 456 4
1 2 Leutenant Jumor Grade OCS - Pror E nbsted (Coast Guard) 20020508 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc.) White / Caucasian 5 5 6 6 55 5 5 6 5 6 5 4 6 5 5 5 4 517 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade OCS - Prior E nlisted (Coast Guard) 200:0508 Ashore - Staff {CGHQ, Area, District, etc.) White / Caucasian 56 6 6 55 4 5 5 5 55 48656 5 5 §17 5
1 1 Lieutenant Jumior Grade Direct Commussion - Aviation 200205."9 Ashore - Aviation White / Caucasian 6 6 6 5 6 56 55 5 65 5 6 5 6 5 5 544 5
1 i Lieutenant Junior Grade Direct Commission - Aviation 2002059 Ashore - Aviation White / Caucasian 6 6 7 6 7 5 6 56 6 7 5 6 6 6 6 5 5 589 ]
1t 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Drrect Commussion - Aviation 20020529 Ashore - Avi White / Caucasian 6 6 7 6 7 5 6 566 65 576 6 6 5 589 ]
1 1 Ensign ‘OCS - Prior Enl:sted (Coast Guard) 20030226 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 378 3
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afioat - Other White / Caucasian 5 5 5 5 55 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 6 5 5 494 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020572 Afloat - Other White / Caucasian 6 56 6 5 6 5 4 66 5 6 5 46 56 6 5 539 6
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade 2 Coast Guard Academy 20020622 Afloat - Other White / Caucasian 7 5 6 6 6 6 56 6 5 6 5 56 6 6 6 6 578 6
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 444 4
1 2 Lreutenant Junror Grade Male 23-2 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 433 4
1 3 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 23-2 Coast Guard Academy 200:20522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 4 4 5 5 5 6 4 6 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 472 5
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 20020626 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 6 56 6 6 56 5 6 6 5 6 5 5 7 6 6 6 6 572 6
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Pror Enlisted (Coast Guard) 200:06.'6 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc, White / Caucasian 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 555 6 6 6 6 & 5 544 6
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Pror Enlisted (Coast Guard) 20020626 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 6 55 5 6 6 56 556 56 6 5 5 6 6 550 6
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Other Service) 20020508 Ashore - Statf (CGHQ, Area, District, etc.) Hispanic or Latino 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 6 5 4 56 45 45 5 4 472 4
1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Male OCS - Prior E.nhisted (Other Service) 20020508 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc.) Hispanic or Latino 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 6 55 56 4 5 4 5 5 4 489 4
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 39-42 Direct Commission - Eny i 20020701 Ashore - Engmneering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 5 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 433

1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 39-42 Drrect Comemussion - En 20020701 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 5 56 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 455 5 5 4 461

1 3 Lieutenant junor Grade Male 39-42 Direct Commussion - Engineering 20020701 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. White / Caucastan S$ 555 4 65 5 5 4 465 450555 4 478

1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC Other 5 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 453 3 3 333 4 378 a4
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC Other 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 a 5 411 4
1 3 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 23-2 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC Other 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 a4 5 4.1 4
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Civitian 20020626 Afloat - WAGB Page 2 White / Caucasian 56 56 555 66 565 46 55 5 5 528




Appendixi 0 (RawRatalsrade Male 27-30  OCS - Prior Civilian 20020626 Afloat - WAGB White / Caucasian 5 6 56 6556 6 555586 5 6 6 5 5.44

1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Civilan 20020626 Afloat - WAGB White / Caucasian 6 5§ 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 6 5 5 6 6 6 6 5 5.72

