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Ideas & Issues (TalenT ManageMenT/Manpower polIcy)

T
he Commandant’s vision for 
Force Design 2030 discusses 
the sweeping changes the 
Marine Corps must make to 

combat our pacing threats. Our senior 
leaders have released dozens of strategic 
documents detailing and justifying the 
vision for the Marine Corps in 2030 
and the hard decisions required to get 
us there. However, there is one crucial 
problem that is being overlooked that 
will continue to prevent us from ac-
complishing our goals: our byzantine 
talent management system for civilian 
Marines. It is no secret that it is not 
only possible but probable that America 
could lose the next war against a peer 
threat. Just as the Service tirelessly 
drives to reform military talent man-
agement to compete, we need the same 
rigor applied on the civilian side.

I am a reserve Marine who has spent 
the last decade in private industry do-
ing management consulting, investment 
banking, corporate strategy, and run-
ning the finance and operations of a 
startup. I was given the opportunity to 
activate for two years at HQMC in the 
Pentagon working on modernizing our 
network and information technology. I 
was fortunate enough to get to work on 
many fascinating problems with great 
leaders, but none struck me as so cru-

cial, so broke, and so antiquated as our 
civilian talent management system. The 
scariest part is this third rail of public 
conversation never gets talked about in 
an official capacity. It is a vital issue that 
our leaders will only talk about behind 
closed doors and yet so many know to 
be a tremendous problem. 

There are many ways to begin refor-
mation, such as term limitations (similar 
to Defense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency or Defense Digital Service), a 
better evaluation system, and a simpler 
and quicker hiring and termination 
system. This article will not explore in 

depth the numerous possible solutions. 
Rather, it will focus on the imperative of 
reforming civilian talent management 
if we are to climb our way back up the 
technology curve and assure military 
dominance over a peer threat.

The Marine Corps employs over 
35,000 civilians, which is more than 
many Fortune 500 companies. The 
dozen or so HQMC organizations 
(the Deputy Commandants and oth-
ers) that lead our Service are a majority 

civilian workforce. Each organization 
in HQMC varies, but a typical table 
of organization (T/O) for a HQMC 
organization might have roughly 2/3 
of the organization made up of civilian 
general schedule (GS) employees with 
the remainder military. Often there 
are contractors thrown in the mix de-
pending on the need. This model keeps 
more Marines in the fleet where they are 
needed most and provides vital continu-
ity and specialization. But what it also 
means is that we must, as a Service, 
pay an equal amount of attention to 
our civilian talent management as we 
do to our military talent management. 
These are the organizations that provide 
the manning, training, strategy, policy, 
equipment, and ultimately enable the 
fleet to accomplish warfighting. The 
38th Commandant’s Planning Guidance 
(2019) spent pages talking about the 
manpower reforms the Service must 
make to military talent management, 
but not one word was uttered about the 
talent management of the 35,000 civil-
ian Marines enabling the entire force. 

The work of civilian Marines is vital 
to mission accomplishment, and this 
article by no means should be construed 
to attack the important role they play 
for our Corps and country. The fact of 
the matter, however, is there exists nu-
merous issues with the human resources 
(HR) system. First, it makes hiring and 
recruitment exceedingly difficult by tak-
ing so long to recruit and select talent 
that highly desirable applicants often 
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move on by the time an offer is extended. 
Second, the HR system does an ineffec-
tive job at promoting the most effective 
employees. Third, and most important-
ly, the current system does a poor job 
of weeding out sub-par talent. On the 
military side, we identify and process 
out low performers roughly every four 
years. Marine officers who consistently 
fall in the bottom third for performance 
will be thanked for their dedicated ser-
vice and separated. Conversely, on the 
civilian side, job security is legendary. 
There is no mechanism to identify the 
strongest and weakest performers, and 
even if there were such a mechanism, 
there would be nothing the Corps could 
do about it. Civilian GS employees are 
not ranked against their peers, and the 
typical performance evaluation does not 
allow the Service to identify top and 
bottom talent enterprise wide. 

