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ABSTRACT

Performance evaluation, when executed properly, is one of the key aspects of
talent management that not only enables organizations to accomplish their missions, but

also promotes better performance, advancement, and retention of the right talents.

Past studies have indicated shortcomings in the Navy’s current performance
evaluation system (PES). Identifying and implementing successful practices of other
services’ PES could improve the Navy’s accuracy of assessing service members’
performances, which could ultimately increase the overall quality of mission readiness

of the fleet as well as the individual Sailors.

This is a qualitative thesis aimed to aid decision makers as they continue to
improve and modernize the Navy’s PES. The methodology includes (1) conducting an
overview of the services’ PESs based on current instructions and policies, (2) analyzing
the Navy’s PES by comparing and contrasting with other services’ PESs, (3) conducting
a thorough literature review to gather and synthesize best practices on the different PESs,

and (4) facilitating focus group discussions with Navy SMEs in talent management.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The research questions in this thesis are:

e Which features of the Navy’s current performance evaluation system are

working, and which are not working?

e What are the best practices of other services’ performance evaluation systems

that could be adopted into the Navy’s system to address shortfalls?

I will answer these research questions by (1) conducting an extensive literature
review of the strengths and weaknesses of the performance evaluation systems (PESs) of all
the service branches, (2) synthesizing the findings from the literature review to inform focus
group questions, and (3) conducting focus groups with Navy subject matter experts (SMEs)
to facilitate open-ended discussions to assess their views on the strengths and weaknesses of

the Navy’s current PESs, and their suggestions on correcting the weaknesses.

B. IMPORTANCE

With the release of the Task Force One Navy (TFIN) final report on July 2020, there
has been a service-wide refocus on talent management (Department of the Navy [DON],
2021). Under the guidance of Vice Admiral John B. Nowell, Jr., Chief of Naval Personnel
(CNP), Rear Admiral Alvin Holsey assumed the position of Director of TF1N and identified
four Lines of Effort (LOE) in his final report, one of which was talent management (DON,
2021). The TF1N report identified areas requiring improvements, such as evaluation systems
and advancement procedures to optimize the “Navy’s ability to retain and enable the
progression of the best and most qualified Sailors” (p. 41). In order for the Navy to maintain
operational readiness, it is essential to have a performance evaluation system that maximizes

talent management by developing, promoting, and retaining quality talent (DON, 2021).

The TFIN’s LOE in talent management is directly aligned with the vision of Admiral
Michael Gilday, Chief of Naval Operations (CNO). He stated that every Sailors’ number one
mission is “operational readiness of today’s Navy” (Department of the Navy [DON], 2019a).

1
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With performance evaluation lying at the heart of talent management, this thesis attempts to

support the CNO’s definition of readiness by making suggestions for improvement.

Performance evaluation, when executed properly, is one of the key aspects of talent
management that not only enables organizations to accomplish their missions, but also
promotes better performance, advancement, and retention of the right talents. Identifying and
implementing successful practices of other services’ PESs could improve the Navy’s
accuracy of assessing service members’ performances, which could ultimately increase the
overall quality of mission readiness of the fleet and the individual Sailors. This thesis
synthesizes past studies evaluating the performance evaluations of other service branches

with the aim of improving and modernizing the Navy’s current PES.

C. WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT NAVY’S PES

There is a large literature on civilian performance evaluations and smaller literature
on their military counterparts. On the military side, for example, Small (2020) qualitatively
evaluated the Navy’s current PES and identified critical shortcomings, such as using an
outdated system, imbalance in focus between process over performance, greater emphasis
on past performance over future potential, lack of transparency, and inaccurate measures. In
another study, Ellison (2014) compared the performance evaluation systems (PESs) of the
Navy and Marine Corps through the lens of economic literature on PESs and promotion
systems with the goal of increasing the level of accuracy and transparency of the Navy’s

PES.

On the civilian side, Woehr and Huffcut (1994) explored ways to improve the quality
of performance ratings by conducting a quantitative review of literature focusing on different
aspects of rater training. In another civilian literature, Katz et al. (2021) sought to understand
how quality feedback can contribute to a positive work environment by observing how it
correlates to relevant variables including job attitude, work behavior, and individual

differences, such as self-efficacy and emotional skill.

There are several initiatives underway to improve the Navy’s PES, such as
eNAVFIT, which is scheduled to be available to active duty Navy service members in
February 2022 (Swysgood, 2022). The eNAVFIT addresses one of the Navy PES’s

2
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shortcomings identified by Small (2020), which is the outdated system known as
NAVFIT98A. The NAVFITI8A is a legacy system with no online capabilities and requires
members to print, sign, and mail physical copies to the Navy Personnel Command (NPC) so
they can be uploaded to the members’ electronic service records (Office of the Chief of Naval
Operations [CNO], 2019). The eNAVFIT, on the other hand, is an online performance
evaluation system designed to lighten the administrative load by allowing service members
to draft, modify, submit, digitally sign, and upload to their Sailor’s Official Military
Personnel File (OMPF) within days (Department of the Navy [DON], n.d.)). It is an interface
that bridges the gap between the legacy system and the Navy’s future performance appraisal

application with new functions like the build-in online error validation system(DON, n.d.).

D. APPROACH

First, I conduct a thorough literature review to gather best practices on the Navy’s
PES, as well as other services, followed by a systematic review to synthesize information
drawing on publications, reports, and theses. Then in collaboration with an academic faculty
member, we lead focus groups with Navy SMEs in talent management. During the focus
group discussions, an NPS team comprised of one academic faculty member and I facilitated
open-ended discussions on what the participants thought the strengths of the Navy’s current

PES were, and how they thought the weak areas can be improved.

The list of Navy SMEs for the focus groups was selected from the list of board
members of the FY22 promotion boards. Participants were randomly selected from a
narrowed list of Senior Officers (O5s-O6s) and Enlisted Sailors (E9s) with board experience.
These members had extensive knowledge and experience with performance evaluation in the
Navy; therefore, asking for their perspectives on current shortcomings and potential solutions
offered valuable insights on what works in our current system and how our shortcomings can

be addressed.

E. FINDINGS

The consensus of the focus groups was the Navy’s current PES is overall effective in
doing what it is designed to do. Most participants think the Sailors’ past performance is

captured adequately to allow selection boards to rank the Sailors. They also agree that annual
3
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evaluation and semi-annual midterm counseling are the right periodicities for conducting
performance assessments. In addition, the majority of participants think one or two raters is
the right number to accurately capture the Sailors’ performance. Also, most participants

concur that the Navy is asking the right types of traits during evaluations.

Given what the Navy does well regarding performance evaluation, the focus group
participants’ general recommendations are to maintain the status quo; however, they suggest
making marginal changes incrementally to address weaker areas while minimizing confusion
by making numerous drastic changes at one time. The first suggestion is to improve the
midterm counseling process. As expressed by many focus group participants, midterm
counseling is not conducted effectively at most commands. The second suggestion is to shift
away from RSs using traits to manage their RSCAs. While many participants agree we are
asking the right types of traits, they think the way we use traits is wrong because RSs are not
using them to accurately evaluate their Sailors based on the trait statements. The third
suggestion is to improve the way RSs capture our Sailors’ future potential. Most participants
noted that the Navy’s current PES documents past performance well, but not future potential
because there is no dedicated space on the evaluation forms. As a result, Sailors’ future
potential is translated from the narratives, trait averages relative to RSCAs, and promotion

recommendations.

Based on the shortcomings, focus group participants recommend improving the
training for prospective Commanding Officers (COs). By realigning prospective COs to
established standards and expectations, focus group participants believe many of the
shortcomings can be mitigated by the RSs, such as the lack of emphasis on midterm
counseling, improper management of their RSCAs, and the insufficient documentation of

future potential.
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II. OVERVIEW OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEMS

This chapter provides an overview of the performance evaluation systems of the
United States Armed Forces based on current instructions and policies, as well as recent

updates or upcoming changes.

A. UNITED STATES NAVY (USN)

The purpose of the Navy’s evaluation forms is to “serve as a guide for the member’s
performance and development, enhance the accomplishment of the organization mission
and provide additional information to the chain of command” (CNO, 2019, p. I-1). The
Navy uses three different forms to document performance appraisal for three different
groups: Officer fitness reports (FITREPs) are used to assess W1-O6, Enlisted evaluations
(EVALs) are used to assess E1-E6, and Chief evaluations (CHIEFV ALSs) are used to assess
E7-E9 (CNO, 2019).

On a FITREP, blocks 1 through 27 contain administrative information on the ratees,
the unit, the rater, and the occasion and type of report (CNO, 2019). Block 28 contains the
command employment and achievements, and block 29 documents the members’ primary,
collateral, and watchstanding duties (CNO, 2019). Blocks 30 through 32 are for
documenting the completion of midterm counseling, which is conducted at the mid-point
of the Sailors’ evaluation cycle (CNO, 2019). Appendix O shows the Navy’s notional

midterm counseling schedule.

Blocks 33 through 39 are used to evaluate the members on seven traits: (1)
professional expertise, (2) command or organizational climate/equal opportunity, (3)
military bearing/character, (4) teamwork, (5) mission accomplishment and initiative, (6)
leadership, and (7) tactical performance for those who are warfare qualified (CNO, 2019).
These traits are rated on a 5-point numerical rating scale, with 5 being the best and
corresponding to “Greatly Exceeds Expectations,” 1 being the lowest and corresponding
to “Below Standards,” and 3 being the mid-point and corresponding to “Meets Standards”
(CNO, 2019). The average value of all the traits is the member’s score used by reporting
seniors (RS) to rank the members against their peers of the same rank (CNO, 2019). As

5
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seen in Table 2, the Navy is the only service that includes the Tactical Warfare trait, which
evaluates warfare qualified Officers on their basic and tactical employment of weapons

systems (CNO, 2019).training

Block 40 is for RSs to make recommendations on the next two career milestones
(CNO, 2019). Block 41 is a narrative block to allow RSs to comment on the member’s past
performance up to 18 lines (CNO, 2019). Block 42 is used to document promotion
recommendations on a 5-point scale including “Significant Problems,” “Progressing,”
“Promotable (P),” “Must Promote (MP),” and “Early Promote (EP),” with “EP” being the
best (CNO, 2019). The Navy uses a forced distribution system, which limits the number of
top evaluations to minimize grade inflation (CNO, 2019). The number of “EP”” and “MP”
recommendations is restricted based on the rater’s span of control and the member’s rank
(CNO, 2019). Appendix L shows the table of upper limits of “EP” and “MP”
recommendations as a function of the summary group size and the members’ rank. For
example, if the RS’s summary group size is six, the RSs can only give out 2 EPs to all
members excluding Ols and O2s, 2 MPs to E5-E6 and O3s, 1 MP to E7-E9, W3-W5, and
04, 1 MP to O5-06, and no MP limits for E1-E4, W1-W2, and LDO O1-O2 (CNO, 2019).

Block 43 documents the summary group size, which is compared against block 42
where the Sailor is ranked (CNO, 2019). Block 44 documents the reporting senior’s address
and signs and date the report in block 45 (CNO, 2019). Block 46 is where the ratees
documents whether they intend to submit a statement or not, followed by signature and

date (CNO, 2019). Appendix B is an example of a FITREP.

The EVALs contain the same blocks as the FITREPs for administrative
information. Where they differ is the number of raters, types of traits, and the number of
narrative blocks (CNO, 2019). There are some overlaps in traits between EVALs and
FITREPs, such as command or organizational climate/equal opportunity, military bearing/
character, teamwork, and leadership, but the following traits are unique to EVALs:
professional knowledge, personal job accomplishment/initiative, and quality of work
(CNO, 2019). Unlike FITREPs, which only have one narrative block to document RSs’
commends on the Officer’s performance, EVALs have an additional narrative block to

record qualifications/achievements (CNO, 2019). In addition, EVALs have a senior rater and
6
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a reporting senior, unlike FITREPs that have the RSs as the only rater (CNO, 2019). One
additional difference is EVALS contain a block dedicated to documenting qualifications (CNO,
2019). Appendix C is an example of an EVAL.

The CHIEFEVAL also has similarities and differences worth noting. It is mostly
the same form as the FITREPs, but the traits are slightly different. The CHIEFEVAL
contains seven traits: (1) deckplate leadership, (2) institutional and technical expertise, (3)
professionalism, (4) loyalty, (5) character, (6) active communication, (7) sense of heritage
(CNO, 2019). The traits are assessed using the same 5-point rating scale as the FITREPs
and EVALs (CNO, 2019). Appendix D is an example of a CHIEFEVAL. As seen in Table
2, there are a few traits both FITREPSs and CHIEFEVALSs evaluate, such as “military
bearing/character,” “leadership,” and “professionalism,” but CHIEFEVALs are the only
form that evaluates “loyalty” and “sense of heritage.” There are other similar traits, like the
Air Forces’ “compliance to standards” and “Service Core values,” but the Navy Chiefs

specifically choose the words “loyalty” and “sense of heritage.”

The periodicities of the evaluations vary depending on the occasion. The different
occasions include periodic, detachment of individual, detachment of reporting senior, and
special (CNO, 2019). Periodic reports are submitted annually on a specified month based
on your rank (CNO, 2019). The table of periodic evaluation cycles can be found in
Appendix N, which shows the assignment of rank to month the periodic reports are due.
For example, O1 FITREPs are due every year in January and E4 EVALs are due every
June. Detachment of individual report is submitted when service members leave their
commands, and detachment of reporting senior is submitted when there is a change of
command (CNO, 2019). Special reports may be submitted on different occasions, such as
member eligible for promotion boards, removing a member’s promotion

recommendations, misconduct, reduction in rate, and more (CNO, 2019).

The forms are two pages long and completed using a form-filler computer
application program known as NAVFIT98A (CNO, 2019). Evaluations are completed by
the members’ RSs, which are the members’ CO or the Officer in Charge (OIC) (CNO,
2019). For Enlisted EVALs, raters and senior raters conduct the evaluations, and for

Officers, the reporting senior is the only rater (CNO, 2019). Once the evaluation is
7
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complete, forms are required to be printed, signed, and mailed to NPC in Tennessee,
followed by the individual service member’s electronic service records being updated
(CNO, 2019). The NAVFIT98A is a legacy system that is scheduled to be replaced in
February 2022 by a new system called eNAVFIT (Swysgood, 2022).

1. Revision

On 14 January 2022, the Chief of Naval Personnel (CNP) announced the release of
the eNAVFIT to replace the NAVFIT98A in February 2022 for active duty Navy
(Swysgod, 2022). The new system was designed to help RSs capture a more accurate
snapshot of their Sailors’ performance. The eNAVFIT is an interface that bridges the gap
between the legacy system and the Navy’s future performance appraisal application (DON,
n.d.). The interface automates key processes, such as routing, digital signatures, and
electronic submission (DON, n.d.). In other words, Sailors can draft, validate, digitally
sign, and submit their performance evaluations electronically to NPC, followed by the
member’s OMPF being updated within 96 hours (DON, n.d.). This new system has a built-
in online error validation function to prevent erroneous inputs prior to submission (DON,
n.d.). The system can be easily accessed by any service member through the Bureau of

Naval Personnel (BUPERS) Online (BOL) web portal (DON, n.d.).

eNAVFIT will have a total of four user roles: reporting senior, member, trusted
agent, and review (DON, n.d.). One of the new functions of the eNAVFIT is the RSs’
ability to assign trusted agents and reviewers (DON, n.d.). A trusted agent would serve the
function of an administrative assistant who has the authority to act on behalf of the RSs,
and additional reviewers will provide additional insight on the ratees if the RS or trust agent
desires them (DON, n.d.). Their assignments are optional and primarily meant to lighten
the administrative load of the RSs (DON, n.d.). Trusted agents will be unable to sign on
behalf of the RS but will have interface authority for all other actions of RSs (DON, n.d.).

B. UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS (USMC)

The Marine Corps’ PES serves the purpose of supporting the “centralized selection,
promotion, and retention of the most qualified Marines of the Active and Reserve

Components” and “aids in the assignment of personnel and supports other personnel
8
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management decisions as required” (Department of the Navy [DON], 2015, p. 1-1). The
USMC uses Fitness Reports for ES through O8, and junior Enlisted members use the Junior
Enlisted Performance Evaluation System (JEPES) (DON, 2015; United States Marine
Corps [USMC], 2020).

Section A of the Marine Corps FITREP documents administrative data, including
information on the Marines Reported On (MRO), RS, Reviewing Officer (RO), senior
organization, occasion and period of report, duty assignment, whether it is a special case
(adverse, non-observed, or extended), whether the Marine is a subject of commendatory
material, derogatory material, or disciplinary action, promotion recommendation, weapons
qualifications, physical fitness test (PFT), combat fitness test (CFT), height, weight, body
fat, active/reserve status, and top three duty preferences, (DON, 2015). One of the
differences in the administrative section between the Marine Corps and Navy FITREPs is
the inclusion of PFT/CFT scores and weapons qualification in their evaluation. The Navy
does have a physical readiness test (PRT) block, but it is only to record the completion of
their semi-annual requirement on a pass/fail scale (CNO, 2019). Section B documents the
Marines’ billet description and section C documents their billet accomplishments (DON,

2015).

Sections D through H rate the Marines against 14 performance dimensions on a
scaled measurement consisting of “A” through “G,” with “A” indicating unacceptable
performance and “G” indicating distinguished performance (DON, 2015). Raters are
quired to justify marking “A,” “F,” or “G” in the justification block provided in each
category (DON, 2015). The 14 performance dimensions include: (1) performance, (2)
proficiency, (3) courage, (4) effectiveness under stress, (5) initiative, (6) leading
subordinates, (7) developing subordinates, (8) setting the example, (9) ensuring well-being
of subordinates, (10) communication skills, (11) professional military education, (12)
decision making ability, (13) judgement, and (14) evaluating (DON, 2015). The 14
performance dimensions are grouped into 5 categories: (1) mission accomplishment, (2)
individual character, (3) leadership, (4) intellect and wisdom, and (5) fulfillment of
evaluation responsibilities (DON, 2015).
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Once the rating is complete, an average of the 14 traits is converted into a relative
value (RV), which shows where the member stands compared to their same-ranked peers
of the summary group (DON, 2015). The RV is converted in a numerical value between
80 and 100 (DON, 2015). RV between 93.34 and 100 indicates the member in the top third,
between 86.67 to 93.33 indicates the member is in the middle third, and between 80 and
86.66 indicates member in the bottom third (DON, 2015). The RV is documented on the
members’ Master Brief Sheet (MBS), which is the service members’ electronic records
containing summaries of their past performance evaluations (DON, 2015). The Navy also
maintains the average trait value on the members’ Performance Summary Record (PSR),
which Sailors can access through the BOL website, but the difference is Sailors’ average

trait value is included on their evaluation forms as well (CNO, 2019).

Unlike the Navy, which evaluates their members using 7 performance traits on a 5-
point rating scale, the Marine Corps assess their members on a wider range of traits (14)
with a wider-ranged rating scale (7-point). The overarching theme of the USMC'’s traits is
similar to the USN, such as leadership and initiative, but the Marines expand on the themes
to define more specific aspects of the traits. For example, rather than just having one trait

99 ¢¢

for “leadership,” they have “leading subordinates,” “developing subordinates,” “setting the
example,” and “ensuring well-being of subordinates” (DON, 2015). Due to the extra detail
in the trait evaluations, it takes five to six pages for the Marine Corps to complete the full

assessment, whereas the Navy’s evaluation is only two pages.

Section I allows directed and additional comments by raters, and section J allows
RSs to certify their assessment and MROs to acknowledge the report with the options of
making a statement, similar to the Navy (DON, 2015). Section K allows the ROs to
determine whether the report is sufficient and whether they concur with the RSs’
assessment (DON, 2015). In addition, the ROs conduct a comparative assessment in this
section, which is a unique component that is not in the Navy’s PES. In a comparative
assessment, the ROs compares the MROs to the average evaluations of all subordinates the
ROs have ever evaluated, which helps communicate to the selection board who their top
performers are (DON, 2015). In order of precedence, the categories of the comparative

assessment are as follows: (1) the eminently qualified Marine, (2) one of the few
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exceptionally qualified Marines, (3) One of the many highly qualified professionals who
form the majority of this grade, (4) a qualified Marine, and (5) unsatisfactory (DON, 2015).
Section K also allows ROs to make comments to amplify their comparative assessment

(DON, 2015). Appendix E shows an example of a USMC FITREP.

Reports are submitted annually for ES through OS8, with the exception of the
semiannual reporting for Ol and O2 (DON, 2015). Other occasions for completing
FITREPs are similar to the Navy, which include grade change, change of reporting senior,
transfer, and more (DON, 2015). The forms are prepared and submitted electronically
through the Automated Performance Evaluation System (A-PES), which can be accessed
through the Marine Online (MOL) website (DON, 2015). This system, unlike the Navy’s
previous methods of routing paper copies, minimizes errors and administrative burden

(DON, 2015).

Another difference between the USN and USMC is the number of raters. In the
USN, the RSs are also the rater for FITREPs, whereas the Marines also have Reviewing
Officers (ROs) who conduct the overall evaluation of the members (DON, 2015). The ROs
are senior in rank to the RSs and provide leadership and guidance for the RSs regarding
unbiased evaluations (DON, 2015). The ROs assess, then the RSs conduct the final
evaluation, and both ROs and RSs can make comments in the narrative blocks (DON,

2015).

For the Enlisted, the USMC has implemented the JEPES during CY 2021, which
has replaced the former system known as the Proficiency and Conduct (PRO/CON) Marks
and Composite Score (DON, 2020). The purpose of JEPES is twofold: display current
objective scores of MROs relative to their peers; and means of capturing the performance
and potential of the MROs (DON, 2020). With the JEPES, Enlisted Marines E1 through
E4 will electronically receive a monthly JEPES score, known as PES Score, composed of
four categories each equally weighed at 25%: command input, warfighting, mental agility,
and physical toughness (DON, 2020). The command input pillar includes inputs from the
member’s chain of command regarding character, mission accomplishment, and
leadership, the warfighting pillar includes rifle and Marine Corps Martial Arts Program

(MCMAP), the mental agility pillar includes Professional Military Education (PME) and
11
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self-education, and physical toughness pillar includes PFT/CFT score (DON, 2020). There
are 250 points per pillar with a total of 1,000 points for the PES score (DON, 2020).

For the command input pillar, MROs will be evaluated on a 5-point rating scale
with “5” indicating the highest, “1” indicating the lowest, and “2-3” indicating “meets
expectations” in character, mission accomplishment, and leadership (DON, 2020). The
average command inputs mark is calculated by multiplying the assigned values by 50 each,
adding them together, and dividing by 3 (DON, 2020). For example, if a Lance Corporal
is rated a 3.2 in character, 3.8 in mission accomplishment, and 3.6 in leadership, each value
is multiplied by 50 and summed to equal 530, which is then divided by 3 to equal 176

points out of 250 for the command input pillar.

For the warfighting pillar, relative scoring is utilized to assign a value to the rifle
score and MCMAP belt color of Marines that will be compared to their peers and given
points towards promotion depending on how well they performed (DON, 2019b). For
example, a Lance Corporal who shoots a 305 on the range will be given a relative value of
43 (DON, 2020). For the MCMAP, Marines will be given a higher value depending on
their belt level (USMC, 2020). For example, a Lance Corporal with a grey belt will be
assigned a value of 67 out of a 100 that goes towards their PES score (DON, 2020). The
added value between the rifle score and MCMAP is multiplied by 1.25 to assign the overall
points for the warfighting pillar. For this Lance Corporal, 43 points from the rifle plus 67
from the MCMAP equals 110, then multiplying by 1.25 gives the Lance Corporal 137.5
points out of 250.

For the physical toughness pillar, relative scoring is also used to assign a value to
the PFT/CFT score and compared to their peers. For example, a Lance Corporal who earns
a 275 on their PFT is in the 88" percentile, meaning the Marine will be earning 88 points
out of a hundred that goes towards their PES score (DON, 2020). The same Lance Corporal
earns a 280 on their CFT, which awards him 72 points, per the relative scoring table in the
MCO 1616.1. The two values are added and multiplied by 1.25, which results in 200 points
out of 250 for this Lance Corporal in the physical toughness pillar.

12
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For the mental agility pillar, it is a combination of informal PME, college degrees,
and self-education courses for both in-grade and in-service (DON, 2020). The informal
PME courses can be completed on the MarineNet, which is a common access card (CAC)-
enabled website used to access training and education materials (DON, 2020). A Marine
who completes courses on MarineNet is awarded up to 100 Continuing Education Units
(CEU), which are points used to calculate the informal PME portion of the mental agility
pilar (DON, 2020). The weight distribution for this pillar is 50% for informal PME, 20%
for college degrees, and 15% each for in-grade and in-service (DON, 2020). For example,
a Lance Corporal completes enough MarineNet courses to earn 90 CEUSs, earns 20 points
for completing an associate’s degree, earns 10 points for completing one college course in-
service, and earns 20 points for completing 2 colleges courses in-grade. The points are
added and multiplied by 1.25, which results in 181/250 points for this Lance Corporal
(DON, 2020).

Another unique component of JEPES is the high level of transparency made
possible by the MRO Dashboard. The dashboard not only displays the members’ PES
scores, but also the Comparative Analysis Dashboard, which shows a heatmap of where
the members stand relative to their peers of the same grade, or same grade and Military
Occupational Specialty (MOS) (USMC, 2020). Additionally, JEPES shows the rating
chain, which is managed at each command, promotion eligibility, and a mobile-friendly

view to expand options for access (USMC, 2020).

C. UNITED STATES ARMY (USA)

The Army’s PES places great emphasis on the raters to identify talent because it
has “great impact on how the Army accomplishes its missions” (Department of the Army
[DOA], 2019, p. 47). The forms include the Noncommissioned Officer Evaluation Reports
(NCOERs), which are the DA Form 2166-9 series, and the Officer Evaluation Reports
(OERs), which are the DA Form 67-10 series (DOA, 2019).

The OERs are categorized into different evaluation reports based on the members’
ranks: Company Grade (O1-O3, WO1-CW2), Field Grade (O4-05), and Strategic Leaders
(06) (DOA, 2019). The forms are filled out using the Evaluation Entry System (EES),
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which can be accessed on Army’s CAC-enabled service website (DOA, 2019). The EES,
similar to the system used by the USMC, is a system that allows the entire process to be
completed online. Once completed, the forms go through the routing chain, which typically
includes the rater and the senior rater with the occasional supplementary reviewer (DOA,
2019). The supplementary reviewer is a uniformed Army advisor who is typically higher
in rank than the senior rater and provides guidance in evaluating the member (DOA, 2019).

Like the Marine Corps, the Army incorporates more rater into their PES than the Navy.

The OER starts with part I, which contains administrative information of the ratees,
unit, reason and occasion of the report, and period covered (DOA, 2019). Part II contains
administrative information of the raters, intermediate raters, and senior raters (DOA, 2019).
Part III describes the members’ duty title and significant duties and responsibilities
completed during the evaluation period (DOA, 2019). Part IV is where the raters conduct
the performance evaluation on professionalism, competencies, and attributes (DOA, 2019).
Part IV starts with documenting the Army Physical Fitness Test (APFT) information,
followed by conducting an overall performance evaluation (DOA, 2019). The overall
performance is evaluated based on a scale of “Excels,” “Proficient,” “Capable,” and

“Unsatisfactory” (DOA, 2019).

Raters are restricted in the number of top-tier evaluations they can award for the
overall performance in part IV. Under the forced distribution system, raters must limit
“Excels” to less than 49% of the summary group (DOA, 2019). A key difference between
the Army and the Navy’s forced distribution is the Navy’s numbers are dependent on the
size of the summary group and their ranks, whereas the Army’s numbers are set at 49% for
each summary group (CNO, 2019; DOA, 2019). Part IV also includes a comments block

to allow raters to supplement their overall performance evaluation (DOA, 2019).

