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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. MOTIVATION 

Identifying and promoting talent is key to increasing efficiency and productivity in 

any organization. This is particularly important for the Navy and US Military because 

individuals are promoted from within the system and there is less scope to hire individuals 

into higher level positions. To that end Navy talent management has received considerable 

attention in recent years with growing calls for modernizing the evaluation system 

(Department of the Navy, 2021), which went through a last major overhaul in the 1990s 

(Cordial, 2017). In line with these efforts, the Navy released a new online performance 

evaluation interface, eNavFit, in February 2022 replacing the legacy NAVFIT98 system 

(Swysgood, 2022). With the Navy considering further changes, this project offers a 

valuable and timely assessment of the current Navy performance evaluation system 

drawing on an across-services comparison of evaluation forms, focus group feedback from 

Navy subject matter experts (SMEs), and a survey of proposed reforms.  

Many studies have looked at military performance evaluation ranging from small 

interviews of SMEs such as Hardison et al. (2015) to more data intensive analysis of 

individual evaluations such as Larger (2017) with both types of studies highlighting issues 

surrounding performance evaluations.1 Drawing on comparisons with civilian practices 

and the United States Marine Corps (USMC) system respectively, Small (2020) and Ellison 

(2014) summarize key problems with the Navy system. In particular, Small (2020) 

identifies the dated NAVFIT98 interface, poor transparency, low quality feedback to 

sailors, and a culture of inflation.  

Inflating evaluations is not unique to the current system or the Navy. As early as 

1924, inflation was a problem: “It is generally remarked that boards of selection find all 

reports of fitness almost equal and uniformly good, so that judging solely by fitness reports 

it is almost impossible to distinguish the exceptionally able officer from the average 

officer” (Cordial 2017). Baker (2007) and Wolfgeher (2009) document similar problems 

 
1 See Chapter IV of Faber (2022) for a detailed literature review of performance evaluation studies in the 
US military.   
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of inflated evaluations in the Air Force. And, Evans and Robinson (2020) find problems of 

accuracy in a sample of Army performance evaluations. Indeed, the idea of forced 

distribution, which restricts the number of top promotion recommendations, tries to address 

inflation, and increase the accuracy of the evaluation. Yet, for the Navy, this solution leads 

to lower quality feedback to sailors. The Navy system also falls short in using career 

coaching, peer assessments, and bottom-up reviews as is common in civilian organizations 

(Small 2020).  

 Building on these studies, our project takes a three-pronged approach to evaluating 

the Navy system. First, we compare key features of the Navy evaluation instruments to 

those used by the other services. Second, drawing on this comparative exercise, we conduct 

focus groups of Navy SMEs to solicit their feedback on (1) the current system and (2) their 

top recommendations to address issues with the performance evaluation system. Third, we 

use the SME recommendations as inputs in a survey where Navy personnel (enlisted sailors 

and officers) evaluate and rank the different recommendations for reform along five 

dimensions: increased feedback to sailors; increased honesty and accurate assessment of 

sailors; increased clarity for personnel decisions; increased ease of use; and increased 

alignment with Navy expectations.  

B.  FINDINGS 

To assess the current system, we begin by comparing the Navy evaluation 

instruments namely Fitness Reports (FITREPs) and Evaluations (EVALs) to the evaluation 

forms used by the other services. The Navy FITREP/EVAL instruments share many 

common features with those of other services. All the services document similar 

information on the ratee, rater, background information, and the traits used for individual 

evaluation. Yet, the Navy is unique on some fronts. First, the Navy uses coarser measures 

of physical fitness unlike the Army and USMC. Second, the Navy uses fewer forms tailored 

by rank unlike the Army and Coast Guard that have multiple forms for different ranks. 

Third, the Navy offers fewer narrative options for evaluating individual traits and does not 

use multiple raters and reviewers like the other services. While some commands and ranks 

may incorporate more than one reviewer, the process is informal in the Navy especially on 

the officer side.  
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Fourth, the Navy conflates performance on individual traits with the comparative 

assessment of a ratee. This diminishes the quality of the feedback received by sailors. 

Unlike the other services, the Navy instrument generates an average of performance using 

the scores of the individual traits, which is then summarized against the reporting senior’s 

cumulative average (RSCA). In contrast, raters in the Army, Coast Guard, and Marine 

Corps perform a separate comparative assessment of the ratee without using the average of 

the individual trait evaluations. While the Marine Corps generates a scaled version of an 

individual trait average, there are differences from the Navy. The USMC uses fourteen 

traits evaluated on a seven-point scale including one on performing evaluations accurately 

and honestly. Moreover, they ask reporting seniors to comment on and justify individual 

trait ratings, especially high ratings. They also use a comparative “Christmas tree” where 

reporting seniors mark where a Marine stands relative to their peers. Excluding the few 

very unsatisfactory service members (who make up the narrow “trunk,” the pyramidal 

shape of the tree discourages inflating the performance of their subordinates.  Finally, the 

Air Force is unique among the services in using two separate forms, one for evaluation and 

another one for the promotion recommendation.  

Building on this across service review of evaluation forms, we conducted twelve 

focus groups in 2021 with 52 Navy promotion board members soliciting their feedback on 

what works and what does not work with different aspects of Navy performance evaluation 

and their top recommendations for change. Beginning with the recommendations, focus 

group participants identified four areas in need of major overhaul. First, many participants 

recommend rating or community specific evaluations with each rating or community 

defining their “best and fully qualified” that enables an absolute comparison to a standard. 

Second, respondents recommend replacing the promote (P), must promote (MP) and early 

promote (EP) system coupled with forced distribution to a system whereby reporting 

seniors write a letter to the board with their promotion recommendation, while the 

evaluation instrument offers feedback to the individual. This is similar to the Air Force 

practice. Third, in every focus group, respondents complained about the culture of over 

inflation in the narrative write up. They recommend a major overhaul to the Navy culture 

that would instill more honesty in the write up and evaluation of an individual. Finally, on 
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the administrative side, respondents recommend a fully electronic and responsive digital 

system with more space for the narrative write up. 

Regarding specific aspects of the Navy instruments, most respondents said 

reporting seniors do their best with the current system in documenting past performance 

with many reporting less satisfaction with documenting future potential on the forms. 

Respondents were split on their assessment of the Navy’s system of forced distribution and 

ranking with some arguing it allows for comparisons across different reporting seniors and 

guards against over inflation, and others arguing that less experienced reporting seniors 

mis-manage their RSCA in early years hurting individuals under their command in later 

years as they learn to better manage their average. Better training of junior officers by 

senior officers would ameliorate these problems according to some respondents.  

Most respondents did not endorse moving to a binary trait evaluation like the Air 

Force of meeting a standard versus not meeting a standard. Similarly, we had agreement 

among the focus group respondents that the benefit of using multiple raters or reviewers 

like the other services was not worth the administrative burden. There was also agreement 

on the value of effective midterm counseling, which they argued is very inconsistently 

practiced across commands. Finally, respondents argued that annual evaluations are 

sufficient in frequency though some expressed misgivings about the current periodicity 

whereby all O-3s for example are evaluated in January regardless of their length at that 

command.   

Using this feedback, we surveyed a larger and more representative group of enlisted 

and officer personnel asking them to rank the recommendations proposed by the Navy 

SMEs in the focus groups. Our survey respondents are slightly older and include more 

officers than the Navy average. That said, the share of female and minority respondents are 

very close to the overall Navy numbers. Around 19% of our respondents are female across 

both enlisted and officer respondents. This is marginally below the overall Navy share of 

21% female.  Moreover, the share of minority respondents at 40.3% for enlisted ranks and 

24% for officer ranks is almost identical to the Navy share of non-Whites at 40.1% and 

24% as of the June 2022 Total Force Demographic Report for the Navy.  
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Before asking respondents to evaluate the proposed changes, we asked a series of 

questions to capture current sentiment regarding the Navy evaluation system. The 

responses were very concerning with most respondents expressing negative views about 

the current system. For example, only 18% of enlisted respondents agree that the evaluation 

ensures the best and fully qualified are promoted compared to 31% for officers. The only 

dimension where the majority had a positive response was regarding timely completion of 

evaluations with 40% of enlisted and 64% of officers agreeing that their evaluations have 

been processed on time. The most important demographic predictor of differences in views 

regarding the current system is officer versus enlisted sailor status with enlisted personnel 

holding more negative views of the evaluation system compared to officers. This holds true 

even for differences in opinions regarding the proposed reforms. We do not find significant 

differences in views by gender or race for current perceptions of the system and the 

proposed changes.  

 Turning to the proposed reforms, we found no dominant popular or unpopular 

reforms to improve either “feedback to sailors” or “honest and accurate assessment”. 

Officers marginally preferred the option of focusing one part of the FITREP/EVAL on 

honest feedback to help sailors learn and develop under reforms to improve “feedback to 

sailors.” They also marginally preferred reform to make it easier to submit adverse reports 

under “honest and accurate assessment.” Under the domain of “clarity for personnel 

decisions,” the winner was changing the timing of evaluations to allow for a period of time 

after a sailor has moved to a new command. This was also supported by the text responses 

where many respondents argued the current system prioritizes seniority over merit when 

an O-3 for example that has transferred to a new command in November is evaluated with 

other O-3s that have been at the same command for an entire 12 months when all the O-3s 

are evaluated in January.  