Civilian GS performance evaluations 
only allow three grades: one, three, and 
five. It is essentially pass or fail. A one 
means fail and will likely lead to the em-
ployee being put on a performance im-
provement plan. It also means employee 
relations will get involved. A manager 
cannot assign a one without significant 
warning and documentation. For this 
reason, managers almost never give a 
one. It is much easier to just give the 
employee a three (meets expectations) 
and find someone else to do the work. 
Fives mean the employee exceeded ex-
pectation, but there is no limit to the 
amount of fives or threes you can give 
out. Unlike many private companies, 
there is no quota  that requires a percent 
of employees must get a one or only a 
certain amount of fives can be given. 
The result is virtually everyone receives 
a three or a five, and top and bottom 
performers remain unknown.

Without any mechanism to effective-
ly identify top and bottom talent, there 
is no way to process out low performing 
or even counterproductive employees. 
Sub-par performers may only meet the 
bare minimum expectations and, bar-
ring gross misconduct, remain in their 
position for decades. The ramifications 
of this is almost incalculable because 
as time goes on the competence curve 
bends further and further away from 
where it needs to be. The system has 

nurtured and continues to compensate 
a workforce that no longer has incentive 
to perform. Why do we accept for our 
civilian Marines what we would never 
tolerate for our uniformed Marines? In 
the private sector, no successful com-
pany would maintain a system like this. 
There must be a mechanism to identify 
top and bottom talent for our civilians 
so that we can weed out the bottom 
and promote and retain only the best.

In response to this critique, an 
HQMC HR professional would likely 
defend the system by correctly point-
ing out that all GS employees receive 
annual performance evaluations. If 
managers identify an employee who 
is not meeting expectations, it should 
be documented, and the employee can 
be put on a performance improvement 
plan. If performance does not improve, 
then the employee can eventually be 
separated. However, in reality this is 
a Herculean task, and to actually ac-
complish it, managers would need to 

suspend large swaths of productive 
work time in order to manage the work 
improvement action plan.1 Thus, the 
subpar employee now costs the manager 
even more work. In addition, the time 
horizon to process out non-performers, 
is years when it should be months.

During my two years in HQMC, I 
became keenly sensitive to civilian tal-
ent management inefficiencies, espe-
cially after my assignments to multiple 
reorganization efforts for the Deputy 
Commandant for Information. When 
I asked senior military leaders (whom 
I considered mentors) why certain em-
ployees who were known to be subpar 
continued to remain in the organiza-
tion, lead crucial teams, and remain in 
their same role, I always received the 
same discouraging answer: that as a 
manager or division head our senior 
officers would have to spend 20–30 per-
cent of their time on HR and disciplin-

ary actions to terminate said employee. 
It took less effort to work around them 
than to remove them. I similarly spoke 
with a HR professional with over a de-
cade of experience in HQMC HR and 
was told that in all their time they had 
only ever seen one employee let go for 
poor performance.

HQMC is a kinetic environment 
full of short fuse taskers from general 
officers, the Fleet, and of course one’s 
daily job requirements. While not al-
ways the case, military members lead 
HQMC organizations while the bulk 
of the workforce is GS civilians. Under 
this system, leaders simply do not have 
the bandwidth to dedicate a quarter 
of their time to HR issues for a single 
low-performing employee. Making it 
more challenging is that the civilian 
GS HR system is not intuitive, and on 
the military side, leaders have trouble 
understanding how to best navigate it. 
Perhaps most disheartening of all, lead-
ers live with the threat of a grievance or 

employee relations getting involved if 
they give a poor performance evalua-
tion to an employee. If that same leader 
wants to move an employee to a role 
they think would suit the employee and 
the organization better, they are warned 
that the new responsibilities might not 
fall within the employee’s existing posi-
tion description (PD). While a military 
member can be assigned at will within 
the organization, a civilian may only 
be assigned jobs that are specified in 
their PD. If a PD says the employee 
must supervise a team and be a branch 
head, then that is where they stay—even 
if they fall short of every competence 
metric. Try to move that employee, and 
a senior officer will face a grievance (that 
they will probably lose), and be bogged 
down in a bureaucratic labyrinth. 

Yet another factor preventing top 
level civilian performance is that mili-
tary leaders frequently rotate in and out 

Without any mechanism to effectively identify top and 

bottom talent, there is no way to process out low per-

forming or even counterproductive employees.
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of their HQMC roles. The longest one 
might expect a military member to be 
in their role is three years, but it is often 
much less. Since it can easily take years 
to separate a non-performing employee 
given the appeals and grievances pro-
cesses, any civilian just needs to wait it 
out, and within a year or two, the colo-
nel or general will be off to a new role. 

