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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 

The OnPoint Instructors (OPIC) are key professional and leadership roles within the corporation and 
seats for the OnPoint Instructor Course (OPIC) are extremely limited. Only 1% of the entire eligible pool 
of OPICs within the corporation may attend. In the winter of 2020, OPIC received 17 applications and 
had to quickly develop a process to reduce the applicant pool to 10 applicants. Without having a 
process already in place, the OPIC cadre developed a scoresheet for the application and used the sheet 
to determine who was most eligible to attend the in-person selection. Because OPIC is resource-
limited, they can only invite 10-12 applicants to compete for the 4-6 available allocations, in-person. 
The implementation of the scoresheet effectively created a two-phase application process:  

• Phase-I – Formal, standardized application process built around the newly developed 
scoresheet 

• Phase-II – Invitation-only (based on Phase-I) in-person selection process  

After the initial use of the scoresheet, the OPIC cadre took feedback from the assessment and selection 
board to make some improvements on the scoresheet that is tailored to the standard application that 
is submitted. The focus of this evaluation is on Phase-I of the OPIC application process.  

Evaluation Methodology 

The client intends to use the evaluation findings to recognize areas for improvement, therefore the 
evaluation team identified a formative, goal-based evaluation with a goal-free approach. This is the 
appropriate methodology to determine how well Phase-I is designed for selecting the candidates with 
the highest potential to succeed in the course. The evaluation team also incorporated a goal-free 
evaluation approach to find out if there have been any unexpected results from the recent change of 
adding a scoresheet to Phase-I of the assessment. 

The evaluation team, along with the sponsor from the OPIC, decided on the following three dimensions 
to evaluate for this process: 

1. Applicant characteristics:  How well does Phase-I capture and facilitate the five macro-
characteristics of candidates: adaptive, cognitive, interpersonal, character, technical? 

2. Application interpretation: How consistently do OPIC cadre score applications?  

3. Process clarity: How clear is the application process to individual applicants?  
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Evaluation Results 
The three dimensions were measured individually for this formative evaluation using multiple data 
sources and measurement methods. Each of these individual sources and methods proved to have 
both anticipated and unanticipated strengths and weaknesses for our purpose. To balance these 
aspects of the data collection and measurement processes, the evaluation team applied critical 
multiplism in our selection of methods and triangulated the resulting data sets. This allowed the 
evaluation team to verify what any one source indicated, with information from the other sources 
(Chyung, 2-19, p. 118). Table 1 reflects the overall evaluation of Phase-I’s performance as a OPIC 
candidate selection tool, based on the desired (expected) performance relative to each dimension. 

Table 1. Evaluation of OPIC Phase I Performance Relative to Each Dimension 
Dimension OPIC Phase-I Weighting 

1. Applicant 
characteristics    Very Important 

2. Application 
interpretation    Important 

3. Process clarity    Fairly Important 

 Superior Met Expectations Did Not Meet 
Expectations  

 

Conclusions 

Overall, each dimension evaluated for the OPIC Phase-I process needs improvement in order to meet 
the expectations of the client.  

Dimension 1:  Data used during the scoring of the application must be changed in order to meet the 
client’s expectations in this dimension. For example, in order to assess cognitive capability, the client 
could require an IQ test or review the applicant’s ASVAB scores. 

Dimension 2: The current scoresheet does not provide a clear guide to score accurately in each area of 
the application. In addition, it does not follow the format of the application and causes confusion. 

Dimension 3: Marketing the process to leadership, graduates, and applicants will be the best way to 
allow individuals to understand the process. This marketing campaign can be presented in whatever 
format is the easiest to disseminate to the entire community such as e-mail, PowerPoint presentations, 
or in-person recruiting briefings. 

Limitations 

While conducting the evaluation for the OPIC Phase-1 process the evaluation team did encounter some 
limitations. Overall, these limitations were not assessed as detrimental to the evaluation and the team 
was able to collect useful data as agreed upon in the project Statement of Work (SOW). 
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1. BACKGROUND  

1.1 ONPOINT INSTRUCTOR COURSE 

The OnPoint Instructor Course (OPIC) began its development in 2012 with its first graduates of the 
course in 2013. OPIC holds two classes annually that are roughly 5.5-months in length each. Each class 
consists of 4-6 students from across all divisions within the company that have the potential to 
compete with roughly 400 eligible applicants.  

The mission of OPIC is to teach graduate-level instructor courses that provide the world’s most 
advanced training in weapons and tactics employment. Their goal is to train students to be tactical 
experts in their combat specialty while also learning the art of battle-space dominance and integration. 
Graduates of this program are extensively familiar not only with the weapons platform or system they 
have been trained in through their careers, but also in how all Air Force and Department of Defense 
assets can be employed in concert to achieve synergistic effects. 

OPIC seats are extremely limited; only 1% of the entire eligible pool of OPs within the corporation may 
attend. In the winter of 2020, the OPIC received 17 applications and had to quickly develop a process 
to reduce the applicant pool to 10 applicants. Without having a process already in place, OPIC 
developed a scoresheet for the application and used the sheet to determine who was most eligible to 
attend the in-person selection. Because OPIC is resource-limited, they can only invite 10-12 applicants 
to compete in-person. The implementation of the scoresheet effectively created a two-phase 
application process:  

● Phase-I – Formal, standardized application process build around the scoresheet 
● Phase-II – Invitation-only (based on Phase-I) in-person selection process 

After the initial use of the scoresheet shown in Figure 1, OPIC cadre took feedback from the 
assessment and selection board to make some improvements on the scoresheet that was tailored to 
the standard application that is submitted. The focus of this evaluation is on Phase-I of the OPIC 
application process. 
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Figure 1. Phase-I Scoresheet 
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1.2 OPIC PHASE-I APPLICATION PROCESS 

Phase-I involves the solicitation, submission, and evaluation of paper applications to comparatively and 
objectively rank applicants to determine the best candidates to invite to the Phase-II in-person 
selection process. 

Phase-I is comprised of the following elements: 

1. Solicitation 
2. Application 
3. OPIC cadre evaluation of applicants 
4. OPIC cadre selection of Phase-II candidates 

Working with the current OPIC cadre, the evaluation team developed a program logic model (PLM) for 
Phase-I. The PLM allowed the team to clarify the relationship among key program elements and 
delineated the means (resources and activities) versus the ends (outputs, outcomes, and impacts) of 
Phase-I and, by extension, the OPIC application process (Chyung, 2009, pp. 81, 312). Table 2 illustrates 
the PLM and the progression from resources to impacts of the Phase-I process. 

● Resources used to run the program 
● Activities that should be performed to run the program 
● Outputs are the products that are produced to support the intended outcomes 
● Outcomes that should occur as a result of the program 
● Impacts or changes in the organization or society due to the outcomes
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Table 2. OPIC Application Process Program Logic Model 

Resources Activities Outputs Outcomes Impact 

What resources should be 
used to run the program? 

What activities should be 
performed to run the 

program? 

What products should be 
produced to support the 

intended outcomes? 

What changes can 
stakeholders expect in the 

short and long term? 

What changes in the 
organization and its society 

are expected due to the 
outcomes? 

● 3-5 Board Members who 
volunteer for this phase 

● Budget for board 
members outside of OPIC 
to attend Phase-I and 
Phase-II 

● Administrative personnel 
to get the application to 
the schoolhouse 

● Time to submit the 
application 

● MS Word and Adobe PDF 
for application 
development and 
formatting 

● Internet and e-mail 
connectivity to send the 
application to the 
appropriate SharePoint 
site. 

● Access to official record 
databases 

● Call-out for applicants 
(marketing of the 
program) 

● Collect the Applications 
● Pre-screen applications 

(remove unqualified 
applicants) 

● Meet and evaluate 
candidates for Phase-I 
selection board 

-Appropriate and fair 
selection of candidates for 
Phase-I  

-Documents process for all 
applicants as well as lessons 
learned from this 
assessment. 

● List of appropriate 
candidates for Phase-II 

● Historical data and 
candidate feedback for 
lessons learned 

 

● Short-term: In the next 5-
months have 100% of the 
applicants selected to 
Phase-II “pass” and, if 
feasible based on course 
resources, get an invite to 
the course 

● Mid-term: In the next 12-
months, have 
appropriately selected 
individual graduate the 
course and fulfill the 
mission of OPIC 

● Long-Term: In the next 12-
months, produce 
candidates that champion 
OPIC mission 

● Within 12-months Air 
Force Units with an OP 
capability receives a 
professional graduate that 
increases the readiness of 
the organization 
holistically 

● Immediately upon 
graduation from the course 
the graduate is capable of 
teaching other members 
the skills they have 
obtained, bettering the 
entire Joint community 
● Within 12-months Joint 

warfighting is improved, 
through direct 
engagement with 
graduates of OPIC, based 
on the professional 
graduate of the program 
itself 
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1.3 STAKEHOLDERS 

There are three types of stakeholders for Phase-I of the OPIC application process.  

1.3.1 UPSTREAM STAKEHOLDERS 

The two upstream stakeholders include: 

● Flight Commander  
● Squadron Superintendent 

The Flight Commander and Squadron Superintendent were the main Phase-I developers and asked for 
input from “the field.” They are the main reviewers and graders for the Phase-I assessment. Their main 
concern is determining the effectiveness of the process and they are open to recommendations for 
improve if needed. The Flight Commander was the main evaluation client. 

1.3.2 DIRECT IMPACTEES 

The direct impactees of Phase-I are the following groups: 

● OPIC applicants 
● OPIC cadre 

Future OPIC applicants are directly impacted by this process as participants with a professional career 
stake in its effectiveness. The most recent Phase-I assessment included 17 applicants. However, only 
12 seats were available for Phase-II. Phase-I was used to eliminate 5 applicants, narrowing that field of 
17 down to 12. At the time of this writing there are 76 total graduates of OPIC. OPIC usually accepts a 
class, twice a year, of 6 students maximum. There are approximately 300 eligible to apply for and 
attend OPIC. 

OPIC cadre, responsible for the selection and training of OPIC candidates, are directly impacted by the 
utility of the instruments used in their Phase-I applicant assessments, and the quality of the selectees it 
produces for Phase-II and potential inclusion in OPIC training. 

1.3.3 INDIRECT IMPACTEES 

The indirect impactees of Phase-I are the following groups: 

● Service members who will be advised and trained by graduates assigned to their units 
● Other units that interact with the graduate 
● US DoD command as they maintain mission-ready status in general 
● Foreign military partners worldwide 

The critical function served by OPIC graduates as they share their expertise of weapons platforms and 
systems, will significantly contribute to the success of U.S. and foreign military partners in ways which 
can neither be quantified or disclosed here, and are beyond the scope this evaluation. 
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1.4 EVALUATION FEASIBILITY AND RISK FACTORS 

After completing an initial rollout of Phase-I, the client requested an evaluation of the program. Based 
on the evaluation team’s analysis of the potential damage to the project, and the likelihood of 
untoward circumstances, present a potential but acceptable risk given the potential benefits to the 
OPIC selection process. The evaluation team also identified and monitored the project risk factors 
throughout the project. (See Table 3) 

Table 3. Risk Assessment Matrix (See Appendix A-2 for A,B,C,D and E references for risk descriptions) 

Damage to  
project → 

 

Likelihood ↓ 

Minor Moderate Substantial Detrimental 

Unlikely   

A. Ineffective 
communication 

among evaluation 
team members 

E. Ineffective 
communication 

between evaluation 
team and 

stakeholders 

Maybe  
B. Failing to meet 

time frame for 
project completion 

D. Stakeholders’ lack 
of motivation in 
participating in 

surveys and 
interviews 

 

Likely  

C. Lack of time for 
stakeholders to 

participate in 
evaluation 

  

 

 

  



10 

2. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

2.1 EVALUATION PURPOSE AND TYPE 

Based on the discussion with the Officer in Charge (OIC) and the Squadron Superintendent, the 
evaluation team discovered that the evaluation findings would be used by: 

● OPIC cadre during Phase-I of the assessment when applicant narrowing is required; and  
● The applicant’s themselves as they are preparing their applications (read resumes) for grading 

and ranking by OPIC cadre during Phase-I.  