1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Aftoat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 55 4 5 5 467 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junor Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 6 6 5 6 5 555 6 6 5 5 6 5 5 6 6 5.44 6
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 6 7 6 7 6 56 7 6 6 5 6 6 7 6 6 6 6.1 6
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC African Amencan 5§ 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4.39 4
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC African Amencan 6 5 6 5 6 55 5 6 5 5 6 45 4 5 5 5 517 5
1 3 tieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20070522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC African Amencan 6 5 6 5 6 5 5 6 6 55 5 5 6 4 3 5 5 517 4
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 20020626 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. While / Caucas.an 55 5 5 5 6 55 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 6 6 506 5
1 2 Lieutenant Jurvor Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Enbisted (Coast Guard) 20020626 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. Whue / Caucas:an 5 6 55 5 6 55 5 5 55 5 6 5 5 6 6 528 5
1 3 Leutenant Junvor Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Pror Enlisted (Coast Guard) 200220626 Ashore - Engineering {MLC. SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 5 6 55 5 6 55 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 & 6 522 5
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 QOCS - Pnor Civilian 20020508 Ashore - Manne Safety White / Caucasian 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4.3% a4
1 2 L:eutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Pnor Civilian 20020508 Ashore - Manne Safety White / Caucasian 6 5 56 4 5§65 4 6 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 4 6 5 4,89 5
1 3 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 QOCS - Pror Civikan 20020508 Ashore - Manns Safety White / Caucasian 5 5 4 5 55 4 6 5 5 55 4 5 5 4 5 5 4.83 5
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Civilian 20020626 Ashore - Marine Safety White / Caucasian 5 56 55 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 5 467 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junor Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Pnor Civilian 20020626 Ashore - Manne Safety White / Caucasian 6 6 6 6 5 5 5 6 6 5 6 6 4 6 5 5 & 6 550 6
1 3 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Pnor Civilian 20020626 Ashore - Manne Safety White / Caucasian 6 5 6 5 55 5 6 5 5 6 5 4 6 5 5 5 6 528 6
1 1 Leutenant Male 27-30 Direct Commission - Legal 20020715 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc ) White / Caucasian 5 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 6 4 5 5 5 467 4
1 1 Lieutenant Junor Grade Female 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC Hispanic or Latino 6 5 6 4 55 5 6 5 5 5 6 5 6 5 5 5§ 5 5.22 5
1 2 Leutenant Junor Grade Female 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20070522 Affoat - WHEC, WMEC Hispanic or Latno 8 6 6 5 5 6 4 6 6 6 5 5 5 6 6 5 5 5 5.44 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junor Grade Female  #3-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC Hispanic or Latino 6 5 6 5 6 6 4 56 55 5 4 5 6 4 5 8 522 5
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Female  7-30 OCS - Prior Civilian 20020626 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 5§ 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 6 4.89 5
1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Female  »7-30 OCS - Prior Civilian 20020626 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 5 5 5 5§ 65 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 4.89 5
1 3 Leutenant Junor Grade Female  27-30 OCS - Prior Civihian 20020626 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 5 5 4 4 5 6 45 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 4.67 5
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Pnor Enbsted (Coast Guard) 20020626 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc ) White / Caucasian 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 6 4 5 5 4 4 6 4 5 8 4 472 5
1 2 Lreutenant Junior Grade Male 77-30 OCS - Prior Enlisted {Coast Guard) 2002066 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station. etc ) White / Caucasian 6 56 5 5 6 5 5 7 5 5 6 5 4 6 5 5 6 5 533 ]
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 20020626 Ashore - Operat:ons (Group, MSST, Station, etc ) White / Caucasian 4 56 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 456 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 2002066 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc ) White / Caucasian 5 5 6 5§ 5§ 5 6 56 5 5 45 6 5 5§ 5 517 5
1 3 beutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Pror Eniisted (Coast Guard) 20020626 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc ) White / Caucasian 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 5 5 5 4 6 6 6 6 5 6 559 5
1 1 Ensign Male 31-34 Reserve Officer Candidate indoc (ROCH) 200220731 Ashore - Supoort/Admin (MLC, ISC, etc.} White / Caucasian 4 5 6 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 6 ] 467 4
