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Purpose: This annual review helps the Wing Commander identify how well the Safety Management System is working, where support is needed, and what to improve next year. CAPR 160-1, paragraph 4.8, requires the Annual SMS Program Review.
Reporting period  1 October through 30 September 2026     Due to region: 30 November 2026
	Wing
	[Wing name and abbreviation]

	Fiscal year reviewed
	FY [year]

	Prepared by
	[Name, grade, duty title]

	Wing commander
	[Name and grade]

	Date submitted
	[Month day year]



Completion Guidance
Briefly explain what changed, why it matters, and what information supports your conclusion.
Apply Just Culture. Describe how leaders encourage reporting, provide feedback, and turn concerns into learning and stronger controls.
Select no more than three coming-year priorities with the commander.
Describe results as well as activities. State data gaps plainly; do not invent figures or trends.
Use brief narratives or bullets. Attach supporting material only when it adds value.
Using the review throughout the year
First year baseline. Use available information to establish a baseline and identify gaps. The regulatory submission deadline still applies.
Use existing records. Draw on CAPSIS, meeting notes, risk assessments, member feedback, and follow-up on controls. Identify sources, estimates, and limitations. New surveys or tracking systems are not required just to complete this review.
Keep a running record. Capture observations, actions, owners, and results during routine contacts. Revisit priorities with the commander throughout the year.
Scores and goals support improvement. They describe SMS practices, not personnel grades for the Commander or Director of Safety. Report weaknesses and unmet goals candidly, with context and needed support.
Information sharing. Wings submit to regions; regions submit to CAP/SE. Do not assume responses are confidential. CAP/SE should clarify authorized access and permitted uses before rollout. Share appropriate organizational lessons with subordinate units.
References and submission standard
References. CAPR 160-1, paragraph 4.8, establishes the requirement. Supporting guidance: paragraphs 4.4–4.7 and 5.2.1.4.4, and CAPP 163. Use current published versions.
Handling information. Use aggregate information; exclude personally identifiable information, protected medical details, witness statements, and privileged material. Reference a CAPSIS occurrence by number and summarize the organizational lesson.
1. Safety Performance Overview
Review outcomes, proactive reporting, and learning using available examples, exposure, participation, and data limitations. Counts provide context; higher reporting may reflect trust, while lower reporting may reflect improved controls, lower exposure, or barriers. Explain the pattern rather than treating report volume as good or bad.
	Indicator lens
	What to consider
	Observed trend
	Evidence or examples
	Interpretation and next step

	Lagging
CAPSIS reporting activity
	Review the approximate number and types of entries, mission or activity exposure, and which units are reporting.
	Select trend
	Enter brief evidence or examples
	Explain what this suggests and the next step

	Leading
Proactive reporting
	Assess whether members report hazards, near misses, and unsafe conditions before injury, damage, or mission disruption.
	Select trend
	Enter brief evidence or examples
	Explain what this suggests and the next step

	Lagging
Consequence and severity
	Assess whether reported outcomes appear less serious, about the same, or more serious. Consider exposure and small numbers.
	Select trend
	Enter brief evidence or examples
	Explain what this suggests and the next step

	Learning
Feedback and improvement
	Assess whether reporters receive feedback and reports lead to changes, shared lessons, or controls that are checked for effectiveness.
	Select trend
	Enter brief evidence or examples
	Explain what this suggests and the next step



1.1 What patterns or trends deserve attention?
Discuss types of events, recurring causal factors, operational areas, seasonal issues, or units needing support. Explain whether the pattern reflects risk, reporting behavior, or both.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



1.2 Did a unique event reveal a previously unrecognized or insufficiently controlled risk?
If yes, identify the organizational lesson and action taken. A trend is not required before acting.
	Click or tap here to enter text.


2. Prior Year Emphasis Items and Risk Reduction
Assess whether last year’s priorities produced the intended result. Add or remove rows as needed. If no prior emphasis items or measures were documented, state that limitation and summarize relevant actions and lessons that are supported by available records. Establish the baseline for the coming year; do not invent prior targets.
	Prior emphasis item
	Actions and risk controls
	Measure of effectiveness
	Result and evidence
	Next step

	[Item 1]
	[What was implemented]
	[How success was measured]
	☐ Met ☐ Partly met ☐ Not met
[Evidence]
	☐ Close ☐ Continue ☐ Revise

	[Item 2]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	☐ Met ☐ Partly met ☐ Not met
[ ]
	☐ Close ☐ Continue ☐ Revise

	[Item 3]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	☐ Met ☐ Partly met ☐ Not met
[ ]
	☐ Close ☐ Continue ☐ Revise