In the few years, they are at HQMC, 
our senior military leaders are simply 
not equipped to manage civilian talent 
given the current talent management 
system. They have neither the time nor 
the comprehension of its intricacies and 
nuances.
 It is clear that various issues exist 
which must be addressed by Service 

leadership. Just as the Marine Corps 
depends on a system to identify and re-
tain/separate talent at every level for our 
military personnel, the Service needs 
something similar on the civilian GS 
side. If we are to compete in a modern 
world against modern threats, we need 
to modernize talent management to en-
sure we are only retaining and promot-
ing the most qualifi ed civilians.   

Note

1. Separation during the initial probationary 
period is less daunting of a task. However, it 
is rarely done and the primary issue centers on 
employees who are mid/late career.
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I
n July 2019, Gen Berger, the 38th 
Commandant of the Marine 
Corps, published his Comman-
dant’s Planning Guidance. Within 

the priority focus area of force design, he 
addresses an array of personnel topics. 
One of those topics is fi tness reports 
and the current Performance Evalua-
tion System. There are eight elements 
related to the Performance Evaluation 
System that he states, at a minimum, 
need evaluation to assess whether they 
merit a change. Of those eight elements, 
at least six would assist board members 
in the conduct of their analysis when 
determining the best qualifi ed Marines 
for promotion, command, education, 
or other assignment during a selection 
board. Additionally, if done correctly, 
those six elements can be developed into 
a metric that would reduce the variation 
of interpretation by individual board 
members when considering a Marine 
for selection. Board members use the 
Master Brief Sheet (MBS), individual 
fi tness reports, and other documents 
within a Marine’s Offi cial Military 
Personnel File (OMPF) to determine 
eligibility for selection. It is a large array 
of data to review and consolidate during 
a three to fi ve minute brief for other 
board members to determine if a Marine 
meets selection criteria when compared 
to other Marines. Yet, each member of 
that board will have a different inter-
pretation of elements within each in-
dividual OMPF, and when analyzing a 
MBS, each board member most likely 
gives different credence and weight to 
certain data elements than other board 
members. There is no explicit congru-
ency between board members. One 
of the byproducts at the root of the 
Commandant’s guidance with respect 

to evaluating changes in the personnel 
evaluation system is the investigation 
into changes within the fi tness reports 
that will make it easier for board mem-
bers to review and evaluate quantitative 
data with minimal variation in interpre-
tation. Additionally, with a majority of 
the analysis of the quantitative data be-
ing completed for them, board members 
could have more time to analyze other 
elements within the Marine’s OMPF 
such as billet accomplishments detailed 
in a fi tness report. This article will pro-
vide an example of how fi tness report 
metrics can be developed and weighted 
using data resident within the Master 
Brief Sheet to meet the Commandant’s 
Planning Guidance. 

Board Member Evaluation General 

Process

 There are a number of elements in 
the MBS that a board member will use 
to evaluate a Marine’s performance in 
grade or over the course of their career. 
These elements can range from physical 
fi tness scores to awards to education to 
weapons qualifi cation. The main fac-
tors that determine a board member’s 
evaluation are the reporting senior (RS) 
relative value (RV) scores, the review-
ing offi cer (RO) comparative markings, 
and the RS and RO comments. The 
focus of this article will be the RV scores 
based on the RS markings. There are a 
number of factors a board member will 
take into account when evaluating the 
RV. One of the factors is the hourglass 