1 2 Ensign Male 31-34 Reserve Officer Candidate Indoc (ROCI) 200220731 Ashore - Support/Admin {MLC., ISC. etc.) White / Caucasian 5 6 5 5 6 5§ 55 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 5 6 6 500 5
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 Direct Commission - MARGRAD/MARTP 200220715 Ashore - Manne Safety White / Caucas:an 5 5 5 6 5§ 55 86 5 5 6 5 4 5 5 6 6 5 522 5
1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 Direct Commission - MARGRAD/MARTP 20020715 Ashore - Manne Safety White / Caucasian 5 6 5 6 6§ 6 55 5 5 6 5 4 6 5 5 6 5 528 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Mate 27-30 Direct Commiss:on - MARGRAD/MARTP 20020715 Ashore - Manne Safety White / Caucasian 5 5 6 5 6 6 5 6 55 6 5 4 6 5 5 6 8 539 5
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Female  31-34 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 20020925 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc ) African American 5 5 6 6 55 6 6 55 6 5 5 5 5 6 5 535 5
1 2 bLeutenant Junior Grade Female 31-34 OCS - Prior Enl £00270925 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc ) African Ametican 6 6 6 7 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 5 6 6 5 589 8
1 1 Lieutenant Junor Grade Male 27-30 20020626 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU. NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 6 5§ 7 6 56 6 55 5 6 5 6 7 6 6 6 5 572 7
1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 200206265 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU. NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 6 6 7 6 6 6 7 6 6 6 6 5 6 7 6 6 6 6 611 7
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 2002066 Ashore - Engineering (MLC. SMEF, ESU. NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 7 6 7 6 6 7 6 6 6 7 6 5 6 7 6 7 6 5 622 7
1 1 Ensign Male 27-30 OCS - Pror Enlisted {Coast Guard) 2003026 Ashore - Marre Safety White / Caucasian & 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 5 6 5 6 6 5 6 6 8 578 6
1 1 Ensign Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 200302:4 Ashore - Marine Safety White / Caucasian 5§ 5§ 5 4 55 4 45 45 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 450 4
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Female  23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afioat - WLB. WLM, WLI White / Caucasian 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 417 3
1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Female  23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB. WLM, WL! Whde / Caucasian 2 3 2 3 3 4 2 43 2 3 4 4 3 2 3 3 5 306 2
1 3 Leutenant Junior Grade Female  23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB, WLM, WLH White / Caucasian 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 417 3
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Female  23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20070522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 4 5 4 4 5§ 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 65 5 5 4 5 4 56 5
1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Femaie  :'3-26 Coast Guard Academy 2000522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 433 a
1 3 Lieutenant Junor Grade Female  3-26 Coast Guard Academy 200052 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 433 4
1 1 Ensign OCS - Prior Enhisted (Coast Guard) 20030226 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc ) White / Caucasian 5 6 55 5§ 5 5 6 6 55 5 4 5 5 6 5 ] 522 5
1 1 Ensign OCS - Pnior Enlisted (Other Service) 200130226 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 6 56 6 55 6 56 655 56 6 6 5 5 544 6
1 1 Ensign OCS - Prior Civilian 200302226 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Staton, etc)  White / Caucasian 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 439 5
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade OCS - Prior Enhisted (Coast Guard) 20020626 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 4 5 56 5 4 45 6 555 4 555 5 5 483 5
1 2 Leutenant Jumor Grade OCS - Prior Enbsted (Coast Guard) 200:'0626 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasvian 5 5 6 6 6 5 4 5 6 6 5 5 4 5 6 6 6 5 533 [}
1 3 Lieutenant Junor Grade OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 2002066 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 6 6 6 6 5 4 6 6 65 5 55 6 6 6 5 556 5
1 1 Ensign OCS - Pnor Enbsted (Coast Guard) 20031112 Ashore - Marine Safety White / Caucasian 5 4 65§ 56 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 435 4
1 1 Ensign OCS - Prior Cwvilian 20030226 Ashore - Marine Safety White / Caucasian 55 5 4 45 5 4 4 455 55 4 45 5 461 5
1 2 Easign OCS - Prior Civihan 20030226 Ashore - Marine Safety White / Caucasian 6 6 5556 55556 556 55 6 6 539 6
1 1 Leutenant Junor Grade Reserve Officer Candidate Indoc (ROCI) 20020731 Ashore - Marine Safety Hispanic or Latno 5 5 6 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 4 5 5 5 6 5 517 5
1 2 Lieutenant Jumor Grade Reserve Officer Candidate indoc (ROCI) 20020731 Ashore - Marine Safety Hispanic or Latno 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 6 5 5 4 4 5 5 444 4