Following the comments section, raters evaluate their members on the following
attributes and competencies: (1) character, (2) presence, (3) intellect, (4) leads, (5)
develops, and (6) achieves (DOA, 2019). Many of the traits overlap with the other services,
with no distinct traits that are unique to the Army. Unlike the Navy, the Army does not use
anumerical rating scale to assess the traits for their Officers, but rather, use narrative blocks

to evaluate their members against the six attributes and competencies (DOA, 2019). For
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each attribute and competency, the evaluators indicate major performance objectives and
list significant contributions and accomplishments they have witnessed during the

evaluation period (DOA, 2019).

Part V is for intermediate raters to make comments regarding the members’ past
performance and potential (DOA, 2019). Part V1 is for senior raters to assess the members’
potential relative to the summary group, make comments on potential, and recommend
three successive billets (DOA, 2019). Similar to the raters’ evaluation of the overall
performance in part [V, senior raters must evaluate the members’ future potential compared
to their peers on a scale of “Most Qualified,” “Highly Qualified,” “Qualified,” and “No
Qualified” (DOA, 2019). Senior raters are restricted to award “Most Qualified” to less than
49% of the summary group, similar to the raters’ overall performance evaluation in part [V
(DOA, 2019). The form also has a narrative box to allow senior raters to make comments
on the members’ potential, as well as a section to list three future successive assignments
the senior rater believes the member will succeed in. The Navy’s form has a similar section,

but it only lists two successive assignments. Appendix F shows an example of a USA OER.

For the NCOERs, forms are categorized based on their ranks: (1) Sergeant, (2) Staff
Sergeant to First Sergeant/Master Sergeant, and (3) Command Sergeant Major/Sergeant
Major (DOA, 2019). Formal performance evaluations for Enlisted members are only
established for NCOs (E4-E9) (DOA, 2019). For the junior Enlisted members (E1-E4),
counseling serves as an optional means of evaluating their performance (DOA, 2019).
Counseling is documented on the DA Form 2166-9-1A, and is a requirement for all NCOs,
but remains optional for junior Enlisted (DOA, 2019).

The rating chain includes a rater who provides bullet comments for Staff Sergeant
through First Sergeant/Master Sergeant and narrative comments for Command Sergeant
Major/Sergeant Major, and a senior rater who provides narrative comments for all non-
Commissioned Officers (DOA, 2019). Under certain conditions, an intermediate rater may

be required to mitigate the uncommon administrative dynamics when they occur, such as

dual supervisory situations and an immediate supervisor acting as the senior rater (DOA,

2019).
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Similar to the OERs, administrative information on the NCOERs is documented in
parts [ and II (DOA, 2019). Part I1I includes the members’ duty title, daily duties and scope,
and appointed duties (DOA, 2019). Part IV documents APFT information similar to the
OER, but what differs is the raters’ evaluation of performance evaluation, professionalism,
attributes, and competencies (DOA, 2019). NCOs are evaluated on five traits on a 4-point
scale of “Far Exceeded Standard,” “Exceeded Standard,” “Met Standard,” and “Did Not
Meet Standard” (DOA, 2019). In addition, one trait (““Character”) is evaluated on a binary
scale of “Met/Did Not Meet Standard” (DOA, 2019). Each trait has a narrative box to allow
raters to make comments if needed (DOA, 2019). Following the traits, raters will make an
overall performance evaluation using the same 4-point scale used to assess the traits (DOA,

2019).

Part V is where senior raters evaluate the members’ overall potential (DOA, 2019).
Similar to the OER, senior raters are constrained in their assessment of the NCO’s overall
potential evaluation (DOA, 2019). Unlike the 49% constraint of the OERs, the “Most
Qualified” on NCOERs is limited to 24% of the summary group (DOA, 2019). The
NCOER also has a narrative box but does not have a dedicated space to list 3 future billets
recommended by the senior reporter like the OER (DOA, 2019). Appendix G shows an
example of a USA NCOER.

Similar to the Navy, the Army requires OERs and NCOERs to be completed once
members have been in their position for at least 90 days under the same reporting senior
during the same rating period (DOA, 2019). Other mandatory reporting occasions, similar
to the Navy, include annual, change of rater, change of duty, temporary duty, special duty,

temporary change of station, and failed promotion selection (DOA, 2019).

D. UNITED STATES AIR FORCE (USAF)
1. Current System

In the USAF, they use Officer Performance Reports (OPRs) and Enlisted
Performance Reports (EPRs) to document the member’s past performance and assess
future potential (Department of the Air Force [DOAF], 2019). There are three primary

objectives of the Air Force Officer and Enlisted evaluation systems: (1) providing quality
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feedback and communicating expectations and standards of performance, (2) accurately
documenting past performance and future potential, and (3) providing sufficient

information to the board to facilitate well-informed decision-making (DOAF, 2019).

Like the Navy Officers, the Air Force uses one form (AF-707) to assess their
Officers, which starts with section I for documenting the administrative identification in
blocks 1 through 9 (DOAF, 2019). Administrative information includes name, social, rank,
date, reason for report, unit information, and period of report (DOAF, 2019). Section II is
for the job description, which is documented in up to 4 lines (DOAF, 2019). Section III is
performance factors, which the rater conducts the initial overall assessment on a “Does/
Does Not Meet Standards” scale based on the ratees’ job knowledge, leadership skills,
professional qualities, organizational skills, judgement and decision, and communication

skills (DOAF, 2019).

Section IV is the rater’s overall assessment, which the rater provides in the
comments block up to 6 lines, followed by administrative data of the rater, such as name,
grade, duty title, signature, and date (DOAF, 2019). Sections V through VII follow the
same format as section IV, but it is for the additional rater, reviewer, and functional
examiner/Air Force advisor to mark whether they “concur/non-concur” with the rater’s
overall assessment in section IV (DOAF, 2019). Unlike the Navy FITREPs with RSs being
the rater, the Air Force has several raters to capture the members’ performance. Another
key difference between the two services is the Air Force OPR starts with the overall
assessment of the member followed by trait evaluation, whereas the Navy FITREPs start
with trait assessments followed by using blocks 40 through 43 to make an overall

assessment (DOAF, 2019; CNO, 2019).

Section VIII is where the ratees acknowledge the receipt of the report and feedback
from the raters, followed by a signature and date (DOAF, 2019). Section IX is the
assessment of the members’ performance factors, which includes 6 different traits: (1) job
knowledge, (2) leadership skills, (3) professional qualities, (4) organizational skills, (5)
judgement and decisions, and (6) communication skills (DOAF, 2019). As seen in Table
2, the organizational skills trait is unique to the Air Force that no other services evaluate

the members on. The others are standards traits observed by the other services.
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Unlike the Navy, which uses a numerical rating scale, the Air Force OPR has one
box for “Does Not Meet Standards,” that the raters use to evaluate the traits (DOAF, 2019).
Section X is for raters to add remarks regarding the traits from section IV (DOAF, 2019).
Section XI is for making a referral report, which supplements any traits marked as “Does
Not Meet Standard” (DOAF, 2019). At the bottom of the form, it includes a description of
the roles for all the participants, including “All,” “Rater,” “Additional Rater,” “Reviewer,”

and “Ratee” (DOAF, 2019). Appendix H shows an example of a USA OPR.

The EPR forms are the AF-910 series and specific versions are assigned to a
specific group of ranks: AF-910 (E1-E6), AF-911 (E7-E8), and AF-912 (E9) (DOAF,
2019). The form starts with section I, which includes the same type of administrative
information as the OPR. Section II documents duty title and key duties, tasks, and
responsibilities completed by the Airman. (DOAF, 2019). Sections III through V, which is
where the EPR starts to differ from the OPR, assess the members in their performance in
leadership/primary duties/training requirements, followership/leadership, and the whole
Airman concept (DOAF, 2019). Within each of the three trait categories, there are sub-

traits in bold letters for raters to compare their members against (DOAF, 2019).

Within the first trait category of performance in primary duties/training
requirements, the bolded sub-traits include task knowledge/proficiency, initiative/
motivation, skill level upgrade training, duty position requirements, qualifications, and
certifications, and training of others (DOAF, 2019). Within the second trait category of
followership/leadership, the bolded sub-traits include resource utilization, complies with/
enforces standards, communication skills, caring, respectful, and teamwork (DOAF, 2019).
Within the third trait category of whole Airman concept, the bolded sub-traits include Air
Force core values, personal and professional development, and Espirit De Corps and

community relations (DOAF, 2019). As seen in Table 2, the sub-traits including

2% ¢ 2% ¢ 2

“motivation,” “qualification & certifications,” “compliance to standards,” and “service

core values” are traits unique to the Air Force EPRs that no other forms across the service

contain. The three trait categories are rated on a 5-point rating scale, listed in order of

99 G

hierarchy: “exceed most,” “if not all expectations,

29 ¢¢

exceeded some,” “but not all

% ¢ 29 ¢

expectation,” “met all expectations,” “met some but not all expectations,” and “not-rated”
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(DOAF, 2019). Sections IIT and IV also have narrative blocks for raters to supplement with
comments of up to 2 lines (DOAF, 2019).

Section VI is the rater’s overall performance assessment on the same 5-point rating
scale used in sections III through V. Section VII documents the rater’s information, such
as name, rank, duty title, signature, and date (DOAF, 2019). Section VIII is for the
additional raters to either “concur” or “not concur” with the raters’ overall performance
assessment in section VI, as well as make comments up to 2 lines (DOAF, 2019). Section
IX is the same as section VIII, but for the unit commander/military or civilian director/
other authorized reviewer (DOAF, 2019). In addition, section IX documents up to three
recommended future roles, which is similar to the Navy’s FITREP documenting the next
2 successive milestone billets recommended by the RS (CNO, 2019). Section IX also
documents education milestones completed, promotion eligibility regarding time-in-grade/
time-in-service, and promotion recommendations on a 5-point scale ranging from “Do Not
Promote,” “Not Ready Now,” “Promote (P),” “Must Promote (MP),” and “Promote Now
(PN)” (DOAF, 2019).

The Air Force, like the Navy, has a forced distribution system to allocate the
number of PNs and MPs on the AF-910 series form for E1-E6 (DOAF, 2019). Total
numbers of PNs and MPs, similar to the Navy, are restricted based on certain variables.
For the Air Force, the numbers are dependent on the number of eligible members under
each reporting senior, as shown in Appendix M (DOAF, 2019). In the Navy, the numbers
are dependent on not just the number of eligible members, but also their ranks (CNO, 2019)
Section X documents administrative data of the functional examiner/Air Force advisor, as
well as documents their final remarks in section XI (DOAF, 2019). The final section XII
documents the ratees’ acknowledgment of the report with a signature and date (DOAF,
2019). Appendix I shows an example of a USAF EPR (Form AF-910), which is for an E1-
Eo6.

The regular reports are due annually, with a few exceptions similar to the other
services, including change of reporting official, 365-day extended deployment, or directed
by the immediate superior in command (ISIC) (DOAF, 2019). A change of reporting

official OPR is initiated when either the ratees or rater detaches the command, a 365-day
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extended deployment OPR is initiated when a member is fulfilling a requirement that
exceeds a year, and one example of when the command’s ISIC may direct an OPR is when

a member’s performance is unsatisfactory (DOAF, 2019).

Forms are initiated, processed, and tracked electronically using the virtual
Personnel Center (vPC) that can be accessed through the service portal webpage (DOAF,
2019). In addition to basic administrative data, two traits (mission accomplishment & Air
Force Core Values) are evaluated annually on a scale from one to five, one corresponding
to “Not-Rated” and five corresponding to “Exceeds most, if not all expectations” (DOAF,
2019). In addition, there is a section to document open-ended comments like the other
services. Unlike the Navy and similar to the Marine Corps, the USAF uses multiple raters
to complete the appraisal, including a primary rater, an additional rater as necessary, and a

senior rater (DOAF, 2019).

2. Revision

On 2 February 2021, the Air Force announced the addition of ten Airman
Leadership Qualities (ALQs) to the performance evaluation of Officers and senior Enlisted
members to assess their character and competence (Department of the Air Force [DOAF],
2021). Effective on 31 March 31 2022, the ALQs will be an optional supplement to the
existing Airman Comprehensive Assessment (ACA), which is equivalent to the Navy’s
midterm counseling (DOAF, 2021). The revision was intended to improve the service’s
competency-based development efforts to align the Air Force’s focus with its Foundational
Competencies (DOAF, 2021). The ACAs are designed to facilitate two-way
communications between the members and their supervisors to manage expectations and
discuss goal settings (DOAF, 2021). Formal sessions are required, as well as the
documentation on the ACA worksheet (DOAF, 2021). O1-O6 use the AF Form 724, E7-
E9 use the AF Form 932, and E1-E6 use the AF Form 931 to document the counseling
sessions (DOAF, 2021). Full details of the ACA requirement can be found in chapter 2 of
the USAF Instruction 36-2406 Officer and Enlisted Evaluation Systems.

The 10 ALQs are organized into four major performance areas. The first area is

“executing the mission,” which evaluates members on their job proficiency, initiative, and

20

ACQUISITION RESEARCH PROGRAM
w/ DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE MANAGEMENT
NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL



adaptability (DOAF, 2021). The second area is “leading people,” which evaluates members
on their inclusion and teamwork, emotional intelligence, and communication (DOAF,
2021). The third area is “managing resources,” which evaluates members on their
stewardship and accountability (DOAF, 2021). The fourth and final area is “improving the

unit,” which evaluates members on their decision-making and innovation (DOAF, 2021).

E. UNITED STATES COAST GUARD (USCG)

In the U.S. Coast Guard, the officer evaluation system (OES) “documents and
drives Officer performance and conduct in accordance with Service values and standards,”
and the “information is used to support personnel management; primarily selection boards
and panels, retention, and assignments” (United States Coast Guard [USCG], 2020a). In
the Enlisted evaluation system (EES), the Coast Guard has defined many objectives, but
the main focus is on establishing standards for members, quality feedback, accurate
measurement of performance, accurately informing board members, and enabling the

service to optimize talent management (United States Coast Guard [USCG], 2020b).

The Officers use the Officer Evaluation Report (OER). The forms used are the CG-
5310 series and categorized based on the Officers’ ranks: W2-W3/03-05, W4/01-02, and
06 (USCG, 2020b). Section I documents administrative information, such as the ratees’
name, rank, employee number, date of report, date of rank, and signature, period and
occasion of report, and midterm date and name of counselor (USCG, 2020b). Section II
contains the primary duties, responsibilities, and title of the reported-on officer (ROO)

(USCG, 2020b).

Section III is where the ROO is evaluated against the traits. ROO is evaluated on
18 performance dimensions on a 7-point rating scale, with 7 being the best and 1 being the
worst (USCG, 2020b). Performance dimensions are categorized into three sections: (1)
performance of duties, (2) leadership skills, (3) and personal and professional qualities
(USCG, 2020b). The individual traits include: (1) planning and preparedness, (2) using
resources, (3) results/effectiveness, (4) adaptability, (5) professional competence, (6)
speaking and listening, (7) writing, (8) looking out for others, (9) developing others, (10)

directing others, (11) teamwork, (12) workplace climate, (13) evaluations, (14) initiative,
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(15) judgement, (16) responsibility, (17) professional presence, and (18) health and well-
being (USCG, 2020b). Each trait sections contain narrative blocks to allow raters to make

comments regarding the trait assessments. As seen in Table 2, the traits including

29 ¢c 99 ¢¢

“adaptability,” “competence,” speaking,” “writing,” and “health & well-being” are unique
to the Coast Guard OER that is not included in the other evaluation forms across the

services.

Section IV is where the supervisor authenticates the report with their signature
(USCG, 2020b). Section V is where the Reporting Officer authenticates the report by
marking whether they “Concur/Do Not Concur” with the supervisor’s evaluation (USCG,
2020b). In addition, the Reporting Officers conduct a comparative assessment of Officers
W2 through OS5 to determine their future potential, similar to the USMC (USCG, 2020b).
The comparative assessment scale includes “Best officer of this grade,” “One of few
distinguished officers,” “One of the many high performing officers who form the majority
of this grade,” “Marginally performing officer,” and “Unsatisfactory” (USCG, 2020b).
Section IV also allows Reporting Officers to make promotion recommendations on a 6-
point scale, which is different from the Navy’s approach of using the P/MP/EP system
(USCQG, 2020b, CNO, 2019). The scale includes “Below zone select,” “In-zone reorder,”
“Promote w/top 20% peers,” “Promote,” “Promotion potential,” and “Do not promote”
(USCG, 2020b). Appendix K shows an example of a USCG OER (Form CG-5310A),
which is for W2-W3/03-05.

Similar to the Marine Corps, the Coast Guard regular reports are submitted annually
for Officers with the exception of the semiannual reporting for O1 and O2 (USCG, 2020b).
For Enlisted members, E1 through E5 submit their reports semi-annually and E6 and above
submit their reports annually, which differs from the Navy Enlisted members’ annual
requirement (USCG, 2020b; CNO, 2019). Other occasions for submitting evaluation
reports, similar to other services, include advancements, detachment, and change in

approving officials (USCG, 2020b).

The Enlisted evaluation reports (EERs) are categorized based on the different ranks:
E1-E3, E4, ES, E6, E7, E8, and E9 (USCG, 2020a). Every Enlisted rank, except grouping

E1-E3 have their own form, which is very different from the Navy Enlisted members using
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one form for E1-E6 (CNO, 2019). The form starts with documenting the members’ name,
rank, employee [.D. number, unit name, period of the report, paygrade, and reason for the
report (USCG, 2020a). Following the administrative information, the members are
assessed against 13 performance dimensions on a 7-point rating scale with 7 being the best
and 1 being the worst, as well as one performance dimension, which is “conduct,” on a

binary rating scale of “satisfactory/unsatisfactory” (USCG, 2020a).

The 14 performance dimensions are categorized into four sections: (1) military, (2)
performance, (3) professional qualities, and (4) leadership, as well as narrative space in
each section to allow raters to add comments (USCG, 2020a). The individual traits include:
(1) military bearing, (2) customs, courtesies, and traditions, (3) quality of work, (4)
technical proficiency, (5) initiative, (6) decision making and problem-solving, (7) military
readiness, (8) self-awareness and learning, (9) team building, (10) respect for others, (11)
accountability and responsibility, (12) influencing others, (13) effective communication,

and (14) conduct (USCG, 2020a).

Following the traits, the raters assess the members’ future potential in a narrative
block up to 5 lines (USCG, 2020a). Once complete, the supervisors, marking officials, and
approving officials all assess the members’ advancement potential on a 3-point scale
including “Ready,” “Not Ready,” and ‘“Not Recommended” (USCG, 2020a). The
supervisor and marking official make the assessment and the approving officials mark
whether they “Concur,” “Do Not Concur, make changes,” or “Required comments for
unsatisfactory conduct, not ready, or not recommended for advancement attached on
separate sheet” (USCG, 2020a). The final part of the form is where the ROO signs and
dates to acknowledge the report per the notice provided at the bottom of the form (USCG,
2020a). Appendix J shows an example of a USCG EER (Form CG-3788C), which is for
an ES.

Like the other services, the forms are prepared and submitted electronically, which
can be accessed through a CAC-enabled website (United States Coast Guard [USCG],
2018). The OER is only two pages long, but the EER is five pages long (USCG, 2018).
Similar to other services, excluding Navy FITREPs, the Coast Guard uses multiple raters

for both OER and EER, including supervisors, Reporting Officers, and reviewers (USCG,
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2020a; USCG, 2020b). Another unique component of the Coast Guard is their use of
absolute standards instead of a relative system where members are compared against
established standards instead of their peers (USCG, 2018). The Coast Guard uses
Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales (BARS) to evaluate their service members through
“narratives, critical incidents, and quantified ratings by anchoring a quantified scale with

specific narrative examples of good/poor or effective/ineffective performance” (p. 19-1).
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III. SERVICE COMPARISON OF PES BEST PRACTICES

This section offers an analysis of the Navy’s PES by comparing and contrasting
with the other services’ PESs. I retrieved the data from each services’ respective

instructions on performance evaluation and summarized them in Table 1.

A. ADMINISTRATIVE SYSTEM, PERFORMANCE, AND POTENTIAL

In order to promote the right talents in the Navy, it is important to accurately
document both past performance and future potential in a transparent system. In terms of
quality and transparency of the administration system, other services may have best
practices that maximize accurate documentation of performance and potential. For
example, the USAF uses Performance Recommendation Forms (PRFs) in addition to the
OPRs and EPRs (DOAF, 2019). The PRFs allow RSs to assess the future potential for
members eligible for promotion to O4 and above, while OPRs and EPRs capture the
member’s past performance (DOAF, 2019). Additionally, the Air Force, along with the
Army, provides an overall performance assessment that is separate from the trait
assessments. This serves as an additional measure of the member’s performance that
contributes to raising the level of transparency regarding how well the members have done

during the evaluation period.

In the USCG and USMC, their guidance is included in the headers of their
performance evaluation forms, which states the performance is recorded to determine a
member’s potential for promotion (DON, 2015; USCG, 2018). The Marine Corps and
Coast Guard also utilize a comparative assessment to clearly communicate to the ratee and
the selection board on who the top performer with the highest potential for the next career
milestones are (DON, 2015; USCG, 2020). The Army assesses future potential on a 4-point
scale to break out top performers, in addition to evaluating their past performance both

quantitatively through trait evaluation and qualitatively through narrative sections (DOA,

2019).

The Marine Corps replaced the Proficiency and Conduct (PRO/CON) Marks and
Composite Score with the JEPES for evaluating junior Marines (E1-E4) (USMC, 2020).
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The JEPES provides a Comparative Analysis Dashboard, which displays a heatmap of
where the service members stand relative to their peers (USMC, 2020). Additionally, the
Marine Corps, along with the Coast Guard, uses a comparative assessment to help members
understand where they stand relative to everyone the rater has ranked in the past (DON,
2015; USCG, 2018). These administrative systems increase the transparency for service
members and help them understand where they are now and what they need to accomplish

to reach the next level.

There are several factors in the Navy’s current system that could be contributing to
the lack of transparency and imbalance between past performance and future potential.
First, the Navy only uses one form to capture both past performance and future potential
(CNO, 2019). This may cause RSs to focus more on brevity and create confusion for the
board members who are trying to interpret the RSs’ message. Second, the Navy’s
evaluation forms only make recommendations on promotion and do not have space for
future potential (CNO, 2019). Without a dedicated space to assess future potential, it is

difficult for RSs to communicate effectively to the selection boards.

Just like the Army, adding a dedicated future potential block could help RSs by
providing them with an additional means of conveying to the board on the Sailors’
potential. Rather than converting data points from blocks 40-43 into a Sailor’s future
potential, adding a block on the evaluation forms dedicated to assessing potential may

minimize ambiguity for the board members and the Sailors being assessed.

Having a separate form, like the Air Force, would allow more space for the RSs to
more accurately document both past performance and future potential. In addition,
replicating the same level of transparency as the Marine Corps’ JEPES may help Sailors
by providing them visibility of trackable milestones for their advancements. This could
improve the commands’ ability to advise Sailors’ careers paths, as well as empower them
to control their future. A cost-effective alternative to this approach could be revamping the
midterm counseling process. Having frequent mentoring could help Sailors remain aware

of their required milestones for advancement.
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In addition, the Marine Corps and Coast Guards’ comparative assessment could
help create a more transparent system by visually informing Sailors on where they currently
rank out not just within their summary group, but out of all the Sailors the RS have ever
evaluated. Also, including more specific guidance for the RSs on the evaluation forms like
the Marine Corps and Coast Guard may help realign the focus of Navy RSs with the
established guidance, especially if it is accompanied by improving the RSs’ training on

how to effectively communicate to the board through evaluations forms.

B. TRAIT VALUE STATEMENTS

Traits are an important part of performance evaluations that allow Navy RSs to
compare their Sailors against established values. Other services, like the Marine Corps and
Coast Guard, assess members against a greater number of traits using a wider-ranged rating
scale. The Marine Corps evaluates 14 traits on a 7-point rating scale and the Coast guard
evaluates 18 traits for Officer and 13 traits for Enlisted on a 7-point rating scale (DON,
2015; USCQG, 2018). Of the 13 traits used to evaluate Coast Guard Enlisted members, one
of those traits is assessed on a binary scale of “Satisfactory/Unsatisfactory” (USCG, 2018).
In addition, all the services excluding the Navy include a comments block for each trait or
for each trait category, allowing raters to supplement their trait assessments as needed, as

displayed in Table 1.

Other services, like the Air Force, also incorporate a binary trait of “Does/Does not
meet standards” option for evaluating their Officers on 7 traits (DOAF, 2019). In the Army,
the Officers are evaluated on 6 traits using narrative blocks to allow raters to make

comments, rather than a numerical rating scale used by the Navy (DOA, 2019).

The USN currently uses a 5-point numerical rating scale to evaluate 7 different
traits (CNO, 2019). There are verbal anchors on the first, third, and fifth categories for
below standards, meets standards, or greatly exceeds standards (CNO, 2019). Compared to
the other services, the Navy has fewer options regarding traits and rating scales. The
combination of both results in a narrower range of trait average possibilities, relative to

other services like the Coast Guard which has 18 traits with a 7-point rating scale.
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Expanding the number of traits and range of rating scales to mirror the Marine
Corps and Coast Guards’ systems offers more variety in trait averages for the members.
This could help Navy RSs rank their members at a finer level to help distinguish great
performers from good performers in the middle group. The Air Force’s use of binary traits
may create more problems than solve them in the Navy, especially from the board’s
perspective. If the traits are evaluated based on a “Meets/Does not meet” scale, it could
give board members fewer data points to effectively rank their Sailors. For that same
reason, the Army’s method of using narratives to compare their Officers against the traits
may make it more difficult for board members to determine who to select. The Coast
Guard’s EER, which is a combination of narratives, wide range of traits evaluated on both
a numerical scale and a binary scale may serve as the acceptable medium for improving
the Navy’s trait assessment system. Regardless of the course of action, there should be

training for RSs happening concurrently in order to facilitate a smooth transition of change.

C. MIDTERM COUNSELING

Midterm counseling can be a powerful tool for aiding Sailors’ professional
development if done correctly. As outlined in the Navy’s PES instruction, “the purpose of
performance counseling is to enhance professional growth, encourage personal
development, and improve communication among all members within the command”
(CNO, 2019, p. 18-1). The goal is to have an honest two-way communication between
Sailors and their RSs centering on the performance traits (CNO, 2019). There are objectives
for midterm counseling established in the Navy’s PES instruction, which include
identifying the member’s strengths and weaknesses, discussing how to address those
weaknesses, goal-setting, aligning Sailors with established standards, and expectation
management (CNO, 2019). The EVALs, CHIEFEVALs, and FITREPs are considered as
the midterm counseling worksheet, but the only entries are the date of completion and the
signatures of the Sailor and RS (CNO, 2019). The instruction also provides a notional
schedule, as seen in Appendix O, and recommends methods for conducting midterm

counseling, but it does not state any implications for not conducting them.
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In the Coast Guard, they ensure midterm counseling is conducted by establishing a
system where the OERs are returned to the command if midterm counseling is not
completed correctly (USCG, 2020). The ACAs of the Air Force, which are equivalent to
the Navy’s midterm counseling, have been revamped by incorporating 10 ALQs (DOAF,
2021). In the Army, their PES instruction requires raters to conduct face-to-face counseling
within the first 30 days of the rating period, followed by meeting quarterly at a minimum
(DOA, 2019). A separate support form is used to facilitate the counseling, but it is not an
official form that enters the members’ permanent records (DOA, 2019). In the Marine
Corps, their PES instruction states the importance of conducting performance counseling
but does not outline specific guidance on how to conduct them, aside from the requirement

to conduct initial counseling within the first 30 days of the rating period (DON, 2015).