profi le metric that breaks down the 
percentage of fi tness reports a Marine 
Reported On (MRO) has in the upper, 
middle, and lower third and the ratio of 
the percentage of reports in those third 
when compared to each other. Also, 
a board member may look at the RV 
score at processing and the cumulative 
RV score, taking note of whether there 
was an increase or a decrease between 
the two scores. A board member may 
also take note of the number of fi tness 
reports written by the RS and the length 
of the reporting period. All in all, there 
are a number of factors that a board 
member may review, note, and record 
from their research into the MRO’s re-
cord and MBS in order to brief other 
members of the board concerning the 
MRO’s consideration for selection. Yet, 
given the number of factors a briefer will 
review, it is probably unlikely that any 
one board member would brief the same 
conclusions as another member would 
if they were responsible for reviewing 
the same individual MRO’s package. 
Where one member may note an 82 RV 
score from a two month long observed 
fi tness report, another briefer may not, 
thinking it is self-explanatory to other 
board members. Additionally, when in-
corporating the short-observed time, 
low RV score into the hourglass profi le 
metric, it will have the same weight in 
the overall hourglass metric as a twelve-
month upper third report and a ten-
month middle third report. Meaning, if 
there were only these three reports, the 
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board members would see an hourglass 
profile metric reflecting 33 percent of 
reports in the upper third, 33 percent 
of reports in the middle third, and 33 
percent of reports in the lower third. 
This despite in our hypothetical situ-
ation only 8.3 percent of the observed 
time in the MRO’s career accounts for 
a lower third report. This hypothetical 
would most likely be caught by board 
members, but it may be more problem-
atic to account for the contributions of 
reports to the hourglass metric as the 
MRO receives more and more fitness 
reports throughout their career. Hope-
fully, if not addressed by the briefing 
board member, the other board mem-
bers would note it as they all have an 
opportunity to review the MRO’s MBS 
during the three to five minute given 
brief. However, there is no guarantee, 
and there is most likely variance in how 
one board member analyzes and evalu-
ates a MRO’s package over another. The 
onus of the analysis and presentation of 
the MRO’s MBS belongs to only one in-
dividual board member. The quality of 
the analysis and presentation is depen-
dent on the experience and ability of the 
board member to succinctly articulate a 
Marine’s career for all board members 
to evaluate, and every board member 
is a rookie at this process at least once. 
So, the current evaluation process in 
selection board proceedings requires 
the sharp analysis and insight on the 
part of the board to present the best 
possible brief on behalf of the MRO. 
However, much of this analysis can be 
taken into account (length of observed 
fitness reports, number of reports, RV) 
and combined into a single metric for 
the board to evaluate, effectively reduc-
ing the degree of variability in interpre-
tation of the RV scores between board 
members. 

Developing an Evaluation Metric Us-
ing Utility Factors

The following section describes a 
method that addresses the Comman-
dant’s Planning Guidance in weighting 
reports and provides board members a 
single evaluation metric to reduce vari-
ability in interpretation and captures 
the MRO’s RV scores over their career. 
This can be done using data currently 

resident within the MBS of the MRO. 
No new data would need to be added. 
The fundamental idea behind what 
the metric is evaluating is an average 
weighted percentage when compared to 
a perfect career 100 RV for the MRO 
where the weights are determined by the 

length of the report and the number of 
reports a RS has written for Marines of a 
similar rank, and it will be shown there 
is no disadvantage between one Marine 
having a number of reports short in du-
ration by reporting seniors with shallow 
profiles to another Marine with lengthy 
reports written by reporting seniors with 
large profiles.

A weighting method for fitness re-
ports can be employed by introducing 

utility functions for the length of a re-
port and the number of reports writ-
ten by a reporting senior. We can also 
assume that these two functions will 
have equal weighting in determining the 
final evaluation metric (i.e., each value 

derived from the individual functions 
contribute half of the final weight). The 
utility function for report length the 
author proposes in this article is f(x) = 
1-e^(-2x/m) where “x” is the observed 

length of the fitness report in months 
and “m” is a utility factor that remains 
constant for the population of MROs 
in determining the weight contribution 
for length of reports. Additionally, the 
utility function for reporting seniors’ 
total number of reports is similarly f(y) 

= 1-e^(-y/r) where “y” is the observed 
number of reports a reporting senior 
has written for Marines of similar rank 
and “r” is a utility factor that remains 
constant for the population of MROs in 
determining the weight contribution for 
a RS profile size. The choice of “m” and 
“r” and the reasons behind it can vary, 
but for the purposes of this article, we 
will assume that the constant “m” will 
be six months and the constant “r” will 

be eight reports. Table 1 depicts the util-
ity function values for the various length 
of reports from one to twelve months if 
“m” had a value of six months. Thus, 
a fitness report with a reporting period 
of four months would have a weight of 

0.7364. Table 2 depicts the utility func-
tion values for the various RS quantity 
of reports written from 3 to 40 if “r” 
had a value of 8 reports. A fitness report 
where the reporting senior profile size is 

Table 1.

Table 2.