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Reserve Officer Candidate indoc (ROCI) 200120731 Ashore - Marine Safety Hispanic or Latno 5 5§ 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 6 4 5 4 5 4 5 461 4
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB, WLM, WLI White / Caucasian 4 4 55 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 4 450 4
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 2200205222 Afloat - WLB, WLM, WLI White / Caucasian 6 5 5 5 6 6 56 6 54 5 6 56 6 6 5 5 533 6
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WLB, WLM, WLI White / Caucasian 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 5 6 6 5 6 6 6 5 5 5§72 6
1 1 Lieutenant Jumor Grade OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 20020626 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc ) White / Caucasian 5 6 55 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 5 4 55 45 5 467 5
1 2 Leutenant Jumor Grade 4 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 200206.6 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc ) White / Caucasian 6 6 5 6 5 6 5 6 5 5 6 6 5 6 5 6 6 5 556 6
1 3 Leutenant Junior Grade Female  27-30 20020626 Ashore - Operations {Group, MSST, Staton, etc ) White / Caucasian 7 6 6 6 6 8 5 6 5 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 589 6
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 20020508 Ashore - Operations {Group, MSST, Station, etc ) White / Caucas:an 5 5 5 6 5 5 45 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 494 5
1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Pnior Enlisted (Coast Guard) 20020508 Ashore ~ Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc ) White / Caucasian 5 6 5 5 5 6 55 5 5 6 6 55 5 6 6 5 533 5
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Female 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 200205.2 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC Hispanic or Latno 4 6 5 6 55 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 5 5 6 5 517 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Female 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 200:10522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC Hispanic or Latno 5 5 6 6 55 556 55 4505 6 6 6 5 528 5
1 3 Leutenant Juror Grade Female 3-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020572 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC Hispanic or Latno 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 55 5 5 6 5 6 6 5 528 6
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 35-38 Direct Cemmission - Aviation 20020513 Ashore - Aviation Whdte / Caucasian 4 5§ 5 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 6 5 4.67 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 35-38 Direct Commission - Aviation 20020513 Ashore - Aviation White / Caucasian § 5§ 55 655 4 5 55 6 5 5 5 4 5 6 5 5.00 5
1 3 Lreutenant Junwor Grade Male 35-38 Direct Commission - Avi 20070513 Ashore - Aviation Whte / Caucasian 4 5 6§ 5 5 6 56 5 5 5 6 5 6 5 6 6 5 5.28 5
1 1 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 6 4 4 55 5 4 5 5 5 5 478 5
1 2 Leutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20070522 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 5 5 6 55 4 5 6 5 5 5 45 5 5 5 4 4.94 5
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 5 5 6 5§ 6§ 45 6 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 4 4.89 5
1 1 Leutenant Jurnor Grade Mate 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020622 Afloat - WLB, WLM, Wt White / Caucas:an 5 6 5 6 54 5 5 5 5 6 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5.06 5
1 2 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020622 Afloat - WLB, WLM, wUl White / Caucasian 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 5.89 6
1 3 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020612 Afloat - WLB, WLM, WLI White / Caucas:an 6 6 6 6 7 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 56 6 6 6 5 5.89 6
1 1 Lieutenant Junror Grade Female 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucas:an 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 417 4
1 2 Lreutenant Jurvor Grade Female 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 2002052 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 a4 6 5 5 467 4
1 3 beutenant Junor Grade Female 23-26 Coast Guard Academy 20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 4 5 6 4.72 4
1 1 Easign Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Enbsted (Coast Guard) 20030709 Ashore - Support/Admin (MLC, ISC, etc.) White / Caucasian 6 6 6 8 5 6 5 5 6 57 6 4 5 5 5 4 4 5.33 5
1 1 beutenant Jurvor Grade Male 27-30 20020627 Ashore - Marine Safety Hispanic or Latino 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 4.39 4
1 2 beutenant Jurvor Grade Male 27-30 OCS - Prior Enbisted (Coast Guard) 20020627 Ashore - Marine Safety Hispanic or Latino 5 55 6 6 55 6 6 6 6 556 6 5 5 6 5.50 5
1 1 Lieutenant Junior Grade Male 23-26 OCS - Prior Enlisted {Coast Guard) 20020508 Ashore - Cperations (Group, z_%__o:. etc) White / Caucasian 4 4 4 5-4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4.28 4
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Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Drrect Comnussion - Aviation