Having implications for not conducting midterm counseling, like the Coast Guard’s
PES, may incentivize Navy commands to ensure they are conducted correctly.
Additionally, having a separate official form for counseling, like the Air Force and the
Army, may help place greater emphasis on the importance of conducting them. The Army’s
quarterly schedule may be challenging for operational commands with dynamic schedules,
but there is certainly value in exploring similar options if it leads to developing higher

quality Sailors.

D. FORMS

Every service uses a different style of the evaluation form that makes them each
unique. In terms of the number of pages, Marine Corps FITREPs lead with five to six pages,
followed by Coast Guard EER with five pages. The main reason for the large number of
pages is due to the large number of traits they evaluate; the Marine Corps evaluates their

members on 14 traits and the Coast Guard evaluates their Enlisted members on 13 traits.

Another key distinction is the different versions of the forms that some services
use. In the Army, the OERs are categorized into different versions based on your rank:
Company Grade (O1-03, WOI1-CW2), Field Grade (04-05), Strategic Leaders (06),
Sergeant, Staff Sergeant to First Sergeant/Master Sergeant, and Command Sergeant Major/

Sergeant Major (DOA, 2019). In the Air Force, a specific version of the evaluation form is
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assigned to E1-E6, E7-E8, E9, and one form for Officers (DOAF, 2019). In the Marine
Corps, one form is used for E5-O8 (DON, 2015). The Coast Guard has the most versions
of the OER and EER based on rank: E1-E3, E4, ES, E6, E7, ES, E9, W2-W3/03-05, W4/
01-02, and 06 (USCG, 2020a; USCG, 2020b). In the Coast Guard, the traits on the forms
are slightly different based on what is expected from them given their rank. For example,
one of the traits on the E4 evaluation form is “influencing others,” whereas an E6 who is

more in a leadership role, is assessed on “directing others” (USCG, 2020a).

The Navy, on the other hand, uses one form for groups of paygrades including the
Enlisted, Chiefs, and Officers. One problem with the Navy’s method is the lack of
differentiation in traits between the closer ranks. For example, the traits valued in a third-
class petty officer should not be a perfect match to a first-class petty officer who is more
in a leadership role. There will be overlapping traits, such as character and equal
opportunity, but there should be distinctions dictated by the expectations the Navy has in

them based on their rank and job.

Given different expectations we set in our members based on rank, there should be
distinctions in the traits we evaluate them in. Although different traits are being assessed
between the groups of Enlisted, Chiefs, and Officers, there are no distinctions between an
E4 and an E6, or between an O1 and an O5. Having a finer level of trait assessments could
lead to a higher quality evaluation of our Sailors; however, the culture of viewing traits as

an afterthought of managing the RS’s RSCA should change first (Marsh, 2020).

E. PERIODICITY

Most services submit their standard performance evaluations annually with a few
exceptions, such as the USMC and USCG submitting O1 and O2 FITREPS semi-annually.
In the Navy Reserves, they use separate codes known as RESAC1 and RESAC6 to group
reservists who are temporarily on active duty and rank them separately from the rest of the
summary group (CNO, 2019). RESACI1 is given to reservists temporarily serving active
duty for 1-6 months and RESAC6 for > 6 months (CNO, 2019). For example, if a Navy
Reserve Lieutenant is recalled to active duty and has served for 8 months, the Lieutenant

will be grouped into RESAC6 instead of being ranked against their fellow Lieutenants in
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the other summary group. This facilitates are fairer assessment by ranking Lieutenants

against other Lieutenants who are in similar situations.

The main issue with the Navy’s reporting periodicity is that it lacks equal
comparison of Sailors due to varying reporting periods. The Navy’s regular FITREPs are
completed annually with every paygrade assigned to a specific month with the exceptions
of detachment from command, change in RS, special, and non-observed, as explained in
Chapter II. For example, Lieutenant regular FITREPS are due every January. This creates
a problem where the members’ performances are not evaluated equally due to evaluation
periodicity being driven by paygrade reporting rather than arrival date. In other words, a
Lieutenant who has been onboard for 7 months can be ranked against another Lieutenant
who has been onboard for a full 12 months, which could create a culture where seniority is
favored over performance. This phenomenon is also applicable to a change in reporting
senior FITREP since everyone at the command will be receiving one. For a detachment
from command and special FITREPs, this phenomenon does not apply because the member
is typically the only one in the summary group, so you are not compared against anyone

else. Additionally, it does not apply if the member is receiving a non-observed FITREP.

The Reservist’s approach of having additional summary groups has the potential to
improve the issue of ranking service members with different times onboard. Not only will
the increase in the number of summary groups allow increased opportunities for members
to receive MPs and EPs, but also close the gap between the varying reporting periods
between members. Additionally, the semi-annual periodicity for Marine Corps and Coast
Guard junior officers could have great value in the Navy as well. A semi-annual periodicity
could also bridge the gap between the varying reporting periods. For example, instead of
two Lieutenants with reporting periods of 7 and 12 months being unfairly evaluated against
each other, it could potentially shorten the difference to 7 and 8 months. In addition, this
could offer additional opportunities for RSs to mentor and guide newly reported junior

officers.
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F. RATER

The quality of raters will make or break a Sailor’s career. If the wrong message is
documented on the evaluation forms and delivered to the selection boards, it will place that
Sailor on a path of most resistance to get selected. As seen in Table 1, all the services,
excluding the Navy, have multiple raters involved in the members’ performance evaluation
to ensure the reports accurately capture the members’ performance and potential. For
example, members of the Army are evaluated by a rater, an intermediate rater, and a senior
rater (DOA, 2019). In the Marine Corps, the reviewing officers assess, then the RSs
conduct the final evaluation (DON, 2015).

In the USN, FITREPs and CHIEFEVALs are completed by the reporting senior
only, who is also the rater (CNO, 2019). The standard practice is to have multiple reviews
within the chain of command as the document is routed to the RS, but it is not required by

any Navy instruction. On the contrary, the EVALs have a rater and a senior rater evaluate

Sailors (CNO, 2019)

Formally incorporating additional raters in the rating chain may have the potential
for producing a more in-depth and accurate assessment. By attaching the names of
additional raters to their subordinates’ evaluations, they may be more invested in the
accuracy and quality of the evaluations going up to the RSs. This may be difficult for
smaller commands to execute; but regardless, a subject worth exploring if it results in

sending higher-quality reports to the selection board.

G. LEGACY PES

Having a modern performance evaluation system is an enabler of effective talent
management in a complex military environment. To support each services’ missions, the
Army, Marine Corps, and Air Force have all modernized their PESs to allow performance
evaluations to be prepared and submitted electronically. The Army uses a system called
the Evaluation Entry System (EES), the Marine Corps uses a system called an Automated
Performance Evaluation System (A-PES), and the Air Force uses a system called the virtual
Personnel Center (vPC). The Coast Guard, on the other hand, digitally signs their reports
and emails them to headquarters.
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The Navy’s legacy PES is known as NAVFIT98A, which is a form-filler computer
application program (CNO, 2019). This legacy system does not allow online submission
of evaluation forms and leaves commands with no other options but to print, sign, and
physically mail the evaluations to Navy Personnel Command (NPC) (CNO, 2019). With
the recent release of the eNAVFIT, this could become a problem of the past if eNAVFIT
is a success. Similar to the system used by other services, the eNAVFIT is designed to
lighten the administrative load by allowing Sailors to create and route their evaluation
forms electronically (Swysgood, 2022). Please refer to Chapter II for further details on the
capabilities of eNAVFIT.

Table 1.  Summary of Service Comparison of PESs.
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Space for Rater to Space for Rater o | Space for RS fo discuss
) Space foraddifional |
discuss cach trait and | discuss each fraitand [ cach trait categories and [ Space for RSsto Space for RSs to Space for overall " Space after cach rait
g ratex, reviewer, final Space in each sections of|
Space for Narratives | overall performance, and| overall performance, and |additional comments, RO|  comment on comment on assessment block for | sections, reporting officer
3 ° evaluator, and functional e traits
senior Tater's comments | senior ater's comments ‘o supplement performance performance each rater, comments,
: examiner,
on overall potential | _on overall potential _| comparative assessment
Upper limit of overall | -
Upper limit of futus . Upper limit dependent
performance and future | CPo Lot OF futue Upper limit dependent on|Upper limit dependent on| per Lt dependent onf
Forced Distribution potential assessments | | POICtial assessment No size and rank of summary|size and rank of summary No number of eligible No No
. | timited to less than 24% members under cach
timited to less than 49% group gronp
of summary group B reporting senior
of summary eroup
Sergeant, Staff Sergeant
One form each for O1- | to First Sergeant/Mast .
Fon I HOLCW, 0405 | Sermennt ot Commmana| ©ne form for E5-08 One fo One form cach for E1-E6| One fo One form cach for E1- | One form for W2-W3/03| One form for E1-E3, E4.
orm(s) 3WOL-CW2), 04-05.| Sergeant, and Command |~ rppp g gy e form and E7-E9 © form EG, E7-ES, and EO 05, W4/01-02,06 | ES.E6, E7, ES, and EO
and 06 Sergeant Major/Sergcant
Major

Adapted from DOA (n.d.); DOAF (n.d.); DHS (n.d.); DON (n.d.-b); DON (n.d.-c).

33

ACQUISITION RESEARCH PROGRAM
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE MANAGEMENT
NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL




Table 2.  Summary of Service Comparison of Traits

USAOER _U°* USMC USN USN USN TUSAF UsAF USCG ysce usce

©105) NCOER pripyp FITREP CHIEFEVAL EVAL OPR EPR OER  pypr  EER

(WO1-CW2) (Sﬁg)n (E408)  (Officers) (ET-E9) (ELE6) (0105) (ELEG) (gig:g € @

Organizational Climate/Equal Opportunity
Military Bearing/Character X X
Teamwork
Leadership X X X
Tactical Performance (Warfare)
Professional Knowledge
Quality of Work
Accomplishment/Initiative/Achieves X X X
Institutional and Technical Expertise
Professionalism
Sense of Heritage
Loyalty
Active/Effective Communication X
Intellect and Wisdom X X X
Performance
Proficiency
Courage
Effectiveness Under Stress
Developing Subordinates/Others X X
Setting the Example
Ensuring Well-Being of Subordinates
Professional Military Education
Decision-Making/Problem Solving
Jud
Accurate/Timely Completion of Evaluations
Presence X X
Organizational Skills X
Motivation
Personal/Professional-Development
Qualifications & Certifications
Training Others
Resource Ma
Compliance to Standards
Service Core Values
Customs, Courtesies, and Traditions
Readiness X
Respecting Others
Accountability/Responsibility X
Influencing Others
Directing Others X
Conduct
Adaptability
Competence
Speaking
Writing
Health and Well Being

Adapted from DOA (n.d.); DOAF (n.d.); DHS (n.d.); DON (n.d.-b); DON (n.d.-c);
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IV. LITERATURE REVIEW

This thesis focuses on evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of the Navy’s
performance evaluation system. By assessing the strengths in other services’ systems, the
Navy can look for clues on how to correct their weaknesses. In this chapter, I conduct a
thorough literature review to gather best practices on the different PESs, followed by a
systematic review of the findings to synthesize information drawing on relevant
publications, reports, and theses. This chapter is relevant to understanding the challenges
faced in each service regarding performance evaluations and efforts made to address them,
as well as inform the questions for the focus group discussions. The literature review

findings are summarized in Table 3.

A. NAVY PES WEAKNESS AND CIVILIAN PES STRENGTHS

To improve and modernize the Navy’s PES, the Chief of Naval Personnel (CNP)
launched the Performance Evaluation Transformation (PET) program as part of the Sailor
2025 initiative (Small, 2020). In support of CNP’s talent management efforts, Small (2020)
qualitatively evaluated the Navy’s performance evaluation system to identify areas
requiring change. Small (2020) gathered relevant data from published civilian and Navy
documents related to PES to capture both the policy-making side and consumer side of the

PES.

From the civilian documents, Small (2020) gathered performance management best
practices from Google and Deloitte because both organizations restructured their systems
to realign human resources efforts to the organization’s objectives. For both companies,
the process started in 2013 when senior leaders determined the current system is falling
short to meet the company’s goals (Small, 2020). According to Small (2020), both
companies took systematic approaches to identify relevant variables with the most potential
for creating the right evaluation systems for their companies. Such efforts led to the

creation of new performance management systems that broke free of traditional approaches

that forbade accurately capturing their employees’ performance and potential (Small,

2020).
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According to Small (2020), Google now uses a combination of self-evaluation,
multisource feedback, and monthly coaching to not only improve feedback to the
employees to improve their performance, but also the accuracy of the managers’ ranking
of their staff members (Small, 2020). Relative to the Navy’s bureaucratic process of
completing performance evaluations, Google approaches the process with the goal of
improving the employees’ performance, aligning their efforts to the organization’s mission

and vision, and facilitating quality feedback with a transparent system (Small, 2020).

As Google’s analytics team explored variables that may contribute to creating their
ideal performance appraisal system, their research indicated quality connection and
feedback between people as an important variable for producing an effective personnel
management system (Small, 2020). Given that finding, Google created a new system where
objectives are established quarterly, feedback is provided regularly through one-on-one

sessions, formal performance evaluation is conducted annually, as well as midterm

counseling (Small, 2020).

At Deloitte, their research for an improved system led to three important factors:
(1) daily opportunities to apply their strengths, (2) expectation management, and (3) proper
alignment of the company’s mission to their efforts (Small, 2020). After two years of trial
and error, conducting interviews with employees, and applying different design methods,
Deloitte developed a new evaluation system with the guiding objectives of accurately
capturing and measuring performance, as well as greater emphasis on future action over
skills (Small, 2020). Simplifying the new system by eliminating goal-setting and ratings
resulted in a less complicated system for managers to accurately capture their employees’

performances.

Deloitte’s new system has five functions: (1) check-ins focused on frequent
conversations focused on future potential, (2) career coaching focused on professional
development, (3) snapshots focused on team members assessing the performance of the
team leaders, (4) pulse surveys focused on team building and improvement, and (5) talent
review focused on career development for certain individuals (Small, 2020). Under the
“Snapshots” function of the new system, other employees are able to evaluate their peers’

performance on a 5-point scale including the following: (1) given what I know of this
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person’s performance, and if it were my money, I would award this person the highest
possible compensation increase and bonus, (2) given what I know of this person’s
performance, I would always want him or her on my team, (3) this person is at risk for
lower performance, and (4) this person is ready for promotion today (Small, 2020). A year
after implementing the new system, Deloitte’s employees indicated an increase in work

engagements and growth, and a decrease in attrition (Small, 2020).

On the Navy’s side, Small (2020) analyzed the gathered data on the history, past
studies, and current policies on the Navy’s PES. She then synthesized the findings to gain
an understanding of the Navy’s policies that govern performance evaluation and potential
gaps in the system, such as using an outdated system, a greater focus on process over
performance, past performance over future potential, lack of transparency, and inaccurate

measure.

One of the first shortcomings identified by Small (2020) includes the Navy’s use
of an outdated system known as NAVFIT98A, which has no online capability and creates
the administrative burden of printing and mailing physical copies to NPC. As a result,
Small (2020) argues the entire process has become an administrative drill focused on
completion, rather than accurately measuring our Sailors’ performances. The current
system does not support the TF1N’s lines of effort (LOE) in improving the Navy’s talent
management (DON, 2021). As a solution, the CNO released the eNAVFIT on 14 January
2022, which is a new system scheduled to be available to the active duty component in
February 2022. It is an online performance evaluation system that allows Sailors to draft,
validate, digitally sign, and submit their reports electronically. The eNAVFIT is scheduled
to replace the NAVFIT98A and intended to resolve many of the shortcomings in the legacy

system, as explained in Chapter II.

Another shortcoming identified by Small (2020) is the imbalance between the focus
over past performance and future potential. The current evaluation only captures up to a
year of a Sailor’s previous performance to convey to the selection board the Sailors’ future
potential (Small, 2020). This is not enough to inform a Sailor’s readiness for future jobs

they may be assigned to (Small, 2020). To supplement the shortcomings of the evaluations,
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midterm counseling is established as a requirement, but they are not always executed

properly due to a lack of space in the schedules (Small, 2020).

Another shortcoming Small (2020) found is the lack of transparency for the Sailors.
Based on reviewing an article by former CNP Vice Admiral Bill Moran, Small (2020) notes
that Sailors receive minimal feedback on their performance or potential. In his article, Vice
Admiral Moran states three principles that enable us to sustain a high-quality force: (1)
knowing our strengths, further revealing our advantages, (2) centralized resourcing,
decentralized force management, and (3) extending trust, creating balance, and ensuring
stability (Moran, 2014). Under the third principle, the Admiral discusses how a transparent
talent management system is key in promoting the right talents, which contributes to

developing trust among Sailors and ultimately creates a mission-ready force.

Small (2020) argues one of the variables that contribute to this non-transparency is
the Reporting Senior Cumulative Average (RSCA). RSCA is the Commanding Officer’s
average value of all the trait averages of a given rank the CO has historically evaluated
(Small, 2020). She further explains the rule of thumb being your trait average to be above
the CO’s RSCA to remain competitive for advancements and selections, but the problem
is a CO’s RSCA is not readily visible to the Sailors. In addition, COs manage their RSCA
due to forced distribution, which could prevent them from conducting an honest assessment
of their Sailors (Small, 2020). Forced distribution is a system where the RSs are limited in

the number of “Ps,” “MPs,” and “EPs” they can award their Sailors (Small, 2020).

In addition to shortcomings, Small (2020) identified several key findings from her
review of scholarly and industry literature to help frame the issues. She notes how a PES
will not function well if it tries to handle both the administrative and developmental tasks.
This results in a decrease in feedback quality, which supports her other finding on the
importance of finding a PES that is right for your organization. While there is no “one-
size-fits-all” system, her research indicates there are several variables that should be
considered, such as emphasizing an open two-way conversation and conducting evaluation
training to minimize biases and maximize the accuracy of the rating. In addition, Small
(2020) notes an increase in supervisor-subordinate engagement is correlated to an increase

in employee performance.
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Based on shortcomings in the Navy’ PES and key findings from relevant literature,
Small (2020) notes the following considerations for Navy decision-makers: differentiate
administrative and developmental functions within the PES, emphasize transparency in the
PES, refer to civilian best practices such as Google and Deloitte, and incorporate user

feedback to ensure PET-TM integration is successful.

B. INFLATION

As mentioned by Small (2020), RSCA was initially introduced to minimize grade
inflation to prevent RSs from awarding all their members maximum scores on their
evaluations because it made it difficult for selection boards to rank their members. Grade
inflation is an issue other services experience as well, such as the Air Force. To determine
why and how often inflation occurs in the Air Force, Baker (2017) conducted an extensive
literature review of past studies on inflation for both military and civilian sectors and
surveyed six active duty Air Force Officers ranging from O2 to O6 who were familiar with
the OPRs and EPRs. The survey asked questions on raters’ methods for recording
performance changes, average ratings, and the training they have received on conducting
evaluations as reporting seniors (Baker, 2017). In addition, he conducted an interview with
an individual who was a SME in both the Enlisted and Officer side of the Air National

Guard and Air Reserve.

Survey results indicated reporting seniors’ frequent tendencies to inflate the
performance evaluations to help retain those who would have otherwise been separated
(Baker, 2017). He indicated there were several different motivations for inflating, but most
of them fell into one of the following areas: (1) evaluators’ concern for the negative
implications on the members’ careers and (2) the evaluators being viewed negatively by

the ratee because of giving negative evaluations.

Following the survey, Baker (2017) interviewed an Air Force SME, where he
gained insights on inflation from the reporting seniors’ perspectives. The SME confirmed
how some reporting seniors inflate their evaluations of below-average members to prevent
them from being separated in the near future (Baker, 2017). The SME further explained

this is done to maintain the mission readiness of the units that are often understaffed (Baker,
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2017). Given historical accounts of understaffing in the USAF, Baker (2017) concluded
the RSs’ motivation for inflation to be believable and highly likely. One critique of this
study is that it may lack validity given the data is survey results of only six participants.

Having a larger sample size would have offered perhaps more valid and reliable data.

In a different study of grade inflation, Wolfgeher (2009) explores its root cause in
the Air Forces’ OES. She explains how the objective of the evaluation system in the Air
Force, similar to other services, is to capture the members’ past performance and future
potential to convey to the selection board on who to select. Based on the Air Forces’
objective, Wolfgeher (2009) argues how the inflation trend is a hindrance to reaching that
objective. To determine whether there are variables inherent in the Air Force that may
cause inflation, Wolfgeher (2009) utilizes organization, behavior, evaluation, and game
theories. With her hypothesis that inflation in the Air Force is caused by factors internal to
the organization, he took the “white box” approach, which studies internal factors and their

interactions among the factors.

In her study, the dependent variable is the quality of evaluations, which is measured
by the level of accuracy and inflation determined by the subsystems of military culture,
organizational structure, systems for officer rewards and promotion, tasks and tools for
evaluating officers, and human interaction. The independent variables, or the internal
factors, include military culture, organizational structure, systems for officer rewards and
promotion, tasks and tools for evaluating Officers, and human interaction (Wolfgeher,
2009). Of all the variables, results indicated reward systems, military culture, and
organizational structure to have the highest correlation to inflation (Wolfgeher, 2009). She
discusses a culture within the Air Force where being average is considered bad, therefore
contributing to the rise in inflation, which is consistent with the findings of Baker (2017).
With many raters manipulating their evaluations to help their members, the reports going
to the boards all belong to top performers, so when the board receives an honest evaluation
of an “average” member, they are not selected (Wolfgeher, 2009). It is very difficult to
change the culture of the entire service, which leads to raters making changes that are

within their control, such as inflating their members’ evaluations (Wolfgeher, 2009).
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In addition, Wolfgeher (2009) also notes how the organizational structure leads to
inflation due to lower-level leaderships having minimal control over the members’
selections. With evaluations being the primary source for advancement, the only control
raters have regarding helping the members’ careers is inflating their evaluations
(Wolfgeher, 2009). Based on the raters’ knowledge of the system and culture, there is a
trend of manipulating the evaluations to help their service members promote (Wolfgeher,
2009; Baker, 2017). In addition to the culture and organizational structure, Wolfgeher
(2009) states promotion and reward systems cause inflation as well. Since most rewards
and promotions are centralized, it gives lower-level leaders no control over them; hence,
leaders are pressured to inflate their evaluations to reward their service members in the best

way they can (Wolfgeher, 2009).

Based on her results, Wolfgeher (2009) suggests implementing a “whole of system”
approach towards the current system and culture. The evaluation system is very complex
because it is affected by system inputs, such as environment, resources, and history, as well
as the subsystems of military culture, organizational structure, systems for officer rewards
and promotion, tasks and tools for evaluating Officers, and human interaction (Wolfgeher,
2009). Given that level of complexity, she argues making minor changes would not yield
the desired outcome of reducing inflation. Many of the subsystems are standardized and
difficult to change, but changing the promotion system, specifically the “up or out” system
may reduce inflation (Wolfgeher, 2009). By increasing career options for Air Force
Officers, she argues that the pressure to inflate may diminish. Rather than continuing to
move up to higher leadership positions, Officers can have the option to pursue the path of
becoming technical experts in a specific field (Wolfgeher, 2009). This method could
address the issues noted by Baker (2017) where raters are pressured to inflate the
evaluations to prevent the separation of average members at a command that is short-

staffed. It the

C. FORCED DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

As discussed by Baker (2017) and Wolfgeher (2009), forced distribution could
cause issues like inflation, but as discussed by Marsh (2020), RSCA management and trait
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manipulation are additional issues to be mindful of. When he evaluated the feasibility of
the Navy’s PET initiative successfully addressing the current PES’s shortcomings, he
identified the Navy’s use of traits as one of the problems that needed to be addressed. He
further discusses how one of the shortcomings is the evaluation of the member’s
performance being an afterthought under the forced distribution system because reporting
seniors are forced to rank Sailors based on time on-board, relative to their actual
performance. To confirm his point, Marsh (2020) included a quote in his article from
former CNP Admiral Burke, who stated, “The typical reporting senior reverser engineers
that final trait average to make the final number work out, so the trait averages wind up

being rather meaningless.”

Marsh (2020) explains how a different system can potentially correct the problem
with traits, which is a system that prevents RSs from knowing the RSCAs. He further
explains how this can be achieved by randomizing the number of traits assigned to
members. If COs are unaware of the exact number of traits of each member they rate, they
cannot manipulate the numbers to control the RSCAs (Marsh, 2020). The proposed system
will assign a random number of traits to each member to prevent RSs from calculating their
RSCA, which means one Sailor may be evaluated based on 7 traits, whereas another Sailor

may be evaluated based on 9 traits (Marsh, 2020).

This new system proposed by Marsh (2020) may provide additional perspective on
the issue identified by Small (2020), where RSCA contributes to an inaccurate measure of
performance and potential due to the manipulation of the trait average. If the RSs are unable
to see the RSCAs, it may instill a sense of honesty in their evaluations, but the results will

not be an equal comparison between members due to the varying number of traits.

Although force distribution systems present several problems, as discussed by
Baker (2017), Wolfgeher (2009), and Marsh (2020), there are positive elements as well. In
the United States Army, Evans (2018) sought to determine the effectiveness of the Army’s
forced distribution performance appraisal system with the goal of recommending policy
and behavioral changes to optimize the retention of the right talents. His motivation of the
study stemmed from the 17% decrease in the number of Army personnel over the last eight

years. Using the performance evaluation data of the Army, Evans (2018) conducted a
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simulation-based analysis to replicate the typical constraints placed on Army Officers, such
as forced distribution requirements, transfers, the span of control, and behavior of the

raters.

In this study, the effectiveness of the Army’s PES is a function of accurately
assessing the members’ performances (Evans, 2018). Based on the model’s results in the
number and severity of the evaluation inaccuracies, his findings revealed that 20.07% of
members received low evaluations despite their high performance (Evans, 2018).
Additionally, reducing the number of ratees from fifteen to five increased the
misidentification rate by 59.86% (Evans, 2018). In other words, in a forced distribution
system, the fewer the subordinates, the less “above average” evaluations raters can award
due to the number of “above average” evaluations being dependent on the number of
eligible members under each reporting senior, as seen in Appendix M (Evans, 2018;
DOAF, 2019). His results also suggested the optimal configuration for his recommended
system to include a span of control of raters to be 15 Officers that spend 12 months at each
assignment. His results further indicated this configuration allowing 43% more Officers to
receive top evaluations, relative to the current 14%, with a reduction in the annual critical

misidentification by 10 Officers.

The configuration suggested by Evans (2018) sheds light onto grade inflation issue
noted by Baker (2017) by incorporating recommendations made by Wolfgeher (2009) in
his study. Taking his suggestion of eliminating the “up or out” model to expand the career
options and adding Evans’s (2018) model parameters of adjusting the span of control and
tour lengths may expand the potential solutions to the grade inflation noted by Evans
(2018). Although other relevant variables, such as budgetary constraints, administrative
burden, and feasibility of implementing change based on operational schedule dictated by

real-world events, adds another dimension of complexity to the problem-solving process.