Under the same category of “clarity for personnel decisions”, the least popular 

proposed reform is to reduce the number of competitive categories for officers to 

unrestricted line, restricted line, and staff corps. For increased “ease of use,” most 

respondents dislike the idea of allowing promotion board members to review records prior 

to arriving at the selection boards. Finally, for increased “alignment with Navy 

expectations,” respondents are nearly unanimous in rejecting the proposal to periodically 
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change the evaluation forms to include priorities of the CNO, while the most popular 

reform by far is to provide consistent and centralized training to reporting seniors in writing 

evaluations. The focus group respondents also emphasized better training with 

recommendations for how and when such training should occur.  

Based on the across service comparison, focus group and survey feedback, we 

recommend the Navy (1) consider separating the individual evaluation of traits from the 

comparative assessment and potential piece of the evaluation, (2) offer better training lead 

by experienced reporting seniors on writing clear, honest and informative evaluations, (3) 

change the timing of evaluations such that summary groups do not include individuals that 

have served for widely different lengths of time under the same reporting senior, (4) 

formally incorporate more reviewers or raters in the evaluation process, and (5) reduce the 

administrative burden of the evaluation process. The new eNavFit is a step in the right 

direction to reducing this burden. Finally, we recommend the Navy must analyze the effects 

of any reforms as they are rolled out allowing for changes and updates to correct issues as 

they are discovered. This would enable more dynamic talent management as opposed to 

fixing issues as part of major overhauls that occur once every 20 years or so.  

The rest of the report is organized as follows. Chapter II compares the Navy 

evaluation instruments to the other services. Chapter III summarizes the focus group 

findings, while Chapter IV summarizes the survey findings. Chapter V concludes with our 

recommendations for reforms to the current system.  
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II. SERVICE COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE 
EVALUATION FORMS 

This section briefly describes the instruments used to evaluate officers, namely fitness 

reports (FITREPs), and enlisted personnel, namely evaluations (EVALs) in the US Navy. 

It then compares the key features of the Navy instrument with the other services. This 

discussion is based on instructions and policies as of February 2022 before the official roll 

out of eNavFit. We touch upon the changes introduced by eNavFit after describing the 

evaluation forms.2  

A. US NAVY FITREPS AND EVALS 

According to Navy instructions, the evaluation forms “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). 

This instruction highlights the dual purpose of the evaluation forms, namely, to inform sailors 

of their performance, and to inform promotion boards along with other chain of command 

about a sailors’ performance. The Navy uses three evaluation forms: officer FITREPs for 

ranks W1-O6, enlisted EVALs for enlisted ranks E1-E6, and chief evaluations 

(CHIEFVALs) for enlisted ranks E7-E9 (CNO, 2019). The officer FITREPs are completed 

by their reporting seniors, namely their COs or the Officer in Charge (OIC), while EVALs 

are completed by raters and senior raters. We begin the discussion with the officer 

FITREPs.    

On a FITREP form, the first 27 blocks ask for administrative information on the 

ratee namely their grade/designation, unit, rater, the occasion for the report (periodic, 

detachment of individual, detachment of reporting senior, or special), period of report, type 

of report, physical readiness, billet sub-category, and the name, rank, grade, and unit of the 

reporting senior. Block 28 offers ratees a chance to describe their command employment 

and achievements followed by their primary/collateral/ watchstanding duties in Block 29 

(CNO, 2019). Blocks 30 to 32 document the date of midterm counseling. The guidance is 

 
2 This section draws on LT Faber’s thesis, “Improving the Navy’s Performance Evaluation System with 
Successful Practices”, which was advised by the authors of this report and completed in March 2022 
(Faber, 2022).  
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for midterm counseling to be conducted halfway through a sailors’ evaluation cycle (CNO, 

2019).   

The next set of blocks (33 to 39) relate to an individual’s performance evaluation. 

Officers are evaluated on seven traits using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (below 

standards), 2 (progressing), 3 (meets standards), 4 (above standards), and 5 (greatly 

exceeds standards). The seven traits evaluated are (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). Reporting seniors use the average rating 

across the seven traits to rank individuals against their peers of the same rank (CNO, 2019).  

The next three blocks (40-42) pertain to promotion potential. In block 40, reporting 

seniors make recommendations on the next two career milestone, in block 41 reporting 

seniors comment on an individual’s performance with an 18-line limit, and in block 42 

reporting seniors note their promotion recommendation on a 5-point scale ranging from 

“significant problems”, “progressing”, “promotable” (P), “must promote” (MP), and “early 

promote” (EP). The highest recommendation is EP. To reduce grade inflation, the Navy 

restricts the number of EP and MP recommendations a reporting senior can give based on 

the reporting senior’s span of control and the ratee’s rank (CNO, 2019). Block 43 lists the 

summary group in each recommendation category. Typically, officer summary groups are 

individuals of the same pay grade, promotion status, and competitive category being 

evaluated by the same reporting senior on the same date (CNO, 2019). Promotion boards 

compare the promotion recommendation of an individual against the summary group, for 

example, is the individual the sole recipient of an EP in a summary group of six where the 

reporting senior gave 3 Ps, 2 MPs and 1 EP.  

Block 45 is space for the reporting senior signature, date, the ratee’s trait average, 

and the summary group average followed by Block 46 where there is an option for the ratee 

to submit a statement about their report, or not. Appendix Figure 1 shows the two pages of 

the FITREP.  

For enlisted personnel, the EVAL form is like the FITREP with the same 

administrative blocks. It also evaluates individuals using a five-point scale on four traits 
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common to the officer FITREP (command or organizational climate/equal opportunity, 

military bearing/character, teamwork, and leadership) and three other traits unique to the 

EVAL (professional knowledge, personal job accomplishment/initiative, and quality of 

work). The EVAL has two narrative blocks, one for a reporting senior to comment on an 

individual’s performance like the FITREP and a second block to record 

qualifications/achievements (CNO, 2019).  Unlike FITREPs, EVALs involve two raters, a 

senior rater and reporting senior (CNO, 2019).  Appendix Figure 2 shows an EVAL form. 

Finally, the CHIEFEVAL form is like the officer FITREP, except for the seven traits being 

evaluated. For CHIEFEVALs, they are (1) deckplate leadership, (2) institutional and 

technical expertise, (3) professionalism, (4) loyalty, (5) character, (6) active 

communication, and (7) sense of heritage (CNO, 2019).  Appendix Figure 3 shows a 

CHIEFEVAL form.  

Under the legacy system, the forms were completed using a form-filler computer 

application known as NAVFIT98A (CNO, 2019).  This required hard copies of forms to 

be printed, signed, and mailed to Navy Personnel Command in Tennessee. eNAVFIT is 

the new online system released in February 2022 that can be accessed through the BUPERS 

web portal (BOL). It allows for online input, review, digital signatures, and electronic 

submission (Swysgood, 2022). It also allows reporting seniors to designate a trusted agent 

who can complete administrative tasks on behalf of a reporting senior. While the content 

of the evaluation forms is the same, the new system is a big step forward in reducing the 

administrative burden of performing evaluations.  

 

B. ACROSS SERVICE COMPARISON IN EVALUATION FORMS 

We now compare the US Navy evaluation instruments to those used by the other 

services to identify common practices across the services and potential differences the 

Navy may want to consider as they update their performance evaluation system. Given the 

many evaluation forms used across the services, we restrict our focus to similar ranks as 

covered by the Navy EVALs and FITREPs. In cases where other services use multiple 

rank-specific forms, we select one representative form. To that end, we focus on the USMC 

FITREP used to evaluate ranks E4-O8 (Appendix Figure 4), Army Officer Evaluation 
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Report used to evaluate ranks O1-O3/WO1-CW2 (Appendix Figure 5), Army Non-

Commissioned Officer Evaluation Report SSG-1st/MSG (Appendix Figure 6), Air Force 

Officer Performance Report O3-O5 (Appendix Figure 7), Air Force Enlisted Performance 

Report E1-E6 (Appendix Figure 8), US Coast Guard Officer Evaluation Report W2-

W3/O3-O5 (Appendix Figure 9), US Coast Guard Enlisted Evaluation Report for Third 

Class Petty Officer E4 (Appendix Figure 10).3  

We begin by comparing the informational features of the representative forms by 

service as shown in Table 1 below. The services vary in whether they use the same form 

to evaluate multiple ranks, or whether they use multiple forms to better tailor the evaluation 

to the rank. On one end is the US Coast Guard that uses different forms for the different 

enlisted ranks. On the other end are the Navy and Air Force that use a single form to cover 

multiple officer ranks up to O-6. Apart from the USMC FITREP and US Coast Guard 

Enlisted Evaluation Report, the length of the Navy evaluation form is similar to the other 

services. In terms of basic information, the forms all document the name, rank, and unit of 

the ratee, along with the rater’s information, the period of the report, and reason for the 

report. Apart from the USMC and US Coast Guard, the other services require annual 

performance evaluations for their enlisted and officer personnel like the US Navy. USMC 

and US Coast Guard use semi-annual evaluations for their officers of rank O1-O2. While 

this may create additional administrative burden, it provides more regular and timely 

feedback to junior officers.  