... there is no guarantee, and there is most likely vari-

ance in how one board member analyzes and evalu-

ates a MRO’s package over another.
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twelve reports would have a weight of 
0.7769. Figure 1 demonstrates the rate 
at which the utility function value in-
creases as the length of the fitness report 
“x” increases. Similarly, Figure 2 dem-
onstrates the rate at which the utility 
function value increases as the number 
of reports “y” increases for an RS profile 
size. Note that the incremental change 
in utility function values decrease as the 
length of the report or the number of RS 
reports written increases. This indicates 
the eventual calculated weights between 
reports will be more similar to each 

other the longer the observed report-
ing period is or the more reports written 
in the RS profile. In other words, the 
eventual calculated difference in weight 
between a one-month observed report 
and a two-month observed report will 
be greater than the difference between 
an eight-month observed report and a 
nine-month observed report—similarly 
for the number of written reports.

Next, we would multiply the RV 
for each individual report against the 
utility factors derived from the above 
equations and compare it to the “what 

if” of a 100 RV report. In our example 
numbers above, if a MRO had a 92.75 
for an individual fitness report that 
was 4 months in length and was one 
of 12 reports, then we would calculate 
the metric for that individual report 
as 92.75(0.7364) + 92.75(0.7769) = 
68.3011 + 72.0575 = 140.3586. We 
then compare that summation to the 
possibility of the fitness report having a 
100 RV, which would yield 100(0.7364) 
+ 100(0.7769) = 73.64 + 77.69 = 
151.3300. And to compare how close 
it is to the 100 RV, we would divide the 
observed RV by the 100 RV calcula-
tions which yields 140.3586/151.3300 = 
92.7500. So, there is no drop or increase 
to the RV of an individual fitness report 
when applying a weight to it based on 
the length of the report or the number of 
reports written by the reporting senior. 
An individual with a 92 RV for a report 
that is 2 months in length from a RS 
with 5 reports written in their profile 
will be the same as a 92 RV for a report 
that is 8 months in length from a RS 
with 15 reports written in their profile. 
The influence of the weight will come 
into effect when we aggregate all the 
fitness reports of a Marine’s career using 
the above calculated methods.

Table 3 (on following page) shows 
an example where we include two ad-
ditional fitness reports with the example 
fitness report above and the resulting 
calculations. Let us assume in addition 
to the one we outlined above with the 
RV of 92.75, we have a fitness report 
with a RV of 80 that is three months 
in length and written by a RS with a 
profile size of 4. The other has a RV of 
98.5 that is 10 months in length and 
is written by a RS with a profile size of 
25. The MBS would show this as the 
MRO having one report in the lower 
third, one in the middle third, and one 
in the upper third. Hopefully a board 
member would see these three fitness re-
ports as above average overall with some 
analysis and reasoning, and if you do 
take the average of the three RVs (each 
report contributing the same weight), 
you would have a value of 90.42. But 
using the utility equations and method 
described above would yield the metric 
92.29, a high middle third value. While 
the difference between 90.42 and 92.29 Figure 2. (Figure provided by author.)

Figure 1. (Figure provided by author.)
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does not seem signifi cant, on the 20 
increment RV scale of 80–100 it is a 
9.35 percent increase. Board members 
have no prescribed method of how to 
gauge the values in aggregate. Maybe 
their estimate would yield above 90, 
maybe below 90. In this instance the 
80 RV report accounts for 23.0 percent 
of the weight of the metric, the 92.75 
RV report accounts for 33.9 percent of 
the weight of the metric, and the 98.5 
RV report accounts for 43.1 percent of 
the weight of the metric. The weight 
here is calculated as the percentage of 
the maximum possible points for an 
individual fi tness report with the total 
maximum possible points. As more and 
more fi tness reports are included, the 
weight each fi tness report contributes 
to the overall metric becomes more and 
more distributed. If we change the fi rst 
fi tness report to a RV of 85, there is no 
change to the breakout of thirds one 
would see in the MBS. The average 
RV of the three fi tness reports would 
now be 92.08, high middle third. The 
metric calculated using the utility equa-
tions would be 93.44, just cresting into 
the area that is considered the upper 
third. There would be no change to 
the weights. Table 4 provides an ex-
ample of a metric derived from ten fi t-
ness reports and each fi tness report’s 
associated weight. As you can see, the 
distribution of the weights spreads out 
a little more evenly as more observed 
fi tness reports are introduced into the 
calculation of the metric and the reports 
with longer report lengths and higher 
amounts of reports written are compa-
rable to each other in weight. The short 
reports with small profi les accounts for 
a smaller degree of the overall weight 