In a separate study a year later, Evans teamed up with Bae to study the limitations
of the Army’s forced distribution performance evaluation system in identifying quality
talents and found similar results (Evans & Bae, 2019). Between the two studies, Evans
offers insights into variables relevant to improving the accuracy of the Army’s performance

evaluations system. Using data on performance appraisals, history of assignments, and
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promotion board results of over 2,500 active duty O4s who were in-zone for the 2015 and
2016 promotion boards, Evans and Bae (2019) conducted a discrete event simulation to
examine the limitations of the current PES by controlling for system structure, system
dynamics, human behavior and policy constraints of the Army’s PES. According to the
results, the accuracy of the evaluations increased when the span of control was decreased
(Evans & Bae, 2019). This result is similar to what Evans (2018) found in his previous
study, which helps validate both findings. One additional finding was the increase in time

spent on evaluation does not impact accuracy (Evans & Bae, 2019).

D. TRANSPARENCY

Following his studies from 2018 and 2019, Evans continued his analysis of the
Army’s performance evaluation system in 2020 with Robinson. Evans and Robinson
(2020) explored the shortcoming of the Army’s performance evaluation system, mainly
focusing on how biases could be making the system less transparent. Their goal was to
make performance evaluation more objective by helping evaluators recognize the structural
and cognitive biases inherent in the Army’s PES (Evans & Robinson, 2020). Using past
studies and existing literature on the topic, Evans and Robinson (2020) proposed three

methods to counter the structural biases.

First, senior raters only awarding “most qualified” evaluations to the top one-third
of members to minimize Type I and II errors (Evans & Robinson, 2020). They explained
Type I error is where the wrong individual is ranked high and Type II error is when the
right individual is not ranked high. Evans and Robinson (2020) discuss a study conducted
by the U.S. Army Human Resources Command, which indicates higher thresholds for
“most qualified” members resulting in higher expected annual error. Based on those results,
Evans and Robinson (2020) state raters can minimize the annual error by controlling the

“most qualified” evaluations more strictly.

The second and third methods are shifting to a multiyear approach to prevent
reaching the threshold every year and frequently providing feedback to the members
(Evans & Robinson, 2020). They explain how the raters can better establish standards and

expectations, as well as improve communication with their subordinates once they are
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conscious of the potential biases. Evans and Robinson (2020) describe how the 2016
Center for Army Leadership Annual Survey of Army Leadership results indicate over one-
third of the responses revealing minimal feedback from leadership on their performance
(Evans & Robinson, 2020). Based on those survey results, Evans and Robinson (2020)
argue promoting transparency through open two-way conversation with your members can
facilitate the capturing of accurate evaluations of the members’ performance and future
potential. The findings of Evans and Robinson (2020) add validity to the findings of Small
(2020). Her research also indicated the importance of having two-way communication to
minimize biases and maximize rating accuracy, as well as establishing a feedback loop to

emphasize transparency.

Like Evans and Robinson (2020), the Air Force also explored ways to improve the
level of transparency in their performance evaluation system, specifically quality feedback
to members. Reinke and Baldwin (2001) surveyed 505 active duty Air Force O3s with
bachelor’s degrees or equivalent to determine whether independent variables like trust,
expertise, superior-subordinate similarity, and management support have the potential to
improve the quality of feedback given to O3s. Using survey data, they ran three regressions
to analyze the cumulative effects of the independent variables. For this study, Reinke and
Baldwin (2001) used the Air Force’s definition of quality feedback, which is “feedback

that is specific, objective, and involves two-way communication” (p. 161).

Reinke and Baldwin (2001) explain how specific feedback allows supervisors to
clearly explain their expectations to their subordinates, as well as how well they are
meeting the expectations. This is a critical component of feedback because it minimizes
ambiguity in the supervisors’ guidance to their subordinates. Objective feedback is where
supervisors observe their subordinates’ performance in an unbiased way (Reinke &
Baldwin, 2001). Objectivity, as explained by Reinke and Baldwin (2001), is a prerequisite
for providing accurate feedback because it contributes to the subordinates’ perception of a

fair evaluation system.

Two-way communication is where both the supervisors and subordinates are
actively engaged in a conversation regarding the subordinates’ performance (Reinke &

Baldwin, 2001). Two-way communications help build better relationships between the
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supervisor and subordinates that are rooted in trust and fairness, which are critical elements
of effective feedback (Reinke & Baldwin, 2001). Their findings are consistent with what
Evans and Robinson (2020) and Small (2020) found in their research regarding how two-
way communication can lead to a transparent system that improves the accuracy of
capturing performance. Based on the findings of Reinke & Baldwin, (2001) additionally
focusing on specificity and objectivity of feedback may better equip raters as they continue

to prioritize transparency in their PESs.

According to Reinke and Baldwin (2001), results suggested trust, expertise, and
management support to be statistically significant to the member’s perception of quality
feedback, specifically the elements of specificity and two-way communication. For
feedback objectivity, results indicate the interaction term of management support and
expertise to be significant, with trust having the highest correlation overall (Reinke &
Baldwin, 2001). In summary, their findings suggest improving the level of trust in reporting
seniors, as well as management support and expertise, will result in increased quality of

feedback to the employees.

In addition to Reinke and Baldwin (2001), Katz et al. (2021) also sought to
understand how quality feedback can contribute to a positive work environment. They had
two goals for their study: (1) use meta-analysis of literature pertaining to feedback
environments to understand its relationships with the variables including individual
differences, job characteristics, job attitudes, well-being constructs, organizational
perceptions, and work behaviors, and (2) differentiate feedback environment from
feedback orientation and leader-member exchange (LMX). Data for their study included
findings from literature focusing on feedback environment and its seven dimensions,
including credible, quality, appropriate and considerate, favorable, unfavorable,
availability, and acceptance (Katz et al., 2021). Feedback orientation is defined as how
inclined someone may be towards receiving feedback, and LMX is a member’s perception
of the quality of relationships with their supervisors (Katz et al., 2021). Using meta-
analysis regression, they found feedback environment to be positively correlated to the
following variables: feedback orientation, leader-member exchange, supervisor-rated

performance, and negatively related to burnout.
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For understanding the correlation between feedback environment and individual
differences, Katz et al. (2021) considered five variables: feedback orientation, dispositional
motivational constructs, implicit person theory, self-efficacy, and emotional skills. Results
indicate all five variables being positively correlated to feedback environment with results
being statistically significant (Katz et al., 2021). For understanding the correlation between
feedback environment and job attitudes, Katz et al. (2021) considered three variables:
organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover intentions. Results indicate
feedback environment being positively correlated to organizational commitment and job
satisfaction, and negatively correlated to turnover intension with results being statistically
significant (Katz et al., 2021). In other words, a working environment with positive
feedback contributes to employees’ job satisfaction and commitment to work with no

desire to leave their current job.

For understanding the correlation between feedback environment and well-being,
Katz et al. (2021) considered three variables: burnout, psychological empowerment, and
work engagement. Results indicate feedback environment being negatively correlated to
burnout and positively correlated to psychological empowerment and work engagement
with results being statistically significant (Katz et al., 2021). In other words, someone
working in a positive-feedback working environment is less likely to burnout and more
likely to be psychologically empowered and actively engaged in their job. For
understanding the correlation between feedback environment and organizational
perceptions, Katz et al. (2021) considered seven variables: feedback reactions, politics
perceptions, trust, LMX, perceived coaching behaviors, organizational support, and role
clarity. Results indicate feedback environment being negatively correlated to politics
perception and positively correlated to feedback reactions, trust, LMX, perceived coaching
behavior, organizational support, and role clarity with results being statistically significant

(Katz et al., 2021).

For understanding the correlation between feedback environment and job
performance, Katz et al. (2021) considered three variables: supervisor-rated job
performance, supervisor-rated creative performance, and supervisor-rated organizational

citizenship behaviors (OCB). Results indicate feedback environment being positively
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correlated to all three variables with results being statistically significant (Katz et al., 2021).
For understanding the correlation between feedback environment and work behavior, Katz
et al. (2021) considered the variable of feedback-seeking and determined it to be positively

correlated to feedback environment with results being statistically significant.

The relevant variables found by Katz et al. (2021) with positive correlations to a
positive feedback environment are directly in-line with the studies of Reinke and Baldwin
(2001) and Evans and Robinson (2020). Placing emphasis on variables like feedback
orientation, leader-member exchange, and supervisor-rated program performance within
their current approaches may yield positive results for Reinke and Baldwin (2001) and

Evans and Robinson (2020).

In addition to Katz et al. (2021), there are additional studies in the civilian sectors
focused on increasing the level of transparency and feedback, such as the 360-Degree
Assessment (360s). With the goal of determining the feasibility of incorporating 360s into
the military’s PES, Hardison et al. (2015) conducted a study at RAND. According to
Hardison et al. (2015), a 360-Degree Assessment is a multi-rater approach to provide
members with feedback from a variety of sources, such as supervisors, peers, and
subordinates. It is a popular system in the civilian sector; therefore, Hardison et al. (2015)
explored how well the 360s will fit in the performance evaluation systems of the different
service branches of the military. Although most services implement some type of 360-
degree assessment programs within their training and development programs, none of them
are implemented in the periodic performance evaluations (Hardison et al., 2015). Their
research indicates some services have more raters in their PES than others, but even then,
it is limited to individuals above the position of the member being rated, so it does not

qualify as a 360-degreee evaluation.

Data used for their study was gathered from existing literature on the best practices
of the 360-Degree Assessments, policy on current military practices regarding performance
and advancement, and structured interviews with the designers of 360s, as well as military
members of services that have incorporated the system (Hardison et al., 2015). As a part of
their research, they gathered data on each services’ performance evaluation systems to

conduct a service comparison to establish a baseline knowledge of their systems. The
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variables they compared include the types of forms, rating chain, evaluation of
performance and potential, evaluation approach, counseling, traits, and more. For the
interview, the total number of participants they selected was 13 senior policy stakeholders
across the different services, joint staff, and Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), as
well as eight additional individuals recommended by the first 13 participants (Hardison et

al., 2015).

According to Hardison et al., survey results indicated an overall positive outlook
on the 360s by most interview participants. With that being said, research and interview
results led to not recommending the implementation of 360s in the Officer’s evaluation
system but using it for general developmental purposes (Hardison et al., 2015). According
to the results, participants expressed concerns about incorporating 360s into the military
PESs due to the potential increase in administrative burden on the force (Hardison et al.,
2015). Participants noted how the multi-rater system is a complex system that will take
time for service members to not only trust but fully understand the system in its entirety
(Hardison et al., 2015). Participants further explained how two separate evaluation systems
will likely cause confusion and frustration among service members (Hardison et al., 2015).
Other concerns included manipulation of the assessment results caused by sabotaging the
evaluation with false ratings and service members altering their behaviors for the sake of

receiving better evaluations at the cost of mission readiness (Hardison et al., 2015).

The participants’ consensus was not to implement 360s into the military’s
performance evaluation systems, but many supported incorporating them into the
development component of the service members (Hardison et al., 2015). Whether it is
added to training, schools, or individual goal-settings, participants believe 360s can
supplement the professional development of service members in a variety of different
settings across the different services and communities (Hardison et al., 2015). Based on the
development approach recommended by survey participants, Hardison et al. (2015)
recommend modifying the Army’s Multi-Source Assessment and Feedback (MSAF)
system and implementing it in other services. The MSAF allows inputs from a variety of

different organizational levels to gather inputs that are focused on core competencies and
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leadership behavior expectations established in the organizational guidance (Hardison et

al., 2015).

Like Hardison et al. (2015), Ellison (2014) also explored ways to create a
transparent PES for the Navy by comparing it to the Marine Corps’ PES through the lens
of economic literature on PES and promotion systems. His objectives were to focus on
rating accuracy, differentiation of talent, and performance comparison methods. For the
study, he selected the BUPERSINST 1611.10 series and MCO 1610.7 series as the relevant
performance appraisal structures (PASs) because the Navy and Marine Corps are similar
in organizational structure and mission. With the two instructions, he conducted a case
study by searching for the number of words relevant to performance evaluation.
Additionally, he used existing literature on performance appraisal to determine the optimal
method of signaling productivity of Navy Officers. Results indicated the Marine Corps
having a higher rating accuracy in their PES, and the Navy’s PES having lower confidence

levels in rating accuracy and differentiation of talent (Ellison, 2014).

After searching the entire PAS of the USN and USMC, Ellison (2014) organized
the findings based on the number of words found, PAS percentage, and degree of
differentiation. The results were categorized into two categories: subjective comparison
basis and purpose (Ellison, 2014) Under the subjective comparison basis category, he
searched for criteria like “absolute” and “relative.” Results indicate both services rely on
absolute comparisons for evaluating a members’ performances: 13 for the Marine Corps,
which results in 92.8 percent, and seven for the Navy, which results in 87.5 percent
(Ellison, 2014). In addition, both services utilize traits to assess the members’ behaviors,
then use the average trait value to signal productivity (Ellison, 2014). The Navy uses the
trait average to compare it against the trait average of the summary group and the Marine
Corps uses the trait average to calculate the RV (Ellison, 2014). The reliance on absolute
methods indicates both services not maximizing their opportunities to differentiate
performance because they allow rater leniencies and errors that are inherent in absolute

systems (Ellison, 2014).

According to the results, Ellison (2014) noted how both services make one relative

comparison. The Navy’s relative assessment is when reporting seniors rank their Sailors
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against the summary group, and for the Marine Corps, it is the Comparative Assessment
(Ellison, 2014). The difference here is the Navy evaluates a Sailor against a specific
summary group, whereas the Marine Corps evaluates their members against everyone the

RO has ever observed (Ellison, 2014).

Under the purpose category, observed categories include accuracy, differentiation of
talent, learning, communication of expected behavior, enable feedback, and accountability,
with sub-categories within the main categories (Ellison, 2014). Overall, the Marine Corps
PAS emphasized accuracy more than the Navy PAS. In addition, the sub-categories of rater
attitude, rater training, and fairness were emphasized more than the Navy (Ellison, 2014). In
comparison, Ellison (2014) notes that rater training was never mentioned in the Navy PAS.
The level of emphasis on fairness in the Navy PAS was equal to the Marine Corps but fell
behind the Marine Corps for the overall accuracy category (Ellison, 2014).

The PAS’s differentiation of talent category entails the accurate recording of variance
in the members’ performance, which is measured by observing the sub-categories of traits,
comments, promotion recommendations, rankings for the USN, and comparative assessment
for the USMC (Ellison, 2014). Within the sub-category of traits, both services use them to
differentiate top performers, but the number of traits varies (Ellison, 2014). The Navy
evaluates its members on 7 traits on a 5-point scale, whereas the Marine Corps evaluate its
members on 13 traits on a 7-point scale (Ellison, 2014). This results in the Marine Corps
having 79 possible trait averages, whereas the Navy only has 29 (Ellison, 2014). For the sub-
category of comments, both services use them to justify certain trait grades. In the Navy, a
grade of a 1.0 in any trait, a 2.0 in three or more traits, or a 3.0 and below for the Command
Climate or Character traits requires comments to justify (Ellison, 2014). For the Marine
Corps, only the highest grades (“F” and “G”) require justification in the comments block

(Ellison, 2014).

For the sub-category of promotion recommendations, the Marine Corps uses a yes/
no scale to identify the top and bottom performers (Ellison, 2014). The top two performers
will earn the same recommendations with no distinctions between the two (Ellison, 2014).
The Navy, on the other hand, has constraints on promotion recommendations due to forced

distribution (Ellison, 2014). He explains how the number of EPs and MPs is dependent on
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the size of the summary group and the rank of the members in the summary group. The only
differentiation is between members in a different promotion recommendation (Ellison,
2014). In other words, if two Sailors are awarded EPs, there is no differentiation between
them (Ellison, 2014). For the sub-category of rankings, the Navy leaves it at the discretion
of the rater (Ellison, 2014). There is no requirement to do so, but should the rater choose to
rank one of their Sailors as the best one out of eight of their peers, the rater can annotate “#1
of 8” at the top of the comments block (Ellison, 2014). For the sub-category of comparative
assessment, the Marine Corps ranks its members against the performance of all the members

the RO has ever rated (Ellison, 2014).

For the learning category, neither services’ PAS reference learning about their
members’ productivity (Ellison, 2014). Instead, results gained from the rating tools (USN’s
ranking and USMC’s comparative assessment) are used to assess the level of learning of the
members (Ellison, 2014). For the communication of expected behavior category, the Navy
defines it only in the rates, whereas the Marine Corps defines it in both the rates and the PES
instruction (Ellison, 2014). For the enable feedback category, both services provide
information to facilitate feedback, which is split into two sections: (1) information on the
member’s strengths and weaknesses and (2) where the member stands relative to their peers
(Ellison, 2014). For the category of accountability, the Navy uses traits, rankings, and
promotion recommendations to assess accountability, whereas the Marine Corps uses traits,

comparative assessment, and RV (Ellison, 2014).

Based on results, Ellison (2014) makes three recommendations: (1) realign the raters’
understanding of the purpose of performance evaluation and the importance of rating
accuracy to the organization’s guidance, (2) utilize relative comparison for ranking members,
and (3) use performance evaluation results as a foundation for establishing a productivity
metric to optimize financial management of the service (Ellison, 2014). With the first
recommendation, Ellison (2014) suggests implementing four specific tasks, which include
Navy leadership placing greater emphasis on the importance of rating accuracy, updating the
instruction to include additional sections on accuracy, inflation, and RSs’ training

requirements, updating the instruction to include the requirement for the RSs’ ISIC to
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monitor inflation, and finally remove all negative incentives that promote inaccurate

evaluations.

Ellison’s (2014) recommendations are in-line with shortcomings identified by Small
(2020) in the Navy’s current PES. His first and second recommendations of realigning the
RSs’ rating philosophy and incorporating relative comparison scales have great potential to
address the issues regarding the imbalance in emphasis of past performance and future
potential and their inaccurate assessment, as noted by Small (2020). Ellison’s (2014) third
recommendation does not directly assess shortcomings identified by Small (2020) but it is

likely a topic of interest in today’s Navy.

Regarding his second recommendation, Ellison (2014) justifies it by claiming the
ability to effectively differentiate talent is the most important aspect of signaling
productivity. To do so, he recommends having an additional block on the evaluation form to
conduct the relative comparison. The Navy’s current method of using trait averages is not a
relative comparison, but rather a “relative position of an absolute comparison” (Ellison, 2014,
p. 42). On the contrary, the Marine Corps raters evaluate their members against established
standards prior to comparing them against their peers, which increases rating accuracy

(Ellison, 2014).

His third and final recommendation centers on establishing a performance metric
known as cumulative productivity metric (CPM). A CPM is formulated to signal the average
rate of productivity over different observation periods (Ellison, 2014). He argues this method
would not only allow improved financial and manpower efforts, but also measure any

changes in productivity resulting from relevant policy changes (Ellison, 2014).

E. INDICATORS OF POTENTIAL

A system that lacks transparency, as explained in section D of this chapter, could lead
to an inaccurate measure of performance and future potential. The USMC faces similar
challenges in their performance evaluations system regarding transparency. Several studies
have looked at the relevant variables that contribute to creating a system that is both
transparent and accurate, including Larger (2017). He analyzed the PES for junior Marines,
known as the Proficiency and Conduct (PRO/CON) Marks, to determine whether it serves
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as an accurate measure of the Marines’ performances. He conducted a factor analysis and
multivariate regression to analyze the data on reliability, validity, accuracy, and practicality
of the system. As a related note, the Proficiency and Conduct Marks system has been
replaced by the Junior Enlisted Performance Evaluation System (JEPES) in CY 2021, as

previously mentioned in Chapter II.

Larger (2017) assessed the reliability based on the stability and consistency of the
PRO/CON Mark’s measurement of performance across the different raters (Larger, 2017).
This was done by observing the standard deviations in the scores to observe consistency over
time (Larger, 2017). In addition, the interrater reliability was measured by conducting a
regression analysis on Primary MOSs (PMOSs) of Marines assigned to similar jobs across
the service (Larger, 2017). He selected the Administrative Specialist (PMOS 0111),
Intelligence Specialist (PMOS 0231), Field Radio Operator (PMOS 0621), and Motor
Vehicle Operator (PMOS 3531) MOSs for his study.

Results did not indicate any instability within PRO/CON Marks, but they did indicate
proficiency marks becoming uninformative (Larger, 2017). Results indicate proficiency
marks declining annually at 5.54% of a standard deviation for an E3 and 2.19% of a standard
deviation for an E4. Results further indicate interrater reliability to be fairly consistent
(Larger, 2017). For example, an Intelligence Specialist (PMOS 0231) that is assigned to an
air unit resulted in proficiency marks 0.2173 points lower relative to their peers (Larger,

2017).

Construct validity verifies whether the PRO/CON Marks measure what it is designed
to measure. To measure, Larger (2017) conducts a factor analysis to determine whether the
PRO/CON Marks are the best predictor of a Marines’ performance and potential, which was
done by comparing three years of evaluation scores of an E4 leading up to promotion to ES
(Larger, 2017). For construct validity, three underlying performance elements were
identified from the factor analysis: person-organization fit, physical fitness, and human
capital (Larger, 2017). Based on results, PRO/CON Marks is a measure of the “person-
organization fit” element. For predictive validity, he takes the results from the factor analysis
to determine whether PRO/CON Marks are good predictors of a Marines’ future

performance, which turned out to be true. Based on results, an E4 with a nontechnical
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Primary MOS saw an increase in the reporting senior relative value (RSRV) by 7.3% for

every increase in standard deviation in “person-organization fit” (Larger, 2017).

Accuracy is assessed by measuring variables that contribute to inaccurate measures
of performance, such as central tendency error, halo error, and rater leniency (Larger, 2017).
Central tendency error is measured by assessing the standard deviation to determine the
differentiation across the marks among Marines (Larger, 2017). Halo error is measured by
assessing the correlation between proficiency and conduct marks (Larger, 2017). Rater
leniency, also referred to as inflation, is measured by comparing the distribution marks to the
desired distribution (Larger, 2017). Based on results, central tendency error is not a concern

in PRO/CON Marks but is a concern for rater leniency and halo effect (Larger, 2017).

Regarding rater leniency, Larger (2017) establishes the mean PRO/CON Mark as 4.2
based on data from the Marine Corps Individuals Records Administrative Manual (IRAM).
In comparison, results indicate the average PRO/CON Mark to be between 0.14 and 0.25
higher than IRAM’s average of 4.2 (Larger, 2017). Regarding the halo effect, results
indicated PRO/CON Marks having a high correlation value of 0.84; in other words,
measuring the same performance (Larger, 2017). More specifically, his results indicate the
conduct mark to increase by approximately 0.95 for every point increase in the proficiency

mark.

Practicality is measured by determining whether the marks are interpretable, usable,
observable, and acceptable. (Larger, 2017). According to his results, the PRO/CON Marks
are less interpretable, more observable, mostly usable, and less acceptable. The PRO/CON
Marks are usable in the sense that raters can observe the evaluations scores to signal the
future potential of the Marines, but the problem lies in its difficulty to interpret the available

data points to make talent management decisions (Larger, 2017).

Overall, Larger (2017) concludes the Proficiency and Conduct Marks as the best
predictor of future potential relative to other composite score variables, such as rifle, PFT,
CFT, time in grade (TIG), time in service (TIS), duty bonus, education bonus, and recruiting
bonus. Specifically, he found the PRO/CON Marks to be the most important factors to an

E4’s composite score, followed by them being the second most important for an E3.
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Although results indicate the system to be effective overall, it also reveals the potential for
improvement on the margins, such as the inconsistency across the raters and the Proficiency

and Conduct Marks measuring the same type of performance (Larger, 2017).

Based on his findings, Larger (2017) recommends that the Marine Corps’ decision-
makers maintain the status quo while improving the rating format by redefining performance
characteristics to make them more relevant to proficiency and conduct. This includes
incorporating traits that are observable and easier to measure quantitatively (Larger, 2017).
He also recommends that the USMC improve the training at Professional Military Education
(PME) by teaching supervisors how to identify and minimize bias to improve the accuracy
of the rating. His recommendations are consistent with Small’s (2020) recommendations to

improve evaluation training to reduce biases in the Navy’s PES.

F. RATER CONSISTENCY

In his study, Larger (2017) provided valuable insights into many variables relevant
to performance evaluation, one of which was consistency between raters. This is a variable
that Dunst (2018) included in his study of variables that could potentially influence a CO’s
evaluation. By examining the USMC’s performance evaluation system, Dunst (2018) aimed
to identify three things: (1) indicators for high-quality Marines, (2) any variations in the
evaluation outcomes based on demographic variables, and (3) whether non-performance
variables (race, gender, occupational field, etc.) influenced the RS’s evaluations of the
Marines Reported On (MRO). Using data on FITREPs and demographic information of
Marine Officers, Dunst (2018) conducted a multivariate regression analysis to measure the
level of consistencies of reporting seniors’ abilities to identify high-quality Marines using

appropriate variables.

Based on his results, Dunst (2018) suggested that evaluations are more favorable for
MROs if they are of the same race as the RS. For example, white RSs rate white MROs
higher FITREP scores than non-white MROs, and non-white RSs rate white MROs lower
FITREP scores than other MROs (Dunst, 2018). This indicates a potential race benefit for
MROs if they are the same race as the RSs (Dunst, 2018). Another finding was non-white
RSs rate non-white MROs more critically based on FITREP scores (Dunst, 2018).
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Dunst (2018) defines “RS learning” as how much RSs are learning about their
MROs’ strengths, weaknesses, and productivity levels measured by the growth rate of
FITREP scores. Based on his definition of RS learning, his results indicate non-white MROs
and RSs to have a slower RS learning rate relative to a relationship between white MROs
and RSs (Dunst, 2018). His results further indicate MROs with non-white RSs to have the

slowest RS learning growth rate.

These results indicate issues of potential biases in the Marine Corps’ performance
evaluation system, but Dunst (2018) also discovered that RSs value MROs’ performance-
based variables relative to non-performance variables. Performance-based variables include
combat experience and education, whereas non-performance variables include demographic
data like gender, marital status, religion, and dependents (Dunst, 2018). Specifically, he
found education to be the strongest predictor of high-quality Marines, but results varied
depending on the different occupational fields. This indicates some communities value

education more than others (Dunst, 2018).

In addition, he found physical fitness scores and combat experience were found to be
significant variables as well. Based on variations found in the reporting seniors’ evaluations
of MROs, Dunst (2018) suggested improving FITREP training and revisiting the USMC
rating philosophy guidance for RSs. The training and alignment to rating philosophy are
consistent with recommendations made by Larger (2017) and Ellison (2014) to address

shortcomings they have identified in their raters.

Improving the training for raters is a topic that is studied in the civilian sector as well.
Woehr and Huffcut (1994) conduct a quantitative review of literature pertaining to rater
training to improve the quality of performance ratings. They created a framework containing
four training strategies and four dependent measures. The strategies include rater error,
performance dimension, frame-of-reference, and behavioral observation, and the dependent
measures include halo, leniency, rating accuracy, and observational accuracy (Woehr &
Huffcutt, 1994). In addition, they conduct a meta-analysis to evaluate the effectiveness of the

training strategies across the dependent measures.
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Woehr and Huffcut (1994) identified 29 relevant empirical studies during the
literature review, which resulted in 71 data points. They coded each of the 29 studies to
produce the results of the meta-analysis for performance appraisal rater training. According
to their results, rater error training is the most frequently evaluated strategy and is an effective
strategy for reducing halo error, but not as effective against leniency. Additionally, results
indicate rater error training to increase the rating accuracy (Woehr & Huffcut, 1994). For the
performance dimension, their results indicate this strategy to be effective at reducing halo

error and ineffective at increasing rating accuracy.