 
3 Our summary does not include the new USMC Junior Enlisted Performance Evaluation System (JEPES) 
for Marines of ranks E1-E4. Please see Faber (2022) for details on the specific policy instructions of the 
other services’ performance evaluation forms.  
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On the physical fitness front, the US Army and USMC document more information 

on the ratee such as their height and weight. In the case of USMC, they also document 

body fat. In contrast, the Navy only documents whether the ratee passed or failed their 

physical fitness test, while the Air Force and Coast Guard do not document physical fitness 

in their evaluation. All the services document the duty assignment and duties associated 

with the billet apart from the Coast Guard Enlisted Evaluation Report. Yet, the services are 

inconsistent in documenting ratee qualifications with only the USMC and Air Force 

Enlisted Progress Report listing a block for qualification. Unlike the other services, the 

USMC is the only service to ask individuals for their choice of top three duty preferences.  

This review suggests the Navy documents similar information on ratees in their 

evaluation forms. Two areas of difference are (1) the Navy reports a coarse measure of 

physical fitness (Pass/Fail) unlike the Army and USMC, and (2) the Navy uses fewer 

tailored forms separated by rank unlike the Army and Coast Guard.  
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Table 2 summarizes the across-service differences in traits, rating scales, and raters. 

Unlike Table 1 where the informational portion of the Navy forms were like the other 

services, the traits portion of the Navy form differs from the other services in two 

fundamental ways. First, every other service offers space for narrative comments to justify 

the trait evaluations. The Air Force Officer Performance Report is the only other exception. 

Second, the other services use multiple raters unlike the Navy that relies on a single 

reporting senior for their officer FITREP. It may well be the case that additional raters in 

the Nay may serve as reviewers, or authenticators, like in the other services. Nonetheless, 

their presence is a formal part of the evaluation form of other services with space for 

additional rater/reviewer comments.  

 

Regarding the number of traits evaluated, the Navy is middle of the pack with seven 

traits slightly above six traits on the Army and officer Air Force forms, yet below the 14 

and 18 traits on the USMC and Coast Guard Officer Evaluation Report forms. Both the 

USMC and the Coast Guard use a seven-point scale for most traits, the Army uses a four-

point scale, and the Air Force uses a binary scale (met/does not meet standard) on Officer 

Performance Reports and a five-point scale for Enlisted Performance Reports like the Navy 

forms.  
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Table 3 lists the specific traits evaluated by each service. In the table the colored 

boxes are unique traits specific to a single service evaluation form. There are many 

common themes across the services such as traits evaluating leadership, teamwork, and 

character with some differences. For example, the Navy is the only service evaluating 

tactical warfare, which evaluates warfare qualified Officers on their basic and tactical 

employment of weapons systems. The Navy CHIEFEVAL is the only form evaluating 

“loyalty” and “sense of heritage.” The Air Force is the only service evaluating 

organizational skills. Others that are also unique to Air Force Enlisted Performance Reports 

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

“service core values,” while traits like “adaptability,” “competence,” “speaking,” 

“writing,” and “health & well-being” are unique to the Coast Guard Officer Evaluation 

Report. Finally, the Marines are unique in evaluating people on the conduct of their 

evaluations.  
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Table 4 summarizes the across-service differences in the overall performance 

assessment, promotion recommendation, and future potential of the service member. Like 

the Navy, the USMC is the only other service that generates a measure of overall 

assessment by averaging across the individual trait scores. Army raters assess overall 

performance on a separate four-point scale (the highest rating of “Excels” is restricted to 

49% to prevent inflation among officers) like enlisted raters in the Air Force, while the 

Coast Guard and officer raters in the Air Force use narratives to document overall 
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performance. Even the services that assess overall performance using a trait average or 

another scale have narrative blocks for raters to discuss their overall assessment of the 

ratee.  

 

One advantage perhaps of using narratives and a separate scale for overall 

assessment is it encourages more honesty in the evaluation of the individual traits. As we 

describe in the next section, the Navy system of documenting and using a trait average has 

led many raters to reverse engineer their evaluation, i.e., the rater first decides whether they 

want to score the ratee above or below their RSCA and then answers the individual trait 
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questions to generate that desired average. The USMC partially gets around this issue by 

(1) including a trait on “Fulfillment of Evaluation Responsibilities” where Marines are 

evaluated on the “extent to which this officer serving as a reporting official conducted, or 

required others to conduct, accurate, uninflated, and timely evaluations,” and (2) a 

comparative assessment of an individual that is separate from the trait average.  

Promotion recommendations differ somewhat across the services. As described 

above, the Navy relies on its five-point ranking (significant problems, progressing, 

promotable, must promote, and early promote) with forced distribution. Like the Navy, the 

Air Force uses a five-point ranking with forced distribution on their enlisted forms (do not 

promote, not ready now, promote, must promote, and promote now). On the officer side, 

the Air Force introduced a new one-page promotion recommendation form, separate from 

the evaluation with a three-point ranking of definitely promote, promote, and do not 

promote this board. The Coast Guard uses a three-point ranking (ready, not ready, and not 

recommended) for enlisted personnel, and a six-point scale for their officers. In contrast, 

the Marines use a binary yes or no recommendation for promotion, while the Army asks 

raters to list future assignments like the Air Force and Navy without any ranking.  

Neither the Air Force nor the Navy asks for a separate assessment of potential. In 

contrast the Army, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard Officer Evaluation Report forms ask 

raters to comment on potential using a comparative assessment ranking with visual cues in 

the case of the Marine Corps and Coast Guard. Such cues help alleviate grade inflation 

concerns. In contrast, the Army addresses grade inflation by only allowing raters to assign 

the highest ranking of “most qualified” to 49% of a summary group.  

This review suggests the Navy forms differ and perhaps fall short in a few 

dimensions compared to the other services. Unlike the other services, the Navy does not 

offer raters narrative blocks in support of the individual trait evaluations and the Navy does 

not consistently use multiple raters and reviewers. While multiple reviewers may be 

reviewing the performance evaluation forms in the Navy, the process is at least not 

formalized especially on the officer FITREPs.  

The Navy structure also appears to conflate the evaluation, promotion 

recommendation, and potential/comparative assessment of sailors. This leads to sailors 
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getting less feedback on their performance than in the other services. For example, raters 

in the Army, Coast Guard, and Marine Corps perform a comparative assessment of the 

ratee on their potential without drawing on the individual trait evaluations, or its average. 

They use different tools to guard against inflation, namely visual cues and forced 

distribution. While we would expect these measures (trait evaluations and comparative 

assessment/potential) to be correlated, the evaluation instrument should not use the same 

measure to perform two functions namely evaluation of individual traits that generate an 

average, which in turn is used to rank individuals. This leads to perverse incentives. Since 

the comparative assessment in the Navy uses the ratees’ trait average, many raters perform 

the individual trait evaluation after they decide a ratees’ comparative ranking and need the 

trait average to match that ranking. This lowers the quality of the feedback on the individual 

trait evaluations. Any update to the Navy performance evaluation system must consider 

separating the comparative assessment/potential from the individual trait evaluation. While 

the Air Force does not offer a comparative peer assessment on potential, they use a separate 

ranking for the overall performance assessment.      

To complement this across service comparison of evaluation forms, we spoke to 

Navy SMEs on their assessment of the Navy system and recommendations for change. We 

drew on the experience of other services in our focus group discussions with Navy experts. 

and turn to these results in the next section.  
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III. NAVY FOCUS GROUP RESULTS 

In this section, we describe our focus group participants, the questions we asked, and a 

summary of the findings. Our goal for the focus groups was to solicit feedback and 

recommendations from a large group of Navy stakeholders and SMEs that were both 

reporting seniors and promotion board members. Apart from being evaluated, such 

individuals would have the knowledge and experience to offer valuable feedback on what 

works and what does not work with Navy Performance Evaluation.  

 

A. BACKGROUND 
We drew our pool of participants from the members of the following FY22 

promotion boards in particular, (1) Active-Duty Master Chief Petty Officer (MCPO), (2) 

Active-Duty Lieutenant Commander (O4) Line and Staff, (3) Active-Duty Captain (O6) 

Line and Staff, and (4) Reserve Lieutenant Commander (O4) Line and Staff boards. Our 

thesis student, LT Faber first pulled the list of board members from the MyNavyHR site 

and then retrieved the email addresses of the board members from the Navy/Marine Corps 

Intranet (NMCI) system. We then randomly selected a pool of 120 members from this 

master list and sent an introductory email requesting participation. Out of the 120 

solicitations, 52 members (43%) agreed to participate in our focus groups with 29 

individuals of rank E-9 of different ratings and 26 individuals of ranks O-5 and O-6 from 

various communities. Around 12% of the respondents were women (6), which is lower 

than the Navy average. Although few participants were racial minorities, we are unable to 

report an exact number because some participants chose to keep their cameras turned off.   

Drawing on this group, we conducted twelve focus groups of an hour duration each 

with three to six participants in each group between November 15, 2021, and December 3, 

2021. All the focus groups were hosted virtually on the Microsoft Teams platform. To 

ensure candid feedback, we did not record the sessions and guaranteed anonymity to the 

participants. One of us lead each session with a student acting as the primary note taker. 

Since our participants were drawn from many ratings and communities with decades of 

https://www.mynavyhr.navy.mil/
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service, these discussions lead to detailed, sometimes critical, yet nonetheless valuable and 

frank feedback.   

We began each focus group by thanking the participants and ensuring them that 

their views would be summarized without any attribution. We then asked for their views 

on (1) the effectiveness of documenting past performance and future potential in the 

FITREPs/EVALs, (2) the evaluation of traits, (3) the role of multiple raters, (4) midterm 

counseling, and (5) periodicity. We concluded each focus group by asking participants for 

their top three recommendations for change if they were Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) 

for a day. We reversed the order of questions and asked the CNO question earlier in later 

focus groups.  