Because the Cadre and applicants intend to use the evaluation findings to recognize areas for 
improvement, it was determined to conduct a formative goal-based evaluation with a goal-free 
approach in order to find out how well the scoresheet system is for selecting the candidates with the 
highest potential to succeed in the course. The evaluation team will also incorporate a goal-free 
evaluation approach to find out if there have been any unexpected results from the recent change of 
adding a scoresheet to Phase-I of the assessment. 

2.2 DIMENSIONS, EVALUATION QUESTIONS, AND IMPORTANCE WEIGHTING 

In consultation with the client, the most pertinent program dimensions were identified for 
investigation. The evaluation team proposed three key dimensions to analyze, and based on 
conversations with the client, importance weighting to each dimension was assigned. Results are 
shown below (also see the first column of Appendix C – Table C1): 

1. Applicant characteristics:  How well does Phase-I capture and facilitate the five macro-
characteristics of candidates: adaptive, cognitive, interpersonal, character, technical? This 
dimension is associated with the Activities category of the PLM in that it deals with the 
appropriate and fair selection of candidates. Very Important 
 

2. Application interpretation: How consistently do OPIC cadre score applications? This dimension 
is associated with the Activities category of the PLM in that it deals with the Pre-screening of 
applications (removal of unqualified applicants), and the appropriate and fair selection of 
candidates. Important  
 

3. Process clarity: How clear is the application process to individual applicants? This dimension is 
associated with the Resources and Activities categories of the PLM in that it deals with the 
application materials and their ability to collect the information needed to facilitate the 
appropriate and fair selection of candidates. Fairly Important 
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2.3 DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE AND METHODS 

The evaluation approach conformed with the evidence-based processes of Chyung’s (2019) 10-step 
evaluation procedure. The three  dimensions investigated in this evaluation were most closely 
associated with the Resources and Activities categories of the PLM (Table 2).  

2.3.1 DATA SOURCES, METHODS, AND INSTRUMENTS 

The sources of data selected by the evaluation team to investigate these dimensions are: 

● Application review for current OPIC Phase-I Scoresheets (extant data) 
● Commanders’ letter analysis (extant data) 
● Semi Structured interview scripts (in-person interview) 
● Application review checklist for previously used OPIC scoresheets (extant data) 
● Structured survey questionnaire (web-based self-administered survey) 

 
Table 4. Summary of Data Collection Instruments 

Data Collection Instrument 
Dimension 1:  

Applicant 
Characteristics 

Dimension 2:  
Application 

Interpretation 

Dimension 3:  
Process Clarity 

Web-based survey of applicants and graduates   X 
One-on-on interview with current cadre X X  
Extant data review checklist: Quantitative applicant data X X  
Extant data review checklist: Commander’s letter data X X  
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2.3.2 DATA COLLECTION TIMELINE 

The evaluation team compared the extant data, survey, and interview results to look for patterns, trends, and discrepancies. Data 
collection methods are summarized in Appendix C – Table C-1. Figure 2 shows the timeline used for the Phase-I evaluation 
completed in 2021. 

Figure 2. OPIC Phase-I Evaluation Gantt Chart 
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3. EVALUATION RESULTS 

To evaluate Phase-I with respect to the three identified dimensions, the evaluation team conducted 
extant data reviews, surveys of 21 OPIC graduates and 2 non-graduates (67.6% response rate), and in-
person interviews of 3 current OPIC cadre. Each dimensional question, data collected, analysis rubric 
used and overall dimensional quality is included in this section. For additional information, see: 

• Appendix C for the data collection methods 
• Appendix D for data collection instruments and rubrics 
• Appendix E for survey data 
• Appendix F for applicant characteristics based on the current Phase-I scoresheet 
• Appendix G for commanders’ letters content analysis 

 

3.1 DIMENSION 1 - APPLICANT CHARACTERISTICS 

3.1.1. REVIEW OF PRIOR APPLICANTS’ APPLICATIONS 

The evaluation team performed an extant data review of applications from prior applicants. 
Relationships between prior applicants’ application content, relative to the selection or non-selection 
of each applicant and the subsequent OPIC performance of selectees, were scored as a measurement 
of the recommended reliance on the content to predict applicant success. 

These results met the criteria of the Do Not Recommend category of the rubric (Table 5), as the 
checklist scores were less than eight, and data did not indicate high quality content.  

Table 5. Extant Data Review - Prior Applicants (1-1) Rubric 

Highly Recommend Recommend Do Not Recommend 

3 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 15 and all 
data indicate high quality content 

9 ≤ checklist scores < 12 and most 
data indicate high quality content 

≤ 8 checklist scores and data does 
not indicate high quality content 

 

3.1.2 ANALYSIS OF APPLICANTS’ CHARACTERISTICS PER COMMANDERS’ LETTERS AND RANKING 

The evaluation team performed an extant data review and analysis of applicants’ characteristics based 
on commanders’ letters and wing ranking. Relationships between the content of commanders’ 
recommendation letters for each applicant, relative to the selection or non-selection of each applicant 
and the subsequent OPIC performance of selectees, were scored as a measurement of the 
recommended endorsement of the use of such letters (in their current form) to predict applicant 
success.  
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The scorecard data does not suggest that the current scorecard is a strong predictor of the likelihood 
of candidate success. In fact, of the 48 applicant records reviewed, 79% of applicants ranked as Do Not 
Recommend using the current scorecard. Of those candidates who ranked as Do Not Recommend, 29% 
were candidates who were accepted to the course and one was a distinguished graduate. Of those 
applicants whose scorecards received a ‘Recommend’ or ‘Highly Recommend’ there was no 
significance in the scores as predictors. Distinguished graduates were significantly more likely to have a 
‘Recommend’ or ‘Highly Recommend’ rating on the scorecard other applicants at 75% (two 
‘Recommend’ and one ‘Highly Recommend’), but with such a small sample size of that type of 
applicant (n=4) it is difficult to draw meaningful conclusions. There were only two scorecard rankings 
outliers at 19 and 16 points. Of the outliers, one was a distinguished graduate and the other a washout. 
It is also worth noting that the scorecard awarded negative points for waivers required for security 
clearance, Community College of the Air Force completion, and rank. 

The Commander’s Letter data does not suggest that the commander’s letters are a strong predictor of 
applicant acceptance or success according to the rubric used to evaluate the letters based on the 
extent to which the letter spoke to the applicant’s strengths in the macro characteristic categories 
desired of OPIC candidates (see Limitations, Section 5.1.1, for more on the rubric). To be clear, none of 
the letters were negative, but they did not tend to directly address these characteristics and all struck a 
similar tone and contained similar types of information about candidate accomplishments using 
strikingly similar language and were ‘boilerplate’ in nature. In fact, nine of the letters (18.7%) were 
found to be essentially clones of one another with names changed. Interestingly, these letters did not 
all come from the same commander. Further, the information in the letters could often be found in 
other sources, such as a service member’s SURF or awards. There is nothing to suggest that the letters 
contribute any meaningful insights that predict candidate success. There is nothing to suggest that 
wing rankings predict success, and in two cases the narrative letter stated that an applicant was the 
number one choice while the wing ranking letter did not. Letters were also analyzed for the explicit 
statements of support for an applicant’s OPIC candidacy (generally made in one or two sentences at 
the beginning or end of the letter). By this measure, nearly all candidates have a strong, enthusiastic 
endorsement, which also lessens the utility of the letter as a predictor of success. Overall, the 
commander’s letter does not seem to serve a valuable purpose for applicant selection, nor predict 
success. 
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These results met the criteria of the Weak Endorsement category of the rubric (Table 6), as the 
checklist scores were less than eight, and data indicated mostly negative comments. 

Table 6. Extant Data Review – Commanders’ Letters (1-2) Rubric 

Strong Endorsement Moderate Endorsement Weak Endorsement 

15 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 18 and all 
positive comments 

9 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 12 and mostly 
positive comments and some 
minor negative comments 

≤ 8 and mostly negative comments 

 

3.1.3 SCORE OF DIMENSION 1 

Based on the two sources of data for this dimension, the evaluation team’s scoring of the ability of 
Phase-I to identify relevant applicant characteristics for success in the OPIC program led the team to a 
Do Not Recommend evaluation for this dimension, as indicated by the rubric (Table 7). 

Table 7. Applicant Characteristics – Dimension 1 Rubric 

Highly Recommend Recommend Do Not Recommend 

Both Application Checklist and 
Commander’s Letter Analysis 
reveal top level outcome 

Both sources reveal mid-level 
outcome, or one source reveals top 
level outcome and the other a mid-
level 

Either source reveals the lowest 
level outcome 

 

3.2 DIMENSION 2 - APPLICATION INTERPRETATION 

3.2.1 INTERVIEWS OF OPIC CADRE  

The evaluation team performed in-person interviews with current OPIC cadre who have been a part of 
Phase-I and Phase-II selection in the past. The interview was conducted in order to ascertain the level 
of familiarity the cadre had with the entire assessment and selection process. This was performed 
through  a semi-scripted interview. Once the interview portion was concluded we transitioned to two 
experiments that are described below. 

The evaluation team performed in-person interviews with an experimental application evaluation 
exercise with current OPIC cadre. The purpose of this experiment was to assess the process of current 
cadre in ranking applicants without any job-aid or tool to allow them to objectively rank the 
candidates. The process included four applicant applications which varied in status with OPIC itself (e.g. 
graduate, non-graduate, non-select, distinguished graduate). 
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The evaluation team performed in-person interviews and experimental application evaluation 
exercises with current OPIC cadre, using the current scoresheet to rank applications. Much like the 
former experiment this experiment was used to assess the process of the cadre in ranking applicants 
based on the application. The difference with this experiment was the use of a job aid that was 
previously developed by OPIC cadre. This process included the same four applications from the 
previous experiment. 

These results met the criteria of the Did Not Meet Expectations category of the rubric (Table 8), as the 
checklist scores were less than eight, and data indicated mostly negative comments. 

Table 8. In-Person Interviews - Current and Former OPIC cadre (2-1) Rubric 

Superior Met Expectations Did Not Meet Expectations 

13 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 15 and all 
positive comments 

9 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 12 and mostly 
positive comments and some 
minor negative comments 

≤ 8 checklist scores and mostly 
negative comments 

 

3.2.2 REVIEW OF RECENT PHASE-I  SCORESHEETS 

The evaluation team performed an extant data review of data from the most recent scoresheets used 
for Phase-I. The purpose of this review was to assess if the scores the cadre assessed for the applicants 
were in alignment with the intent of the scoresheet and that the applicants that were selected for 
Phase-II were appropriate. The evaluation team was provided 17 scoresheets that aligned with the 17 
applicants for OPIC class 21B. The evaluation team scored the 17 applications with the scoresheet that 
was developed and then compared those grades to the scoresheets provided to them from the client. 