For frame-of-reference training, results indicate this strategy to be the most effective
strategy for increasing rating accuracy, as well as a slight increase in observational accuracy
and decrease in halo and leniency (Woehr & Huffcut, 1994). For behavioral observation
training, their results indicate this strategy to be the least frequently evaluated strategy but
has a positive effect on rating and observational accuracy. The results have confirmed the
effectiveness of the strategies in their ability to address performance ratings per its initial
design: rater error training decreases rating error and performance dimension training, frame-
of-reference training increases rating accuracy, and behavioral training increases

observational accuracy (Woehr & Huffcut, 1994).

Results also revealed additional findings based on different combinations of
strategies. The combination of rater error and frame-of-reference result in the positive effect
on decreasing halo and leniency errors and increasing rating accuracy (Woehr & Huffcut,
1994). They explain how the combination of rater error and behavioral observation training
results in a slightly positive effect on decreasing halo error, slightly negative effect on
leniency, and a huge positive effect on observational accuracy. The combination of
behavioral observation training and performance dimension training results in a huge
negative effect on halo error and a moderate positive effect on leniency (Woehr & Huffcut,

1994),

Woehr and Huffcut (1994) have identified strategies that could potentially improve
the quality of rater training efforts suggested by Dunst (2018), Larger (2017), and Ellison
(2014). Placing heavier emphasis on rater error training and frame-of-reference training

shows great promise in improving the quality of evaluations written by trained raters.
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Adapted from Baker (2017); Dunst (2018); Ellison (2014); Evans (2018); Evans & Bae (2019)
Evans & Robinson (2020); Hardison et al (2015); Katz et al (2021); Larger (2017); Marsh (2020)

Table 3.

Katz et al (2021)

Civilian

Summary of Literature Review Findings

TRANSPARENCY
Feedback orientation, dispositional motivational constructs, implicit person theory, self-efficacy, and emotional skills correlated to
feedback environment with results being statistically significant.

Feedback environment was negatively correlated to burnout and positively correlated to psychological empowerment and work
engagement with results being statistically significant

Supervisor-rated job performance, supervisor-rated creative performance, and supervisor-rated organizational citizenship behaviors
(OCB) were all positively correlated to feedback environment.

Hardison et al (2015)
Cross-Service Comparison

Overall outlook on 360s by inverview participants was positive, but they recommended not implementing 360s into the military's PES,
and instead, using it for general developmental purposes.

Ellison (2014)
USN & USMC

Larger (2017)
UsMcC

Dunst (2018)
UsMcC

Both services rely on absolute comparisons for evaluating a members’ performances

Both services utilize traits to assess the members” behaviors, then use the average trait value to signal productivity.

The reliance on absolute methods indicates both services not maximizing their opportunities to differentiate performance because they
allow rater leniencies and errors that is inherent in absolute systems.

Overall, the Marine Corps PAS emphasized accuracy more than the Navy PAS; the sub-categories of rater attitude, rater training, and
fairness were emphasized more than the Navy.

Both services equally emphasized faimess, but the Navy fell behind the Marine Co

INDICATORS OF POTENTIAL
Proficiency and Conduct Marks is the best predictor of future potential relative to other composite score variables, such as rifle, PFT,
CFT, TIG, TIS, duty bonus, education bonus, and recruiting bonus

PRO/CON Marks was the most important factor to an E4’s composite score.

RATER CONSISTENCY

PRO/CON Marks reveal the potential for improvement on the margins, such as the inconsistency across the raters and the Proficiency
and Conduct Marks measuring the same type of performance.

Evaluations are more favorable for MROs if they are the same race as the RS.

Non-white MROs and RSs have a slower RS learning rate relative to a relationship between white MROs and RSs.

MROs with non-white RSs have the slowest RS learning growth rate.

RSs value MROs’ performance-based variables relative to non-performance variables.

‘Woehr & Huffcut (1994)

Civilian

Rater error training is the most frequent evaluated strategy and is an effective strategy for reducing hale error, but not as effective
against leniency.

Rater error training increases the rating accuracy.

The performance dimension strategy is the most effective at reducing halo error and ineffective at increasing rating accuracy.

The frame-of-reference training strategy is the most effective strategy for increasing rating accuracy, as well as a slightly increasing
observational accuracy and decreasing halo and leniency.

The behavioral observation training strategy is the least frequently evaluated strategy but has a positive effect on rating and observational
accuracy.

Small (2020)
UsSN

Baker (2017)
USAF

NAVY PES WEAKNESS & CIVILIAN STRENGTHS

Google's new system uses a combination of self-evaluation, multisource feedback, and monthly coaching to not only improve feedback to|
the employees to improve their performance, but also accuracy of the managers’ rankings of their staff members.

Deloitte’s new system uses (1) check-ins focused on frequent conversations focused on future potential, (2) carcer coaching focused
on professional development, (3) snapshots focused on team members assessing the performance of the team leaders, (4) pulse surveys
focused on team building and improvement, and (5) talent review focused on career development.

Navy's current PES has critical shortcomings: (1) outdated system, (2) process over performance, (3) greater emphasis on past
performance over future potential. (4) lack of transparency, and (5) inaccurate measures of performance.

A PES will not fimetion well if it tries to handle both the ive and devel I tasks. Doing both will result in decreased
quality of feedback.

A PES should emphasize two-way coonversations,

luation trainings to biases, and accuracy of rating.

An increase in supervisor-subordinate engagement increases the employees' performance.

Grade infl

is an insue in the USAF's PES.

Reporting seniors frequently inflate the performance evaluations due to (1) concems for the negative implications on the members’
carcers and (2) the evaluators being viewed negatively by the ratee duc of giving negative evaluations.

Wolfgeher (2009)
USAF

Marsh (2020)
SN

Reward systems, military culture, and organizational structure had the highest correlation to inflation.

There's a culture within the Air Force where average is considered bad, therefore contributing to the rise in inflation.

Organi: al structure leads to inflation due to lower-level leaderships having 1 control over the bers” sel

Most rewards and promotions are centralized, which gives lower-level leaders no control over them: hence, leaders are pressured to
inflate evaluations to reward their service members in the best way they can.

FORCED DISTRIBUTION YSTEM
er’s performance 1s an afterthought because reporting semtors are forced to rank Sailors based on time on-|

relative to their actual performance

Evans (2018)

20.07% of members received low evaluations despite their high performance, and reducing the number of ratees from fifteen to five
increased the misidentification rate by 59.86%.

Evans & Robinson (2020)
US4

US4 The optimal configuration include a raters' span of control to be 15 officers that spend 12 months at each assignment, which allows 43%
more officers to receive top evaluations relative to the current 14%
Evans & Bae (2019)  |Accuracy of the evaluations increased when the raters' span of control was decreased.
US4 The increase in time spent on evaluation does not impact accuracy.

TRANSPARENCY
Type I and II errors can be minimized by senior raters only awarding “most qualified” evaluations to the top one-third members.

Shifting to a multi-year approach prevents reaching the threshold every year, and frequently providing feedbacks to the members
minimize biases.

Transparency through open two-way conversation with your members can facilitate the capturing of accurate evaluations of the
members’ performance and future potential.

Reinke & Baldwin (2001)
USAF

Trust, expertise, and management support were statistically significant to the members' perceptions of quality feedback, specifically
the elements of specificity and two-way communication.

For feedback objectivity, results indicate the interaction term of management support and expertise to be significant, with trust having the

highest correlation overall.

Reinke & Baldwin (2001); Small (2020); Woehr & Huffcut (1994); Wolfgeher (2009)

L
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V.  FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS WITH NAVY SUBJECT
MATTER EXPERTS

This thesis has two main objectives: (1) identify which features of the Navy’s
current performance evaluation system are working and which are not working, and (2)
determine the best practices of other services’ performance evaluation systems that could
be adopted into the Navy’s system to address shortcomings. In conjunction with the
literature review to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the other services’ PESs, our
team conducted focus groups discussions. In this chapter, I discuss the purpose of the focus

group discussions, the questions asked, our methodology, and our findings.

A. PURPOSE

The reason our team conducted focus group discussions stemmed from current
performance evaluation transformation efforts made by the Navy. In their efforts to
improve and modernize the Navy’s PES, Navy SMEs in talent management advised the
team to conduct focus group discussions with various Navy stakeholders to collect their
recommendations on how to improve our system. Upon further discussions, we decided to
focus on senior Officers and Enlisted Sailors with selection board experiences as potential

focus group participants.

B.  QUESTIONS

The focus group questions were created in conjunction with the literature review,
extensive discussions with Navy SMEs in performance evaluation, and inputs from an
academic faculty member. Our team focused on topics such as documenting future
potential, use of traits, midterm counseling, and evaluation periodicity. The list of questions

asked during the focus groups can be found in Appendix A.

C. METHODOLOGY

Our team facilitated open-ended discussions on what the focus group participants

thought the strengths of the Navy’s current PESs were, and how the weak areas could be
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improved. The SMEs for the focus groups were selected from the list of members of the

following FY22 promotion boards:
Active-Duty Master Chief Petty Officer (MCPO) (E9)
Active-Duty Lieutenant Commander (O4) Line and Staff
Active-Duty Captain (O6) Line and Staff
Reserve Lieutenant Commander (O4) Line and Staff

I accessed the lists of board members from the MyNavyHR website and retrieved
their email addresses from the Navy/Marine Corps Intranet (NMCI) Outlook email Web
Access (OWA). The NPS faculty member from the research team randomly selected 120
members from the lists of board members, and we each emailed 60 members. The final
response rate was 43%. The total participants were 52 members, which included 26 E9s of

various rates and 26 O5s and O6s of various communities.

An NPS team comprised of one academic faculty member and I conducted twelve
I-hour virtual focus group discussions on Microsoft Teams from 15 November to 3
December. The academic faculty member led the discussions while I was the primary note-

taker of the discussions. In a few focus groups, we had other faculty note-takers.

The SMEs in these groups had extensive knowledge and experience with
performance evaluation in the Navy. The O5 and O6 participants offered insights into the
performance evaluation process from both the CO’s and board’s perspectives, which added
validity and clarity to their comments and suggestions. In addition, we had E9s of various
rates who had experience in different communities. This, combined with their years of
experience in handling Enlisted evaluations from both the unit’s and board’s positions,
made the focus group discussions very rich and informative. Between all the participants,
hearing their perspectives on current shortcomings and potential solutions provided
valuable insights on what is working with our current system, what is not working, their

thoughts on the other services’ systems, and recommendations for change.
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D. FINDINGS
1. Past Performance vs. Future Potential

The general consensus among focus group participants was that we do a fairly good
job of documenting past performance, but that we need more work on documenting future
potential. The following thoughts were shared by our participants regarding how well the
Navy captures past performance and future potential:

We don’t do a good job of documenting future potential. We do a good job

of documenting the job they’re doing right now from the perspective of
what their next potential job is.

Currently, there’s no way to measure future potential with the current
system, so we should utilize midterm counseling to course correct.

We do a good job of capturing past performance. We use hard and soft
measures to capture past performance. Future potential is only soft, no hard,
so we could use more hard measures. I’ve seen many civilian systems of
several variations, but the Navy’s system is the best out of all.

In the end, it’s still subjective. The written marks don’t match the numbers.
It’s a number’s game, so it allows for manipulation. We give them a 4 or 5
because we need to break them out, regardless of the true assessment of that
specific trait. We need to justify marks of 4s and 5s, right now there’s no
justification requirement, like the 1s and 2s. Block 41 has nothing to do with
the numerical values.

Although most participants thought the Navy adequately captures past
performance, they also expressed areas that could be improved. For example, the narrative
block of the evaluation forms is limited to 18 lines and there are no additional forms used,
which could restrict RSs’ ability to effectively document a Sailors’ past performance in its

entirety.

On the contrary, other participants informed us about the wasted space created in
block 41 with “fluff” that does not accurately capture the member’s accomplishments.
Comments like, “unlimited potential” and “excels under minimal supervision” were
considered fluff by focus group participants. Participants theorized that a part of the
problem is caused by the lack of proper training for RSs, especially the junior COs (O4s).
FITREPs are designed for COs to communicate to the board members, and if the COs do
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not know how to speak the board’s language, the information could be misinterpreted. Even
Enlisted evals and Officer FITREPs use different writing styles, so focus group participants
argued that having standardized training would yield positive impacts for the members

being evaluated.

The following are thoughts shared by participants regarding shortcomings in

documenting past performance and recommendations for improvements:

Regarding past performance, we spend too much time using fluff. There’s
also differences between officer and enlisted writing. We need training
guides for officers on how to write it properly.

Comes down to the quality of the RS for accurately capturing the Sailor’s
performance. I sat in 6 boards this year and I’ve noticed an inconsistency in
RSs, especially junior RSs. There were ambiguity in their reporting and the
board members were not clear on what needed to be communicated. There
needs to be standardized trainings for RSs.

A lot of it can be mitigated by the CO in their execution. Having proper
signals to the board is crucial, so that kind of training is critical to be an
effective CO helping their Sailors. We need to change the system to where
there’s no ambiguity in the board, a system where training on the business
rules shouldn’t even be required. P-XO course would be a GREAT TIME
to get that level of training.

RSs in other communities are better than others. HR has trainings for board
members, like trainings and mentoring for O6s by the O7. It’s easy to write
on great and terrible people, but it’s harder to write on people in the middle.
This can be somewhat mitigated by conducting trainings. The focus should
be on how to write honest assessments of performance instead of focusing
on the golden child because they’ll promote regardless. We need more
consistency across all RSs and need standardized trainings for them. Board
members see inconsistency depending on the community when it comes to
boards.

Capturing performance and potential is highly dependent on the RS. Since
we’re writing in a way to convey a message to the board members, we tend
to lose sight of the member’s true performance.

We should make it a requirement for prospective COs to sit in on boards.
The main recommendations for improving the proper documentation of past

performance and better signaling of future potential focused on improving the training of
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RSs. Requiring senior members with board experience to train prospective Commanding
Officers will not only improve their writing but also help them understand the impacts
evaluations have on their members’ careers. Some participants suggested implementing
standardized training for unit COs to train their JOs, but also for a prospective Executive
Officer (P-XO) course to revamp their training on evaluations. By including it in the P-XO
training pipeline, prospective Commanding Officers will be equipped with the proper
knowledge of not just how to effectively communicate to the board, but also how to conduct

honest assessments of their subordinates.

Focus group participants also recommended providing community-specific
evaluations to Junior Officers so they can see both the good and bad examples. Making
them community-specific is key because each community/rating has different milestones
and values that impact the narratives on their evaluations. Participants further justified the
establishment of community/rating-specific standards for promotion because it allows each
community and rating to have their own “gold standard” for advancement, making the

milestones a little clearer for both the board members and the individuals.

In addition to the lack of training, participants discussed the culture of fear that
prevents RSs from documenting anything negative on FITREPs and EVALs to avoid
inadvertently ending a Sailor’s career. This also results in writing fluff to send coded
messages to the board, while satisfying the member being evaluated due to the lack of
negative comments. The following perspectives were provided by focus group participants

regarding the Navy’s culture in performance evaluation:

There is a culture of fear of ending a Sailor’s career if there’s any non-
positive element in the evaluations.

It’s hard to say something negative due to the culture. RSs had to become
artists and be creative on how to make Sailors stand out within the
constraints of the form structure and required blocks to be filled out.

You can’t say anything negative, which forces them to read between the
lines.

Regarding future potential, many participants agreed that the FITREP form does

not allow RSs to provide enough information to the board. Participants explain that the
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purpose of the Navy’s evaluation forms is to communicate to the board the Sailors’
potential for their next milestone based on their performance during the reporting period,
yet the future potential is interpreted based on what is documented in blocks 40 through
43. Participants explain that block 40 allows RS to list up to two recommended career
milestones, block 41 is the 18-lined narrative space, and blocks 42 and 43 allow RSs to
rank their members on a P/MP/EP system within the summary group, which has restrictions
due to forced distribution. These blocks alone, according to the participants, are not
detailed enough to capture the entirety of a Sailor’s true future potential, especially based

on how they are currently used.

We mentioned how other services use separate forms to evaluate future potential,
which many participants agreed was a good idea. Other discussion points included
establishing a clear milestone path for advancement like the Navy SEALS, such as serving
at a specific billet for a certain amount of time. Participants discussed how this would allow
Sailors’ performance to be assessed against established standards relative to their peers.
The following were discussion points and recommendations offered by participants

regarding assessing future potential:

Add a future potential block in the FITREP or have a separate form for
documenting it.

Future potential is included in openers and closers of evaluation. SEALSs do
a great job of having clear requirements, like # years in billets, specific jobs,
etc., in order to promote. We need to have a clearer path for advancement
and standardize it. It empowers the individuals by giving them more control
over promotion.

2. Traits

A vast majority of participants agreed we are asking the right traits for today’s
Navy, but not using them correctly to assess the members’ true performance. According to
participants, the actual traits are an afterthought for most RSs because traits are used merely
as a number game to control the trait average for the RSCA. Participants further explain

their thoughts as follows:
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The actual traits are good and reflect something we value, but traits have
become a numbers game for managing RSCA. Board members never really
look at the individual traits. It’s not useful how we currently use it.

Trait averages are subjective because it’s dependent on COs for placing
different benchmarks. Traits are more of an afterthought.

Individual traits are irrelevant unless it’s a 1 or 2. If we were to make
changes, board members still need to be able to compare and rank members.

It’s a tool used to manipulate the RSCA. Board members don’t focus on the
traits themselves.

I’ve never seen in boards where they discuss where the x’s are marked on
the traits, it’s an afterthought.

In addition, we discussed the feasibility of incorporating a binary trait, similar to
what the USAF does, where each trait will be assessed on a “Meets/Does Not Meet
Standards™ rating scale. We received mixed inputs, but most participants were against
implementing such a system because most RSs will put “Meets Standards” and end up
providing less information for the board to work with. Below are some examples of how
the participants felt regarding incorporating binary traits in the Navy’s PES:

Don’t recommend the USAF method of using binary traits because it gives
board members very little to work with.

Binary traits are fine, as long as we can still rank our officers. Certain traits
can be binary, like “Tactical Performance” and “EO.”

Not a fan of binary traits. From a board’s perspective, having numerical
values give a basis for comparison of all the Sailors. Binary traits will give
the board less information to work with.

There were several other suggestions from our participants regarding traits, such as
including additional traits that are more relevant to today’s Navy, such as innovation,
administrative skills, and social skills. In addition, participants also suggested separating
military bearing from physical fitness to reward those who pursue a higher level of physical
fitness standards, similar to the Marine Corps. Below is a summary of additional
suggestions from our participants regarding traits:

Improve the language of trait descriptions to place heavier emphasis on
teamwork.
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Why not ask “Innovation?” We need to adjust the traits based on today’s
Navy. Align it with the CNQO’s priorities.

Expand the list of traits, like people skills, technical abilities, administrative
duties, etc.

Separate military bearing from physical fitness. Give higher credit for those
who are in better shape.

Despite the recommendations to change the traits, focus group discussions gave the
impression that the changes will yield minimal value until we change the culture where
traits are an afterthought of managing the CO’s RSCA. Although RSs reverse engineer trait
averages to manage their RSCA, the traits are serving the purpose of aiding RSs and board
members rank Sailors, just not serving the purpose of truly evaluating the Sailor for the

specific traits.

3. Raters

Currently in the USN, FITREPs are completed by the reporting senior only, who is
also the rater. Other services use multiple raters to capture a wider view of the member’s
performance. Culturally, we have multiple members reviewing Sailors’ evaluations as they
get routed up the chain of command, but it is not a formalized process and they certainly
do not rate the Sailor. It is more of an administrative process focused on checking for errors
on the forms prior to reaching the reporting seniors. Our team posed the question of whether
formally incorporating additional raters in the Navy’s PES would improve the quality of
our evaluations. Below are some of the responses we gathered from our participants:

Ultimately, it’s the CO doing the final rating, so having someone else in
between has minimal value.

Tougher for smaller commands to have multiple raters. Although not on the
paper, the evals have unofficially been through layers of review already, so
that “culture” exists and operating under that assumption yields value for
the CO as he/she signs it.

Dependent on command size. Sometimes, the immediate supervisor is the
same or close to the rank of the member.
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It should be the one person’s signature because COs have ultimate
responsibility. The cost of adding complexity of having multiple raters does
not outweigh the benefit.

Most of the participants’ comments centered around the benefit of formalizing the
multi-rater process not outweighing the potential cost of additional administrative burden.
In summary, maintaining the status quo was the popular suggestion regarding the number

of raters in the Navy’s PES.

4. Midterm Counseling

Midterm counseling is a great opportunity to mentor and guide Sailors, and yet,
focus group participants explained how the process is very inconsistent across the fleet.
Many participants expressed the importance of midterm counseling and that it can be a
very useful tool if executed correctly, but unfortunately it is simply an administrative drill
for most commands. The following are some of the thoughts shared by our participants
regarding midterm counseling’s significance and the lack of proper execution across the
fleet:

Many commands do not do them. We should make it a requirement to be
sent in with the FITREPs.

Some COs don’t even conduct midterms, so it’ll be good to have a greater
emphasis on it.

Invaluable if used correctly. The problem is it’s not documented properly.
Many commands don’t document midterm counseling. They should be
discussing strengths, weaknesses, long-term/short-term goals, etc.

It is not effective as a whole, just another paper drill.

Midterm Counseling is a tool used to provide feedback on the member’s
performance. Need more emphasis on this.

A popular recommendation from our participants was to enforce the existing
policies on conducting midterm counseling with added implications to hold the command
accountable. Another recommendation was making it a requirement to submit the midterm
counseling sheet along with the FITREP, or adding an additional block on the FITREP to

document topics discussed during the midterm counseling.
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CDBs for enlisted are documented, so maybe documenting the midterm will
have added value. The benefits of midterm counseling outweigh the cost of
administrative burden.

Add a block on the FITREP to document topics that were discussed during
midterm counseling.

5. Periodicity

Most of the participants expressed minimal concerns regarding the annual
periodicity of regular reports. There were some participants who raised concerns regarding
the starting period of the evaluation, which was consistent with my earlier discussions with
the Navy SMEs in talent management. For example, Lieutenant evaluations are due every
year in January. This means if the Lieutenant does not arrive at the command at the right
time, their evaluation period may not cover the full year. Even after accounting for the first
three months at the command where Sailors receive a non-observed evaluation, this
Lieutenant’s evaluation period can be anywhere between 4 to 12 months. According to the
focus group participants, this creates an unfair situation where Sailors are ranked against
each other who have not served the same amount of time. This leads to a system where
seniority is favored over performance, which could disincentivize and demotivate Sailors

to work harder.

Few participants also suggested changing the periodicity from annual to semi-
annual, which had mixed reviews from the other participants. Most participants found the
cost of the additional administrative burden of shifting to a semi-annual review to outweigh
the potential benefits. The following are comments made by participants on the topic of
reporting periodicity:

Once a year is sufficient, it works as it is. It shouldn’t go any less than a

year because the admin burden is not worth it. Have a +/- 60 days for
submission to give commands more flexibility.

Instead of changing the periodicity, there should be a greater focus on
midterm counseling, just add another page dedicated to midterms. Include
standardized training into CO/XO pipelines.

Midterm after 6 months of being onboard, then evaluate them on their 1-
year anniversary of reporting onboard.
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6. CNO for a Day

Our team asked focus group participants what their top three recommendations for
change would be if they were the CNO for a day. The following were the common themes

raised across the participants.

a. Rating/Community-Specific Evaluations

Since the definition of best and fully qualified Sailor varies depending on the rating/
community-specific values, many participants suggested having a separate board process
to help identify and retain the right talent within each rate or community. The following
are some of the suggestions from our participants regarding the establishment of rating/

community-specific standards:

Criteria is different across different communities/designators. Have a
standardized “gold standard” for each community.

Have a rate-specific evaluation system to capture the rate/community-
specific values to get closer to a gold-standard.

Stop using it as a ranking tool, but simply a performance evaluation. RSs
can provide direct inputs to boards on whether they are ready for promotion.
This requires us to establish a golden standard for promotion.

b. Change Evaluation Writeups

Another popular recommendation from our participants was to move away from
the Promotable/Must Promote/Early Promote (P/MP/EP) system because a Sailor’s future
potential cannot be fully captured based on how this system is currently being used.
Instead, changing the system to “Qualified/Fully Qualified/Best and Fully Qualified” or
“Ready Now/On-Track/Tracking” would allow a more understandable snapshot of where
the Sailors stand relative to others and established standards. Some participants mentioned

the USMC Comparative Assessment to be a good example of this.

On the contrary, several participants recommended changing from a relative system
to an absolute system. Rather than comparing Sailors against their peers in a relative
system, Sailors will be evaluated against established standards using an absolute system.

Certain participants noted how this method may be more useful in accurately evaluating
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Sailors, but less useful for boards to determine who to select for advancement. The

following are thoughts provided by our participants regarding an absolute rating system:
In a group comparison, you’re comparing against the standards and
expectations set, not against others. Have a clearer expectation set by senior

Navy leadership on what is important in that community. Identify where the
end-goal is.

Measure against a standard from the precepts and community values vice
other members. Have that single standard for evaluating the member’s
performance. If they remove the foot off the gas pedal next year, COs are
able to give them a lesser evaluation.

c. Navy’s Culture of Performance Evaluation

Another popular recommendation centered around the Navy’s culture of awarding
non-negative performance evaluation. Historically, it has been established that any
negative comments on a FITREP or EVAL would end a Sailor’s career, per the majority
of focus group participants. They further explained how this unwritten rule pressures
reporting seniors to inflate their evaluation to help the “middle of the pack™ Sailors advance
and stay in the service. Although done with good intentions by the reporting seniors, this
could result in an inaccurate evaluation of the Sailors, which ultimately questions the
quality of the force as a whole. Honesty needs to be enforced by the reporting seniors when
they communicate to the board, but at the same time, the culture of even the smallest

negative variable ending a Sailor’s career needs to be reevaluated.

Participants also noted how the selection board process and its culture of operating
in isolation result in minimum transparency to the Sailors. Constructive feedback is what
gives performance evaluation value, yet none is given in the current system. Additionally,
another participant discussed the inconsistency in the board member’s evaluations.
Whether it is due to fatigue or the influence of the board president, some focus group
participants have witnessed a change in the standards of the evaluations between start and

finish. The following are inputs from our participants regarding the board process:

Don’t make the board process such a secret, allow feedback to others.
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The purpose of boards is to COMPARE our Sailors, and this needs to be
consistent throughout. Need to monitor board members’ level of fatigue to
ensure a fair assessment across all the boards.

Regarding cultural shift, another focus group participant suggested not using
FITREPs and EVALSs as a ranking tool. Instead, the participant recommended taking a
whole-person approach by using multiple sources to evaluate the member’s future
potential, with evaluation forms being one of those tools. The following is a suggestion
made by our participant regarding ranking tools:

FITREPs should not be the end-all for selection boards, but just one of the

tools. Have a more “whole-person” assessment. Cognitive/non-cognitive
assessment of the individual, peer assessment, communication skills, etc.

d. Administrative Updates

Another recommendation was regarding the administrative process of performance
evaluation. First, many focus group participants suggested additional lines in block 41 for
FITREPs. According to many participants, 18 lines are not enough to accurately cover the
Sailor’s past performance in its entirety. Second, there were many in favor of having a
standardized process for conducting midterm counseling. Third, focus group participants
recommended reevaluating the Master Chief evaluation process. Unless there are
significant issues, all Master Chiefs will receive an EP; therefore, makes sense to remove
them from the comparison group. A simple memo to the board can replace their evaluation
process, as well as remove them from the comparison group to reduce fluctuations in
RSCA. Finally, the board president should remove themselves from the ranking process to
minimize bias. Presidents hold power, which could influence board members to change

their rankings.
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VI. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

A. CONCLUSION

Performance evaluation is a critical component of talent management that enables
services to retain and promote the right talents to accomplish missions. This thesis was a
qualitative analysis of the Navy’s current performance evaluation system and best practices
of the other services’” PESs. A systematic review of the findings was conducted in
conjunction with the focus group discussions to determine the feasibility of implementing
best practices to address the shortcomings in the Navy’s system. Having a diverse group
of Senior Officers and Enlisted Sailors with vast experiences in talent management created
rich focus group discussions filled with valuable insights and great recommendations. This

thesis addressed two research questions. The main findings are as follows:

o Which features of the Navy’s current performance evaluation system are

working, and which are not working?