B. FINDINGS 

Past Performance and Future Potential 

In response to the first question on evaluating past performance and future 

potential in the FITREPs and EVALs, most respondents said reporting seniors do a good 

job documenting past performance. More experienced officers offered a nuanced view 

namely that reporting seniors learn to share their feedback within the existing system 

with its flaws. Such respondents related this to the issue of “forced distribution” whereby 

reporting seniors are only allowed to give a fixed number of early promotes (EP) and 

must promotes (MP). While this ensures reporting seniors are judicious in their 

evaluation of a candidate, inexperienced officers sometimes are uncertain about assigning 

their EPs and MPs. Many respondents also blamed inexperience for inflated RSCAs in 

early years, which forced reporting seniors to “better manage” their RSCA in later years 

potentially hurting ratees. 

 In contrast to past performance, the respondents were more negative in their 

views on the FITREPs/EVALs capturing future potential. We often heard “we don’t do a 

good job documenting future potential, “currently, there’s no way to measure future 

potential with the current system” and similar sentiments. Many respondents expressed 

that Block 40 on the recommendation for the next career milestone and Block 41, the 

narrative summary, are insufficient to measure future potential for officers. Some 

respondents thought 18 lines for the narrative summary is insufficient in Block 41 and 
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more space would be useful. Others expressed misgivings about giving more space 

because many reporting seniors are not concise in their write up. Yet others complained 

about “fluff”, “hyper inflation” and lack of honesty in the write up. Indeed, a lack of 

honest feedback, especially of a critical or negative nature, was a recurring theme in the 

responses. Many respondents said reporting seniors are wary of writing anything 

negative, which leads to inflated evaluations and code words to signal intent to promotion 

boards. According to one respondent, “there is a culture of fear of ending a Sailor’s 

career if there’s any non-positive element in the evaluations.” Another said, “it’s hard to 

say something negative due to the culture. Reporting Seniors must become artists and be 

creative on how to make Sailors stand out within the constraints of the form structure”. 

Yet another respondent complained, “you can’t say anything negative, which forces them 

[promotion boards] to read between the lines.” Such a culture of inflated, but coded 

evaluations, does not serve candidates, promotion boards or the Navy. 

Many respondents argued that poor training, especially of junior COs (O4s) was 

responsible for the uninformative and inflated evaluations. For example, if a CO is less 

familiar with the board process and language, their write up can be misinterpreted by 

board members. This was an area where the respondents all agreed that reporting seniors 

need better and more specialized training on writing honest and effective performance 

write ups. These comments included, “We need training guides for officers on how to 

write it [FITREP] properly”, “I sat in 6 boards this year and I’ve noticed an inconsistency 

in RSs, especially junior RSs”, and “having proper signals to the board is crucial, so that 

kind of training is critical to be an effective CO helping their Sailors.” Apart from more 

training, some respondents were explicit about the type of training required noting some 

communities are better at training their reporting seniors than others. Quoting at length 

below, this respondent emphasized training reporting seniors to write effective 

evaluations for sailors that fall in the middle of the distribution.  

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 
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for them.  Board members see inconsistency depending on the community 
when it comes to boards. 

Using experienced senior board members to train upcoming commanding officers 

was a common recommendation along with using specific examples of good and bad 

evaluations. In addition to standardized training for unit COs to train their JOs, a 

respondent suggested a prospective Executive Officer (P-XO) course to revamp the 

training on evaluations. In their view including such a course in the P-XO training pipeline 

would enable prospective COs to effectively communicate to the board and provide an 

honest assessment of their sailors. Another recommendation was to focus on community 

specific themes because each community/rating has different milestones, which require a 

tailored evaluation in the FITREP/EVAL. On the same theme, some respondents called for 

the establishment of community/rating specific standards for promotion because they 

would allow each community/rating to define their own “gold standard” for promotion, 

making the milestones transparent for board members and the individual sailors. One 

respondent mentioned that the Navy SEALs have established clear milestone timelines for 

advancement, which has served the community well.  

To summarize these responses, respondents generally agreed that the 

FITREP/EVAL system does a better job of capturing past performance compared to future 

potential. They identified (1) a culture of hyper-inflation, (2) fear of writing negative 

feedback, and (3) poor training as key constraints. In response, their recommendations were 

to offer better training to junior officers, encourage a culture of honest feedback, and better 

alignment of the Performance Evaluation system with community/rating standards. 

Traits 

 We asked two questions on traits namely (1) whether the FITREPs/EVALs are 

evaluating the right traits, and (2) whether the Navy should switch to a binary Does/Does 

Not Meet the Standard grading. In response to the first question, respondents across the 

twelve focus groups agreed that reporting seniors do not use the traits to accurately evaluate 

a sailor’s performance. Rather, the trait evaluations are done after the reporting senior 

determines the individual’s rank and then the individual trait responses are reverse 

engineered to generate an average that will lie above or below the RSCA. As one 
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respondent said, “the actual traits are good and reflect something we value, but traits have 

become a numbers game for managing RSCA.” Others reiterated, “traits are more of an 

afterthought” and “they are a tool used to manipulate the RSCA.” Some respondents 

mentioned separating Physical Fitness from Military Bearing, which are grouped together. 

Other mentioned adjusting the traits, expanding traits to include social, team and technical 

skills, and adding a few new traits to capture changing priorities. Most respondents, 

however, felt there was limited value to altering the individual trait questions till they are 

separated from the RSCA and related promotion recommendation.  

 In response to the question of a binary rating versus the current five-point scale, 

most respondents believed a binary rating would default to everyone meeting the standard, 

which would be uninformative to sailors and promotion boards. Many respondents argued 

that the current system at least offers a reporting senior’s assessment of the sailor to 

promotion boards via their trait average being above or below the RSCA. In contrast to a 

binary system, some respondents suggested reporting seniors should have to defend their 

choice of 5s (Greatly Exceed Standards), like the current practice for 1s (Below Standards) 

and 2s (Progressing). Many respondents felt that grade inflation was a bigger issue than 

the traits themselves with reporting seniors giving too many 5s, as opposed to 3s and 4s.  

In the first four focus groups, we asked respondents for their views on using 

multiple raters versus a single rater to perform both the trait evaluation and promotion 

recommendation. Other services use multiple raters, which could confer some advantages. 

Although an individual’s FITREP/EVAL in the Navy is reviewed by multiple people, it is 

not a formal process. Rather, it is an administrative process to catch errors. Yet, the 

respondents overwhelming agreed that multiple raters are unnecessary. The majority view 

was they would not change or improve the evaluation process. As said by a respondent, “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.” A few 

respondents pointed out the cost of such a change on smaller commands as stated below. 

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. 
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Since the responses to this question were uniformly against multiple raters, we did 

not ask the question in the rest of the focus groups. That said, we believe the Navy should 

consider the formal use of multiple raters given the practice is standard across the other 

services. 

Midterm Counseling 
We asked the respondents to share their views, positive and negative, on midterm 

counseling along with any recommendations for change. Most respondents said midterm 

counseling is a valuable tool if used properly. Yet, they acknowledged inconsistency across 

commands in midterm counseling. In some commands, counseling is happening 

throughout the year: reporting seniors discuss performance issues and concerns with their 

sailors often. In other commands, midterm counseling is an administrative drill.  

Block 30 on the FITREP/EVAL forms refers to the date of midterm counseling, 

name of the counselor and signature of the individual counseled. This format according to 

some respondents leads to it being “just another paper drill.” A few respondents shared that 

“some COs don’t even conduct midterms”, “many commands do not do them”, “it’s hit or 

miss depending on the command”, and “it’s not done consistently, and the guidance on 

how to conduct them properly is not standardized.” When used correctly, a respondent 

expressed that “they should be discussing strengths, weaknesses, long-term/short-term 

goals.” Another said it would be useful to “use this time as a career development session.” 

Yet another said reporting seniors should discuss any performance concerns with a sailor 

early, “don’t wait six months to tell a sailor they are failing short in their performance.”  

 While most respondents said midterm counseling is valuable, respondents 

disagreed on the value of formalizing the process. One respondent suggested adding “a 

block on the FITREP under block 30 for topics that were discussed.” Many respondents 

said that “formalizing the process” would ensure more consistency in the use of midterm 

counseling. In response, other respondents asked, “do we always need to document all the 

counseling?” and another said, “there is an administrative burden for formalizing the 

midterm counseling process, which may not be worth the gain.” Since there are policies on 

midterm counseling, more emphasis by senior leaders on the importance of midterm 
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counseling may be sufficient to ensure better compliance without increasing the 

administrative burden of more documentation.  

Periodicity 
Unlike the other issues, the respondents had fewer concerns with the periodicity of 

the FITREPs/EVALs. Some respondents suggested semi-annual evaluations would be 

useful, but others argued it would not be worth the extra administrative burden and would 

“distract commands from completing the mission.” Others raised concerns about the start 

period of the evaluation. For example, if a Lieutenant arrives at a command in May, their 

evaluation window is shorter than Lieutenants that were at the command since January. 

Lieutenant FITREPs are due in January, which leads to comparisons between people that 

are observed for different lengths of time and with reporting seniors favoring individuals 

that have been at a command longer than others. Apart from this concern, most respondents 

did not express other concerns or recommendations for change.   