These results met the criteria of the Do Not Recommend category of the rubric (Table 9), as the 
checklist scores were less than eight and the data did not indicate high quality content. The reasoning 
behind this is that out of the 10 applicants that were selected two of them received a do not 
recommend during Phase-II portion of the assessment. Those two individuals received a score of 3 on 
the scoresheet while there were at least two other applicants that were not selected for Phase-II that 
received a score higher than 3.  

Table 9. Extant Data Review - Most Recent Phase-I Scoresheets (2-2) Rubric 

Highly Recommend Recommend Do Not Recommend 

13 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 15 and all 
data indicate high quality content 

9 ≤ checklist scores < 12 and most 
data indicate high quality content 

≤ 8 checklist scores and data does 
not indicate high quality content 
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3.2.3 SCORE OF DIMENSION 2 

While evaluating the data received for dimension 2 , “Application Interpretation,” the evaluation team 
discovered that there was not consistency in how the applications are graded across the cadre without 
a scoresheet. This met the criteria of the Needs to Improve category. Additionally, when presented 
with the scoresheet, the cadre agreed that it was a great job aid but was still confusing with the 
directions of how to score individual areas. When reviewing the scoresheets that were used for the 
winter 2020 applicants there were two applicants out of the 10 selected for Phase-II that received a 
score below their peers that were not selected and subsequently were recommended to not return to 
the assessment in the future. 

Table 10. Application Interpretation – Dimension 2 Rubric 

Very Clear Expectations Mostly Clear Expectations Needs to Improve 

Both sources reveal the top-level 
outcome 

Both sources reveal mid-level 
outcome, or one source reveals top 
level outcome and the other a mid-
level 

At least one source revealed the 
bottom level outcome 

 

3.3 DIMENSION 3 - PROCESS CLARITY 

3.3.1 WEB BASED SURVEY OF PAST APPLICANTS 

The evaluation team administered a web-based self-administered survey to former OPIC applicants 
regarding their perceptions of the application process and their experience with OPIC. Responses were 
received from 11 current OPIC cadre, nine OPIC graduates, and two OPIC non-graduate attendees. No 
responses were received from OPIC applicants who did not make it past Phase-I or Phase-II (See survey 
item #11, Appendix E). The general and professional demographics, and the observations, perceptions, 
and OPICnions of OPIC applicants about Phase-I and the selection process as a whole were collected. 
Specific survey items were scored as a measurement of the perceived clarity of the application process. 
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These results met the criteria of the Clear category of the rubric (Table 11), as the survey item #9 
(Appendix E) and other survey data indicated.  

Table 11. Web-Based Self-Administered Survey – OPIC Applicants (3-1) Rubric 

Very Clear Clear Not Clear 

50% ≤ positive response to Item #9 
and all data indicates high degree 
of understanding of the process 

50% ≤ positive response to Item #9 
and most data indicates moderate 
level of understanding of the 
process 

< 50% positive response to Item #9, 
and survey data indicates a lack of 
understanding in the process 

 

3.3.2 SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS OF GRADUATES 

The evaluation team conducted in-person interviews of OPIC graduates. Qualitative data regarding the 
observations, perceptions, and OPICnions of OPIC graduates about Phase-I and the selection process as 
a whole were collected. This data was analyzed and scored as a measurement of the application and 
selection process.  

These results met the criteria of the Do Not Recommend category of the rubric (Table 12), as the 
checklist scores were less than eight, and data indicated mostly negative comments. 

Table 12. Semi-Structured In-Person Interviews - Current OPICStudents (3-2) Rubric 

Superior Met Expectations Did Not Meet Expectations 

13 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 15 and all 
positive comments 

9 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 12 and mostly 
positive comments and some 
minor negative comments 

≤ 8 checklist scores and mostly 
negative comments 

 

3.3.4 SCORE OF DIMENSION 3 

The evaluation team’s scoring of the clarity of the application process led the team to an Unclear 
Process evaluation for this dimension, as indicated by the rubric (Table 13). 

Table 13. Process Clarity – Dimension 3 Rubric 

Very Clear Process Clear Process Unclear Process 

Both instruments reveal top level 
outcomes 

One or both instruments reveal the 
mid-level outcome, with neither 
instrument revealing the lowest 
level outcome 

Either instrument reveals the 
lowest level 
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4. CONCLUSIONS 

Overall, OPIC Phase-I process needs improvement in all dimensions that were evaluated in order to 
meet the expectations of the client for the process itself.  

Dimension 1: If the client desires to assess the five macro characteristics of applicants during Phase-I 
they should consider using other sources of data to gain more in-depth information such as: ASVAB 
scores for assessing cognitive capability; candidate surveys from direct supervisors and mid-level 
leadership in lieu of a Wing Commander’s letter; and personality tests to determine character traits 
that are appropriate for a OPIC graduate. 

Dimension 2: If the client desires for the grading members of Phase-I to interpret the application 
objectively and score each application similarly then this process must be improved as well. The 
current scoresheet does not provide a clear guide to score accurately in each area of the application. In 
addition, it does not follow the format of the application and causes confusion. 

An interesting finding while performing the extant data review of the applications revealed that the 
service members requiring rank waivers were junior officers who were previously enlisted in the same 
career field so while the waiver may be required by regulation the awarding of negative points does 
not seem practical. As for security clearance, a waiver may require additional work and prove an 
inconvenience, but it does not seem to be a relevant predictor of performance. 

Dimension 3: If the client desires for everyone applying for or participating in the Phase-I assessment 
to understand the process in its entirety, there is need for improvement. Marketing the process to 
leadership, graduates, and applicants will be the best way to allow individuals to understand the 
process. This marketing campaign can be presented in whatever format is the easiest to disseminate to 
the entire community such as e-mail, PowerPoint presentations, or in-person recruiting briefings. 

4.1 OVERALL ASSESSED UTILITY OF PHASE-I  

Analysis of the data gathered during the Phase-I evaluation project revealed some strengths and 
several areas in need of improvement (weaknesses). The evaluation team made the following 
observations related to strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of the process, consolidated 
in Table 14 in the form of brief, actionable conclusions. 
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Table 14. Phase-I SWOT Analysis 

Strengths Weaknesses 

● The military environment is rich in data 
regarding personnel and performance 

● There is an existing systematic approach for 
OPIC selection 

● OPIC candidates are well-qualified  

● Differentiating well-qualified candidates is 
difficult 

● Subjectivity exists in cadre analysis of 
applications 

● Data sources currently in use, or the manner 
in which data is analyzed, does not predict 
success 

Opportunities Threats 

● Explore other potential combinations of data 
which may better predict success 

● Draw from successful selection processes in 
other highly-selective military programs 

 

● Cadre may not agree on the most importance 
applicant characteristics for success 

● Candidate may not be clear enough about 
attributes which contribute to their success 

● Over 36% of applicants surveyed indicated 
they were “never really interested in OPIC” 
prior to applying as OPIC candidates 

 

4.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.2.1 DIMENSION 1 - APPLICANT CHARACTERISTICS  

As the process currently stands, there is no way to determine the five macro characteristics of a OPIC 
applicant from the application itself. However, there are several avenues available to gather this data 
within this process. 

Adaptability - This trait could be measured with a survey question to the applicant’s direct supervisor, 
their operations superintendent, and their Squadron commander. The intent of the survey is to assess 
the candidate from a more direct supervisory chain than the Wing Commander. The equivalent system 
in the civilian sector would be asking a CEO to provide a ranking and endorsement for a mid-level 
clerical worker in their company. 

Cognitive Capability - This trait can be assessed multiple ways. One way where the data is readily 
available is to pull the applicants ASVAB scores. However, a more accurate and current method would 
be to use an IQ test that is approved for military use or suggested by a psychiatrist.  
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Interpersonal traits and character can be assessed using a personality test that is approved for military 
use or suggested by a psychiatrist.  

Technical Ability can be assessed by administering a job knowledge test that is proctored and having 
the scoresheet provided as part of the application.  

The intent of these changes would be to include these requirements in the candidate call-out with 
directions on how the candidate should complete them. The final results should be included as part of 
the application so it is related to the applicant and can be scored appropriately.  

It should be noted that the current Phase-II assessment seems to cover all of these characteristics in 
depth with the backing of a psychiatrist’s analysis. 

4.2.2 DIMENSION 2 - APPLICATION INTERPRETATION 

Based off of the data gathered it is recommended that the current scoresheet be revised to the 
scoresheet in Figure 3. This scoresheet provides a completely objective scoresheet for the application 
that also follows the current formatted layout provided by the client. These changes to the scoresheet 
reduce confusion in what to look for in the application as well as how to score the individual areas. 

This objective data, combined with the data suggestions for determining the applicant characteristics 
in dimension 1 will provide the Phase-I assessors with a more accurate, objective look at each 
candidate. 
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Figure 3. Revised Phase-I Scoresheet 
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4.2.3 DIMENSION 3 – PROCESS CLARITY 

The evaluation data revealed that the overall OPIC application process is not clear to everyone. The 
application itself seems to be the easiest of all areas to interpret. However, the details of what is 
happening with the application in Phase-I and how that data feeds into Phase-II which ultimately leads 
to selection for the course or not, are not clear. There is a need for transparency in this process in 
addition to education. There should be an emphasis on marketing OPIC A&S process to leadership, 
graduates, and future candidates through multiple mediums to ensure widest dissemination. 
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5. META-EVALUATIONS AND LIMITATIONS 

Over the course of the project, the team continuously engaged in multiple levels of evaluation, 
reflection, and feedback of the evaluation process itself to ensure that the methods, timelines, and 
instruments were aligned with best practice. Members of the evaluation team engaged in meta-
evaluation individually as well as with other members of the team, peers, the client, and the course 
instructor who is a subject matter expert on the evaluation process. There was also a heavy emphasis 
on ensuring that the team’s methods were in line with the ethical standards provided by the Joint 
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (n.d.) and the International Society for 
Performance Improvement (2018). This practice led to several important adjustments across each 
dimension that had a positive outcome on the value of the evaluation and the validity of its conclusions 
that were not part of the original plan. 

5.1 META-EVALUATIONS  

The team determined it would be best to have the team’s subject matter expert score the previous 
applicant packets based on the current scoresheet to support the validity of the data. The evaluator for 
the commander’s letters read through each letter four times on different dates. The qualitative rubric 
was applied to the letters in small batches with frequent breaks to prevent fatigue and then repeated 
the process to ensure that the ratings were consistent. The rubric was also adjusted to include the 
explicit statements of endorsement from commanders once it was determined that this would be 
useful. Finally, the data from the letters and scoresheets were subjected to further statistical analysis 
to add another layer of validity to the findings.   

The web-based self-administered survey data collection method timeframe was revised. The survey 
was left open a week longer than originally anticipated, and additional survey subjects were recruited 
after the survey began to invite a total of 34 potential respondents. This revision resulted in a 67.6% 
response rate. This revision did not, however, result in a sufficiently representative sample of OPIC 
students who failed out of the training program (only 2 responded), or OPIC applicants who were 
ultimately not selected to attend training, none of whom responded to the survey. 

The rubric for dimension three was adjusted to reflect the removal of one of three planned 
instruments.  

5.1.1 LIMITATIONS  

While conducting the evaluation for the OPIC Phase-1 process the evaluation team did encounter some 
limitations. Overall, these limitations were not assessed as detrimental to the evaluation and the team 
was able to collect useful data as agreed upon in the project Statement of Work (SOW) (See Appendix 
B).  
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Limitations are listed below: 

1. Unable to conduct interviews with ALL current OPIC cadre due to scheduling conflicts with the 
evaluator. 

2. Unable to conduct interviews with current OPIC students due to scheduling conflicts with the 
evaluator. 

3. Unable to conduct interviews with previous OPIC applicants and students who did not graduate 
due to availability issues. 