Direct Commission - Aviation

Direct Commussion - Aviation

Reserve Officer Candidate Indoc (ROCI)
Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Direct Commission - Engineering

Direct Commussion - Engineering

OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Enl:sted (Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Enhsted (Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
OCS - Prior Enbsted (Coast Guard)
Direct Comrmssion - Aviation

Coast Guard Academy

20020508 Ashore - Operations {Group, MSST, Station, etc.)
20020508 Ashore - Operations {Group, MSST, Station, etc.)
20030224 Ashore - Intelligence

20020626 Ashore - Marine Safety

20020626 Ashore - Marine Safety

20020626 Ashore - Marine Safety

20020731 Ashore - Marine Safety

20070715 Ashore - Marine Safety

20020715 Ashore - Manne Safety

200::0522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC

20030521 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020527 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20070522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020213 Ashore - Aviation

20020717 Ashore - Marine Safety

20020717 Ashore - Marine Safety

20020717 Ashore - Marine Safety

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

Aficat - WHEC, WMEC

20522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC.

20020572 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC.

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC.

#0007 15 Ashore - Support/Admin (MLC, ISC, etc.)
20020925 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU. NESU, etc.
20020925 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU NESU, etc.
20020701 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020701 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020701 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020213 Ashore - Marine Safety

20020213 Ashore - Marine Safety

200220918 Ashore - Support/Admin (MLC, ISC, etc.)
20031112 Ashore - Support/Admin {MLC, ISC, etc.)
20020701 Ashore - Marine Safety

200:0701 Ashore - Marine Safety

20070701 Ashore - Marine Safety

20020523 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020523 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020523 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020808 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
10020508 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
20020508 Ashore - Staff {CGHQ, Area, District, etc }
20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

2002052 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020508 Ashore - Marine Safety

20020508 Ashore - Marine Safety

20020508 Ashore - Marine Safety

20040626 Ashore - Operations {(Group, MSST, Station, etc.)
2004062t Ashore - Operations {Group, MSST, Station, etc.)
20020508 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
200220508 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
200::052: Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

200205.%2 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

200205.72 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC:

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

200:20508 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
20020508 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
20020508 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
20020517 Ashore - Aviation

200220517 Ashore - Aviation

20020517 Ashore - Aviaton

20040522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

2004052 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20040522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020402 Ashore - Aviation

20020402 Ashore - Aviation

20020402 Ashore - Aviation

220020630 Ashore - Operations (Group, MSST, Station, etc.)
200220522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

200:05.22 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

20020715 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU. NESU, etc.
20020715 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU. NESU, etc.
20020925 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
20020925 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
20020213 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
20020213 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
20020213 Ashore - Staff (CGHQ, Area, District, etc )
20030210 Ashore - Aviation
20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC
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White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasan
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
African Americon
African American
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Hispanic or Latno
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Other

Other

Other

White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasrian
Whue / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Whde / Caucasan
White / Caucasan
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Whie / Caucasian
White / Caucastan
White / Caucasian
White / Caucas.an
White / Caucas.an
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
Asian

Asian

White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
White / Caucasian
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DN PD NN NANBENNODANA NN ELODDBNNNDDEDNODORNNNOADLEDNRONNOODOVANBEALNONOVNENONSEELOPONNRINIDNELNDNEDINNDO NN D S

PNRONBE BV OONORN AN NONOVNNODIDORNEDNNRENNODID NIV ORI NNNNINRINNELOPNNNNDIAONENNODIDOELINENDIHOND S

PPNAN N RN NN OO AONNINNENDNENNNDONNODONURA~NONNDOND EAONENEORNNNNOAREOOONNDONTDNIANUDTTNONOD®D G GBO

MOAOONE BN NNNTNOD AOOLNALRNNEAOONAUVNENDNUNANNDOOONROONDONDDODPDRELNONLNINTNOEERIOIHOODLIOONOD S LD

OOV M A AN NN EDDNNNEDIDNNOON NN ROTRLNDNNNNAND NN NNNORUNAELLOLEATNHRNOREEIRTNONRDININNDODOG S

DUBED A ARV NG DEEANNUEDLADONANULELBNBANNONBEDDNONUNNNVNONENDRINEEBLOEELNONONDNROIANNE LR EANTOESEA

DOV BE BN ORENNOUONENODDA VOO NRDNDRONONROUNDDOINDNRONNNAIRDNNNNDINANTNRENNDRDROANINNENNNNOIDRDIDN DN NGO

DN ABL BN ABN N NONOEEANAADPTNONNUOOODDEBERNAVN NNV NODANNATERNNIOAENNNNNORDINUNEDNNOIINEDNLODORDGO

MOOU D AR NONOE LN ATNOOIRNBENNNNANANETD ANV ND RN LEARERNGANNMANVADTOURBRRDONLDELONDNANDEAES

PN ONOVAEENNN OO NRN AU NN NDOERONNIDOINDNVNODUDRDIODNINERRNDPNONEEARAOINRPRDIOINRNTNGATNANE NN DA A

VA VB VA AR OO MOBEAL ALV NEDLALAANONUDAROANAUNODLADRDARDPRALOUBLDAELLNERVNNALTONDNEDNNANNDNGOGS S

A B BAAR AN NAEDRBEANOAALNOOMANOALGAEALEBRAADRUAUNAVNBRNNONAEERBAUBEBURERNONUAELBNAADGGDTOLESDLDLLDS

DUV LEDDIDONONAE LN NNODONNRONODNNTDONUTNNN NN AVIAVATANOTNTOINAONENNDDONNAENDNOONEDOIRINNNOL S

OB BEERARAENNOOBRRE ROV NVROONENONNONANOIWNLIONNNNHIOINONELLELDPOOIORLELINNINDIDIANOEBOITROANDONDIOOODSE NN
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4.28
4.44
4.50
556
556
572
500