The consensus of the focus group participants was that the Navy’s current
performance evaluation system is functioning well enough for selection board members to
rank our Sailors. Many agreed the process is established well and standardized to allow an
efficient process of evaluating our Sailors. Many also agreed that the Navy captures past
performance during evaluation periods very well and that the periodicity of conducting
them is effective. Participants thought the Navy is asking the right types of traits and the
evaluations are conducted by the right number of raters to accurately capture the Sailors’

performance.

On the contrary, many expressed the ineffectiveness of how the Navy conducts
midterm counseling. According to many participants, midterm counseling is not conducted
correctly at most commands, and they are the first ones to get canceled on the schedule.
They informed us that midterm counseling is viewed as more of an administrative drill that
is seen as a hindrance to the commands’ schedules. Another input was regarding how the
RSs use traits. Many participants agreed the Navy is asking the right types of traits, but the
traits themselves are not being used correctly. Participants revealed how many RSs see
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traits as an afterthought of manipulating the numbers to manage their RSCAs. The actual

traits and their descriptions are not addressed by the RSs or the selection board members.

In addition, many focus group participants discussed how the Navy does not
document future potential very well. There is no dedicated space on the evaluation forms
to document the Sailors’ future potential. As a result, Sailors’ future potential is translated
from what is documented in the narrative section, trait average relative to RSCA, and

promotion recommendations.

o What are the best practices of other services’ performance evaluation
systems that could be adopted into the Navy’s system to address
shortfalls?

In the Marine Corps and Coast Guard, they utilize comparative assessment to allow
raters to assess future potential by comparing their ratee against the average evaluations of
all the members the raters have ever evaluated (DON, 2015; USCG, 2018). This provides
a visual representation for both the members and the selection board on where the members
currently stand based on their performances. The Coast Guard also includes an additional
narrative block to add comments on the members’ future potential for the Enlisted
evaluation forms (USCG, 2020a). In the Army, raters evaluate their members’ future
potential on a 4-point scale, in addition to documenting past performance (DOA, 2019).
Whether it is adding extra narrative space, rating scale, or comparative assessment scale,
incorporating an additional measure for future potential to the Navy’s PES may improve

the level of transparency with regards to the Sailors’ true potential.

In the Army and Air Force, a separate form is used to document midterm
counseling. The Navy uses its performance evaluation forms as the midterm counseling
worksheet, but it only documents the date of completion, signature, and date. Having a
separate form dedicated to mentoring and counseling Sailors may add value to the Navy’s
overall performance evaluation system. In addition, the Coast Guard will send back the
OERs to the commands if midterm counseling is not conducted properly (USCG, 2018).
Implementing similar implications in the Navy may incentivize commands to ensure

midterm counseling is conducted properly.
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In the Marine Corps, 14 traits are assessed on a 7-point rating scale (DON, 2015).
In the Coast Guard, Officers are evaluated on 18 traits on a 7-point scale and Enlisted
members are evaluated on 13 traits on a 7-point scale, as well as one trait on a binary scale
of “Unsatisfactory/Satisfactory” (USCG, 2020b; USCG, 2020a). Using a combination of
narratives, a larger number of traits, and a wider-range rating scale could allow evaluations
to be more detailed. There are a variety of approaches regarding traits across the services,
but the value of implementing them may be minimal while the Navy continues to use traits

as a means for controlling RSCA.

B. RECOMMENDATION

Based on inputs received from focus group participants, the overall
recommendation is to maintain the status quo with marginal changes made incrementally.
The main recommendation is revamping the RS training for prospective COs. Many of the
existing issues, such as insufficient documentation of future potential, improver controlling
of RSCA, and lack of midterm counseling, can be corrected by the COs. This also includes
making it a requirement for prospective COs to gain board experience, so they understand
who they are writing to as RSs. By having Senior Officers with board experience teach
prospective COs how to write evaluations and conduct counseling effectively, they will be

better equipped to identify talent and signal them to the board.
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APPENDIX A. FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS

The main questions asked during the focus group included:

o Does the Navy effectively evaluate past performance? Does the Navy do a
good job of documenting future potential? What can be done to improve

the system?

o Are we asking about the right traits? Should we include a “Does/Does Not

Meet” grading similar to the USAF?

o What are your views on midterm counseling? Do we do a good job of

conducting them? What can we improve? Any suggestions for change?

o What are your views on the Navy’s performance evaluation periodicity?

What works? What does not? What can we change?

. If you were the CNO for a day, what would be your top three
recommendations for changing the Navy’s performance evaluation

system?

. Other services separate the trait evaluation from promotion
recommendation with two people performing those tasks. In the USN, the
same person performs both tasks. What are your views on using multiple

raters versus a single rater to perform both tasks?
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AND TECHNICAL | . {fnawars and uewilling to Jearn dseails of - Hazs horough knowlsdgs of Navy programs Drmﬂndcumulbnnhdgamﬂm;
r_mmz " Marvy programs and policies. and policies. advocate for all Navy prograns and policies.
-Instimuomal, policy | 7 ac8; bagi profiesional knowlsdgs b - Has dotailod rating kzewledgs; resolves - Racogrized axpart, sought afier to salve
r=d tachnical parform affactivaly. tachmical ismes withiz mting. dificult problams, axecutes mzovative ideas.
koowledge. - Cazzot apply basic sidlls. - Competoesdy parforms botk Teuting and mew - Excegtionally sidlled; complate accuracy and
- Practical epplication, fasks precizion in all sschrical actions, dutiss and
]mxndnul - Tactical kzowledgs 2= skill in specialey - Tactical kzowledge 224 skill in specialey peoceduses.
rezaplianca. D ars balow standards comparsd to I:l aqual 1o otkars of same ramk and I:l I:l - Tactical kzowledgu 2ad skill in I:l
HOB othars of sams rank exd sxperisace. axperiancs. commend mission and finction.
23 - Fasls to upiold a=d suforce standards. - Activaly teachas, upholds and anforcss - Preactivaly teschas, upholds, and axforces
PROFESSTONALISM: standards with pesrs and subordinaies. standards theomghout the command.

- Seanderd anforcemsst; | - Doas not affectively utilize the Chiaf s - Pesticipates in comesnd planni=g and - Activaly leads commend activities, sobras
‘taking izitiative, Mass fo plan a=d solve challanges. peoblem sohving through the Cheds Mass. come=and challe=ges, and drives misson
plammi ing accomplishrant through the Chied™s Mass.
solving chall in - of paars, and - Committed to professtesal education/raining - Fosturs an snvironmant of improsement,
Chiaf's M. ndfnntap:mm] for self and subordizates. wducation and professionz] development
- Contiznoas learning. - Unahls to meet one o mose physical - A leader in phyvical madinass.
Seandards of appearance, | meadiness ste=dards. - Comnpliss with physical medingss program. - Examplary | appsarance and
comduz, physical fmes,| - Consisteatly unsatisfa i oo - Fxcallont parsnnal appaxranca and eprassmiztive of the Nevy.
qualificatioms. e=satisfaciory desnsanar or conduct. meprasentztive of the Mary. - Taam bruilder, inspizes cooparation a=d focus

-mmmﬂi‘:ﬁ__?ﬂmmnﬂkm -hlﬁmlmmmpmma] o mission accomplishessnt; leverzzas
ahove teany oommstments b team.
— D . puts D |:| D talents of all Sadors.
34 - Deas ot consisteedly demonstete loyalty - Loyal to mission, senices, pesrs and - Loyal to mSssion, sanicms, peess and
LOYALTY: . 0 missdon, semiors, pears or subordineses. subordinates; morzl courags to mise ismms subesdinates; mworal courage fo M EVes
-I-cp‘hs'mmmm a=d support the cuicome. and streegth to Slly sapport the cxtcoms.
'm“‘;]‘m“‘i - Mot concerned about Sailor succass. - Effective mentor, actions adegetaly - Exsmplary mestor, creates seviroemesd with
ruberdinzies. scouragasepport subordinaes” outstanding professiozal growrth
- Dadication te Sailar pamonal profissionz] growsh, ities for nach Sailos.
::-“"-S"JW - Allows comme=d challenges to impact - Feutinely solwes comnmend challanges before - Proactively identifies a=d solves commasd
POCACY.- Sedlor readingss. thay significenily iopact Sailor challszges bafors they impact Sailor
wos [] LI E | mesnes CI] C ] ot ]
NAVPERS 1616/27 (8-10) FOR OFFICTAL USE ONLY-PRIVACY ACT SENSITI
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EVALUATION & COUNSELING RECORD (E7 — E9) (cont ‘d) BCS BUPERS 1610-1
1. Nama (Last, First MI Suffix) 1 GradeRase 3. Dasig 4. 55N
PERFORMANCE 104 e 0 a 50
TERAITS Balow Standasds gressing Maats Stendards Srebe Greatly Excesds Standesds

F - Dumenstrates s lnsionery bahevior, £ - Diwarsity: walues diffscences 2 sirsagths, - Saamlassly intagrates dversity into all
CHARACTER: iuu]n-d.i.ﬂrm«frmmiﬂm-ﬁh fostars ammosphers of accuptamcas/imclusion par mut’hﬂnﬂ. =
- Imtagrity, adbarnecato | Enamiy. EQUEED palicy. - Miodsl afackisvennt. Develops unit
Havy Coro Valuas. | - 1a0; parsonal imssgrity and does not taks - Trustwarthy, otlrical and honast. cobssan by vahing diffssuncas e streegibs.
-Flacoguition of Divarsity.| - rasponsabaity foc actioms or decisioes. - Abways livas up to Nawy Cora Vabses: Homer, lnds ‘with an uncompromizing code of
- Costributes fo growth, | _ Fals to bve up to Mavy Cors Velhss: c and Commitrnt|
Erumnan worth and Homor, Courgs and Commismezs. s i o I!nmphﬁl(Nm‘y Cosa Values: Hoor,
comeenity. om || [] [] L1 [ ga and

3 - Stifles izformation axckang, idsa - Facilitases informmation exchazge, idea shasing - Activuly facilitases informeation exchazga,
ACTIVE sharing and diversity of opiniez. and diversity of opizion. Sdea shamizg and divarsity of opion.
COMMUNICATION: - Doas not take advantage of the Chicf's - Usas Chéef s Mocs 23 20 opan fonzm 1o - Activaly uses Ciiefs Moz 23 2n opan

Co-nmmMnn. Maaz to discuss, plan, or act on comnand diisowss, plam, and act om command issues. farmm to dscwes, plan, and act oo command
quastiozing esticads, issus. issues.
wm - Poor cossmmumicasor; actioes segativaly - Effectivaly comnmesicates a=d listans o - Enargizes comnemication Sow up and down

impact missioz goals and readizess.

|

sebondizares, posst, and semiors.

]

the chain of comemand.

]

HOB D
35

SENSE OF
HERITAGE:

- Enow and teack
custonss and mditons,

undarstand naval history.

wos [ ]

- Lacks imowledgs and undesianding of
zaval castoms and sedittess.
- Ignores neval maditiess, customs, and
practices when considaring decisions, in
traini=g, or m daily leadarship.
- No grasp of naval hissory.

|

|

- Good understending of maval custonss and
traditioms.

- Integrares naval traditions, costoms, and
precticas inbo decision making processes,
traini=g and daily leadarship

- Cecasiozally wes zaval hissory o
demenstrat who we aTe 25 2 SOVCE.

- Thosough understzeding of neval costoms
and traditions.

- Proactivaly iztgrass mval traditicns.
peocesses, aini=g and daily leadership

- Comsistanthy nses nrval hissory 1o
damonsirate who we ame 25 2 service.

40 I recommend screaning this indnidnal for next casver milessona(s) 2s follows: (Madmmm of taro)

R

s may be for compatist

sckools or duty assignments soch as LCPO, DEPT CPO, SEA, CMC

41 C

CE. *All 1.0 nzarks, thres 2.0 marks, and 2.0 mearks m Bleck 37 mast be spacifically

OMMENTS O PERFORMAN
Font meastbe 10 ar 12 pitch (10 20 12 point) only. Uss uppar and Lowar case.

in

snfs. Comnesnts mmst ke verifiabla, Fant

0=

Prompticz . Sigzificant = st Early [44. Raportizg Sexior Addm:s
B dasi KOB . Prograstizg Promotahle Promte

41

INDIVIDUAL

43

SUMBARY

43. Sigmature of Rapostizg Sexior ﬁSiEuzmuflndn]ﬂna]m'ahntnd “T havw seam this report, bean apprised of my

parformmancs, and understand my mght to make 2 statamant.”
Datec I inssad to sobumit 2 statemant do zot intand to sebenit 2 statement [ |

Diatec

Morskar Trait Av 0.00 | swees A

47. Typed nama, gnui.n mﬂLmaMnmnflwﬂuthmmﬂmmm
Data:

NAVPERS 1616727 (8-10)

FOR OFFICTAL USE ONLY-PRIVACY ACT SENSITIVE.
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APPENDIX E. USMC FITREP

. T e e T ) DO HOT STAPLE
PREVIGUS EDATONS WiLL NoT BE UseD COMMANDANT'S GUIDANCE THIS FORM

FOUD - Privasy condithve whan fliled in
The completed fitness report is the most important information component in manpower management. It is the primary means of evaluating a
Marine's performance and is the Comrrﬂrdanls tood for the selection of personnel for promotion, augmentation, resident schooling,
mrrmx'-d and duty zssﬁmnms herefore, the mmnfﬂuﬁrrpmrsmnfmnﬁursmmu responsibilibes. |nhHH'ItII'Ith|'5
Mrsmemmmn RepomngSmmr mmﬂﬁaﬂﬁmueﬂnu of the 5 lrmhqungdoseaunuonw
ma‘tema't and timely W afficer serves a role in the serupulous of this evaluation system, ultimately
g:am the individual and t Ilannel:nrpi Inﬂamrmyma'h musmetoﬁlmeth actual value of each report. Rewiewing
cers will not concur with inflated reports.

A ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION

a_Last Name b. First Name c. Ml d 55N e. Grade f. DOR g PMOS  h. BILMOS

2. Organization:
a MCC b. RUC e. Unit Description
3. Occasion and Perod Covered: 4. Duty Assipgnment | descriptrve tithe |
a 0CC b, From To e Type
5. Special Case: 6. Marine Subject Of: T. Recommended For Promotion:
A Adverse b, Not Observed ¢, Extended aw I:Deroglmy eﬂhswhn.uy a Yes b. No e NA

% [ [ O Materlal [[] Actien 7} [ ] ]
1 al Informalion: 9. Preference:

m b Desn"mme Title
a QUAL d. HT[in.) g Reserve st
Component
b PFT e WT h. Status nd
c. CFT f Body Fat i. Future Use Jd
: LT

a Last Name b.lnitc. Service d 55N e Grade f. Duty Assignment

| [ |

11. Reviewng Officer;
a LaEtHJ.m b. Initc. Service d S5N e. Grade f Duty Assignment

B. BILLET DESCRIPTION

OMPLISHMEN

ResetFom | FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY Aduce Lvelyoe Cesgrer
Source: DON (n.d.-¢)
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ine Reported On: 2. Deeasion and Period Covered:

1.
Last Mame b. First Narme c. Ml d. 55N a. OCC b. From To

-

D. MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT

PERFORMANCE. R pariod, o vl thoas 0 10 3 Maring's b il a0aitional et formaily
s Tty et ot G oot RS St i compuCs, 0 Cont [ Ut 1w s00m P e
ALV Masts requiraments of bl qualty Fesults whiks Results far BUIPass sxpectalions. Recognizss and D
?m;mdﬂ “ﬁLE-ﬂﬂm ntu'ru.ﬁl mﬂwﬂimm
n;u:: W mew mﬁmmww
R E T 1] E F G H
|| | 0 0 O | 0 0
2 PROACIENCY. mww actical skl In the sxscution of the Marneg's overall duties. Combines Taining, eOoucation snd
gxpartance. Transiates skilla INto 3e0ona which o 3ceompllEning taks 3a FISAKONE. IMPATE KNoWS008 10 OlNers, GT308 DepenashiL
Tompae Poisamss —
ad muuwum:: Waamm %ma Transiates .
Wi and Saparlencs. L e sbieehonier PRyl %m
oo et i ang priolam solver. EMectivaly Imparts siessy mnm pears,
A B [ — 1] E = F G H
O Cl 0 | = 1 00
JUSTIFICATION:

| E. IN[H‘M"ID*..IAL EHAH‘.AETER

i
mwmmmm
. Demonstrated
umrnnmm Selfless.
rgarthdss of piySical o parsonal conecuences.
E F G H
0l 0 :I 0
W eplhig oo Arpo=s of Ao, Ssbiing ons 13 I GAFs weils oG 1 1503 Uncer Saverss.
AW mnmtahanﬁlﬂym o 3 " W
SEibitty Unasr pressues. %ﬂ. — et e it Semandng Crcumsanees
aind affacthe ne Stabliizes any sfuation thiowgh the rescluts and
STHE0NING BEIE a8 m of direCction. focus and perscnal
others. -

A B C D E F G H
O [ 0 L L 0 0l
:D:ITI.U.TI'M'E mhmm&m mmm:ummmmmmmmlmm -

Deamonatrates willl o Self-mothated Jnd aco0n-onented and proactive. m-;l.l_n
action in the - of % ummmm %ﬁmdm
8 Wil grace, %
N S xpariance. mmm Salf-atarter.

A B C D E G H
Ll L 0 L L I:J 0 0
[~ JOSTIFICATION:

HAVMC 10825 (Rev. T-11) (EF) FOR OFFICIAL USE OMLY - Privacy sensitive when filled in. PAGE 20F 5

88

ACQUISITION RESEARCH PROGRAM
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE MANAGEMENT
NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL




1. Marine Reported On: 2. Decasion and Pericd Covered:
a. Last Name b. First Name c. Ml d 55N a. OCC b. From To

F. LEADERSHIP

S LEALIG: SUDORLINATEE, Th abis [5onENIp between leader andlod. Mo
Bl \ ] paraonality usnca subondinates to s
maximizing mmmrﬁm*mm
ROV - Achiaves a highly sffective hakancs hetwesn R
; Promotas
I and direcis direcdon M%ﬂ EfMactivady tasks Bum B by I.Iﬂg m’%ﬂf
gEBCution. Sesks o subordinsise and cieany dalinsatss Achiaves levala
accompiish mission In ways M% performance m' nua am:-n:lnm Ly raging
that austain motivation and frouph suparvision. Fostem Inchvigual nitattve. Engencrs wiling
morals. Actions contributs fo mativation and enhances morals. Bullds subordination, loyalty, truat that dllow
unit sffectivensss. and sustaing feams Mat successhully mest subordinaies to Gvercoms thelr percsved
mission requirsmentz. Encouragss Inttisive limitations. Personal lesdership fostrs highsst
and among subondl - lewveds of motivation and morals, snsy rmrrm
accomplizhment aven In the most diffic
circumatances.
H
» B 00 LT Al B Cii 3 TOPOTL, LTI LI CRT DTG
and subordinatas. D and
e
ADV | Maintains an smvironmant n:llnmu.rbae innovativa programs, wmrg% and emulated as 3 taacher, NIQ
st allbowe parsonial and o thiat Gmiphiasizs and e Ay Waring: Wi H8ire 10
B eiiras Bubofdnabe B Wm G : o
aLbordin: gyt SBOthon 1o Geaod Hr gmpmmryam p-rouaal-:m
paricipats In all mandated parcslved potenttal thersby enfiancing unit ncs
ProQrame. ja and effectivaness, Craates an i rmntoﬁlp and t
gnvircnment whare all Marines are confident bullding talepts. Aftifude towand subordinals
t I throluph trial and BITor. A% 3 MR, BovSlOpman 2 Infacdous, sxiencing bayand the
gsubondinatas for |
IblliDes and dutias.

. - & C A0 L C AC A role mdo
e highext ciandarde of conduat. sthioal bahwlur mnn:: and app-uranu Euan ng. demeanor, and :olf-dl:ulpllm are ulnmun?:

ADV | Maintana Marine Parsonal CoNGUCT on and off ouTy reRects Wodsl Marins, Tequently smulatd
mmruaﬁﬂia Nghest Marine Corpe standards of Integrty conGuct: Danevior Tand Sciions are tons-eeking. An NiO
wed wWaar, and Characher ls %ﬁﬂm to aut-:maa and senlors
5 Ines required leved of L aesks HT—ITETD‘MTW ngsﬁram

Adharss to Inwi ng Dad-:sﬂonmgélyam others.
tenats of e Maring mgga SNCOUrage 2alf-
Corpe core £ il
A B C D E F

Ll ML NA -] e | ¥ ales a0 0 G A=
mﬁlﬂm Gu:-n-::a»rnl:rmrl I’Bﬂ:lmaﬂlshhﬂfm mlmmﬂmmaaﬂaummmmm mﬂ‘ﬂbﬂlmﬂﬂ:
lmnmmm gr

Diails ba:m-ae andior OCEE 3 SENES 2] enhances subordinates well-Del NI
. p-artlnaﬁ?“mu s r%|m%]um%rmgm mmwmammnlmmmuﬁt e
weadfare and thamaalves and their subordinates. effactivaness. Maximires unit and bass resourcas
sultabie courses a:m-:»n Toaters the development of and uses U k0 provide subondinatss with e Deet support
that su g{mrwmm whilch Improva thelr avallable. Proaciive garves bo o
Wﬁwmmmua Iltyrtowmmmtoumnmm unift members to re of thedr own,
lshiment. Efforts to mmm befiones they can
o B cton i the Units ability mlmmmmmpﬂ'mm
u:fma‘monmrmalm o accomplish [is miss = Tor schniquas and policles i
atmos| Puts motte HIE50n MEL .
nas atways . Into action.
A B C D E F G H
ataning, apading wrilng, i GRS TGGdiNg SIS, MHractive, EKFWNG (Ll 13 Percahie: protiems S Siaions. oS CLecis § e Dpres
™ 8 3cHva, al ECECE
I BK mlnal aaslly unders rﬂw Nmnumﬁmtomkmmmmmm%mmmmm mﬁm
t-:-a Ity to mmmoﬁm
[ COATATAT
DV ey '"%&1’!" :uméwlnmﬁl mm£3u %d : T m MEEE;:IWWEEHEL NiO
cmmm Mecively In O 2 AcEur: el
mmmnn&orgtm_ ¥ Cimedy. Communica ﬁ‘ clarity and versa, 1= whi m-n dence and achisve
enaun gu’%tﬂmm mtﬂgﬁfm wg{mu’ pacumurtha Htﬂﬂg.;.lmm
of others. m&wmmm%
A B [s 1] E F G H
JOSTIFICATTON:
HAVML 1035 [Rev. T-11) [EF] FOR OFFICIAL USE OMLY - Privacy sensitive when filled in. PAGE3OF 5
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1. Marine Reported On: 2. Decasion and Period Covered:
a. Last Mame b. First Name c. M d. 55N a. OCC b. From To

mm-* mhmwmmmmw T T
Y O ey | | e ot o e s e o g ot st et v

SEEwialt | etheenon | Soscnetiags

Il of PME for

m:u ﬂwnm of

m - I- oy —ur and e 10 Meache
ey mﬂmww S L we
Seiren | [EEREeRTERL m‘“"’mgﬁia S

H. FULFILLMENT OF EVALUATION RESPONSIBILITIES

A B c D E F G H
O M 0 0 0 O 00O
JUSTIFICATION:
MNAVMC 10835 (Rev. T-11) (EF) FOR OFFICIAL USE OMLY - Privacy sensitive when filled in_ PAGE40QF 5
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1. Marine Reported On:
a. Last Mame

b. First Name c. M d 55N

2. Decasion and Period Covered:

a. OCC

b. From To

1. | CERTIFY that to the best of my
belief all entries made hereon are true

copy of this report to the Marine

and
prqucﬁunrpanﬂﬁyxtdmulhawepmvﬂedasmd
Reported on

and

J. CERTIFICATION

DEOE L D0

{Signature of Reporting Senior) (Date in YYYYMMODD format)
2. | ACKNOWLEDGE the adverse nature of thes report and
[] 1 have no statement to make E:lDD DD I:l[l
[T 1 have attached a statement TSignature of Manne Reported On) (Date in YYYYMMOD format)

1. OBSERVATION: I_l Suffickent |_] Insufficient | 2. EVALUATION: u Concur |_| Do Mot Concur

3. COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT: p DESCRIPTION COMPPRATIVE ASSESSHERT |
mm"“"d-' i g‘f‘iﬂ":.'}n;"ﬂ“mm THE EMINENTLY GUALIFIED MARINE O a

appropriate n rig t N &

comparison, consider all Marines of OME OF THE FEW j & &5
Mg:ieuhose sional Ty

ahil are known to you personally EXCEPTIONALLY QUALIFIED MARINES E

—_ BLBIIHH
ONE OF THE MANY HIGHLY QUALIFIED | | BEBABBRD
PROFESSIONALS WHO FORM THE O 2222222
MAJORITY OF THIS GRADE Il S IFPEFIPP
A QUALIFIED MARINE _J -
UNSATISFACTORY |

4. REVIEYANG OFFICER COMMENMTS: COMPTaTve SESEamSnl mark; pntﬂ continued professionsl dewsbopment o
|m:mmmw mmmwmm i perEpetive.