4. Only 23 out of 34 survey invitees responded, including nine OPIC non-cadre graduates, and two 
OPIC non-graduate attendees. No responses were received from OPIC applicants who did not 
make it past Phase-I or Phase-II other graduates, 2 non-graduates. No Phase-I or -II participants 
who were not selected for OPIC responded to the survey. 

5. Two of three evaluation team members encountered family crises during the project which 
reduced the amount of time spent deep diving into certain aspects of the data. 

 

6. REPORTING 

The evaluation report will be presented to the client at OPIC. The client will be presented the 
completed full written report during an in-person meeting to discuss results and any recommendations 
from the evaluation team. At that time, the client will have the opportunity to request clarification or 
additional information that may be helpful. 

One evaluator on this team is employed at OPIC. This will allow for follow-up and continued support if 
the client elects to revise the program in any way, or to expand the program to the additional eight 
facilities in the healthcare system. 



26 

REFERENCES 

 

American Evaluation Association. (2018). American Evaluation Association guiding principles for 

evaluators. Retrieved March 14, 2021, from https://www.eval.org/About/Guiding-Principles 

Chyung, S. Y. (2019). 10-Step evaluation for training and performance improvement. Sage. 

Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation. (n.d.). Program evaluation standards. 

https://evaluationstandards.org/program/ 

 

 

 

  

https://www.eval.org/About/Guiding-Principles
https://evaluationstandards.org/program/


27 

APPENDICES 

 

APPENDIX A. FEASIBILITY AND RISK FACTORS 

A-1. FEASIBILITY 

The following is a summary of the evaluation team’s assessment on project feasibility: 

1. Maturity. The program is not mature and has only been implemented once. However, it will 
happen twice a year and has room for growth. 

2. Scope. The project can be completed within the requested time frame (8 weeks upon an 
approved proposal), given enough support and resources for the project. 

3. Support. The client is completely supportive of the project and is willing to give whatever time 
he can to get to “what’s right” 

4. Ethical concerns. The main concern with this project is that in order to understand the 
background data we may be exposed to proprietary information. To that end, there may be 
information that we just won’t have access to in order to protect the integrity of the process. 
None of those show as show-stoppers right now. Additionally, there is a chance that bias can be 
formed based on race, sex, and/or ethnicity. We have removed all pictures from the applications 
in order to reduce the possibility of these biases IAW SECDEF memorandums. 

5. Resources. The following resources will be used during this evaluation: 
● Expertise/capacity 

○ The evaluator’s expertise in conducting program evaluations (level: developing). The 
project will benefit from having this three-member evaluation team, possessing project 
management skills, web-based survey design skills, interview skills, and writing skills. 

○ The university instructor who supervises the project as a class project (level: expert) 
○ Funds 
○ No additional financial costs are imposed to the client/organization. 

● Time 
○ The remaining weeks of the class (approx. 12 weeks) are sufficient to complete this project.  
○ The client and stakeholders are expected to commit their time to provide necessary data 

and communicate with the evaluation team. 

● Facilities/communication 
○ Most interactions between the evaluator and the client/stakeholders will be done via e-

mail, web conference, and/or telephone. Some interactions may occur face-to-face, likely 
at the client site. We do not anticipate that COVID-19 restrictions will hamper this project. 

Based on the evaluation team’s assessments on project feasibility, we conclude that this project is 
feasible, and it is reasonable to expect to complete it within the predicted timeframe, using the 
resources listed above. 
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A-2. RISK FACTORS 

To complete the evaluation project successfully, the evaluation team identified the following risk 
factors and strategies to manage each as needed: 

 
A. Ineffective communication among the evaluation team members—Three members of the 

evaluation team will communicate by phone, via e-mail, or through a conferencing system on a 
weekly basis. All members of this evaluation team are familiar with virtual communication 
methods and are committed to successful completion of the project. Thus, it is unlikely that the 
project would be jeopardized by this risk factor. 

 
B. Failing to meet the time frame for project completion—The client has a specific time frame (8 

weeks) for the evaluation project to be completed. To meet the expectation, it is critical that all 
communications between the evaluation team and the program stakeholders (including the 
evaluation client) be done efficiently. Some delays in meeting project milestones may occur; 
however, there is adequate time built into the project timeline to make up short-term schedule 
slips. 

 
C. Lack of time for stakeholders to participate in evaluation—To help stakeholders participate in 

data collection, it is important that they be allowed to spend time during their work hours to 
complete surveys and interviews. With the client organization’s support, this arrangement can 
be easily made. 

 
D. Stakeholders’ lack of motivation in participating in surveys and interviews—It is critical to have 

full participation of the stakeholders, especially the managers, during data collection. The 
evaluation team and the upstream stakeholders need to use effective strategies to motivate the 
managers to participate in data collection since many of them may suffer from survey fatigue. It 
is essential to receive support from the client organization to achieve a high survey return rate 
and obtain interview volunteers. 

 
E. Ineffective communication between the evaluation team and the stakeholders—Most of the 

communications between the evaluation team and the program stakeholders will be via e-mail 
or by phone, which raises a concern for potential communication breakdown. Although the client 
and upstream stakeholders have shown high commitment to the project so far, failure to have 
effective communication between the two parties would result in detrimental damage to the 
project. The evaluation team will be responsive to the stakeholders’ requests by returning e-mails 
or phone calls within 24 hours and ask for clarification whenever needed. The team requests the 
stakeholders to do the same. 
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Table 4 summarizes the risk assessment results. The evaluation team’s analysis of the potential 
damage to the project, and the likelihood of untoward circumstances, present a potential but 
acceptable risk given the potential benefits to the OPIC selection process. 

 

TABLE A-1. RISK ASSESSMENT MATRIX 

Damage to  
project → 

 

Likelihood ↓ 

Minor Moderate Substantial Detrimental 

Unlikely   

A. Ineffective 
communication 

among evaluation 
team members 

E. Ineffective 
communication 

between 
evaluation team 
and stakeholders 

Maybe  

B. Failing to meet 
time frame for 

project 
completion 

D. Stakeholders’ 
lack of motivation 
in participating in 

surveys and 
interviews 

 

Likely  

C. Lack of time for 
stakeholders to 
participate in 

evaluation 
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APPENDIX B. ORGIGINAL STATEMENT OF WORK 

Statement of Work 

An Evaluation of the OPIC Phase-1 Applicant Grading System 

February 2021 

1. Introduction  

This Statement of Work (SOW) provides an overall understanding of the scope of work, timeline, deliverables, 
resources, assumptions, and risk factors for evaluating the OPIC Phase-1 Applicant Grading System. The evaluation 
was requested by the OPIC Officer In Charge (the Client) and will be provided by the evaluation team Boise State 
University (the Service Provider). The following are the points of contact: 

● The Client: [REDACTED] OPIC OIC,  
● The Service Provider: Team OPIC: Mr. John Robertson, Mr. Victor McCraw, Mr. Matthew Blanchard 

2. Background 

The Organization: The OnPoint Instructor Course (OPIC) began its development in 2012 with its first graduates of 
the course in 2013. OPIC holds two classes annually that are roughly 5.5-months in length each. Each class consists 
of 4-6 students from across all divisions of the corporation that have the potential to compete with roughly 400 
eligible applicants. The mission of OPIC is to teach graduate-level instructor courses that provide the world’s most 
advanced training in weapons and tactics employment. Their goal is to train students to be tactical experts in their 
combat specialty while also learning the art of battle-space dominance and integration. Graduates of this program 
are extensively familiar not only with the weapons platform or system they have been trained in through their 
careers, but also in how all Air Force and Department of Defense assets can be employed in concert to achieve 
synergistic effects.  

The Program and Stakeholders: With their extremely limited seats, consisting of only being able to select 1% of 
the entire eligible pool of OPs within the United States Air Force, OPIC had to find a way to objectively select 
students for the course based on a paper application and an in-person assessment. While the paper application 
provided a resume for OPIC cadre to assess there was no process on how to rank one applicant over the next. 
Additionally, OPIC is resource limited and only able to invite 10-12 applicants to compete in-person. In the winter 
of 2020, OPIC received 17 applications and had to quickly develop a process to reduce the applicant pool to 10 
applicants. Without having a process already in place, OPIC developed a scoresheet for the application and used 
that to determine who was most eligible to attend the in-person selection. 

 

After this initial use of the scoresheet shown in Figure 1 below, the OPIC cadre took feedback from the assessment 
and selection board to make some improvements on the scoresheet that is tailored to the standard application 
that is submitted.  
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Figure 1. Initial Scoresheet 
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The Evaluation Purpose and Type: Based on the discussion with the Officer in Charge (OIC) and the Squadron 
Superintendent, the evaluation team discovered that the evaluation findings would be used by (1) OPIC cadre 
during phase-1 of the assessment when applicant narrowing is required; and (2) the applicant’s themselves as 
they are preparing their applications (read resumes) for grading and ranking by OPIC cadre during phase-1. 
Because the Cadre and applicants intend to use the evaluation findings to recognize areas for improvement, it 
was determined to conduct a formative goal-based evaluation with a goal-free approach in order to find out how 
well the scoresheet system is for selecting the candidates with the highest potential to succeed in the course. The 
evaluation team will also incorporate a goal-free evaluation approach to find out if there have been any 
unexpected results from the recent change of adding a scoresheet to phase-1 of the assessment. 

3. Objectives and Deliverables 

Planning Phase Objectives. The evaluation will be conducted in two phases: planning and implementation. The 
primary objectives of the evaluation planning phase are to: 

1. Identify or develop a program logic model. 

2. Determine evaluation dimensions and evaluation questions. 

3. Determine data collection methods. 

Planning Phase Deliverable. At the end of the planning phase, the evaluation team will deliver an evaluation 
proposal to the client. This will include descriptions of the program to be evaluated, specific evaluation 
methodology to be used, and the team’s assessment of project feasibility and risk factors to be managed during 
the implementation phase. The proposal will enable an estimation of the evaluation team’s responsibilities and 
the stakeholders’ involvement during the implementation phase.  

 

Implementation Phase Objective. Upon approval of the evaluation proposal, the evaluation team will proceed 
with the implementation phase. However, if the project feasibility and risk assessments show a significant lack of 
the organization’s readiness for implementing the proposed evaluation plan, the evaluation team and the client 
may decide to delay or forgo the evaluation project. The primary objectives of the evaluation implementation 
phase are to accomplish the following tasks: 

1. Develop data collection instruments. 
2. Collect data. 
3. Analyze data with rubrics. 
4. Draw conclusions. 

Implementation Phase Deliverable. Upon completion of the evaluation, the evaluation team will deliver to the 
client an evaluation final report, summarizing the findings and evidence-based conclusions.  
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Table 1. Deliverables: Evaluation Proposal and Final Report Requirements 

Evaluation Proposal Evaluation Final Report 

1. Organization 

2. Program and Stakeholders 

3. Evaluation Methodology 

4. Feasibility and Risk Factors 

1. Organization 

2. Program and Stakeholders 

3. Evaluation Methodology 

4. Feasibility and Risk Factors 

5. Evaluation Results 

6. Conclusions 

7. Meta-Evaluations and Limitations 

8. Reporting 

References 

Appendices 

4. Scope of Work and Timeline 

The scope of work, stakeholders, and tentative duration for each task are described in Table 3. Figure 1 is a Gantt 
chart illustrating the overall timeline. Any necessary changes will be determined through discussion with the 
client. 