544
428
439
500
478
517
544
578
472
433
483
533
511
572
561
444
461
4 56
517

538

600

506
533
511
517
517
51
51
578
550
439
522
578
611
472
494
517
478
528
533

439
456
517
528
606
633
478
483
422
456
467
461
483
483
5.44
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Appendix O (Raw Data)

2 Lieutenant Junior Grade
3 Lieutenant Junior Grade
1 Lieutenant Junior Grade
2 Lieutenant Jumor Grade
3 Leutenant Junior Grade
1 Lieutenant Junor Grade
2 Lieutenant Junior Grade
3 Lieutenant Junior Grade
1 Ensign

1 Lieutenant Junior Grade
2 Leutenant Junior Grade
3 Lieutenant Junior Grade
1 Lieutenant Junior Grade
1 Lieutenant Junior Grade
2 Leutenant Junor Grade
3 Lieutenant Junior Grade
1 Lieutenant Junior Grade
2 Lieutenant Junior Grade
3 Lieutenant Junior Grade

Mate

Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Direct Commission - Engineering

irect Commission - Engineering

ect Commission - Engineering

OCS - Prior Enlisted {Coast Guard)
Direct Commission - MARGRAD/MARTP
Direct Commission - MARGRAD/MARTP
Direct Commission - MARGRAD/MARTP
Direct Commission - Aviation

QCS - Prior Eniisted (Coast Guard)

QOCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)

OCS - Prior Enlisted (Coast Guard)
Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

Coast Guard Academy

20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC

White / Caucasian 7 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 6 5 5 6 6 5 4 5 5.67 6
20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 5 6 6 7 6 6 6 5.94 6
20020522 Afloat - WAGB - White / Caucasian 6 5 55 6 5§65 6 55 5 5 5 6 5 6 4 6 5.28 5
20020522 Afioat - WAGB White / Caucas:an 6 5 6 56 5 6 6 6 56 4 5 5 6 6 5 6 5.50 6
20020522 Afloat - WAGB White / Caucasian 6 5 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 5 5 6 6 6 5 [} 5.67 6
20020701 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 5 5 5 65 5 5 5 5 5 4 6 4 4 5 5 4 5 [} 4.89 5
20020701 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. White / Caucasian 6 5 6 5 6 6 5 55 6 6 5 5 5 6 5 6 8 6.50 6
20020701 Ashore - Engineering (MLC, SMEF, ESU, NESU, etc. White / Caucas:an 6 56 6 5 7 6 5 6 5 6 6 5 5 6 6 5 6 8 5.67 6
20030227 Ashore - Marine Safety Hispanic or Latino 7 6 7 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 7 6 6 6 5 6.00 6
20020715 Ashore - Marine Safety Whie / Caucasian 5 6 55 4 6 5 5 5 5 5 4 45 5 45 5 4.89 5
20020715 Ashore - Marine Safety White / Caucasian 5 6 56 6 55 5 6 55 6 5 4 6 5 5 5 5 5.22 5
20020715 Ashore - Marine Safety White / Caucas:an 6 5 6 6 5§ 56 5 6 5 5 6 5 4 6 6 6 5 5 539 5
20030523 Ashore - Aviation White / Caucasian 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 4.39 5
20020508 Ashore - Intelligence White / Caucasian 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 6 5 5 4 4 4 6 4 4 4 4 4.50 4
20020508 Ashore White / Caucasian 5 6 55 5 5 5 6 5 5 5 45 86 4 5 6 4 5.06 5
20020508 Ashore - Intelligence White / Caucas:an 5 6 6 5 6 55 6 6 5 45 5 6 5 5 8 4 6.28 5
20020522 Afioat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian S 5§55 5 5 4 5 5 45 4 4 5 5 45 5 4.72 5
20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian S 6§ 55 5 5 4 45 45 4 45 5 45 H 4.67 5
20020522 Afloat - WHEC, WMEC White / Caucasian 55 6 86 6 6 4 56 5 5 4 5 8 3 5 8 5 5.17 5
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