3 | CERTIFY that to the best of

belief all entries made hereon W% r'_”_”_' I
prejudice of partiality. || I | I | Iy | Ay

(Signature of Reviewing Officer) {Date in YYYYMMDD format)
6. | ACKNOWLEDGE the adverse nature of this report and
D | have attached a statement [Signature of Marine Reported On) (Date in YYYYMMDD fonmat)
ADDENDUM PAGE ATTACHED: [] YES

NAVIAC 10835 [Rev. 7-11) [EF) FAGESUF 35 |
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USMC FITNESS REPORT DO NOT STAPLE

NG 87 et L e ADDENDUM PAGE s o

o

a. Last Name b. First Name c. MI d. 55N e. Grade a.0CC  b.From To
3. Purpose:
a. Continuation of Comments | b. Accelerated Promotion ©. Adverse Report £ HGMC
Justification  Section | RD Jusstification MR Statement 3rd Officer Sighter Use

C. SUBMITTED BY

1. a. Last Name b. First Name c M 2 55N 3 Service 4. Grade

I [ | I I
LIE] B0 LI

Signature (Date in YYYYMMDD format)
L. GENEHALISENIOH OFHIUER ADVERSE REPUR 1 SIGH | ING
1. a. Last Name b. First Mame c. Ml 2. 55N 3. Service 4 Grade
3. Title

. e
PAGE I |DFI |

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - Privacy sensitive when filled in_
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APPENDIX F. USA OER (DA-67-10-1)

HODAR: Attachmeants Menu
COMPANY GRADE PLATE (01 - 03; WO1 - CW2) OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT See Privacy Act
For use of this form, see AR B23-3; the proponent agency is DCS, G-1. Statement in AR 623-3.
PART | - ADMINISTRATIVE (Fealed Officer)

a. MAME (Las! Firsl kiiddée nkial) b. 55N jor DOD IDHB) | & R d. DATE OF RANK | s BRANCH |f. COMPOMENT
[FYYYMMO0) {Status Code

G UNIT, GRG_, STATION, ZIF CODE OR APO, MAJOR COMMAND R UIC [ REASON FOR SUBMISSION

[~ [ FOMO0 COVERED W RATED | LNONRATED | m. N, OF 7. RATED DFFICER'S ENAL ADDRESS [.gov or mi)

[ FROM (Y7 Y YMMOD)] THRD [vryyMmDD) | MONTHS|  CODES LomRE

PART Il - AUTHENTICATION (Rafed officer’s signalune varlfes officer hag sesn compieled DER Parts I-V1 and e adminisfrative dals s comec)

al. NAME CF RATER [Las, Firs, Middie intiol a2 BSN or DOD 1D b)) | a3, FANK, a4, POSITION
2. EMAIL ADDRESS {gov or mil) b, RATER SIGNATURE a7, DATE (YT YRMOO)
B1. NAME OF INTERMEDIATE RATER (Last, First, Uiddio Fulia) 2 BEH jor DOD 1D Mo | 5O, FANK Bd. POSITION
b, EMAIL ADDRESS [gov or mill) b6, INTERMEDIATE FATER SIGRATURE 7. DATE (77 ¥ FMD0)
1. MAME OF SENIOR FATER (Last, First, Wi inbial) o 58 for DOD D Moy | 2. FANK o POBITION
o5, BENIOR RATER'S ORGANIZATION | ob. BRANGH| c7. COMPONENT 8. EMAIL ADDRESS {.gov or 4mll

o, SENIR. RATER PHONE NUMBER | c10, SENIOR RATER SIGNATURE c11. DATE (¥YrYMMO0)
A This is & refored fepor, 4o you wish o maks comments? 1. RATED DFFICER SIGNATURE ‘a2 DATE (7YY YMMOD)

[Jratorred [Jves. comments are atiached [ Jho
T, Sapeh Y P Roquired | 2. WAME OF REVIEWER [Las, Fis., Widdke e
O O

T3, R . POSITION . Communts Endosad
. SUPFLEMENTART REVIEWER SIGNA 7. DATE (¥¥¥YWMDO) | g. MSAR Dats (¥ rMMOD)

PART Il - DUTY DESCRIPTION
a. PRINCIPAL DUTY TITLE b POSITION ADCBRANCH

& SIGNIFICANT DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

PART IV - PERFORMANCE EVALUATION - PROFESSIONALISM, COMPETENCIES, AND ATTRIBUTES [Raler)
2 APFT PassFal/Profie; Ciate: Haigr: Wogtt: Whthin Sancare?
Corenents roguied for “Falled® APFT, of *Profila® when I procksdes porformance of duty, snd "N tor Arrry Waight Standa~is? [Rosst Bom a. APFTPass/FailProfils |

b. Thiz Officors owerall Performances is Rated as! [Selec! one box mpresanding Raled Offficer’s cverall perdomancs compared o offefs of the same grade sfom pou have raled in
your career. Manegod af less than 50% in )
loarenty rate_______ sy Officens in this grade.
A comphoted DA Form 67 10- 1A was fecaived with Siis report and considersd i my evaustion and review: [_]Yes [ Mo jaxpiain in comments baiow)
EXCELS (40%) PROFICIENT CAPABLE UMSATISFACTORY

O O O

Commants:

DA FORM 67-10-1, NOV 2015 Page 101§
Source: DOA (n.d.)
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—
S5H (or DDO 1D Na,)

FERIOD COVERED:

FROM (VY Y YMMO0)

THRL (V¥ MO0

& 1) Cheracier;
[Adtmrorce & Army Vaives,
Empaty. and Wamior Ethos’
Sarvice Ethoa and Discipline, Fully
supparts SHARF, EQ, and EEQ,)

c. I} Prsmengs
(Wikary and Frofessional
Baaring. Finass, Confident,
Raaikent)

=2 ntetincy
(et Agity, Sound Jusgmant,
Inncation. inerpersonal Tact,
£ wpartisa)

= 4] Laads
(Loads Cifwers, Buids Tl
Evtengls influance beyond tha Chain
of Command, Lasda by Evampia,
Commurcales)

c 5) %ﬂ:
[Creald & posilind command’

wARDIBCE ANVIANTAL oSt
Faper de Corpa, Prepares Salf
Deavadops Omars, Stawands Ma
Frofeasion)

€. B} Achloves
(iots Haaurs)

PART V - INTERMEDIATE RATER

PART VI - SENIOR RATER

a. FOTENTIAL COMPARED WITH
OFFICERS SENIOR RATED IN SAME
GRADE (OVERFRINTED BY DA)

I:l m [} (&lwm
|:| HIGHLY QUALIFIED

|:| QUALIFIED

Dm:m.umn

B | curresily senior mis ey Officers in fils grade.

. COMMENTS ON POTENTIAL:

. List 3 future SUCCESSVE assignmanis for which this Officer is best sutesd:

DA FORM 67-10-1, NOV 2015
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APPENDIX G. USA NCOER (DA-2166-9-2)

HODAS:
NCO EVALUATION REPORT (SSG-1SG/MSG) SEE PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
For uge of this form, see AR 623-3; the propanent agency i DCS, G-1. IN AR 623-3
PART | - ADMINISTRATIVE DATA
a. NAME (Last, First, Micidle Inifial) b. 85N (or DOD 1D Mow) ©. RANK d. DATE OF RANK | & PMOSC
1. UNIT, GRG, STATION, ZIP CODE OR APO, MAJOR COMMAND g STATUS CODE | b LIC . REASON FOR SUBMISSION
). PERIOD COVERED k. RATED | I. NONRATED | m.NOOF n. RATED NCO'S EMAIL ADDRESE .gov or .mil)
FROM THRU MONTHS CODES ENCLOSURES
YEAR MONTH DAY YEAR MONTH DAY
PART Il - AUTHENTICATION
al. NAME OF RATER (Las!, First, Midale Inifia)) a2 SEM {or DOD 1D Mo | a3, RATER'S SIGNATURE 84. DATE {YYYYMMDD
35. RAMK PMOSL/BRANCH ORGANIZATION DUTY ASSIGNMENT 36, RATER'S EMAIL ADDRESS (.gow of -mi)
b1, NAME OF SENIOR RATER (Last, Firsl, Middls initfal) b2 S5 (or DOO 1D Mo.) | b3, SENIOR RATER'S SHGNATURE b4. DATE [¥Y¥¥YMMDD)
b5. RANK PMOSCBRANCH ORGANIZATION DUTY ASSIGNMENT bE. SEMIOR RATER'S EMAIL ADDRESS (gov
or amilj
c1. SUPPLEMENTARY| 2. NAME OF SUPPLEMENTARY REVIEWER| c3. RANK PMOSC  ORGANIZATION DUTY ASSIGNMENT
REVIEW REQUIRED?T |(Last First, Midls initfal) BRANCH
[Jyes [Jno
4. COMMENTS 5. SUPPLEMENTARY REVIEWER'S SIGNATURE | of. DATE(YYYYMMDD) | c7. SUPFLEMENTARY REVIEWER'S EMAIL ADDRESS
ENCLOSED? {.gevar .mif)
D‘HES |:| NO

RATED MCO: | understand my signature does ot consShse agresment or dsagresment with the assessmenss of the rater and senior mater. | further understand my signatune verffies. that the adminisative data
in Part |, the rating officials and counseling dades in Part ||, the duty description in Pari lil, and the APFT and heightfweight entries in Part I'Va and Vb are correct. | hawe seen the compleded report. | am aware of

d1. COUNSELING DATES[IMITIAL LATER LATER LATER d2. RATED NCO'S SIGNATURE d3. DATE (¥¥¥YMMDD)

PART lll - DUTY DESCRIPTION [Rater)
PRIMCIFAL DUTY TITLE b. DUTY MOSC

=

n

DAILY DUTIES AND SCOPE (To include, s& apgraprisie, people, equipment, facilties, and dailars)

a

. AREAS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS

]

. APPOINTED DUTIES

PART IV - PERFORMANCE EVALUATION, PROFESSIONALISM, ATTRIBUTES, AND COMPETENCIES (Rater)
a. APFT Pasa/Fal'Profile Data: I b. Height: WWaight Within Standard?

[Comments required for “Fatled™ APFT, "Na™ APFT_ or "Prafila”™ whean § preciuses penformance of dufy, and “Na® for Armmy Weight Standsras. )

€. {Include buliet comments addressing  ICOMMENTS:
Rated NCO's performance as it relatas 1o adhesence 1o

Ay Vales, Empathy, Warrior EthosService Ethos, and
Discipline. Fully supparts SHARP, EQ, and EECL)

MET DD NOT MEET
STANDARD STANDARD
O O
DA FORM 2166-9-2, NOV 2015 Page 10of2

APDLC ¢ 10085
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RATED NCO'S MAME (Laat. Firs!, Middle fnitfaf) S3M [or DOD 1D Mo.) THRU DATE

PART IV - PERFORMANCE EVALUATION, PROFESSIONALISM, ATTRIBUTES, AND COMPETENCIES (Rafer)

d. : (Military and professional bearing, Fitness, COMMENTS:
Confidenca, Rasiliancea)

FAR EXCEEDED EXCEEDED MET DID NOT MEET
STAMDARD STANDARD STAHDARD ETANDARD

M| O O W

e INTELLECT: (Mental agility, Sound judgement, Innovation, COMMENTS:
Interpersanal tact, Expertisa)
FAR EXCEEDED EXCEEDED MET DID NOT MEET

STAMDARD STANDARD SETANDARD SETANDARD

L [ O |

. LEADS: (Leads others, Builds trust, Extends influence beyond the | COMMENTS:
chain of command, Leads by example, Communicates)

FAR EXCEEDED EXCEEDED MET DI NOT MEET
STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD

L | L] O

9. DEVELOPS: (Creates a positive commandiworkplace COMMENTS:
environment, Fosters asprit de corps, Prepares salf, Devalops
others, Stewards the profession)

FAR EXCEEDED EXCEEDED MET DID NOT MEET

STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD
h. ACHIEVES: [Gatls rasults) COMMENTS:
FAR EXCEEDED EXCEEDED MET DID NOT MEET

STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD

O O] O O

RATER OVERALL PERFORMANCE

1. Salect one box representing Hated NUU's overall performance compared 1o others in the same grade whom you have rated in your career. | curréntly rate
Asmy MCOs in this gradea.

FAR EXCEEDED EXCEEDED MET QIO NOT MEET
STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD

O O O O

j- COMMENTS:

PARTV - SENIOR RATER OVERALL POTENTIAL

a. Select one box reprasenting Rated b. COMMENTS:
NCO's patential comparad to others in the
same grade whom you have rated in your
carear. | currently senior rate

Army NCOs in this grada_

[] MOST QUALIFIED (limited fo 24%)
[] HIGHLY QUALIFIED

[] cuaurFeD

[] NOTQUALIFIED

. List bwo successive assignments and one broadening assignment (3-5 years).
Successive Assignment: 1) Z) Broadening Assignment:

DA FORM 2166-3-2, NOV 2015 Page 2of 2
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APPENDIX H. USAF OPR (AF-707)

OFFICER PERFORMANCE REPORT (Lt thru Col)
I. RATEE IDENTIFICATION DATA (Read AFl 36-2406 carelully before filling in any item)
1. NAME (Last, First, Middle Initial) 2. SSN 3. RANK 4. DAFSC 5. REASON FOR REPORT 6. PAS CODE
£ 5 P A T 9. NO. DAYS SUPV.
NO. DAYS NON-RATED
Il. JOB DESCRIPTION (Limit text to 4 lines) 10. SRID
DUTY TITLE
DOES NOT MEETS
lll. PERFORMANCE FACTORS MEET STANDARDS  STANDARDS
Job Knowledge, Leadership Skills (to include Promoting a Healthy Organizational Climate). Professional Qualities, D D
Organizational Skills, Judgment and Decisions, Communication Skills (see reverse if marked Does Not Meet Standards)
IV. RATER OVERALL ASSESSMENT (Limit text to 6 lines)
Last performance feedback was accomplished on: (IAW AF136-24086) (If not accomplished, state the reason)
NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, ORGN, COMMAND & LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
SSN SIGNATURE
V. ADDITIONAL RATER OVERALL ASSESSMENT (Limit text (o 4 ines) [[] concur [] won-concur
NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, ORGN, COMMAND & LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
SSN SIGNATURE
VI. REVIEWER (If required, limit text to 3 lines) [] concur [] won-concur
NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, ORGN, COMMAND & LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
SSN SIGNATURE
5 4 FUNCTIONAL EXAMINER AIR FORCE ADVISOR
(Indicate applicable review by marking the appropriate box) D K L I:l |
NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, ORGN, COMMAND & LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
SSN SIGNATURE
Vlil. RATEE'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT
SIGNATURE DATE
| understand my signature does not constitute agreement or Yes No
g ;,dl i ge all requw%d o was
accomplished during the reporting period and upon receipt
ARt R NI oo
AF FORM 707, 20150731, V1 (PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE) PRIVACY ACT INFORMATION: The Information in this form is

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. Protect IAW the Privacy Act of 1974.

Source: DOAF (n.d.)
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RATEE NAME:

IX. PERFORMANCE FACTORS (If Section Ill K Not M ,fll jicabl DOES NOT
o] IC CTORS (If Section Il is marked Does Not Meet Standards, fill in applicable block[s]) MERT BTANDARGS
1. Job Knowledge. Has knowledge required to perform duties effectively. Strives to improve ige. Applies to handle ine situations.
2. Leadership Skills. Sets and enf tes a Healthy Organi Climate. Works well with others. Fosters teamwork. Displays
initiative. Self-confident. Motivates Subordinates. Has lespsﬁ and confidence of subordinates. Fair and i in of

3 Professional Qualities. Exhibits loyalty, discipline, dedication, integrity, honesty, and officership. Adheres to Air Force Standalds(ls Fitness standards,

4 Organizational Skills. P!ens and uses Meets sl wurk for self and others equitably and
ffecti Anti ! v lems,

5. Judgment and Decisions. Makes timely and accurate decisions. Emphasizes logic in decision making. Relains composure in siressful situations.
Recognizes opportunities. Adheres to safety and occupational health requirements. Acts to take advantage of opportunities.

| )

6. Communication Skills. Listens, speaks, and writes effectively.

X. REMARKS (use this section to spell out acronyms from the front)

XI. REFERRAL REPORT (Complete only if report contains referral comments or the overall standards block is marked as does not meet standards)

| am referring this OPR to you according to AFI 36-2406, para 1.10. It contains comment(s)/rating(s) that make(s) the report a referral as defined in AFl 36-24086, para, 1.10.
Specifically,

Acknowledge receipt by signing and dating below. Your signature merely acknowledges that a referral report has been rendered; it does not imply acceptance of or agreement with
the ratings or comments on the report. Once signed, you are entitied to a copy of this memo. You may submit rebuttal comments. Send your written comments to:

not later than 3 duty days (30 for non-EAD members) from your date below. If you need additional time, you may request an extension Irom the individuals named above. You may
submit attachments (limit to 10 pages), but they must directly relate 1o the reason this report was referred. Pertinent not will remain to the
report for file in your personnel record. Copies of previous reports, etc. submitted as attachments will be removed from your rebuttal package prior to filing since these documents are
already filed in your records. Your rebuttal comments/attachments may not contain any reflection on the character, conduct, integrity, or motives of the evaluator unless you can fully
substantiate and document them. Contact the MPS, Force Management section, or the AF Contact Center if you require any assistance in preparing your reply to the referral report.
It is important for you to be aware that receiving a referral report may affect your eligibility for other personnel related actions (e.g. assignments, promotions, etc.). You may consult
your commander and/or MPS or Air Force Contact Center if you desire more information on this subject. If you believe this report is inaccurate, unjust, or unfairly prejudicial to your
career, you may apply for a review of the report under AF| 36-2406, Chapter 10, Comrection of Officer and Enlisted Evaluation Reports, once the report becomes a matter of record as
defined in AFI 36-2406, m2.

NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC OF REFERRING EVALUATOR DUTY TITLE DATE
SIGNATURE
SIGNATURE OF RATEE | DATE
INSTRUCTIONS
ALL: Recommendations must be based on r)erhxmanoe and the potential based on that perfc Py i ions are prohibited. Do not comment on
mflenon of or enroliment in Developmental previous or i on AF Form 709, OPR endorsement levels,
activities, marital status, race, sex, ethnic origin, age, religion or sexual orientation. Evaluators enter unly the last four numbers of SSN.

RATER: Focus your evaluation in Section IV on what the officer did, how well he or she did it, and how the officer contributed to mission accomplishment. Write in concise
“bullet* format. Your comments in Section IV may include recommendations for assignment. Provide a copy of the report to the ratee prior to the report becoming a matter of
record and provide follow-up feedback to let the ratee know how their performance resulted in this final product.

ADDITIONAL RATER: Caralullgewew the rater's evaluation to ensure it is accurate, unbiased and uninflated. If you di r_ee.gou may ask the rater to review his or her
evaluation. You may not direct a cl e in the evaluation. If you still disagree with the rater, mark "NON-CONCUR™ and ex| ‘'ou may include recommendation for
assignment.

REVIEWER: Carefully review the rater's and additional rater's ratings and c If their i biased and uninflated, mark “CONCUR" and swgn the
form. If you disagree with previous evaluators, you may ask them to review their evaluations. You may not dlrecl them to change their appraisals. If you still disagree with th
additional rater, mark "NON-CONCUR" and explain in Section VI. Do not use "NON-CONCUR" simply to provide comments on the report.

RATEE: Your s-unature is mereiy an acknowledgement of receipt of this report. It does not constitute concurrence. If you disagree with the content, you may file an evaluation
appeal through the Evaluation R Appeals Board |IAW AF| 36-2406 Chapter 10 ﬂCnrrechnu Officer and Enlisted Evaluation Reports), or through the Air Force Board for

aorrecuan hdﬁlhli B%ahc‘%rds [ AFI 36 2603 (Air Force Board for Correction of Military Records) and AFPAM 36-2607 (Applicants' Guide to the Air Force Board for Coﬂeclmn of
I|I|EI’Y lecords (.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
AUTHORITY: Title 10 United States Code (U.S.C.) 8013, Secretary of the Air Force: AFI 36-2406, and Executive Order 9397 (SSN), as amended.
PUHPOSE: Used to ly per history; p ion, school and assignment selection; reduction-in-force; control roster, reenlistment,

and statistical analysis.

ROUTINE USES: May specifically be disclosed outside the DoD as a routine use pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(b)(3). DoD Blanket Routine Uses apply.
DISCLOSURE: Voluntary. Not providing SSN may cause form to not be processed or to positively identify the person being evaluated.

SORN: F036 AF PC A, Effectiveness/Performance Reporting Records

PRIVACY ACT INFORMATION: The information in this form is
AF FORM 707, 20150731, V1 (FREYICUE EDITONS ARE OBBOLETE) FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. Protect IAW the Privacy Act of 1974.
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APPENDIX I. USAF EPR (AF-910)

ENLISTED PERFORMANCE REPORT (AB thru TSgr)

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
AUTHORITY: Tifle 10 United Sfates Gode (UL5.C.) 8013, Secrefary of the Air Force; AF! 36-2406, and Execulive Order 3337 [S5N), a5 amended.
PURPOEE: Used to dosument effectivenessiduly performance history; promotion; school and assignment selecfion; reduction-in-force; control roaster;
reeniistment; separsfion; research and statistical snalysis.
ROUTINE WSES: May specifisally be disclosed outside the Dol a5 & roufine use pursuant to 5 UL.5.C. 552a(b}{3). DoD Blanket Routine Uses apply.
DISCLOSURE: Voluntary. Wot providing 55N may cause form fo not be processed or fo positively identify the person being evaluated
S0RN: F036 AF PC A, EffectivenessPerformance Reporting Records

. RATEE IDENTIFICATION DATA (Refor to AFI 36-2406 for instructions on complefing this form)

1. MAME (Last, Firsf, Middle Initiaf) 2. 35N 3. RANK 4. DAFSC
5. ORGAMNIZATION, COMMAND, AND LOCATION fi. PAS CODE 7. FOID

B. PERIOD OF REPORT (DD Mmm ¥¥YY) 2, NO, DAYS NON-RATED |10, NO, DAYS SUPERVISION | 11. REASON FOR REPORT

From Theu:

Il. JOB DESCRIPTION

1. DUTY TITLE

2. KEY DUTIES, TASKS, AND RESPOMNSIBILITIES (Frimary and Additional Dufies) (Minimum of 1 line, but imited o 4 lines)

lll. PERFORMANCE IN PRIMARY DUTIESITRAINING REQUIREMENTS (Using AFl 36-2618. The Enlisted Force Siructure, a5 the standard of performance
expectstions commensurate with the rafee’s rank; assess to what degree the rates complied with the following performance expecfafions.)

T. Task RnowledgelProhciency: Lonsaer the quaity, quantty, results, and Impact of the Arman s knowlecge and abilly o accomplisn ks, Initiativel
Motivation: Describes the degree of willingness to exscute duties, motivate collzagues, and develop innovative new processes. Skill Level Upgrade Training:
Consider skill level awarding course, CDC timeliness completion, course exam results, and completion of core task framing. Duty Position Requirements,
Gualifications, and Certifications: Consider duty pesition qualfications, career field certifications (if applicable), and readiness requirements. Training of
Others: Consider the impact the Airman made training others.

Hot-Rated Met some but not all expeciations Mt all expectations Exceegad some, but not 3l expactations Excesd mast, I not all expectations

[ [] L] [ L]

2 COMMENTS (Minimum { fine, but imited to 6 lines)

V. FOLLOWERSHIPILEADERSHIP

1. Resource Utilization e.g. Time Management. Equipment. Manpower, and Budpet]: Tonsider how effectvely the Airman utilizes resources o accomplish
the mission. Complies with/Enforees Standards: Consider personal adherence and enforcement of fitness standards, dress and personal appearance
customs and courtesies, and professional conduct. Communication Skills: Describes how well the Airman recsives and relays information, thoughts, and
ideas up and down the chain of command (includes listening. reading. speaking, and writing skils); fosters an environment for open dialogue. Caring,
Respectful, and Dignified Environment {Teamwork): Rate how well the Aimman sefflessly considers others, values diversity, and sets the stage for an
environment of dignity and respect; to include promating a healthy onganizational cimate

Hot-Rated Met some but not all expectations. et all expectations Excesded some, but ot 3l expectations  Excesd most, f not all expectations

L]

2. COMMENTS [Minimum 1 Bine, buf limifed to 2 lines)

V. WHOLE AIRMAN CONCEPT

1. Air Force Core Values: Consider how well the Airman adopts. intemalizes, and demonstrates our Air Force Core Values of Integrty First, Senvice Before
Zelf, and Excellence in Al 'We Do. Personal and Professional Development: Consider the amount of effort the Airman devoted fo improving themselves and
their work centerfunit through education and involvement. Esprit De Corps and Community Relations: Consider how well the Airman promotes camaraderie
embraces esprit de corps, and acts as an Ar Force ambassador.

Hot-Rated Met some but not all expectations. Wt all expectations Exceeded some, but not 3l expectations  Excesd most, f not all expectations

L]

2. COMMENTS [Minimum f lne, buf limifed o 2 lines)

AF FORM 310, 20151130, V4 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE PRIVACY ACT INFORMATION: The infanmaticn In thiz form i3
Prescribed by: AF| 36-2406 FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. Profsct AW the Privacy Actof 1972,

Source: DOAF (n.d.)
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V1. OVERALL PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT [Overall assessment of performance RATEE NAME
during rating peviad commensurate with Sections ll-V)

Not-Rated Met some but not all expectaions. Met all expectations Excesded some, but not all expectations  Ewceed most, If nat all expeciations

[ [] ] [ []

VII. RATER INFORMATION (Signafure signifies this /5 an unbiesed assessment and al ACA fesdback sessians were complefed a5 required per AFT 30-2408)

NAME, RANK, BRANCH OF SERVICE, ORGN, CMD. AND LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE

2]
4]
=

SIGNATURE

VI ADDITIOMAL RATER'S COMMENTS I:‘ CONCUR I:l NON-CONCUR

1. COMMENTS [Comments are opfional unless required for Referral; if nof used, sfate "This Section Mof Used”] (Mnimum of 1 lne, buf maximum of 2 lnes)

NAME, RANK, BRANCH OF SERVICE, ORGN, CMD. AND LOCATION CUTY TITLE DATE

%]
]
4

SIGNATURE

[X. UNIT COMMANDER/MILITARY OR CIVILIAN DIRECTOR/OTHER AUTHORZED ~
REVIEWER'S COMMENTS [] coNcur  [[] NON-CONCUR

1. COMMENTS [Caommeants are oplional with a maxirum of 1 fne, i nol wsed, state “This Seclion Nof Used™)

2. FUTURE ROLES (Recommend up fo three roles/assignments that best serve the Air Force and confinues the Airman's develapmant)

1. 2 3.
3. PROMOTION ELIGIBLE = 5. QUALITY FORCE REVIEW (Ratee's personnel recond has
{Promation efigibilty 25-of closeout date) 4. THIS IS A REFERRAL REFORT beer -:Mn’u-nuas:rmmta'm-s during the reporting period)

6. PROMOTION RECOMMENDATION (Completed by Forced Disirbution Authoniy only when member is TIGTIS promodion efigible on EFR closeout dafe)

DO NOT PROMOTE NOT READY NOW PROMOTE MUST PROMOTE PROMOTE NOW
NAME, RANK, BRANCH OF SERVICE, ORGN, CMD. AND LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
SEN SIGNATURE

X. FUNCTIONAL EXAMINERJAIR FORCE ADVISOR
(Indicate applcable review by marking the appropriate box) D FUMCTIONAL EXAMINER |:| AlR FORCE ADVISOR

NAME, RANK, BRANCH OF SERVICE, ORGN, CMD. AND LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE

2]
4]
=

SIGNATURE

[ KT REMARES [Only use Mis sechon 1o spell GUl LNGOMMGn Soronymes of 10 place req) comments AV AF] 35-2906.)

¥il. RATEE'S ACKNOWLEDGEMENT | acknowledge sl required ACA fesdback was sccomplished during the reporting perod and feedback was provided
upon receipf of this report [unless othenwise siafed above).

SIGNATURE DATE

AF FORM 310, 20151130, V4 PREVIOUS EDNTIONS ARE OBSOLETE FRIVACY ACT INFGRMATIGH: The information In this form i

100

ACQUISITION RESEARCH PROGRAM
w/ DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE MANAGEMENT
NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL



APPENDIX J. USCG EER (CG-3788C)

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
U.5. Coast Guard

EMLISTED EVALUATION REFORT
SECOND CLASS PETTY OFFICER

INSTRUCTIONS
= Use a pen or pencil.
» Darken the oval completely. CORRECT MARK INCORRECT MARKS
= Do not make any stray marks on this form. [ ] O W

Reference: (a) Enlistments, Evaluations. and Advancements, COMDTINGT M1000.2 [seres)
(o) Enlisted Evaluation System Procedures Manual, PSCINST 16112 (senes)

MEMBER: Submit 3 copy of cument Rating Performance Qualifications (RPQ); billet assigned competencies, watch quarter station bill assignments; collateral
duties; and significant achievements that are objective, accurate, and tmely. Please note significant accomplishments or aspects of performance that occurred
during this marking period.