Table 3. Scope of Work and Timeline 

Task Participating 
Stakeholders 

Start Date 
(Duration) 

1. Identify or develop a program logic model for the program. 

● The evaluation team will offer a one-hour kick-off workshop 
to draft out a program logic model based on initial feedback 
from the stakeholders. 

● The evaluation team will follow up with stakeholders via 
telephone and/or e-mail as well as in-person meetings to 
finalize the model.  

None 31 Jan – 6 
Feb 2021 
(6 days) 
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2. Determine three to five evaluation dimensions, specific 
evaluation questions to be investigated, and relative degrees of 
importance weighting among dimensions. 

● A one-hour meeting with stakeholders should be 
scheduled.  

OIC & Squadron 
Superintendent  

7-13 Feb 
2021 

(6 days) 

3. Determine specific data collection methods to be used for each 
dimension. 

● The information can be communicated via e-mail and 
telephone, as well as in person. 

None 14-20 Feb 
2021 

(6 days) 

4. Prepare an evaluation proposal and submit it to the stakeholders 
to obtain approval. 

● The stakeholders will provide feedback to make necessary 
changes, help finalize the evaluation implementation plan, 
and approve the plan. 

● A significant lack of the organization’s readiness for 
implementing the proposed evaluation plan may cause a 
decision to delay or forgo the project. 

OIC & Squadron 
Superintendent  

21-27 Feb 
2021 

(6 days) 

5. Develop data collection instruments and obtain approval. 

● The evaluation team will develop all required materials to be 
used to collect data and submit them to the stakeholders for 
approval.  

OIC & Squadron 
Superintendent  

28 Feb – 13 
Mar 2021 

(13 days) 

6. Collect data. 

● With the stakeholders’ support (e.g., granting access to 
employees and extant data, encouraging employees to 
participate in the study), the evaluation team will collect 
data. 

OIC & Squadron 
Superintendent  

14 Mar – 
20 Mar 
2021 

(6 days) 

7. Analyze data with rubrics. 

● The evaluation team will work with the stakeholders to 
develop rubrics and analyze collected data against the 
rubrics.  

OIC & Squadron 
Superintendent  

21 Mar – 
27 Mar 
2021 

(6 days) 

8. Draw conclusions. 

● The evaluation team will combine dimensional results, draw 
evidence-based conclusions, and develop 
recommendations.  

OIC & Squadron 
Superintendent  

28 Mar – 3 
Apr 2021 
(6 days) 
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9. Prepare an evaluation final report and submit it to the 
stakeholders. 

● The evaluation team will write an evaluation final report and 
submit it to the stakeholders via email, and arrange a 
meeting with the stakeholders for a presentation and Q&A. 

Note: While completing the tasks listed in this table, the evaluation 
team will conduct internal and external meta-evaluations to ensure 
credibility of the methods used and conclusions drawn from the 
collected data. 

OIC & Squadron 
Superintendent  

4 Apr – 25 
Apr 2021 
(22 days) 

  

Figure 3. Project Gantt chart. 

5. Resources 

To successfully complete the evaluation, the following resources are needed: 

● Personnel 
o The evaluation team’s expertise 
o The evaluation client’s commitment 

● Time 
o The evaluation team’s time (approximately 100 hours collectively) 
o The evaluation client’s time for communication (6–8 hours) 
o Other stakeholders’ time to participate in evaluation activities (1–2 hours/each person) 

● Facility and tools 
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o Virtual meetings will be used whenever possible. Zoom will be the primary meeting forum with 
phone as a back-up 

o In the rare event a face-to-face meeting is needed the team representative will meet with the client 
and report back to the team 

● Communication 
o In addition to the face-to-face meetings with stakeholders, telephone, e-mail, and/or 

videoconference meetings will be held to gather information from stakeholders necessary to 
complete the evaluation. 

6. Assumptions and Risk Factors 

To successfully complete the project, it is critical to have the client’s support and stakeholders’ active participation. 
Thus, the following assumptions are made: 

● The client provides full support for the project until it is completed, and the evaluation team is 
committed to completing the project. 

● The stakeholders are allowed to participate in in-person meetings and engage in telephone and online 
communications during their work hours. 

● When communicating with stakeholders via email and phone, all messages are returned within three 
working days. 

The currently known risk factors are presented in Table 4. The evaluation team and the client will continue to 
monitor the risk factors and find ways to minimize the negative impact. Failing to do so may jeopardize successfully 
completing the evaluation project, and result in rescheduling or cancelling the project.  

Table 4. A Risk Assessment Matrix  

Damage to  
project 

Likelihood 

Minor Moderate Substantial  Detrimental  

 

Unlikely 
- 

Scope creep and 
schedule slips 

- 

Lack of stakeholders’ 
participation resulting in 

missing data from 
surveys 

Maybe 
Employee turnover 

(changes in program 
stakeholders) 

Slow communication 
between evaluation 

team and stakeholders  
- - 

Likely -  - - 

Highest Risk  Detrimental Mitigated Risk Moderate 
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7. Acceptance Signatures 

Client 

[REDACTED], Officer In Charge 

OnPoint Instructor Course 

 

 

Signature 

 

Date 

The Service Provider 

Mr. John Robertson, Team OPIC, Project Lead 

Boise State University 

 

 

Signature 

 

Date 

 

Glossary / Standardized Abbreviations 

OPI – OnPoint Instructor - a qualified (certified) Service member who directs the action of combat aircraft 

OIC - Officer In Charge - a commissioned officer who is charged with leading, organizing, and equipping 
subordinates to complete a mission. 

OPIC - OnPoint Instructor Course - A course whose main mission is to produce “instructors of instructors” for the 
Corporation through a 5.5-month syllabus. 
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APPENDIX C. DATA COLLECTION METHODS 

 

TABLE C-1. DATA COLLECTION METHODS 

Dimension, PLM/TIM, and IW Data Collection Method Instrument to Be Developed Rationale for Using Multiple Sets of 
Data (Critical Multiplism and 
Triangulation) 

1. Applicant characteristics  

PLM: Activities  

Importance: Very Important 

 

1-1: Extant applicant data review-
Accomplishments: Awards and 
military schools 

Positions and duties: Instructor 
positions and leadership positions 

Postings: Deployments, 2RAF rotation, 
unit assignments 

Other durations: #years CSD, #years 
instructor, and #years OP 

-Application Characteristic Review 
(current instructor) 

-Application Characteristic Review 
(current student) 

The team has identified four key 
categories of OPIC applicant: 1) 
Applied for Phase-I and not accepted, 
2) Applied and accepted into Phase-II, 
3) Accepted into Phase-II and 
graduated, and 4) accepted into 
Phase-II but did not graduate. 
Category 3 contains two relevant sub-
categories: a) graduated in top 10% of 
cohort and b)  graduate 
selected/served as OPIC instructor 
cadre. Category 4) contains the 
relevant subcategory dismissed for 
cause for candidates that committed 
a particularly significant violation or 
failure during Phase-II. 

The extant data review of applicants 
who fall into these categories will 
allow the team to search for 
connections and relationships 
between applicant attributes that are 
captured in the current Phase-I 
application, disaggregated by key 
categories. The goal is to evaluate 
what attributes correspond with 
successful applicants and unsuccessful 
applicants of the OPIC course. 
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This also allows the team to 
determine the extent to which the 
current OPIC application and 
scoresheet used for Phase-I capture, 
evaluate, and predict whether 
applicants possess the macro-level 
attributes necessary to successfully 
complete OPIC Phase-II, which is a) 
the most important part of the 
process according to the client and b) 
is the ultimate purpose of the Phase-I 
part of the assessment process. 
Phase-II is a scientifically-validated, 
robust, and holistic assessment. The 
client wants the Phase-I process to be 
predictive of Phase-II success and 
understanding the relationship 
between what attributes predict 
and/or do not predict Phase-II success 
is a critical part of the evaluation as it 
can provide key insights into 
performance gaps within the 
application process. Further 
disaggregating the data into the 
highest OPIC performers in the 
immediate term (top 10% within their 
cohort) and longer term (personnel 
selected for cadre positions) along 
with lowest performers (dismissed for 
cause) will provide a more nuanced 
picture that can potentially lead to 
development of a more accurately 
predictive set of instruments and 
processes. 
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1-22: Extant applicant data review-
Commander’s recommendation 
letters and ranking 

-Codebook for laying out 
characteristics of applicants based 
on analysis of commander 
recommendation letters 

Looks for patterns in the letters that 
might further illuminate 
characteristics of 
successful/unsuccessful candidates. 

2. Application interpretation 
(Important)-How consistently 
do OPIC cadre score 
applications?  

PLM: Activities 

IW: Important 

 

2-1. Administer in-person survey for 
current and former OPIC cadre who 
have been a part of Phase-I and 
Phase-II selection in the past 

Develop focused survey questions and 
informed consent documents 

If the evaluation team only reviewed 
the current application and 
scoresheet being used for Phase-I 
they would not gain any additional 
knowledge and information on 
thought processes and OPICnions of 
the different areas of the application 
itself. By using interviews, 1-on-1 
surveys and a records review the 
evaluation team will be able to build a 
clear picture on the consistency of the 
scoring process in order to answer 
this dimension. 

2-2. Review and record data from the 
most recent scoresheet use for Phase-
I 

Develop application and scoresheet 
review checklist instrument 

2-3. 1-on-1 interview and experiment 
with actual previous applications 
(with some data removed) and 
current cadre to subjectively rank 4-5 
applications 

Develop semi-structured interview 
instruments, interview questions, 
informed consent documents 

2-4. One-on-one interview and 
experiment with actual previous 
applications (with some data 
removed) and current cadre to rank 
applications using the current 
scoresheet 

3. Process clarity -How clear is 
the application process to 
individual applicants? 
 

PLM: Resources, Activity 
 
IW: Fairly Important 

 

 

3-1. Web-based survey with: 
1. OPIC Graduates 
2. OPIC Non-graduates 
3. OPIC Phase II washouts 
4. OPIC Phase I washouts 

 

 

3-1. Structured survey questionnaire 
constructed in a web-based survey 
platform and an email invitation with 
an attached informed consent form. 
The survey instrument will be the 
same as dimension #2 with 
appropriate items, analysis and codes 
included regarding the application 
process. 

Every OPIC applicant, successful or 
not, has completed the Phase I 
application process and has valuable 
insights about their experience. The 
data collected can be triangulated 
using the four distinct categories of 
respondents and correlated to the 
applicants’ success. This relatively 
large population is best reached 
through an internet accessible 
instrument given their geographic 
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diversity. 

3-2. Interview in-person with current 
OPIC students 

3-2. Structured in-person interview 
script designed to gather perceptions 
about the clarity of the application 
process from the current OPIC class 
members, individually and/or in 
group(s), with physical informed 
consent forms. The interview script 
will be the same as dimension #2 with 
appropriate inquiries codes included 
regarding the application process. 

A unique opportunity exists, with a 
OPIC class currently in-session, to 
interview recent successful applicants 
(students) in one place before they 
graduate and go to remote duty sites. 
The opportunity also exists for group 
interviews. 

3-3. Semi-structured interviews in-
person or virtual with graduates 

3-3. Semi-structured interview script 
designed to be used in-person or 
virtually to gather perceptions about 
the clarity of the application process 
from selected OPIC graduates. 
Informed consent forms, or recorded 
verbal acknowledgement of consent 
will be acceptable. The interview 
script will be the same as dimension 
#2 with appropriate inquiries codes 
included regarding the application 
process. 