Chief of Naval Operations for a Day 
 We received detailed and valuable feedback in response to respondents’ top three 

recommendations for change if they were Chief of Naval Operations for a day. In the 

discussion below, we group the recommendations into three common themes: 

administrative changes; major overhauls to ranking, forced distribution, and promotion; 

and culture.  

Administrative: 

The Navy launched eNavFit, the new online interface for recording 

FITREPs/EVALs in 2022, which already incorporates many administrative 

recommendations of the participants. Nonetheless, we briefly summarize our focus group 

recommendations in case they are useful to future updates of eNavFit. Respondents were 

in universal agreement that any new system should have “no more paper”, “paper-less 

process”, and should “lighten the administrative load to save resources (time).” Many 

respondents want to see a “fully digital online” system with more automation (pre-filled 

information), which enables both reporting seniors and sailors to enter information online 

with relative ease. Apart from legacy issues of NAVFIT98, some respondents asked for 

more space in Block 41 (the narrative on performance), standardization of the expectations 
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surrounding midterm counseling, standardized training on writing effective 

FITREPs/EVALs, and restructuring E9 evaluations with no EVALs for Master Chiefs. 

Major Overhauls: 

FITREPs/EVALs serve dual functions. First, the reporting senior uses the 

FITREP/EVAL to evaluate sailors under their command, which can offer useful feedback 

to sailors. Second, the reporting senior uses the FITREP/EVAL to offer their promotion 

recommendation (P/MP/EP) of the sailor, which helps promotion boards identify the best 

and fully qualified candidates. Many recommendations under this theme for major 

overhauls relate to problems emanating from this dual function of the same instrument. As 

stated by a respondent: “stop using it [FITREP/EVAL] as a ranking tool, but simply a 

performance evaluation. Reporting seniors can provide direct inputs to boards on whether 

they are ready for promotion. This requires us to establish a gold standard for promotion.” 

Many respondents recommended moving away from “group comparisons”, “drop 

forced distribution” and the current P/MP/EP system in favor of developing 

ratings/community specific standards whereby sailors can be compared to these “gold 

standards” as opposed to each other. According to one respondent, these standards should 

“have a clearer expectation set by CNO on what is important in that community.” To that 

end, some respondents recommended changing block 41 (officer FITREP) and block 43 

(enlisted EVAL) to be rating specific. Indeed, some respondents recommended rating 

specific evaluations in general because the boards are separated by ratings. This would 

involve each community/rating to define their “best and fully qualified”, and reporting 

seniors would assess sailors based on that standard.  

To separate the promotion recommendation, a few respondents also recommended 

reporting seniors “write a letter to the board, let them know how great they [sailors] are,” 

which according to another respondent “sends more information to the board.” A 

respondent expressed that the P/MP/EP system is a “dumbed down recommendation” 

versus offering more information and a detailed evaluation of a candidate’s promotion 

potential. Many respondents also offered their recommendations for new ranking systems: 

qualified versus best and fully qualified; ready now, on-track, tracking; ready, need 
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additional training, not ready; and the USMC “Christmas tree” identifying the top 1%, top 

5%, top 10%, top 25%, etc.  

Culture 

In every focus group at least one respondent noted that any major overhaul would 

be ineffective unless the Navy instills a stronger culture of honesty, by both reporting 

seniors and in board discussions. As expressed by respondents, “we need to force honesty 

in the reports”, “change the system where we [promotion boards] need to interpret subtle 

messages”, there is too much “grade inflation”, allow reporting seniors to “reset their 

RSCA”, “allow honest discussion during board for board members, you can’t say anything 

negative, which forces them [board members] to read between the lines”, and “enforce 

honesty from reporting seniors.”  

Respondents also noted the culture of secrecy surrounding the promotion board 

process, which prevents reporting seniors from sharing constructive feedback with their 

sailors. Although the focus of our discussions was on FITREPs/EVALs, some respondents 

recommended more consistency in the board process. As expressed by one respondent, 

“the purpose of boards is to compare our Sailors, and this needs to be consistent throughout. 

[We] need to monitor board members’ level of fatigue to ensure a fair assessment across 

all the boards.”  

Before concluding, we want to emphasize that many respondents expressed they 

have learned to navigate the current system, broken though it may be. They emphasized 

that any shift to a new system would require effective standardized training across 

commands along with a renewed emphasis on honest reporting with examples set by senior 

Navy leadership. We also want to note that a few respondents familiar with civilian systems 

and those of the other services spoke more favorably of the Navy system.    

In these focus groups, we drew on a group of fifty individuals with extensive 

experience as reporting seniors and board members for their assessment of the Navy 

Performance Evaluation system. While the feedback was very detailed and specific, it is 

perhaps not representative of the larger fleet where most sailors are not reporting seniors 

or board members. To that end we used the feedback from the focus groups to field a survey 

with a larger pool of sailors. We turn to the survey instrument and findings next.   
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IV. SURVEY FINDINGS 

 

A. DESCRIPTION AND DATA/SAMPLE SUMMARY 

We conducted two online surveys to gather active-duty sailors’ and officers’ 

sentiments about the current professional evaluation system as well as opinions about the 

potential efficacy of proposed reforms. To solicit respondents to the first online survey, 

we worked with COs of thirteen different commands that shared a Qualtrics survey link 

with their commands on our behalf. A small set of questions (Part 1) from our first online 

survey on views regarding Navy performance evaluation were included with the second 

online survey promoted via social media, whose primary focus was on validating new 

trait and values statements (Bacolod and Helzer, 2022).  

These surveys are spiritual successors to the Navy-wide Personnel Surveys, which 

were conducted irregularly from 1998 to 2008.4 Table 5 tracks broad trends in survey 

responses across the last 24 years. As the survey questions have changed over time, we 

were only able to identify three broad areas that have remained consistent throughout 

most of the surveys. Overall, questions about the efficacy, fairness, and timeliness of the 

evaluation system are stable from 1998 to 2008. However, our most recent 2022 survey 

responses show a dramatic decline in the opinions of the evaluation system held by Navy 

personnel. The magnitude of the drop may look larger due to the gap between the last 

survey and our survey: a period of 14 years. The lack of data between the intervening 

years makes it difficult to diagnose the drop: it may be a gradual worsening of opinions, 

or it may be a relatively recent phenomenon.  

At least some of the discrepancies between the 2008 survey and the current 

surveys may be due to the ordering of the questions which primes the respondents. For 

example, while the 2022 survey respondents display similar sentiments about whether the 

“best and most qualified officers/sailors get promoted”, and there is a 30 to 40 percentage 

point gap in the answer to whether the system is “fair and accurate” compared to the 

earlier surveys. Given the similarities in the questions, it is difficult to reconcile the wide 

 
4 The DoD has run an annual Status of the Force Survey beginning in the late 2000s, but this survey asks 
only five questions on aspects of military service that do not overlap with our questions on performance 
evaluation so we cannot use them for comparison. See this link for the 2020 findings.  

https://cg-872b0f53-3ed8-4ee5-8078-10a830db319c.s3-us-gov-west-1.amazonaws.com/opa.mil-production1/uploads/refinery/opa/asset/upload/2057/SOFR2001_LeadingIndicatorBriefing.pdf?X-Amz-Expires=600&X-Amz-Date=20220930T183150Z&X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=AKIAR7FXZINYAB3WC5I4%2F20220930%2Fus-gov-west-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Signature=8f79f36eb51002d7331a8f01bbae05fc7f09077570cb95de4d2377ac474dc452
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difference in responses. In designing future surveys, we should pay attention to this fact: 

mistaking responses due to priming for accurate sentiment may lead to an incorrect 

understanding of the mindset of the sailors and officers.  

 

Table 5. Historical Trends in Perception of the Navy’s Evaluation System 

 

Of our two surveys, the first was administered through Qualtrics and was 

composed of two parts. Part 1 asked about survey respondents’ opinions about the current 

evaluation system. Part 2 asked survey respondents’ assessments of the potential efficacy 

of proposed reforms to the current system. This survey was open from July 11, 2022 to 

August 17, 2022. At the close of the survey, 395 respondents were recorded. The second 

survey was advertised via social media apps to garner additional responses to assist the 

Bacolod and Helzer (2022) project on trait and value statements. This survey only asked 

about Part 1 of the first online survey. Data from respondents were collected on August 

23, 2022, with 2,562 additional survey responses recorded.  

The surveys did not query for socio-demographic information but asked for DoD 

ID to shorten the survey to encourage completion. The survey data was then merged with 

socio-demographic information held by Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) using 

the unique identifier. After eliminating approximately 20% of incomplete or non-sensical 

responses (ex. submitting DoD ID as 123123123, etc.), DMDC matched approximately 

95% of the survey respondents.  

Table 6 presents summary statistics of the respondents, separated by enlisted 

sailor and commissioned officer status. As we will demonstrate later, the separation of 

the sample along these lines presents the most salient divergence in opinions held about 

 
1998 2000 2005 2008 2022 2022 (social media) 

Evaluation system ensures best and most qualified officers/sailors get promoted. 
Enlisted N/A 29 31 33 25 19 
Officer N/A 49 46 41 21 14 
The FITREP / EVAL system is fair and accurate. 

  

Enlisted 61 58 66 66 24 N/A 
Officer 74 71 84 81 N/A 
FITREPs or EVALs have been processed in a timely manner. 