RATING CHAIN: Review reference (a), reference (), and other pertinent directives that establish poficies and procadures for completing enlisted evaluation
reports and assigning marks agamst written performance standards. All compstencies within each performiance factor must be evaluated.

COMMENTS: Written comments are required to support each mark of 1, 2, 3, 7. unsatsfactory conduct, and not ready or not recommended fior advancement.
Supporting comments for a 1, 2, 3, or 7 should be in the space provided after each factor, are limited to two lines of text for each competency and should be
concise and provide speciic examples of performance or behavior. Wiitten comments. for unsatisfactory conduct must be prowided on a separate pape and must
be specific and sufficient encugh to fully describe the conduct that ked to an unsatisfactory mark. Written comments for not ready or not recormmended for
advancement must be provided on 3 separate page. and must be specific and sufficient enough to describe why the member is not ready or not recommended
fior advancement.

FUTURE POTENTIAL: Required. Provide written, succinct comments describing potential for future leadership responsibiliies, including potential to successfully
senve in future special, independent, or command cadre assignments, for all personnel. This block is not 3 substitute for a command endorsement for such
assignments; commands should seek to lmit comments to the extent necessary o describe the member's future leadership potential.

SUPERVISOR: After obsenving and gathering input on member's performance and behavior, evaluate member's performance against the writien performance
standands and recommend marks by darkening the appropriate ovals. Provide the completed report with recommended marks and written comments fo the:
Marking Official

MARKING OFFICIAL: Review the marks recommended by the Supenvisor and, considering other information on the member's performance and behavior,
recommend marks by darkening the appropriate ovals and entering the numerical equivalent in the “Mark™ column. Prowide the completed report with
recommended marks and written comments to the Approving Official.

APPROVING OFFICIAL: Review the marks recommended by the Mariong Official. Marks not concurmed with must be discussed with the Marking OFicial. Te
change a mark, assign the new mark, and change the "Mark” column. Confirm that required written comments ane provided when required. Ensure that the
rmemiber is counsaled on the marks and hmn‘bersqnsmemtsrﬁet\ra'rfymme rarks are entered into the Coast Guard Direct Access System and that
the evaluation is marked final within the timefame specified in reference (a).

1. RATE. FIRST NAME, LAST NAME 2. EMPLOYEEID #
3. UNIT HAME 4. PERIOD ENDING (MM/DO'YYYY) (3. PAY GRADE
ES
6. REASON (choose only one reason):
REGULAR: UNSCHEDULED (review references o defemmine when requirsal):
) SEMI ANMUAL DISCIPLINE
) CHAMGE OF COMMAMNDIMNG OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION
o TRANSFER
o REDUCTION (OTHER THAN DISCIPLINARY)
O SERVICEWIDE EXAM (SWE)
O CHAMNGE IN RATE
PERMAMNENT RELIEF FOR CALUSE
! PROBATION
ADVANCEMENT (DAY PRIOR TO ADVANCEMENT)
CHAMGE IN APPROVIMG OFFICIAL
RESERVE ADOS
CG-37BEC (0219) Resat Page 1af5
Source: DHS (n.d.)
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RAI

MILITARY: Measures a member's ability to bring credit io the Coast Guard through personal demeanor and professional actions.

ity
fradfans and 52t and enforced
BLANCAS Mar GNETE.

priviege, and rRquired the same of
oihers.

SUCOMING=s, f 3ESgNED, WaE
exceptional.

MILITARY BEARING: Tha 1 | Falladto adhare io 3 | Complied with uniform and 5 | Cong excesded sandandsfor | 7 | MARK
10 which the memiser untiorm of greoming standards. grooming standards. Projected 3 urifonm and groceming. Inspied
o Untiom and grooming Actions DoUght diserealt to e Coast professional Image that brought simiiar standands in others.
siandands, and projecied a Guand. credt to the Coast Guard. Performance of subordinates, I
professional Imags that brought assigned, was exceplional.
oredit 1o the Coast Guard
) C C g s C
CUSTOMS, COURTESIES, AND | 1 | Falled to conform o mil customs, | 3 | Comslstenty conformed i miltary 5 | Exemgitfied miltary cusioms, T | MeRK
TRANTIONS: The extent o courtesies, of traditions. Falled to CUSIDmS, courtesles and traditons. courtesias, fraditions and profocols i
which the member condomed to address substandand performance of Demonsirated respact to rank and all situations. Inspired similar
Cusloms, Couneses, and supordnates, If assigned standards In othess. Performance of

Comments (Limifed fo 3 maximum of two lines of fext per competency):

PERFORMANCE: Measures a member's willingness fo acquire knowledge and the ability to use knowledge, skill, and direction to accomplish work.

QUALITY OF WORK- The 1 | Needed haip In pricrtizing routing 3 | Used training, experience, and 5 | Consigtentty produced expert-qualty | 7 | wesk
CEQUEE 10 WNICH the meminer tasks. Work frequently falled to meet [DOpEr procedures o produce werk that exceeded expeciations and
ullized knowiedge, skils, and expectations. Faled i sand proper NAEN=d WOrK of good quailty.  Successuly r2soivad
expertise 1o efeciivaly organize walches, I assigned. Repeatedy 'Workead efficiently. Stood challenging situations wiile on duy.
and pricritze Bsks Y faled to mest ciEtomer nesds. respansioie , If assigned. st priorties for new or
muailty work and met cusiomer Mt cUStomer nesds, compiex (35KS. Anbeipated and
needs. continualy met customer needs.
o = s o]
TECHNICAL PROFICIENCY: 1 | Knowiedge and skl of @t orcument | 3 | Demonstrated sold grasp of the 5 | Demonstrated exceptonal 7 (memK
The degres to which the memoar assigrment was beiow standard. lmowiedge. skils, and expertiss for knowiedge. skiks, and expertise for
demonstrated fechnical Fallat to acquire or mantan requined rate or cument e Mt o CUTEN? BEEQNTEN. Achisved or
compstency and proficiency for qualBCaens. malntained requiradl quaimcations. maintained anvanced qualfcatons.
TEINg OF CUMEN? 3EEGNMEnt Technizal expertise Sgnitcanty
contriouted to uni's misson SUCCess.
o o (@]
IMITIATIVE: The degree io which 1 | Awoiced agdmonal responsiolity. 3 | Took acton wihout waiting for § | Proactvely sought adamonal T | MasK
ihe membar was a seif starer, Required constant supsriision to sameone o 12l hem what to da. responsinlity from superdsons or
aoted On new I0EE5 1 maEke compiete 3sks. Implemented and Acted on opportunities and others. Idenitfed and actsd upon
| WEITEMTE, tedll only when wailimteered for aodtional tacking. nities 1o makea Bmenis.
e ot | | areammea " S iastialy ok on Soatons
addiional responsbility. tasks or colateral duties.
O [a] o o ¢
Comments (Limifed fo 8 maximum of two lines of fext per competency):
CG-ITBEC (0219) Resat Page 2of §
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PROFESSIONAL QUALITIES: Measures those qualities the Coast Guard values in its peoples.
DECISION MAKING AMD 1 | Fallad bo make dedsiorsor | 3 | Solved Issues pmlrpﬂlﬁﬂhm 5 | Combined k2en analytical thougnt 7 |MaRE
PROSLEM SOLVING The did not consioer 1acss, alematives, or authionty and refemed others to and Insight 1o make Sppropats
gegree io which the memiber Imgact. Did not weldgh sk, cost, or SUDenisor, provided decisions with Iitle or no guidance.
made sound decisons and ime. Probiem soiving often dispiayed recomimendations basad on all Cotical thimiar who
provided valkl racmmeniatons Fmrma‘ysts. Did not reflact on or [pertinent Infiomation. Asked Tocused on key Issues and the most
by using facts, axpenance, fisk e o misiakes. ciantying questons when nesded o reievant InfonmiEtion o soive complex
assessment, and analytical make degsions. Lised 1ass and probiems. Astons Indicated
i penance o soive proslems whils avar=ness of Impact of decislons on
CONGKIENng nsk, cost, and time. others.
o a s e Q o
MILITARY READNESS: The 1 | Lacked efort 10 comply wit readness | 3 | Managed stress to prevent regative | 5 | Supporisd a heaithy woripiacs 7 | mamk
dEqrES 10 which the meminer siandands. Performance suffered due Impact on jobx o2 and culiure by promating physical ard
entined and %o lack of compilance with health, emodonal wel Maintaned emotional wel-being. ACTvely
sess and engaged In wel-being, or readiness standards. compllance with medical and asslsted others with readiness
acthities hiat promodea pysical readiness siandards, mandated standands Demansirated 3 significant
Tiness and emotional wail-Deing. raining, and QUaiMmcations. commitment 10 the physical and
Malntanad complianca wih ad with weight standamds emational wel-being of seif and
pErsonal reaniness SEnmans. ithroughout the entre perod. others.
Demaonsirated financial
responsioilty. Used alcohol
responsioly, I at all. Paricipaied In
physical fiTess acoitiss.
3 ) o = L o o
SELF-AWARENESS AND 1 ﬁmmmm&mxmw 3 | Routinety asssssed seif and 5§ | Proactively sought coportuniies on - | 7 | MARK
LEARMING: The to which Weaknasses. Lackad mothvation o for litizs. o Off cuty for
L Tt |y | | (et | | e
self, deveiop professionally, IMproEmEnt. Incease professional nowiedge training to develop oihers.
Improve curment sidlls and and develop skils. Showed Encouraged omers iowand s
Kniowiedge, and acouine new [personal growd through education Improvement
sl or trairing.
o (] (8] o [ Q C
TEAM BUILDING: The dagraeto | 1| Unwil Incmsklet lgeas of 3 | Engaged =2am playar. Worked 35 12am leader who achisved T | WaRK
which Tie mambar contribuiad b others. team piayer. Falied to cooperaively In group TREUIE through coilaboraton,
3 group process, and worked mmnpammps ENvimnments; colaborated i ToStEing coODEration among
In & collaborative, achleve goals. Teamwork resufied subordnaiss and peers. Recognized
Incuslve, and outcome-oriented In the suGHESSl competion of team member eTons. SKIFuy used
mEner. FEsged 36Ks. Knowiaage of group Gynamics 1o
achieve Mmadimum peromance.
o (& O a] (s )
Comments (Limifed to 3 maximum of two lines of fext per competency):
CG-3TREC (0219) Resat Page 3of5
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LEADERSHIP: Measures a member's ability to direct. guide, develop, influence, and support others in performing work.

RESPECT FOR OTHERS: The

1

Showad apathy to hie Importance of

3

SUppared an envionmert of

Demonstrated, through leadersnip, 3

CEQUEE 10 Which the meminer divershy, taimess, dignity, divershty, Talmess, dignity, strong parsonal commitment to fair
coftmiouted 1 an envinonmaent compassion, and creativity. Treated compassion, and creal] Showed and egudl reatment of olers In al
that supported divershy, falmess ofhers unfairly or wit blas. respact for cubural diizrances shuations. Actively campaigned
ignity, compassan, and Supparted a workpiace gimats that aganst preudiclal actions o
ity promoted in , ey, DENIViCR by GRNers.
respect
] O
ACCOUNTABILITY AND 1 | Did niot support poilciss or dispiayed a | 3 | Applled Coast Guard polldes and § | Demonstrabed efikal
RESPONSIBILITY: The degres regulations and took accountaillty pinciples and convicions by
mmmm]mﬂag %&Jhﬂfﬁdﬂ'ﬂ%rﬂh o , Inciuding personal actions. Seff-motivated,
iy of Ales |ob or workgroup perfarmance. Falied completion of askgned work. resuks-orented wha
ani work anea. Held saif and Lo erforce or adhere to standands Supported pollges and degsions of demonsirated accountablity for seil
olhess accouriable to Coast thmugh personal conduct. sanlor personnal. and othens. Cutstanding leader who
(ZUar sEndands. ensured Mal sandards were
enforcad. Initiated
aporogriate agministrative and
discpinary action when Necessary.
Q o 3 £
INFLUEMCING OTHERS: The 1 | Had dm Influencing othess. 3 | Postvely Imfluenced and eamed 5 | Inspired omers for higher
member o . el rot Ins2il eonfidence in Tespect Of DTERS. KEpt sa and m'rrmwpama
persuade and motivate others others. Unable to achieve desinad others motvated ard motivation.
achieve a desired outcomes. of work and achieved gesirad abilty of others 1o achieve supsior
outcomes, leadership style results for assigned tasks. Actively
0 madmize EEN participated In mentaring.
o
EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION: | 1 Usedlnamncpnaﬁ communieation. 3 | Effecttvely utitzed clear, concise, 5 | Winote succinctly and produced
The degres o which the memoer e Often nesad and appmpriate coMMUNCINon in wittten matenials mat wens iear and
effedlively ullized all foms of ODITEBIOFI LI'TMII o accepl formal and Informal seffings o articaulzia. Spoke In a condlse,
communication In foma and EEEH accomplish t3sks. Listened effecive, omanized manner tElored
Iormal settings. |n.uwummmmmma attertvesy A acoepied Teedbank 1o the audiencs and SRuaton.
from others. Ememvety presented compier
kssueE; pOmmuUnicated comfortably

with all levels of command.

Comments (Limifed fo 8 maximum of two fines of text per competency):

CG-37B5C (02018)
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COMDUCT UNSATISFACTORY SATISFACTORY

The degres i which this member, fs must be provided on @ separale page. Commenis should | Ho NJP, CM, or chvil comiction; promobed and respact for
thiough A behavior, conformed specific and sulclert fo describe the condud that led fo an Tuies, regulations, and chillan and military 3

o the rutes, reguiations, milkary Linssfsacion” mak.)

sandards, and Coast Guam Cone

Values, both on and off duty. Falled to meet minimum siandans as evidenced Dy BUP, CM, or ol

COVCHON, OF Iought dSCRaGR to Me Coast GUANT 35 avidenced oy
adverse C5-3307 antriss, Ingiuding nancil Imesponsibiliy,

PON-SUDRONt o depengents, oF kNGl Inckients; of failed 33 confom
1o civilian and milary nulss, reguiations, and standards.

FUTURE POTENTIAL: Provide succinct, written comments descrbing the member's potential for future leadership responsibilibies including their potential to
successiully serve in future special, independent, or command cadre assignments.

Comments (Limifed fo 8 maximum of five lines of texd; comments are required, however all ines are nol required fo be ussd):

ADVANCEMENT POTENTIAL (Comments must be provided on a separate page for nof resdy and not recommended):

READY: Assign this mark i, in the view of the rating official, at the tme of this evaluation the individual has the capability and capacity io
camy out the dulies and responsibiliies of the next higher grade, and has satisfied all eligbility and qualification requirements for
the next higher grade. Riequired time in grade shall not be considered when determining overall ebgibility for advancement.

NCOT READY: Assign this mark i, in the view of the rating official, at the time of this evaluation the individual is satisfactorily performing their
required duties but is not yet ready to camy out the duties and responsibilities of the next higher grade, or has net satisfied all
eligibility and qualification requirements. for the next higher grade. Required time in grade shall not be considered when
determining overall efigibility for advancament.

NOT RECOMMENDED: Assign this mark i, in the view of the rating official, the individual should not be advanced to the next higher grade, regardless of
queal

ification crehglblrly' due o negafive conduct or poor performance, including an unsatisfactory conduct mark. or good order
and discipline issues.

| CERTIFY THAT | HAVE EVALUATED THIS MEMBER AGAINST THE WRITTEN PERFORMAMNCE
1 Ready STANDARDS AMD | HAVE PROVIDED WRITTEN DOCUMENTATION FOR SUPPORT OF EACH MARK OF
——— 1,2 3. 7. OR UNSATISFACTORY CONDUCT AND TERMINATION OF GOOD CONDUCT ELIGIBILITY.
SUPERVISOR: = MetResdy
= Not Recommended
SUPERMISOR'S MAME RATERANK DATE
| CERTIFY THAT | HAVE EVALUATED THIS MEMBER AGAINST THE WRITTEN PERFORMANCE
STAMNDARDS AMD | HAVE PROVIDED WRITTEN DOCUMENTATION FOR SUPPORT OF EACH MARK OF
NG O Ready 1,2 3, 7, OR UNSATISFACTORY COMDUCT AND TERMIMATION OF GOOD CONDUCT ELIGIBILITY.
B 3 Mot R
OFFICLAL: eady
1 Not Recommended
MARKING OFFICIAL'S MAME RATERAMK DATE
-3 Concur
) Ready 2 Da Mot Concur, changes made
'é:;ﬁ;?:"_NG = Mot Ready % Required comments for unsatisfactory conduct, not ready, or not recommended for advancement
= Not Recommended atizched on separate page.
APPROVING OFFICIAL'S NAME RATERAMK DATE
MEMBER: | ACKNOWLEDGE HAVING BEEN COUNSELED ON AND REVIEWED MY EMLISTED EVALUATION REPCRT FOR THIS PERICD. |
HAVE BEEM BRIEFED OMN AND FULLY UNDERSTAMND THE SIGNIFICAMNCE THAT THE ASSIGNED MARKS HAVE ON MY GOOD
CONDUCT ELKFHEBILITY. | UNDERSTAMND THAT | HAVE 15 CALEMDAR DAYS IN WHICH TO SUBMIT AMARKS APPEAL. | HAVE
BEEM BRIEFED ON AMND FULLY UNDERSTAND THE ACTION TAKEN OM MY ADVANCEMENT RECOMMEMDATION AND
LEADERSHIP POTENTIAL.
SIGNATURE DATE

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
Authority: 14 U2C 632 and COMDTINST M1000.2 (series).

Purpose: To plwdefeedbackcnailsmd memiber's perfommance and to assist in determining switabdity for advancement, selection and assignments.
Routine Uses: Same.

Disclosure: Mandatory. Failure to disdose required information may adversely affect advancement, selection and assignment decisions.
CG-37BEC (02M18) Reset Page Sof §
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APPENDIX K. USCG OER (CG-5310A)

DEPARTMEMNT OF HOMELAMND SECURITY Validation

U.S. Coast Guard -
OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT (W2'W3/03-05)

OER GUIDANCE
The Officer Evaluation Report is the single mest significant document in the management of an officer's career. It is the official record of

performance used to determine an officer's potential for promotion, retention, advanced education, command screening and for selection fo

positions of increased respansibility. Accordingly, our Officer Evaluation System demands integrity, faimess, accuracy, and timeliness. The

responsibility for preserving these tenets rests upon all parfies. In addition to regular feedback and mid-pericd counseling, providing timely.
accurate, evaluations is a basic leadership funciion. While every member is responsible for providing carefully crafted supporting material, it
is incumbent upon the OER rafing chain to draft the appropriate sections and ensure each officer receives the feedback he or she desenves.
1. ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION:

3. REPORTED-ON DFFICER MAME {Lasl) EHBJ

©. PERIOD OF REPORT [ d. DCCASION FOR REPORT

Dul I

Click hers - emall form bo Supandsor

on/result statement. Avold acromyms. do not use prohiblied commants.

3a. PERFORMANCE OF DUTIES: Measures an officer's abdity to manage and get things dene and to communicate in a positive, clear, and convincing manner.
WD

Ogen | 1 H 3 4 5 3 7
3. Planning and Preparedness. o o o] o o [a] o|O
b. Using Rescurces: o o 8] o ] o |10
£ RecUlE/Eecivenses: [=] (=] [=] [+] [=] [+] FHIE
d. AdapiabiiRy. o o] Q o] o] o] olo
. Profesaional Campetence: [s] [s] Q [s] o [s] olo
f. Speaking and Listening: o o 8] (s} o (s} |10
. Winting: o Q Q o o o olo
3b. LEADERSHIP SKILLS: Measures an officer's ability to support, develop, direct, and influence others in performing work_

Open | 1 2 3 4 5 B 7 | WO
3. Looing Out for Others: Q Q 8] o Q o clo
b. Dexwedoping Others: o o [s] o L] o o|l0
. Direcling Otners: o] [s] [a] (8] 5] o ol o
0. Teamworc o] o] o] o] Q o] clO
. Wioripiace Climata: 8] L8] (8] o Q o |10
f. Evaluations: o =] (s} o s} o o)l 0
CG-5310A (02/18)

Source: DHS (n.d.)
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I
3c. PERSOMAL AND PRCFEESIDNALG.IALI‘I‘EE Measures an officer's quihesnhm illustrate the individual's character.
Open | 2 3 4 5 [ T | ND
3 Iniathe: 0 o o o] o Q ]l o
b. Judgment: o] o o Q o] Q ol o
c. Fespansiolity. o o o o] o] o ol o
0 Professional PTesence: o) &) o [e) [e) [e) ol o
&. Heaith and Wel-Being O ['s] o] [a] ['s) [s] ol o
4. SUPERVISOR AUTHENTICATION: Click hare - small form to RO
a =T, . POSITION TITLE & DATE
5. REPORTING DFFICER AUTHENTICATION: [ERSTCURTEN] e el T g ) RO is Supemisor
b. COMPARISON SCALE: Compare this officer with oihers of e same mmwuhammmmnywrw = PROMOTION SCALE: (Mark one oniy)
Best officer of this grade O ) Below zone select
~ Already selected |
Cine of few distinguished officers. ) c o next pay ) In-zone recrder
- grade
L s
One of the many high performing officers = 1 Promote witop 20% of peers
who form the majority of this grade. L ' Pramate
= [ 12rrmwﬂ|s' k
= inrank | _ N .
Marginally performing officer O L anmual; <6 months | © Frometion potential
in rank semi-annual) | -
Unsatisfactory )| 3 Do not promete
) T provided my comparison scale Nistory [ e Reviewer (GG Reparing OMcers only, avalabie via DFecl ACCESE).
4 REPORTIMG OFFICER COMMENTE: Supplement or nephify Supenisce's svniusbon, Descrize nsity io grester lesderais mhesimponsichibe (=3 comemand specal susgrmert, and soeca kb

Ciick here - amall form to Reviswer

. FIRST, MICOLE INITIAL, LAST NAME g, L GRADE |g.EMPLID  |n. POSITION TITLE 1. DATE
6. REVIEWER AUTHENTICATION: ERN J#00Tg () Comments regarding performance andlor potential significantty different than Supenisor or RO
b.FIRST, MIDDLE INITIAL, LASTNANE g c. GRADE |d. EMPLID & POSITION TITLE 1. DATE

0. ATTACHMENTS: | Click here - amall form to ROO

PO = e =X I iz w=ral | understand my signature does not constiute agreement or dsagreement. | acknowdedge | have reviewed the report.

. SIGNATURE . DATE Active elick here- Resarve click hera -
[T amall form o PSC-OPM-3 | emall form fo PSC-RPM-1
PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
mrtrmty- 14 USC £33 and COMOTINST M1000.3 [Senies). PUrposs: Ta determing an officar's sukanlity for , SEECHon and assignment. Routing Uses: Same.

Dtecioaurs: Mandalory. Falure o disciose required informatian miay agversaly affect promation, selecticn and assignment decislions.

CG-5310A (02/14)
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APPENDIX L. NAVY’S UPPER LIMITS OF EP AND MP

Maximum Limits on "Early Promote" and "Must
Promote" Recommendations

Early ‘ Must Promote
Promote (May be increased by one for each Early Promotable
Summary Promote recommendation not used)
Group E1-E9 E1-E4 E7-E9 01-02
Size LDO 01-02 Wl-wW2 E5-E6
W1-W5 LDO 01-02 03 wao—:m 05-06 (P‘LLL;DX)CEPT
03-06
1 1
2 1 No 1 1 1 No
3 1 Limit 1 1 1 Limit
4 1 2 1 1
5 1 2 2 1
6 2 2 1 1
7 2 3 2 1
8 2 3 2 2
9 2 < 3 2
10 2 < 3 2
11 3 = 3 2
12 3 5 3 2
13 3 5 = 3
14 3 6 - 3
15 3 6 5 3
16 4 6 - 3
17 4 7 5 3
18 - 7 5 =
19 4 8 6 =
20 4 8 6 -
21 5 8 6 -
22 5 9 6 -
23 5 9 7 5
24 5 10 7 5
25 5 10 B 5
26 6 10 7 5
27 6 11 8 5
28 6 11 8 6
29 6 12 9 6
30 6 12 9 6
Table 1-2
Source: CNO (2019)
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APPENDIX M. USAF ENLISTED UPPER LIMITS OF PN AND MP

Table 4.7. Forced Distribution Allocation Table (SrA).

Total Total otal Total [Total Total Total | Total MP
Eligible PN ligible PN MP Eligible PN
11-12 1 178 - 182 9 27 343 -347 |17 52
13-17 1 183 - 187 9 28 348 - 349 |17 53
18-22 1 188 -189 |9 29 350-357 |18 53
23 - 27 1 190-197 |10 29 358 -362 |18 54
28 - 29 1 198 -202 |10 30 363 -369 |18 56
30 - 37 2 203-207 |10 31 370-377 |19 56
38 - 42 2 208-209 |10 32 378-382 |19 57
13 - 47 2 210-217 |11 32 383 -387 |19 58
18 - 49 2 218-222 |11 33 388-389 |19 59
50 - 57 3 223-227 |11 34 390-397 |20 59
58 - 62 3 228-220 |11 35 308-402 120 60
63 - 67 3 230-237 |12 35 403 -407 |20 61
68 - 69 3 238-242 |12 36 408 - 409 |20 62
70 -77 4 243-247 |12 37 410-417 |21 62
78 - 82 4 248 -249 |12 38 418 -422 |21 63
83 - 87 4 250-257 |13 38 423 -427 |21 64
88 - 89 4 258-262 |13 39 428 -429 |21 65
00 - 97 5 263 -267 |13 40 430-437 |22 65
PE—-102 |5 268 -269 |13 41 438 -442 |22 66
103 -107 | 5 270-277 |14 41 443 - 447 | 22 67
108 -109 |5 278-282 |14 42 448 - 449 | 22 68
110-117 | 6 283 -287 |14 43 450 - 457 | 23 68
118122 |6 288 -2890 |14 44 458 - 462 | 23 69
123-127 | 6 200-297 |15 44 463 - 467 | 23 70
128129 | 6 208 -302 |15 45 468 - 469 | 23 71
130 -137 | 7 303 -307 |15 46 470-477 |24 71
138 —142 | 7 308 -309 |15 47 478 -482 | 24 72
143 -147 | 7 310-317 |16 47 483 - 487 | 24 73
148 - 149 | 7 318-322 |16 48 488 - 489 | 24 74
150-157 | 8 323-327 |16 49 490 -497 | 25 74
158 -162 | 8 328-329 |16 50 498 - 500 | 25 75
163 -167 | 8 330-337 |17 50

168-177 |9 338-342 |17 51

Note: Table is subject to change. Utilize allocations on the final Master Eligibility

Listing(s).

Source: DOAF (2019)
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APPENDIX N. USN PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SCHEDULE

PERIODIC FITREP/CHIEFEVAL/EVAL
Officers Enlisted
(All) (All)
Jan 03
Feb (0}
Mar W5, W4, W3 .
05
Apr E9
May (o}]
Jun E4
Jul o€ E3, E2, El
Aug
Sep Wi, w2 E8, E7
Oct 04
Nov E©
Dec
Table 1
Source: CNO (2019)
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APPENDIX O. USN MIDTERM COUNSELING SCHEDULE

Mid-term Counseling Schedule

Officers Enlisted
Activel Activel
ctive FTS2
Rank FTs?2 Rank .3
. 3 Inactive
Inactive
CAPT January ES COctober
ZDE October EB/ET March
LCODR April E& May
LT July E3 September
LTJG Zugust E4 December
ENS November E3/2/1 January
) y 5 7
jﬁf?;q' September
3/2/1
CWOZ2 March
Source: CNO (2019)
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