Using OPIC training cadre members 
as the core group of respondents, we 
have access to their perceptions of the 
application process as former 
applicants and current application 
evaluators. The semi-structured 
interview format allows for flexibility 
in collecting quantitative insight on 
the successes and pitfalls of the 
current application system. 
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APPENDIX D. DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS 

 

TABLE D-1. INSTRUMENTS AND RUBRICS DEVELOPMENT WORKSHEET  
 

Dimension, PLM, and 
IW 

Data Collection Method Instrument Instrument Level Rubric Dimensional Rubric 

1. Applicant 
characteristics 

 
PLM: Resources and 

Activities 
IW: Very Important 
 
 

1-1. Extant data review by 
evaluators of prior applicants 
based on the criteria in the 
current OPIC Phase-I 
Scoresheet 

1-1. Application review 
checklist for current 
OPIC Phase-I 
Scoresheets 

● Highly Recommend:  
13 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 
15 and all data indicate 
high quality content 
 

● Recommend:   
9 ≤ checklist scores < 
12 and most data 
indicate high quality 
content  
 

● Do Not Recommend:   
≤ 8 checklist scores and 
data does not indicate 
high quality content 

● Highly recommend:  
Both Application 
Checklist and 
Commander’s Letter 
Analysis reveal top 
level outcome 

 
● Recommend: 

Both sources reveal 
mid-level outcome, or 
one source reveals top 
level outcome and the 
other a mid-level 
 

● Do not recommend: 
Either source reveals 
the lowest level 
outcome. 

1-2. Extant data review and 
analysis by evaluators of 
information related to 
applicants’ characteristics 
based on commanders’ letters 
and wing ranking of the 
candidate 

1-2. Commanders’ letter 
analysis table 

● Strong Endorsement:  
15 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 
18 and all positive 
comments 

 
● Moderate Endorsement:  

9 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 
12 and mostly positive 
comments and some 
minor negative 
comments 
 

● Weak Endorsement: 
 ≤ 8 and mostly 
negative comments 
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Dimension, PLM, and 
IW 

Data Collection Method Instrument Instrument Level Rubric Dimensional Rubric 

2. Application 
interpretation 
 
PLM: Activities 
IW: Important 

 

2-1. In-person interviews with 
current and former OPIC 
cadre who have been a part of 
Phase-I and Phase-II selection 
in the past  
(n= approx. 10) 

 
       1-on-1 interview and 

experiment with actual 
(redacted) previous 
applications and current cadre 
to subjectively rank 4-5 
applications 

        
       1-on-1 interview and 

experiment with actual 
(redacted) previous 
applications and current cadre 
to rank applications using the 
current scoresheet 

 
 

2-1. Informed Consent 
Form 

 
2-2. Semi Structured 

interview script.     

● Superior:  
13 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 
15 and all positive 
comments  

 
● Met expectations:  

9 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 
12 and mostly positive 
comments and some 
minor negative 
comments 
 

● Did not meet 
expectations: 
≤ 8 checklist scores 
and mostly negative 
comments 

● Very clear expectations:  
Both sources reveal the 
top-level outcome 
 

● Mostly clear 
expectations:  
Both sources reveal 
mid-level outcome, or 
one source reveals top 
level outcome and the 
other a mid-level 

 
● Need to improve:  

At least one source 
revealed the bottom 
level outcome 

2-2. Extant data review by 
evaluators of data from the 
most recent scoresheets used 
for Phase-I 

2-3. Application review 
checklist for 
previously used OPIC 
scoresheets 

● Highly Recommend:  
13 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 
15 and all data indicate 
high quality content 
 

● Recommend:   
9 ≤ checklist scores < 
12 and most data 
indicate high quality 
content  
 

● Do Not Recommend:   
≤ 8 checklist scores and 
data does not indicate 
high quality content 

3. Process clarity 
 
PLM: Resources, 

Activity 

3-1. Web-based, self-
administered, survey with: 
• OPIC Past/Present Cadre 
• OPIC Graduates 

3-1. Structured survey 
questionnaire 
constructed in a web-
based survey platform 

● Very Clear:  
50% ≤ positive 
response to Item #9 
and all data indicates 

● Very clear process: 
One or more of the 
three instruments reveal 
top level outcomes; 
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Dimension, PLM, and 
IW 

Data Collection Method Instrument Instrument Level Rubric Dimensional Rubric 

IW: Fairly Important 
 

• OPIC Non-graduates 
• OPIC Phase-II washouts 
• OPIC Phase-I washouts 
(n = Approx. 50) 

and an email invitation 
with an attached 
Informed Consent 
Form. 

high degree of 
understanding of the 
process 
 

● Clear:  
50% ≤ positive 
response to Item #9 
and most data indicates 
moderate level of 
understanding of the 
process 
 

● Not Clear:  
< 50% positive 
response to Item #9, 
and survey data 
indicates a lack of 
understanding in the 
process 

with no instrument 
revealing lowest level 
outcome. 
 

● Clear process: 
None of the three 
instruments reveal the 
top-level outcome, with 
no more than one 
instrument revealing 
lowest level outcome. 
 

● Unclear process: 
Any two of the three 
instruments reveal the 
lowest level. 
 

3-2. Semi-structured interviews 
in-person with current OPIC 
students 
(n = Approx. 4) 

3-2. Semi Structured 
interview script.      

● Superior:  
13 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 
15 and all positive 
comments  
 

● Met expectations:  
9 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 
12 and mostly positive 
comments and some 
minor negative 
comments 
 

● Did not meet 
expectations: 
≤ 8 checklist scores 
and mostly negative 
comments 

3-3. Semi-structured interviews 
in-person or virtual with 
graduates 
(n = Approx. 10) 

3-3. Semi Structured 
interview script.      

 

● Superior:  
13 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 
15 and all positive 
comments  
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Dimension, PLM, and 
IW 

Data Collection Method Instrument Instrument Level Rubric Dimensional Rubric 

● Met expectations:  
9 ≤ checklist scores ≤ 
12 and mostly positive 
comments and some 
minor negative 
comments 
 

● Did not meet 
expectations: 
≤ 8 checklist scores 
and mostly negative 
comments 
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TABLE D-2. CHECKLIST FOR EXTANT DATA REVIEW, APPLICANT CHARACTERISTICS BASED ON CURRENT OPIC PHASE 1 SCORESHEET 

Application # 

Waivers OP-I 
Time Positions Held Schools Noteworthy 

Accomplishments 

N
egative 
Points 

Total Points 

Comments 

1                 

2                 

3                 

4                 

5                 

6                 

7                 
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TABLE D-3. COMMANDERS’ LETTER ANALYSIS 

Application # 
Wing 

Ranking 
X/Y 

Leadership 
0-3 

Adaptability 
0-3 

Cognitive 
Strength 

0-3 

Interpersonal 
Skills 
0-3 

Character 
0-3 

Technical 
Ability 

0-3 
Comments 

Score the extent to which the commander’s letter speaks to the strengths of an applicant in the desired macro characteristic areas. 
0: Does not address/speaks against;  1: Weak endorsement;  2: Moderate endorsement;  3: Strong endorsement 

1                 

2                 

3                 

4                 

5                 
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INFORMED CONSENT (IN-PERSON INTERVIEW) 

  
Informed Consent 

Study Title: Evaluation: Phase-I of the United States Air Force OnPoint Instructor Course 
(OPIC) application process. 

Principal Investigator: John Robertson Co-Investigators: Matthew Blanchard  
 Victor McCraw 

 
Sponsor: [REDACTED], [REDACTED], [REDACTED],. 

 
This consent form provides an explanation of the evaluation being done and why you are being 
invited to participate. It describes what is asked of you as a participant, and any known risks, 
inconveniences, or discomforts that you may have while participating. We encourage you to ask 
questions at any time. If you decide to participate, you will be asked to sign this form and it will 
be a record of your agreement to participate. You will be given a copy of this form to keep. 
 

● PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND 
You are invited to participate in an evaluation to investigate the effectiveness of Phase I of 
the OPIC application process. Phase I is the portion of the application process designed to 
facilitate the fair and consistent selection of candidates to move forward in the selection 
process. 
 
● PROCEDURES 
If you agree to participate in the study, you will be asked to complete a brief online survey 
including multiple choice, and a few short answer, items. You may subsequently be asked to 
participate in a follow up phone or virtual interview anticipated to last for no more than 15 
minutes. 
 
● PROCEDURES 
The evaluation data collection will involve answering survey and/or interview questions 
concerning your initial motivations to attend OPIC, and your expectations and perceptions of 
the application process. TOPICs that may be covered include background, personality 
preferences, steps taken to prepare for OPIC selection, commitment during OPIC, 
challenges during OPIC, and/or future career desires. 

 
The survey will be administered online and is anticipated to take no longer than 10 minutes 
for a full response. Interviews will be pre-scheduled for your convenience and are 
anticipated to take no longer than 15 minutes. Interviews will be recorded only with your 
permission. Recordings will assist us greatly in the accurate analysis of the information you 
provide. 
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● RISKS 
Although survey and interview questions are primarily meant to collect general information, 
you may feel uncomfortable answering items asking about your personal opinions, lifestyle, 
or feelings. You are always free to decline to answer any question or to stop your 
participation at any time. Should you feel any discomfort after participating, you may contact 
[REDACTED], 

 
● BENEFITS 
There will be no direct benefit to you from participating in this study. However, the data 
collected from this evaluation will be used to gain a deeper understanding of the OPIC 
application and selection experience and may help the Air Force better contribute to the 
Joint warfighting mission. 

 
● EXTENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY 
Reasonable efforts will be made to keep the personal information in your research record 
private and confidential. Any identifiable information obtained in connection with this study 
will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission or as required by law. 
Under normal conditions, only members of the evaluation project team, and the course 
instructor will have access to data. 

 
Survey responses and interview notes and recordings will be stored in a databases and 
electronic files accessible only members of the evaluation project team, and the course 
instructor.  

 
Your name will not appear in any written reports or publications which result from this 
project. 
 
● PAYMENT/COMPENSATION 
There is no compensation for your participation in this project. 
 
● PARTICIPATION IS VOLUNTARY 
You do not have to participate in this project if you choose not to do so. If you volunteer to 
contribute to this project, you may withdraw from it at any time without consequences of any 
kind or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.  
 
● QUESTIONS 
If you have any questions or concerns about your participation in this study, you should first 
contact the project leader at johnrobertson@u.boisestate.edu. 

 
DOCUMENTATION OF CONSENT 
I have read this form and decided that I will participate in the project described above. Its 
general purposes, the particulars of involvement and possible risks have been explained to my 
satisfaction. I understand I can withdraw at any time.  I have received a copy of this form. 
 
       

Printed Name of Project Participant  Signature of Project Participant  Date 
 
  

http://johnrobertson@u.boisestate.edu
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INFORMED CONSENT (WEB BASED SURVEY) 

  
Informed Consent 

Study Title: Evaluation: Phase I of the United States Air Force OnPoint Instructor Course 
(OPIC) application process. 

Principal Investigator: John Robertson Co-Investigators: Matthew Blanchard  
 Victor McCraw 

 
Sponsor: [REDACTED], [REDACTED], 

 
This consent form provides an explanation of the evaluation being done and why you are being 
invited to participate. It describes what is asked of you as a participant, and any known risks, 
inconveniences, or discomforts that you may have while participating. We encourage you to ask 
questions at any time. If you decide to participate, you will be asked to sign this form and it will 
be a record of your agreement to participate. You will be given a copy of this form to keep. 
 

● PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND 
You are invited to participate in an evaluation to investigate the effectiveness of Phase I of 
the OnPoint Instructor Course application process. Phase I is the portion of the application 
process designed to facilitate the fair and consistent selection of candidates to move forward 
in the selection process. 
 
● PROCEDURES 
If you agree to participate in the study, you will be asked to complete a brief online survey 
including multiple choice, and a few short answer, items. You may subsequently be asked to 
participate in a follow up phone or virtual interview anticipated to last for no more than 15 
minutes. 
 
● PROCEDURES 
The evaluation data collection will involve answering survey and/or interview questions 
concerning your initial motivations to attend OPIC, and your expectations and perceptions of 
the application process. TOPICs that may be covered include background, personality 
preferences, steps taken to prepare for OPIC selection, commitment during OPIC, 
challenges during OPIC, and/or future career desires. 

 
The survey will be administered online and is anticipated to take no longer than 10 minutes 
for a full response. Interviews will be pre-scheduled for your convenience and are 
anticipated to take no longer than 15 minutes. Interviews will be recorded only with your 
permission. Recordings will assist us greatly in the accurate analysis of the information you 
provide. 
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● RISKS 
Although survey and interview questions are primarily meant to collect general information, 
you may feel uncomfortable answering items asking about your personal opinions, lifestyle, 
or feelings. You are always free to decline to answer any question or to stop your 
participation at any time. Should you feel any discomfort after participating, you may contact 
Captain Michael Atkins.  

 
● BENEFITS 
There will be no direct benefit to you from participating in this study. However, the data 
collected from this evaluation will be used to gain a deeper understanding of the OPIC 
application and selection experience and may help the Air Force better contribute to the 
Joint warfighting mission. 

 
● EXTENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY 
Reasonable efforts will be made to keep the personal information in your research record 
private and confidential. Any identifiable information obtained in connection with this study 
will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission or as required by law. 
Under normal conditions, only members of the evaluation project team, and the course 
instructor will have access to data. 

 
Survey responses and interview notes and recordings will be stored in a databases and 
electronic files accessible only members of the evaluation project team, and the course 
instructor.  

 
Your name will not appear in any written reports or publications which result from this 
project. 
 
● PAYMENT/COMPENSATION 
There is no compensation for your participation in this project. 
 
● PARTICIPATION IS VOLUNTARY 
You do not have to participate in this project if you choose not to do so. If you volunteer to 
contribute to this project, you may withdraw from it at any time without consequences of any 
kind or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.  
 
● QUESTIONS 
If you have any questions or concerns about your participation in this study, you should first 
contact the project leader at johnrobertson@u.boisestate.edu. 

 

VERIFICATION OF CONSENT 
Survey Item #1 will ask you to confirm your consent, having read this document.  Answering 
“Yes” signifies: 
 
• I have read this document and agree to participate in the project described above.  
• The project’s purposes, the details of my participation, and possible risks have been explained to my satisfaction.  
• I understand I can withdraw at any time.   
• I understand I am free to copy of this document or request a copy from the researchers at any time during the 

project. 
 
Thank you for assisting us with this important project.  

http://johnrobertson@u.boisestate.edu
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INTERVIEW SCRIPT AND EXPERIMENT 

 OPIC Interview Script and Experiment 

 Opening: 

Hi, thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. I am John Robertson and will be collecting 
data from this interview for a project that will possibly affect the assessment and selection process for 
OPIC candidates in the future. 

As you read in the informed consent form, the purpose of this interview is to better understand how 
different categories of OPIC graduates, cadre, students, and even non-selects and washouts understand 
and comprehend the Phase-I application and its process. Your participation is voluntary, and you can 
skip any questions or stop the interview any time for any reason. Do I have your consent to conduct this 
interview? [Wait for a response.] 

Thank you. To protect your privacy, I would like to offer the use of a pseudonym to refer to you during 
the interview. If you would like for me to use a pseudonym for the interview, I will refer to you as 
[category]-[number] where category will be “graduate”, “current/former cadre”, “student”, “non-
select”, or “washout” and the number will be in sequence as I have interviewed. Would you like me to 
use your name or a pseudonym? [Wait for an answer.] 

I would also like to record the interview because it is difficult for me to write down all the information 
that you will share with me. I will destroy the audio file as soon as I finish transcribing it. Do I have your 
permission to record this session? [Wait for an answer.] 

OK. Before we begin our interview, do you have any questions? [Answer questions if any.] 

Thank you. I will start recording now. [Start the recording.] 

Semi-structured interview questions: 
[All referenced ranking and rating scale instruments will be provided physically (in person) or virtually (distance) 
to interviewees] 

1. What is your current age? 

___18-24, ___25-31, ___32-38, ___39-45 

2. How long have you been an instructor 

3. When you applied for OPIC what unit were you stationed with? 

4. What was your initial motivation to attend OPIC? 

The following questions will use a scale 1 through 4 as described on this sheet  

[provide the interviewee the clarity scale instrument] 
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5. When you applied for OPIC did you have: 

- Clear instructions on how to complete OPIC application 

- Clear knowledge of OPIC requirements 

- Clear understanding of the application and selection process 

- Clear understanding of attributes OPIC was looking for in the application 

- Clear understanding of military education and courses that would increase my chances of selection 

- Clear understanding of job experience that would increase my chances of selection 

 

Interview navigation note: 

Questions beyond this point are directed towards 5 groups, leading to a common closing: 

• OPIC Graduates 
 
• Current OPIC Students 
 
• OPIC Past/Present Cadre 
 
• OPIC Washouts 
 
• OPIC Non-selects 
 
The experiment is only administered to OPIC cadre 
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Questions for OPIC Graduates 

6. Did you win any awards while attending OPIC? Which Ones? 

Using the following scale [provide 5-point scale to interviewee] please rate these statements: 

7. How challenging was OPIC in the following areas: 

- Academically 

- Physically 

- Mentally 

8. What was your understanding of the expectations to successfully graduate OPIC? 

9. Please rank the following attributes based on how much you believe each contributed to your success 
at OPIC? [provide the interviewee with the attribute ranking instrument.  

- Cognitive Aptitude 

- Interpersonal Abilities (communication) 

- Adaptive Traits 

- Character 

- Technical Expertise 

- Leadership ability 
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Questions for Current OPIC Students 

10. How many times did you apply for OPIC? 

Using the following scale [provide 5-point scale to interviewee] please answer the following: 

11. OPIC is challenging… 

- Academically 

- Physically 

- Mentally 

12. Do you know what is expected of you to successfully graduate OPIC? 

13. Please rank the following attributes based on how much you believe each contributed to your 
success at OPIC? [provide the interviewee with the ranking instrument] 

- Cognitive Aptitude 

- Interpersonal Abilities (communication) 

- Adaptive Traits 

- Character 

- Technical Expertise 

- Leadership ability 
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Questions for Current/Former OPIC cadre 

14. How many years did you/have you served as OPIC cadre? 

15. During your time as cadre have you participated in grading, ranking, assessing, and selecting OPIC 
students? 

16. Using the following scale [provide the interviewee with the Agree/Disagree scale sheet] please 
answer the following: 

a. I had in-depth knowledge of the application format 

b. I had in-depth knowledge of desired OPIC attribute 

c. I understood where to look in the application to find the desired attributes 

d. I was comfortable selecting an applicant solely based on the data in their application   

17. In your OPICnion how many years would the ideal candidate have served as a OP-I prior to applying 
for OPIC? 

18. In your OPICnion, what is the ideal rank for a OPIC candidate? 

19. Do you believe there are certain medals and awards that should be considered for a OPIC applicant 
that would rank them higher than another candidate? If so, what awards and in what order? 

20. Much like the previous question, are there any schools that should be considered that would rank 
one student higher than another? If so, what schools and in what order? 

Please rank order the following [provide the interviewee with   instrument, and have them rank 1-5] 

21. The best OPIC students…. 

a. Possessed an adaptive personality 
 
b. Had above average cognitive ability 

c. Had good interpersonal skills 

d. Had sound character attributes 

e. Possessed technical expertise 
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22. Using the scale provided [provide the interviewee with the Agree/Disagree scale instrument] please 
answer the questions below: The OPIC application and assessment process… 

a. mitigates bias 

b. aligns with the mission of OPIC 

c. successfully screens out candidates who are unlikely to be successful 

d. selects candidates with the highest likelihood of success 

 

Transition this group to the grading and ranking experiment (2-2 Experiment Below) 

OPIC Washouts 

23. How many times did you apply for OPIC? 

Use the following scale [provide 5-point scale to interviewee] please answer the following: 

24. OPIC was challenging… 

- Academically 

- Physically 

- Mentally 

25. What was the primary reason for not completing OPIC? 

26. Were you given adequate feedback for why you were not continuing in the course? If so, what was 
it? 
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Questions for OPIC Non-Selects 

27. How many times did you apply for OPIC? 

28. Were you informed why you were not selected for OPIC? If yes, what were you told? 

29. Will you re-apply for OPIC in the future? If no, why? 

  



59 

 

Closing: 
That completes our interview. Do you have any questions or comments to add? [Wait for the response.] 

Thank you very much for participating in the interview. If you have any questions about the interview 
you participated in today, please feel free to contact me. Here is my business card. [Stop the recording.] 
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Experiment with Current/Former Cadre 

For this portion of the interview, I want to present you with 4 OPIC applications and give you time to 
review and rank the applicants purely based on the application. I have removed the names and unit 
information from the applications to prevent any previous and/or current bias or knowledge you may 
have of the candidate. These are actual OPIC applications that have been used in the past.  

The intent here is to get first-hand knowledge on how cadre rank the candidates in Phase-I. When you 
are complete with the review and ranking, I will ask another series of questions related to your ranking: 

[give time for a review and ranking] 

Questions for post review and ranking: 

1.  Did you use the same process for this review as you have in the past?  
2.  During your review, what areas of this application did you focus on? 
3.  What differentiates one applicant's rank over another in your review? 
4.  Were there any areas of the application that seemed irrelevant? If so, what areas? 
5.  Did you feel at any time that you needed more data to effectively rank the candidates? 

The second portion of this experiment will be exactly like the first portion except that I will now provide 
you with a scoresheet to score each application one at a time. When you are complete with one 
application scoring, I will give you the next application and have you score that one. We will score a total 
of four applications and I will follow up with questions just as we did previously.  

Questions for post review and ranking #2: 

1. Describe the utility of the score sheet based on your experience. 
2. What areas of the scoresheet were not clear, if any? 
3. Does this scoresheet cover all your important focus areas of the application? If no, what areas must 

be added? 
4. Is the grading scale appropriate for each area of the application? 
5. Does any section need to be weighted due to its importance? 
6. Do you agree with the scores of each of your applications and their subsequent ranking of 

candidates? If no, why? 
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Rating Scale Interview Instruments 
 

Interview Item 5 

How clearly did the OPIC application instructions you 
received convey the following? 

 Very clearly Clearly Not so clearly Not clearly at all 

Knowledge of OPIC requirements: 
    

Understanding of the 
application / selection 
process: 

  
 

 

Understanding of attributes OPIC was 
looking for in the application:     

Understanding of military education & 
courses that would increase my chances 
of selection: 

    

Understanding of job experience that 
would increase my chances of 
selection: 

    

 

NOTES: 

  

OR 
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Interview Items 7, 11, 24  

How challenging was OPIC in the following areas? 

 
Overwhelming Challenging Just right Easy Too easy 

Academically      

Physically      

Mentally      

 

NOTES:   

OR 
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Interview Items 9, 13  

Please rank the following attributes based on how much 
you believe each contributed to your success at OPIC?  