when compared to the other reports as 
opposed to an even ten percent since it 
is one of ten reports.
 There may be some arguments that 
this method reduces a Marine’s career to 
just a number and board members will 
only focus on that number. An answer 
to that argument is this metric reduces 
the amount of analysis a board member 
may have to complete when reviewing 
the MBS. It will also reduce the variable 
amount of interpretation between the 
different board members concerning the 
data that is available for them to review 
in the MBS and how to interpret the 
MRO’s hourglass profi le. Board mem-
bers will look at the numbers, regardless. 
But there is no guarantee that they are 
all looking at them in the same manner 
or would brief them the same way. They 
will look at a fi tness report with a low 

RV value and note that it is only one 
or two months long. They will look at 
the number of Marines a RS has writ-
ten on to see if that RS has a deep or 
shallow profi le. They will look at the 
relative value and see if it is increasing 
or decreasing under the same reporting 
senior. They will also take into consid-
eration whether the RV is low given it 
is the fi rst fi tness report in a new rank 
for that Marine. So the numbers can 
have an infl uence on the board member 
and can infl uence how they brief a Ma-
rine’s package. Additionally, the longer 
the career, the more numbers there are 
to review and interpret for the briefer. 
The numbers can have an infl uence on 
how the other board members, as they 
listen to the brief and review the MBS, 
interpret the Marine’s career, and the 
numbers determine the structure and 
shape of the “hourglass” profi le that all 
board members see but may interpret 
differently. Additionally, there are still 
other elements within the MBS a board 
member should review before determin-
ing their fi nal assessment for the pack-
age. Reducing the numerical analysis 
for board members can provide them 
more time to evaluate other elements 
of the fi tness report such as billet ac-
complishments over the career as well 
as Section I and K comments over the 
career.

Table 4.

Table 3.
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Conclusion

 The above method described could 
also be employed to determine a weight-
ed metric for each rank in a similar fash-
ion the MBS does currently. Regardless, 
there are a number of methods that can 
be used to weight the fi tness reports. 
The use of the utility functions in this 
article is simply one of many methods 
that can be employed. Should those 
exact utility functions be used? In the 
author’s opinion, not necessarily. The 
utility constants for report length and 
reports written would not need to be 
six and eight, respectively. Those were 
simply arbitrary numbers picked to 
demonstrate the examples in this article. 
But the author does hold the opinion 
that it should be a function where the 
difference between the weights dimin-
ishes as the length of the report or the 
number of reports written by the RS 
increases. Thus, a function that yields 
a horizontal asymptotic curve with a 
decreasing slope as the report length 

and number of reports written by the 
RS increases. 
 The described method only works 
for the RV derived from the RS mark-
ings and profi le, and this is only one 
aspect of data the selection board uses 
to make an assessment. Could you use 
the same type of metric for the RO’s 
comparative assessment marking? In 
the author’s opinion, no. A RO may 
not necessarily have been the MRO’s 
RO for the full length of the reporting 
period—nor may they have the same di-
rect observation time of the MRO as the 
RS. Ideally, they would but that is not 
always the case and recruiting duty can 
serve as a good example. Additionally, 
their markings do not necessarily fall 
out in a manner where you could have 
an ordinal ranking as you do with the 
current RV metric. Does a metric need 
to be developed? The answer to that 
question is, much like the theme of this 
article, whether or not the metric would 
assist a board member’s responsibility in 

analyzing, understanding, and briefi ng 
the package. The goal is not to reduce 
the selection criteria to a number. The 
goal is to assist the board members in 
their preparation and briefi ng of the in-
dividual’s selection package and reduce 
the variability in perception amongst 
board members when it comes to evalu-
ating metrics. If that is the goal, then 
there are probably a number of ways one 
can analyze the collective comparative 
assessments from a Marine’s ROs since 
ROs with large profi les will heavily in-
fl uence the current metrics used in the 
hourglass profi le. But that would be a 
separate article. The method described 
in this article is merely a proposal to 
what the Commandant published in his 
guidance with respect to personnel and 
the Performance Evaluation System.
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