2.1 What did the wing learn from these efforts?
Explain which controls worked, which did not, and what was adjusted through the Plan Do Check Adjust process.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



3. Support to Subordinate Units
Summarize the wing’s planned and actual oversight, guidance, assistance, and mentoring.
	Support measure
	Planned
	Completed
	What the wing learned

	Unit contacts, group calls, or visits
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]

	One-to-one assistance or mentoring
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]

	Units not reached or needing added support
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]



3.1 How effective was the wing’s support to subordinate units?
Describe recurring needs, barriers, staffing or qualification gaps, and actions planned to improve support. Include limited response to outreach, competing volunteer duties, and system access barriers. Record the assistance offered, response received, and practical follow-up; an unanswered invitation alone does not establish disengagement.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



4. Safety Culture Education and Engagement
Describe how leaders and members participated in the SMS beyond minimum compliance.
4.1 What did member feedback show about safety culture and reporting?
Summarize relevant survey results, discussions, observations, or other feedback. If no formal feedback was collected, describe what information was available. Use short discussions within existing unit meetings when practical. Describe whose views were heard and whose were missing; limited participation should qualify the conclusion.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



4.2 What was learned from the Annual Safety Risk Management Day?
Include participation, feedback, effective practices, and improvements recommended for the next year.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



4.3 What education communication or engagement effort had a meaningful result?
Explain the audience, need addressed, and evidence that the effort improved knowledge, behavior, planning, or reporting. Share approved organizational lessons or de-identified summaries with Groups and Squadrons when full CAPSIS reports are unavailable to their duty positions. Ask how the lesson applies locally and what changed. Document access barriers and requested system improvements in Section 7; do not expand report access through this template.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



5. Successes Innovations and Recognition
Capture practices worth sustaining or sharing.
5.1 What should the region know or consider sharing across CAP?
Identify effective practices, innovations, cross-functional partnerships, or lessons that another wing could use.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



5.2 How did the wing recognize meaningful safety and risk management contributions?
List significant recognition or awards and briefly state what behaviors or outcomes they reinforced.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



6. Coming Year Commander Emphasis Items
Select a small number of priorities tied to evidence and define how progress will be evaluated. Coordinate priorities with the commander. For each measure, use an available baseline or state Baseline not yet established and identify who will collect it and by when. Set a realistic target and review frequency. Explain missed milestones and adjust controls or support as needed; goal completion alone is not a personnel performance grade.
	Emphasis item and risk statement
	Basis for selection
	Planned initiatives and controls
	Owner and milestones
	Measure of effectiveness

	1  [Priority and the risk it addresses]
	[Trend, event, assessment, mission change, or feedback]
	[Specific actions]
	[Responsible office and dates]
	[Indicator, baseline, target, review frequency]

	2  [ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]

	3  [ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]
	[ ]



7. Feedback to CAP/SE and CAP-USAF/SE
Use this section to identify support needs and provide separate feedback to CAP/SE and CAP-USAF/SE.
7.1 What could CAP/SE and supporting National Headquarters staff do to better support the wing?
Identify immediate needs, recurring barriers, communication or coordination gaps, policy or system concerns, or practices that would make national support more timely, useful, or effective. Include a specific example and a recommended improvement or requested action when possible. Enter None if no feedback is needed.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



7.2 What could CAP-USAF/SE do to better support the wing?
Identify needs, concerns, communication or coordination gaps, or recommended improvements related to CAP-USAF/SE support. Include a specific example and requested action when possible. Enter None if no feedback is needed.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



8. Commander Assessment and Submission
Complete this section after reviewing and documenting all sections above.
8.1 What is the commander’s overall assessment of the wing’s safety health?
Address the most important strengths, gaps, changes from the prior year, and confidence in the available evidence.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



8.2 What requires the commander’s attention now?
Identify the one to three issues with the greatest potential effect on members, missions, assets, or public trust.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



8.3 Wing commander comments
Add context, direction, or decisions not captured elsewhere.
	Click or tap here to enter text.