 

NOTES: 

  

Cognitive Aptitude 

Interpersonal Abilities  
( communication ) 

Adaptive Traits 

Character 

Technical Expertise 

Leadership Ability 

Enter numbers 

1 - 6 
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Interview Item 16  

Using the scale please rate the following: 

 
Strongly agree Agree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree Disagree Strongly disagree 

I had in-depth 
knowledge of the 
application 
format 

     

I had in-depth 
knowledge of 
desired OPIC 
attribute 

     

I understood where 
to look in the 
application to find 
the desired 
attributes 

     

I was comfortable 
selecting an 
applicant solely 
based on the 
data  
in their 
application 

     

 

NOTES: 

  

OR 
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Interview Item 21 

Please rank the following. 

The best OPIC students…. 

 

NOTES: 

  

Possessed an adaptive  
personality 

Had above average  
cognitive ability 

Had good  
interpersonal skills 

Had sound character  
attributes 

Possessed technical  
expertise 

Enter numbers 

1 - 5 
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Interview Item 22 

The OPIC application and assessment process… 

 
Strongly agree Agree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree Disagree Strongly disagree 

Mitigates bias      

Aligns with the  
mission of OPIC 

     

Successfully 
screens out 
candidates who are 
unlikely to be 
successful 

     

Selects candidates 
with the highest 
likelihood of 
success 

     

 

NOTES: 

 

  

OR 
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APPENDIX E. SURVEY DATA 

QUESTIONS FOR ALL RESPONDENTS 
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73 
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QUESTIONS FOR OPIC CADRE AND OPIC GRADUATES (20) 
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QUESTIONS FOR OPIC NON-GRADUATES (2) 
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QUESTIONS FOR OPIC APPLICANTS WHO WERE NOT SELECTED (0) 
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FINAL QUESTION FOR ALL RESPONDENTS 
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APPENDIX F. APPLICANT CHARACTERISTICS BASED ON CURRENT PHASE-I SCORESHEET 

 

TABLE F-1. CHECKLIST FOR EXTANT DATA REVIEW 

Application 
# Waivers OP-I Time 

(months) 
Positions 

Held Schools Noteworthy 
Accomplishments 

Negative 
Points 

Total 
Points Comments 

1  1 26 (2)  0  0  3  0  6  #2 Ranking / 3 
Year OP 

2  1  59 (5)  4  1  2  0  13  Q2 in 2007 / 
MSgt 

3  1  23 (2)  1  0 0  0  4  Q2 in 2014 

4  0  24 (2) 0 1 0 0  3  Q2 in 2010 

5  1  42 (4)  2  3  2  0  12   

6  1  15 (1)  0 2 1 0 5   

7  0  14 (1) 2  0 3 0 6   

8 1 28 (2) 0 0 0 0 3 
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9 1 30 (2) 1 1 0 0 5 
 

10 1 98 (5) 3 3 1 0 13 
 

11 0 63 (5) 1 1 0 0 7 
 

12 0 30 (2) 1 1 0 0 4 
 

13 0 27 (2) 0 0 0 0 2 
 

 
END-ACCEPTED  

       

14 1 25 (2) 0 0 0 0 3 
 

15 0 12 (1) 1 1 0 1 2 Q3 in 2015 

16 1 10 (1) 1 1 5 0 9 Q2 in 2017 

17 1 46 (4) 1 2 3 0 11 
 

18 0 36 (3) 0 0 1 0 4 Q2 in 2014 

19 0 39 (3) 2 1 1 0 7 
 

20 1 31 (2) 0 2 0 0 5 
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21 0 28 (2) 1 0 0 0 3 
 

22 0 48 (4) 1 2 0 2 5 Multiple Q3s 

23 0 18 (1) 0 0 0 0 1 
 

24 0 25 (2) 1 0 3 1 5 missing 942 

25 1 19 (1) 1 1 3 0 7 Q2 in 2016 

26 0 15 (1) 0 0 1 0 2 
 

27 1 18 (1) 1 1 2 1 5 Q3 in 2010 

28 1 25 (2) 1 1 2 0 7 
 

29 0 48 (4) 0 1 0 0 5 
 

30 1 42 (3) 2 1 1 0 8 
 

31 1 46 (2) 2 1 5 0 11 
 

32 1 16 (1) 0 1 1 0 4 
 

33 1 39 (3) 1 1 2 0 8 
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34 0 8 (1) 0 0 1 0 2 
 

35 0 58 (5) 1 0 2 0 8 
 

36 1 39 (3) 1 1 0 0 6 
 

37 1 41 (3) 2 0 0 0 6 
 

38 0 25 (2) 1 0 0 0 3 
 

39 0 76 (5) 0 1 0 0 6 
 

40 1 71 (5) 2 1 0 0 9 
 

 
END Not 
Accepted  

       

41 0 24 (2) 0 1 3 0 6 
 

42 0 67 (5) 1 0 2 0 8 
 

43 0 22 (1) 0 0 1 0 2 
 

44 1 101 (5) 2 4 4 0 16 
 

 
END DID Not 
Grad  
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45 1 28 (2) 1 2 0 0 6 
 

46 1 26 (2) 0 3 5 0 11 
 

47 1 81 (5) 2 1 10 0 19 
 

48 1 13 (1) 1 1 5 0 9 
 

 
END 
Distinguished 
grad  

       

 

  



91 

 

TABLE F-2. SCORESHEET ANALYSIS 
 

All Categories 
n=48 

Accepted 
n=21 

Not accepted 
n=27 

Washout 
n=4 

Distinguished Grad 
n=4 

Mode 6, 5 6 5 6, 8, 2, 16 6, 11, 19, 9 

Median 6 6 5 7 10 

Mean 6.5 7.6 5.6 8 11.25 

Min 1 2 1 2 6 

Max 19 19 11 16 19 

IQR 4 7.5 5 8 7.5 

Outliers 16, 19 none none none none 
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APPENDIX G. COMMANDER LETTER CONTENT ANALYSIS 

TABLE G-1.  COMMANDERS’ LETTER ANALYSIS 

Application # 
Wing 

Ranking 
X/Y 

Leadership 
0-3 

Adaptability 
0-3 

Cognitive 
Strength 

0-3 

Interpersonal 
Skills 
0-3 

Character 
0-3 

Technical 
Ability 

0-3 
Comments 

Score the extent to which the commander’s letter speaks to the strengths of an applicant in the desired macro characteristic areas. 
0: Does not address/speaks against;  1: Weak endorsement;  2: Moderate endorsement;  3: Strong endorsement 

1  2/4  3 0   0 1  1  3   ‘with my strongest 
endorsement’ 

2  1/1  3 3  3   0 3  3   ‘earns my highest 
recommendation’ 

3 1/1 1 0 1 0 1 3 ‘worthy of my highest 
recommendation’ 

4  1/1  3  2  0 0  2  3  ‘proud to nominate’ 
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5  1/1  2 0  0  0  1 2   ‘gets one of my highest 
recommendations’ 

6 1/1 1 0 1 0 1 3 ‘it is with my strongest 
endorsement’ 

7 3/5 3 0 0 1 2 3 ‘has my endorsement’ 

8 1/1 3 0 0 3 3 3 ‘has my strongest 
recommendation’ 

9 4/4  3 0   0 1  1  3  ‘with my strongest 
endorsement’ 

10 1/2  3 0 0 1 2 3 ‘has my full endorsement’ 

11 1/1 3 2 2 3 3 3 ‘gets my highest 
recommendation’ 

12 1/1 3 0 3 2 2 3 ‘an outstanding choice’ 
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13 1/2  3 0 0 2 3 3 ‘has my strongest 
recommendation’ 

END Accepted 

        

14 1/1 1 0 1 0 1 3 ‘worthy of my highest 
recommendation’ 

15 1/2  3 0 2 3 1 3 ‘gets my highest 
recommendation’ 

16 1/1 2 0 0 0 1 3 ‘is my number one choice’ 

17 1/4 3 0 0 2 3 3 ‘with my strongest 
endorsement’ 

18 1/1 3 0 0 3 3 3 ‘is my top candidate’ 

19 1/1 3 0 0 2 3 3 ‘proud to recommend’ 
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20 3/4 3 0 0 2 3 3 ‘with my strongest 
endorsement’ 

21 1/1 3 3 3 3 3 3 ‘highly recommend’ 

22 1/1 2 2 0 0 3 2 ‘my highest recommendation’ 

23 3/4 3 2 0 0 3 3 ‘My x choice of y outstanding 
[personnel]’ 

24 2/2 2 1 0 0 0 2 ‘I am pleased to nominate’ 

25 1/1 2 0 3 0 0 2 ‘my highest recommendation’ 

26 1/4 3 3 1 3 3 3 ‘is my number x choice of y 
outstanding [personnel]’ 

27 1/1 3 0 2 3 3 3 ‘is my top candidate’ 
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28 5/5 3 0 2 2 3 1 ‘has my endorsement’ 

29 4/4 1 0 0 3 2 2 ‘recommend his selection’ 

30 1/1 2 2 3 0 3 2 ‘has earned my highest 
recommendation’ 

31 1/3 1 0 1 0 1 3 ‘worthy of my highest 
recommendation’ 

32 1/1 1 0 2 0 1 2 ‘has my full confidence and 
highest recommendation’ 

33 1/1 2 0 0 1 1 3 ‘I highly recommend’ 

34 6/6 1 2 2 0 1 2 ‘carries my recommendation’ 

35 1/1 2 2 3 1 1 3 ‘proud to recommend’ 
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36 2/2 3 0 0 3 3 1 ‘gets my highest 
recommendation’ 

37 1/1 1 0 0 0 1 1 ‘I am proud to recommend’ 

38 1/1 3 0 1 1 1 3 ‘I enthusiastically bestow my 
highest recommendation’ 

39 1/2 3 2 3 2 2 3 ‘It is with great pleasure to 
[sic] nominate...as my number 

one candidate’ 

40 3/6 1 0 0 0 1 3 ‘My recommendation of 
[service member] is a 

reflection of his exemplary 
dedication to enhancing the 

[unit] capabilities’ 

End not 
accepted 
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41 1/1 2 1 0 1 1 1 ‘gets my highest 
recommendation’ 

42 1/2 2 0 0 0 0 3 ‘I am proud to recommend 
[service member] as my 
number one [candidate]’ 

43 1/1 2 0 0 0 1 3 ‘I am proud to nominate’ 

44 1/5 3 3 3 0 3 3 ‘has my highest endorsement’ 

End did not 
grad 

        

45 2/3 3 0 1 1 2 3 ‘Without hesitation, I fully 
endorse’ 

46 1/1 0 0 1 1 3 3 ‘enthusiastically 
recommend...utmost fervor’ 
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47 2/5 3 0 0 0 2 3 ‘Has my ‘[ordinal] highest 
recommendation’ 

48 3/3 3 0 0 0 0 3 ‘is my [ordinal] nomination’ 

End 
distinguished 

grad 

        

 

TABLE G-2. COMMANDER’S LETTER RUBRIC ANALYSIS 
 

All Categories 
n=48 

Accepted 
n=21 

Not accepted 
n=27 

Washout 
n=4 

Distinguished Graduate 
n=4 

Mode 6 6 11 5, 6, 6, 15 6, 8, 8, 10 

Median 9 9 10 6 8 

Mean 9.5 9.4 9.6 8 8 

Min 3 5 3 5 6 

Max 18 16 18 15 10 

IQR 6 6 6 5 2 

Outliers none none none none none 
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