 

Enlisted 63 65 70 67 54 N/A 
Officer 57 81 88 84 N/A 
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the evaluation system. Broadly, the respondents’ socio-demographic characteristics tracks 

the overall Navy population. As active duty enlisted to officer ratio is approximately 4:1, 

we have slightly over-sampled officers in these surveys. Our sample is slightly older, but 

this is unsurprising, as we focused on sailors and officers with experience in both 

receiving and giving evaluations. Females comprise 18 to 20% of the sample, and 

minorities comprise about 40% of the enlisted and 20% of the officers. Approximately 

45% of enlisted do not have education beyond a high school degree (or GED) while over 

70% of officers have education beyond a Bachelor’s degree.   

 

Table 6. Summary Statistics of the Survey Sample 

Variables Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
 Enlisted  Officer  
Age 34.01 6.757 38.48 7.370 
Months in Active 
Service 

154.4 77.60 183.5 112.1 

Female 0.186 0.389 0.187 0.390 
Minority 0.403 0.491 0.239 0.427 
HS Graduate or less 0.559 0.497 0 0 
Bachelor’s or less 0.376 0.485 0.285 0.452 
Post-bachelor Ed. 0.056 0.230 0.542 0.499 
Married 0.732 0.443 0.809 0.394 
AFQT Score 65.74 20.58 0 0 
 
Observations 

 
1,811 

  
439 

 

 

B. PART 1: OPINIONS ABOUT CURRENT EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Part 1 of the surveys asked nine questions regarding the perception of the 

respondents about the current evaluation system with a five-point Likert scale (and a 

sixth option for “Not enough experience to have an opinion”). The first four questions 

ask two otherwise-identical questions about FITREPs and EVALs separately. For this 

report, we combine these four questions into two questions.  

 Table 7 compresses the Likert scale into a binary variable of agree/do not agree 

and presents the summary of opinions held by enlisted sailors and officers. Overall, 

respondents hold negative opinions about many aspects of the current evaluation system. 

Most sailors and officers do not believe that the evaluations offer clear and useful 

feedback. While more respondents agree that their supervisors hold regular meetings to 



 30 

offer feedback and evaluations are processed in a timely manner, rarely does the 

proportion of those agreeing rise above 50%. There is also wide divergence in opinions 

about the efficacy of the system across enlisted sailors and officers. In particular, enlisted 

sailors have a much lower opinion of the efficacy and fairness of the evaluation system in 

promoting the best and most qualified.    

 

Table 7. Fraction of Respondents who Agree with Statements about the Current 
State of the Evaluation System 

 Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
I agree somewhat to strongly that: Enlisted  Officer  
     
Overall, evaluation system ensures best and 
most qualified officers/sailors get promoted. 
 

0.183 0.387 0.308 0.462 

Overall, evaluation system provides useful 
feedback to improve performance. 
 

0.264 0.441 0.223 0.417 

I have changed my behavior in response to 
feedback received on an EVAL/FITREP. 
 

0.398 0.490 0.232 0.423 

Direct supervisor regularly holds conversations 
about my job performance with me. 
 

0.384 0.486 0.401 0.491 

My FITREP/EVAL gives clear feedback on 
my performance. 
 

0.261 0.439 0.226 0.418 

Across my Navy career so far, my FITREP/ 
EVAL have been processed on time. 
 

0.403 0.491 0.638 0.481 

Across my Navy career so far, I think the 
FITREP/EVAL system is fair. 

0.144 0.351 0.294 0.456 

     
 

 Table 8 presents linear-probability model estimates with the agree/do not agree 

variable as the dependent variable and socio-demographic characteristics as regressors, to 

capture where the greatest divergence in opinions is held. The parameter estimates can be 

interpreted as the difference in fraction of those who agree with the opinion question 

across the specific characteristic. For example, in the first set of results, which asks 

whether the “evaluation system ensures the best and most qualified officers/sailors get 

promoted,” the parameter on “Officer” is the largest in absolute magnitude, at 0.174. This 
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can be interpreted as: officers are 17.4 percentage points more likely to agree with this 

statement, compared to enlisted sailors. The variable “Officer” has the largest absolute 

magnitude in 4 out of the 7 questions. As such, we focus on the differences held between 

enlisted sailors and officers throughout the quantitative analysis.  

 

Table 8. Linear Probability Model of Opinion Divergence by Respondent 

Characteristics 

Variable Mean 
 

Std. Err. 
Evaluation system ensures the best and most qualified officers/sailors get promoted. 
Female -0.030 

 
(0.022) 

Minority -0.016 
 

(0.018) 
Officer 0.174 *** (0.028) 
Senior 0.083 *** (0.027) 
Married 0.005 

 
(0.020) 

Evaluation system provides useful feedback to improve their performance. 
Female -0.088 *** (0.024) 
Minority 0.026 

 
(0.019) 

Officer -0.080 *** (0.030) 
Senior -0.069 ** (0.029) 
Married -0.004 

 
(0.022) 

I have changed behavior in response to the feedback received on an EVAL/ FITREP. 
Female -0.036 

 
(0.026) 

Minority 0.057 ** (0.021) 
Officer -0.168 ** (0.033) 
Senior -0.011 

 
(0.032) 

Married 0.059 ** (0.024) 
My direct supervisor regularly holds conversations about job performance with me. 
Female -0.047 * (0.027) 
Minority -0.045 ** (0.022) 
Officer 0.034 

 
(0.034) 

Senior 0.040 
 

(0.032) 
Married 0.023 

 
(0.024) 

My FITREP /EVAL gives me clear feedback on my performance. 
Female 0.002 

 
(0.024) 

Minority 0.047 ** (0.019) 
Officer -0.049 

 
(0.030) 

Senior -0.032 
 

(0.029) 
Married 0.015 

 
(0.022) 

Across my Navy career so far, my FITREPs or EVALs have been processed on time. 
Female -0.012 

 
(0.027) 

Minority -0.012 
 

(0.022) 
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Officer 0.246 *** (0.034) 
Senior 0.022 

 
(0.033) 

Married 0.003 
 

(0.025) 
Across my Navy career so far, I think the FITREP / EVAL system is fair. 
Female -0.020 

 
(0.021) 

Minority -0.024 
 

(0.017) 
Officer 0.199 *** (0.026) 
Senior 0.086 *** (0.025) 
Married 0.017 

 
(0.019) 

Note: Constant is not shown. *** denotes significance at 1%, ** at the 5%, and * at the 
1% levels. 

 

Figures 1 to 6 show detailed Likert scale results from Part 1 along some salient 

socio-demographic characteristics. Figures 1 and 6 especially highlights the degree of 

difference in mistrust in the current system to do a good job of fairly and effectively 

promoting those who deserve to be promoted. While negative opinions dominate for both 

enlisted sailors and officers, the fraction of those who most strongly feel that the system 

is unfair or ineffective is almost twice as large from the enlisted population compared to 

the officer population.  

  
Figure 1. Likert scale results to the statement: Overall, the evaluation system 

ensures the best and most qualified officers/sailors get promoted. Data separated by 
enlisted/officer. 
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enlisted/officer divide as well as across gender or race. In fact, across the opinion 

questions, there is very little substantive divergence in opinion across race or gender 

lines. On the positive side, this indicates that sailors and officers across race and gender 

categories do not feel as if they are treated differently in the current evaluation system. 

On the negative side, the opinions held in this universal manner are mostly of a low 

opinion of the current system.  

 

 
Figure 2. Likert scale results to the statement: Overall, the evaluation system 

provides useful feedback to officers/sailors so they can improve their performance. 
Data separated by enlisted/officer. 
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Figure 3. Likert scale results to the statement: Overall, the evaluation system 
provides useful feedback to officers/sailors so they can improve their performance. 

Data separated by male/female. 
 

Figure 4 shows that, despite holding a lower opinion of the efficacy of the system, 

and as Figure 5 shows, experiencing more delays in timely processing of their 

evaluations, enlisted sailors report that they are much more willing to change their 

behavior in response to feedback received.  

These survey responses imply that if reforms to the current evaluation system can 

improve the perceptions of fairness and efficacy, enlisted sailors may be more likely to 

substantively change their behavior and performance in line with Navy priorities and 

expectations. The survey results for officers imply that substantive changes may be more 

difficult. Even though officers have a more favorable view of the current system, they do 

not value feedback and are unlikely to change their behavior in response to the feedback. 

 

 
Figure 4. Likert scale results to the statement: In my career, I have changed my 

behavior in response to the feedback that I have received on an EVAL or FITREP. 
Data separated by enlisted/officer. 
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Figure 5. Likert scale results to the statement: Across my Navy career so far, my 

FITREPs or EVALs have been processed on time. Data separated by 
enlisted/officer. 

 

 
Figure 6. Likert scale results to the statement: In general, across my Navy career so 

far, I think the FITREP/EVAL system is fair. Data separated by enlisted/officer. 
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3. Clarity for personnel decisions 

4. Ease of use 

5. Alignment with Navy expectations 

As described in the previous section, the potential reforms were generated from 

the feedback in the focus groups. Respondents were asked to divide 100 points into one 

of the four proposed reforms for each of the five areas.  