How to assign the commander rating consistently
Select the scoring anchor best supported by examples; choose the lower level when between anchors. Reporting volume alone does not determine a score. Distinguish an ineffective practice from missing documentation. Use Not assessed when evidence is insufficient, explain the gap, and identify follow-up. Use N/A only when a dimension does not apply. Average at least three supported numeric scores, excluding N/A and Not assessed, and round to one decimal place. With fewer than three supported scores, enter Insufficient evidence for the average and overall level; provide a narrative assessment and baseline plan.
	Assessment dimension
	Required scoring anchors
	Score
	Evidence and rationale

	Just Culture reporting and learning
	5 - Members across the wing routinely report hazards, near misses, and concerns before harm occurs; leaders respond constructively, close the loop, and can show that reporting led to learning or stronger controls.
4 - Proactive reporting is common in several units and operating areas; leaders generally provide feedback and use reports to address patterns, with only minor gaps in participation or follow-through.
3 - The reporting process is functioning, but reporting is uneven or mainly follows events; some proactive reports and feedback are evident, and improvement actions address known gaps.
2 - Reporting is mostly reactive or concentrated in a few areas; feedback is inconsistent, members show uncertainty about reporting, or recognized barriers remain only partly addressed.
1 - Good-faith reporting is discouraged, ignored, or treated punitively, or a known breakdown in reporting trust remains unresolved.
	Select score
	[Cite examples from the review and explain why this level is the best fit]

	Controls and action management
	5 - Reported concerns and review findings consistently produce clear controls, owners, follow-up, and documented checks of effectiveness; ineffective controls are adjusted promptly.
4 - Most priority concerns have current controls, owners, and follow-up; effectiveness is usually checked and overdue or ineffective actions receive command attention.
3 - Action management is established but uneven; important concerns generally have an owner and plan, while completion or effectiveness checks are inconsistent.
2 - Actions are often delayed, poorly tracked, or closed without knowing whether the control worked; leaders have identified the weakness but reliable improvement is not yet evident.
1 - A known high-consequence risk lacks an owner or control, or a control known to be ineffective remains in place without prompt action.
	Select score
	[Cite examples from the review and explain why this level is the best fit]

	Unit support and oversight
	5 - The wing routinely identifies unit needs, provides targeted assistance, follows up, and can show sustained improvement or stronger local capability.
4 - The wing maintains regular contact, directs support to identified needs, and follows high-priority matters through resolution or a meaningful milestone.
3 - Basic support and oversight are available, but contact, follow-up, or results vary among units; known gaps have a workable improvement plan.
2 - Support is mainly reactive or inconsistent, and recurring unit needs remain unresolved or are not reliably tracked.
1 - Required oversight is largely absent, or a known high-risk unit need remains unaddressed without an owner and immediate support plan.
	Select score
	[Cite examples from the review and explain why this level is the best fit]

	Learning and engagement
	5 - Lessons from reports and operations are routinely shared, applied, and revisited; examples show changed behavior, planning, or controls beyond the originating unit.
4 - Learning activities address identified needs, feedback is used to improve them, and most major lessons lead to a documented change or next step.
3 - Learning activities occur and some useful lessons are shared, but participation, application, or evidence of changed practice is uneven.
2 - Learning is measured mainly by attendance or completion, with little evidence that feedback, reporting, behavior, or controls changed.
1 - No meaningful learning and feedback process is operating, or a known safety knowledge gap remains unaddressed.
	Select score
	[Cite examples from the review and explain why this level is the best fit]


Common maturity level interpretation
	Average
	Maturity level
	Objective description

	4.5-5.0
	5 Leading
	Sustained, proactive performance; controls are verified as effective; reliable evidence shows learning and improvement that can be shared.

	3.5-4.4
	4 Effective
	Requirements are consistently met; controls generally achieve the intended result; evidence supports outcomes and identified gaps are actively managed.

	2.5-3.4
	3 Developing
	Core requirements are mostly met, but performance or evidence is inconsistent; improvement actions are defined and underway.

	1.5-2.4
	2 Needs focused improvement
	Recurring or material gaps exist in controls, follow-through, oversight, or evidence; commander-directed corrective action and monitoring are needed.

	1.0-1.4
	1 Immediate attention required
	Significant or systemic weaknesses leave important risks insufficiently controlled; prompt command action and frequent progress review are required.


Commander judgment. When sufficient evidence supports an average, it is the starting point. An unscored baseline does not remove the need to address known risks promptly. The commander may assign a lower overall level when one unresolved high-consequence risk materially changes the organization’s safety health. Document the reason in the basis for rating. Do not raise a rating without objective evidence.
Final Commander Rating
	Overall wing SMS maturity
	Average score
	Maturity level
	Basis for rating

	Commander assessment
	Select average
	Select maturity level
	[Cite the strongest evidence and the most important limitation]



	Wing commander approval
	[Name and grade]

	Approval method
	☐ Signed copy   ☐ Electronic approval   ☐ Other: [ ]

	Date approved
	[Month day year]



Submission check
☐  Commander reviewed the completed assessment.
☐  Responses distinguish activity from demonstrated outcome.
☐  Coming-year emphasis items include measures of effectiveness.
☐  Sensitive or personally identifiable information has been excluded.
☐  Submission is sent to the Region Director of Safety by 30 November.
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