 The first column of Table 9 shows how the entire sample allocated the points, and 

the second and third columns show how enlisted sailors and officers allocated points. For 

the first column, we also evaluated via a t-test of whether the average amount of points 

allocated to each reform was different from a “random draw.” If most respondents felt 

that none of the reforms were markedly better or worse than any other, they would likely 

distribute points equally across the choices. Therefore, the null hypothesis is that each 

reform should equal 25 points. Reforms that are statistically different from 25 points are 

highlighted with stars indicating significance levels.  

 In the domains of increased “feedback” and “honest and accurate assessment,” 

there are no clear preferred or unpopular reforms.5 In the domain of “clarity for personnel 

decisions,” there is one clear popular reform in changing the timing of evaluations to 

allow for a period of time after a sailor has moved to a new command. The least popular 

proposed reform is to reduce the number of competitive categories for officers to only 

unrestricted line, restricted line, and staff corps. For increased “ease of use,” most 

respondents dislike the idea of allowing promotion board members to review records 

prior to arriving at the selection boards. Finally, for increased “alignment with Navy 

expectations,” respondents are nearly unanimous in rejecting the proposal to periodically 

changing the evaluation forms to include priorities of the CNO. The most popular reform 

by far is to provide centralized training in writing evaluations.  

 The second and third columns split the sample into enlisted sailors and 

commissioned officers. The stars in the third column indicate statistically significant 

differences in opinions held by sailors and officers. While there is broad agreement on 

 
5 Although there are statistically significant differences from 25 points in the “feedback” domain, due to the 
relatively small sample size, only a small number of respondents who feel stronger about one reform over 
another is necessary to swing the average 5 points. 
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the desirability of many of the reforms proposed, there are some substantial differences in 

preferences. For example, officers hold a much more favorable view of calculating and 

tracking RSCA for evaluation purposes. Officers also would prefer to make it easier to 

submit an adverse report, focus one part of the evaluation to provide honest feedback 

with the aim to improve performance, and reduce space for written comments. Figure 7 to 

11 display the results of Table 9 graphically.  

Table 9. Cardinal Ranking of Proposed Reforms across the Five Domains the Navy 
would like to Improve, with Entire Sample, Enlisted Sailors, and Officers. 

Which of the following would best:    
Increase feedack to Sailors: Everyone Enlisted Officer 
Require rater/RS to give feedback relative to specific 
expectations and standards, and not relative to their 
peers. 

26.6 25.6 28.0 

Require raters/RS to provide written feedback that will 
be formally documented as part of midterm counseling. 

19.5*** 20.1 18.5 

Stop calculating and tracking the RSCA on the Sailor 
evaluation portion of the FITREP/EVAL.  

24.1 27.5 18.9*** 

Focus one part of FITREP/EVAL on honest feedback 
to help Sailors learn and develop. 

29.8*** 26.7 34.6*** 

 Increase honest and accurate assessment: Everyone Enlisted Officer 
Add a statement on FITREP/EVAL form that Navy 
expects rater/RS to provide accurate and honest 
feedback.  

23.6 25.1 21.4 

Require rater/RS to make comments to support any 
ratings of “5” (Greatly Exceeds Standards) on a trait. 

27.4 27.4 27.3 

Change policy so that it is easier to submit an adverse 
report. 

24.5 21.2 29.6*** 

Restrict RSCA to 4.0 to encourage reporting seniors to 
only use marks of “5” when truly deserved. 

24.5 26.3 21.7 

Increase clarity for personnel decisions: Everyone Enlisted Officer 
Change P/MP/EP recommendation: (1) not yet ready, 
(2) progressing, (3) qualified, & (4) best & fully 
qualified. 

27.4 30.2 23.3** 

Provide guidance to raters/RS on writing comments 
about potential to match community/rating specific req. 

25.7 25.6 26.0 

Change timing of reports so that they are written after 
Sailors have been at a command for some amt of time. 

36.5*** 36.5 36.5 

Reduce the number of competitive categories for 
officers to only unrestricted line, restricted line, and 
staff corps.  

10.3*** 7.7 14.3*** 

Increase ease of use: Everyone Enlisted Officer 
Provide more space for written comments.  20.4*** 25.4 12.7*** 
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Continue supporting a system that works in online, 
intermittently connected, and offline environments.  

32.5*** 29.7 36.8** 

Allow selection board members to review records 
before arriving at a selection board.  

15.7*** 15.4 16.2 

Have integrated system: (1) expectation/goal setting, 
(2) mid-term feedback, (3) eval., (4) recommend. 
/eval.potential.   

31.4*** 29.5 34.3 

Increase alignment with Navy Expectations Everyone Enlisted Officer 
Periodically include two traits from the CNO to reflect 
current priorities on FITREP/EVAL forms.  

11.0*** 11.7 9.9 

Provide consistent and centralized training to raters/RS 
on writing FITREP/EVAL. 

35.2*** 30.4 42.6*** 

Integrate expectations ex. core values, Signature 
Behaviors of 21st Century Sailor, etc. into eval 
process.  

22.2 23.2 20.7 

Have different trait statements on E-1 through E-3 
EVAL than for other paygrades. 

31.6*** 34.7 26.9** 

Note: *** denotes significance at 1%, ** at the 5%, and * at the 1% levels. The first 
column significance is difference from 25.0. The third column significance is differences 
from the value in the second column. 

 
 

 
Figure 7. Cardinal Ranking of Proposed Reforms to Increase Feedback to Sailors. 

Sample split by enlisted sailors and officers. 
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Figure 8. Cardinal Ranking of Proposed Reforms to Increase Honesty and Accurate 

Assessment. Sample split by enlisted sailors and officers. 
 

 

 
Figure 9. Cardinal Ranking of Proposed Reforms to Increase Clarity for Personnel 

Decisions. Sample split by enlisted sailors and officers. 
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Figure 10. Cardinal Ranking of Proposed Reforms to Increase Ease of Use. Sample 

split by enlisted sailors and officers. 
 

 

 
Figure 11. Cardinal Ranking of Proposed Reforms to Increase Alignment with Navy 

Expectations. Sample split by enlisted sailors and officers. 
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receptiveness to the proposed reforms. Table 10 shows these results. As we did above in 

Table 9, we also use stars to indicate a statistical difference in opinions held by those who 

are favorable/unfavorable to the current system. 

Table 10. Cardinal Ranking of Proposed Reforms across the Five Domains the Navy 
would like to Improve, with Those who Agree/Disagree that Evaluation System is 

Fair and Accurate. 
Which of the following would best: Evaluation system is fair 

and accurate: 
Increase feedack to Sailors: Disagree Agree 
Require rater/RS to give feedback relative to specific 
expectations and standards, and not relative to their peers. 

25.0 30.1 

Require raters/RS to provide written feedback that will be 
formally documented as part of midterm counseling. 

17.6 23.7*** 

Stop calculating and tracking the RSCA on the Sailor 
evaluation portion of the FITREP/EVAL.  

27.5 16.6*** 

Focus one part of FITREP/EVAL on honest feedback to 
help Sailors learn and develop. 

29.9 29.5 

 Increase honest and accurate assessment: Disagree Agree 
Add a statement on FITREP/EVAL form that Navy 
expects rater/RS to provide accurate and honest feedback.  

26.0 18.3** 

Require rater/RS to make comments to support any 
ratings of “5” (Greatly Exceeds Standards) on a trait. 

25.3 31.9** 

Change policy so that it is easier to submit an adverse 
report. 

23.9 25.8 

Restrict RSCA to 4.0 to encourage reporting seniors to 
only use marks of “5” when truly deserved. 

24.7 23.9 

Increase clarity for personnel decisions: Disagree Agree 
Change P/MP/EP recommendation: (1) not yet ready, (2) 
progressing, (3) qualified, & (4) best & fully qualified. 

26.8 28.9 

Provide guidance to raters/RS on writing comments about 
potential to match community/rating specific req. 

25.1 27.0 

Change timing of reports so that they are written after 
Sailors have been at a command for some amt of time. 

38.3 32.5* 

Reduce the number of competitive categories for officers 
to only unrestricted line, restricted line, and staff corps.  

9.8 11.5 

Increase ease of use: Disagree Agree 
Provide more space for written comments.  22.2 16.5** 
Continue supporting a system that works in online, 
intermittently connected, and offline environments.  

29.5 39.0*** 

Allow selection board members to review records before 
arriving at a selection board.  

17.5 11.9** 

Have integrated system: (1) expectation/goal setting, (2) 
mid-term feedback, (3) eval., (4) recommend. 
/eval.potential.   

30.8 32.6 
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Increase alignment with Navy Expectations Disagree Agree 
Periodically include two traits from the CNO to reflect 
current priorities on FITREP/EVAL forms.  

10.5 12.1 

Provide consistent and centralized training to raters/RS on 
writing FITREP/EVAL. 

35.2 35.0 

Integrate expectations ex. core values, Signature 
Behaviors of 21st Century Sailor, etc. into eval process.  

21.9 22.9 

Have different trait statements on E-1 through E-3 EVAL 
than for other paygrades. 

32.4 30.0 

Note: *** denotes significance at 1%, ** at the 5%, and * at the 1% levels. The second 
column significance is differences from the value in the first column. 
 
 There is a surprising amount of agreement across the two groups of respondents. 

In the domains of increased “clarity for personnel decisions,” “ease of use” and 

“alignment with Navy expectations,” there are few substantively different opinions. 

However, there are two domains where opinions diverge sharply. In increased “feedback 

to sailors,” those who like the current system are much more strongly opposed to 

terminating the use of RSCA. In increased “honesty and accurate assessment,” those who 

are unfavorably inclined to the current system strongly prefer a reform that includes a 

reminder to the rater to provide accurate and honest feedback. See Figures 12 and 13.6 

Although these may simply reflect the positive or negative opinions held by the 

respondents, they may imply that even respondents who do not like the current system 

may be open to receiving valuable constructive feedback to improve their performance.   

 

 
6 One other element to note is that there is strong correlation between negative opinion of the current 
system and enlisted sailor status. Therefore, it is not a surprise that enlisted sailor opinions on reforms 
mirrors closely opinions of those identified as disfavorably inclined toward the current system. 
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Figure 12. Cardinal Ranking of Proposed Reforms to Increase Feedback to Sailors. 

Sample split by those who agree or disagree that the current system is fair and 
accurate. 

 

 
Figure 13. Cardinal Ranking of Proposed Reforms to Increase honesty and accurate 
assessment. Sample split by those who agree or disagree that the current system is 

fair and accurate. 
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require additional time and effort by raters. Raters may be most open to training if the 

goal is to streamline and standardize the evaluation system to make it faster and more 

efficient to complete evaluations.  

The uniform dislike of the proposed reform to allow for board members to 

preview records may reflect a distrust of the impartiality of the system. The relatively 

negative opinion about the fairness and efficacy of the evaluation system may extend to 

how the evaluations are used in the promotion boards.  

The last four questions on our survey solicited text input on four questions. First, 

we asked participants, “do you have any recommendations the Navy should consider for 

changing the EVALs and/or FITREPs process that are not included in the list above?”; 

second, “regarding how the Navy currently does FITREPs and/or EVALs, what do you 

think works WELL?”; third, “regarding how the Navy currently does FITREPs and/or 

EVALs, what do you think needs to be CHANGED?”; and fourth, “do you have any 

additional feedback or recommendations regarding the Navy’s performance evaluation 

system that you would like to share? If so, please do so in the space provided.” Unlike the 

Likert scale and numeric questions, around 40 to 50 percent of respondents answered 

these questions.  

We ran these responses through standard text mining software and sentiment 

analysis. But, the AI based analysis was not robust with some platforms coding responses 

as positive and others coding the same response as negative. Moreover, identifying 

common phrases and terminology was not helpful in interpreting the content or the 

sentiment of the comment. In lieu of such an analysis, we read all the responses and 

summarize the general zeitgeist, i.e., spirit, of the responses. Some respondents believe 

the entire evaluation system is broken and did not offer any substantive 

recommendations. Like the focus groups, many respondents highlighted cultural 

problems in the evaluation, namely inflated write ups. Some respondents advocated for 

fewer options for write ups and offering less space on the form for write ups. Others 

advocated for a cultural change whereby reporting seniors can give honest feedback 

without any negative consequences on them. Apart from inflation, favoritism and 

nepotism were mentioned as common concerns with recommendations for outside 

evaluators/evaluations and 360-degree feedback.  
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Regarding ranking, many respondents noted that the current system promotes 

seniority over performance because of the periodicity of the process. In particular, 

respondents highlighted that the practice of “welcome aboard P” hurts officers that are 

transferred to a command mid-cycle for example and are unlikely to receive an MP or EP 

over a senior officer that has been around the same command for multiple years. On the 

flip side, many respondents shared they like the periodicity of the evaluation cycle 

whereby all officers of the same rank are evaluated in the same month. They cautioned 

that any move away from such a system needs to account for the organizational 

disruption to the evaluation cycle. A few respondents recommended moving away from 

forced distribution of limiting MPs and EPs. Yet, this was also one area other respondents 

argued worked well in the Navy. Indeed, many respondents said the RSCA and ranking 

system was effective enabling reporting seniors to offer a candid comparative assessment 

without inflation.   

Across the four questions, midterm counseling was highlighted as a valuable tool 

to share feedback with sailors with recommendations to ensure its use is standardized 

across commands. Most respondents that mentioned eNavFit spoke favorably about the 

transition away from NavFit98 to the new online system although a few respondents 

expressed concerns about bandwidth issues on ships and submarines where bandwidth is 

necessary for operational requirements over administrative duties. Respondents also 

noted the importance of better information and training on convening orders and the 

evaluation process in general. This mirrors the focus group feedback on more and 

effective training.   

Finally, these opinions on the proposed changes and text responses also may 

reflect the degree to which evaluations are not always considered as central to the 

mission. Reforms of evaluation systems should focus on “cutting the fat” and increasing 

efficiency. However, evaluation should not be considered a “residual” duty that comes 

after other “higher priority” tasks are completed. In as much as human capital is of 

central importance in maintaining our edge over our global competitors, fairly and 

accurately evaluating personnel, making sure that we promote the best and brightest, and 

providing training and guidance to ensure that everyone can improve, should always be a 

point of emphasis for the Navy.  
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V.  CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Using a three-pronged approach, this project assessed Navy performance 

evaluation using (1) an across-service comparison of forms, (2) feedback from Navy SMEs 

in focus groups, and (3) feedback from the larger fleet via surveys. Before we discuss 

recommendations for courses of action to update the evaluation instruments, we want to 

highlight the poor perception of the current Navy system. A majority of the survey 

respondents do not agree that the Navy promotes the best and fully qualified, provides clear 

feedback to sailors/officers, or that the evaluation is fair. Indeed, timeliness is the only 

dimension on which a majority of respondents have a positive opinion of the Navy system. 

Against this backdrop, senior Navy leadership have to “market” any reform or change such 

that sailors and officers appreciate their feedback was part of the process and their feedback 

will be sought as reforms are evaluated after being introduced.   

Based on the detailed across service comparison, focus group feedback and survey 

findings, we recommend the following reforms to the current system. First, the Navy 

should consider separating the individual evaluation of traits from the comparative 

assessment and potential piece of the evaluation. Most other services use a separate 

question for comparative assessment like the Army. They do not use an average generated 

from the individual trait evaluations. While the USMC FITREPs generate an average 

scaled version of their 14 trait evaluations, they also offer a “Christmas tree” visual for the 

comparative assessment that the Navy does not. Separating the trait evaluations from the 

assessment of future potential of a sailor/officer would increase the accuracy and quality 

of the feedback shared with sailors and officers. A separate comparative assessment can be 

paired with a forced distribution as in the Army to ensure accurate information is shared 

with promotion boards.  

Second, the Navy must offer better training to reporting seniors on writing clear, 

honest, and informative evaluations. This was a recurrent recommendation in the focus 

groups and survey with many respondents pointing to inconsistency in the quality of the 

narrative write up. We recommend incorporating a centralizing training session run by 

experienced reporting seniors into the training pipeline as sailors/officers advance to ranks 

where they will be writing EVALs/FITREPs. We also recommend the Navy draw on the 
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expertise of communities like HR that have a track record of training their junior officers 

on writing evaluations. The trainings can be a further opportunity to educate reporting 

seniors on an honest assessment.    

Third, we recommend the Navy change the timing of evaluations such that 

summary groups do not include individuals that have served for widely different lengths 

of time under the same reporting senior. Survey respondents want to see this change and 

many respondents alluded to this problem with the current system favoring “seniority” over 

“rank” in their comments. This is a big administrative change, which requires many steps 

that will affect both the evaluations and their interpretation by promotion boards. If the 

Navy moves forward with this recommendation, we recommend a major marketing 

campaign lead by Navy leadership to socialize the change and promote its benefits.  

Fourth, we recommend the Navy formally incorporate more reviewers or raters in 

the evaluation process like the other services. While this may increase the administrative 

burden, we recommend the Navy consider a process improvement whereby the many 

informal looks in the current system are formalized to a reporting senior completing their 

evaluation followed by one or two reviewers as deemed necessary. Additional reviewers 

should add their own comments. They should not overwrite the comments of the reporting 

senior.  

Fifth, we recommend a detailed administrative process review to find any 

redundancies and opportunities to reduce the time costs of the system. Many of the 

proposed reforms above may increase administrative burden on an already over-worked 

workforce. It is important that the Navy finds offsetting “cuts” to streamline the evaluation 

system wherever possible. 

Finally, we recommend the Navy must analyze the effects of any reforms as they 

are rolled out allowing for changes and updates to correct issues as they are discovered. 

This would enable more dynamic talent management as opposed to fixing issues as part of 

major overhauls that occur once every 20 years or so.  
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APPENDIX 

APPENDIX FIGURE 1: NAVY FITNESS REPORT 
 

 
 



 50 

 
 

 
 
 



 51 

APPENDIX FIGURE 2: NAVY EVAL 
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APPENDIX FIGURE 3: NAVY CHIEFEVAL 
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APPENDIX FIGURE 4: USMC FITNESS REPORT 
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APPENDIX FIGURE 5: US ARMY COMPANY GRADE OFFICER 
EVALUATION REPORT 
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APPENDIX FIGURE 6: US ARMY NCO EVALUATION REPORT 
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APPENDIX FIGURE 7: AIR FORCE OFFICER PERFORMANCE REPORT 
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APPENDIX FIGURE 8: AIR FORCE ENLISTED PERFORMANCE REPORT 
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APPENDIX FIGURE 9: US COAST GUARD OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT 
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APPENDIX FIGURE 10: US COAST GUARD ENLISTED EVALUATION 
REPORT THIRD CLASS PETTY OFFICER 
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