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           5760 
           2-30 
 
 
Dr. Michael J. Kiphart 
Middle States Commission on Higher Education 
3624 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19104 
 
Dear Dr. Kiphart: 
 
 I am writing in specific response to the Commission’s requirement in its June 22, 2006 
statement to reaffirm the institutional accreditation of the United States Naval Academy.  In that 
letter, you asked that the Naval Academy document to the Middle States Commission by  
April 1, 2007 the Academy’s “further progress in the development and implementation of a 
comprehensive plan or the documented process for the assessment of institutional effectiveness 
and student learning.” 
 
 Since the receipt of the Visiting Team’s oral out-brief and written report nearly a year ago, 
the Naval Academy has aggressively built on its strong Strategic Plan to tie it more closely to the 
previously fragmented institutional assessment efforts that we described in our December 2005 
self-study, and which were validated by the February 2006 Middle States visiting team.  We are 
proud of our subsequent efforts to establish an exemplary and fully coordinated institutional 
assessment and strategic planning process, and are pleased to report these to you in enclosure (1).    
 
 The guidance from the Middle States Commission has been very helpful in accelerating the 
Naval Academy’s efforts with regard to strengthening our institutional assessment and strategic 
planning processes, and ensuring compliance with the requirements of our accreditation 
colleagues.  On behalf of the U.S. Naval Academy and the constituencies it serves, I would like to 
express my gratitude for the Commission’s excellent assistance.     
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 RODNEY P. REMPT 
 Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy 
 Superintendent 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by M.C. Halbig, VAD, X31585, 1 Mar 07, tmg 
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Enclosure 1 


United States Naval Academy 


Effectiveness Assessment Plan 


 
Over the last year the Naval Academy has built on the previously separate efforts of 


planning and assessment to create a unified institutional assessment and strategic planning process.  
This document describes that revitalized and newly integrated process through: 


• Explanation of the Academy’s background and context as an educational institution 
and naval officer commissioning source, which influences how the Naval Academy 
operates and, thus, affects Academy effectiveness assessment and strategic 
planning; 


• Description of the Naval Academy effectiveness assessment model and structure, 
illustrating how institutional effectiveness assessment provides both a framework 
and a goal for strategic planning; and 


• Presentation of a five-year plan to make effectiveness assessment a permanent, 
integral component of Academy strategic planning processes, with 
accomplishments to date. 


Background and Context 
 


The Naval Academy is the Department of the Navy’s premier officer accession program 
dedicated to providing career-minded leaders of character for the Navy and Marine Corps.  The 
mission of the Naval Academy is: 


To develop midshipmen morally, mentally, and physically and to imbue them with the 
highest ideals of duty, honor, and loyalty in order to provide graduates who are dedicated to a 
career of Naval service and have potential for future development in mind and character to assume 
the highest responsibilities of command, citizenship, and government.  


 
 This time-tested, enduring mission is provided in Navy Department Instruction 


OPNAVINST 5450.33O as well as in Secretary of the Navy Instruction 1531.2A.  10 U.S. Code, 
Chapter 603 provides the statutory foundation for the establishment, operation, and basic 
governance of the Naval Academy, including information about its location, number of 
midshipmen, eligibility for admission, discharge and graduation procedures, as well as the service 
obligation of graduates.  Title 10 also establishes the position of Superintendent and charges the 
Superintendent with the direct governance of the Naval Academy. 


Within the Department of the Navy, the Naval Academy is designated an Echelon II shore 
activity under the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO).  The CNO has immediate oversight of the 
Naval Academy and the Superintendent’s performance in his/her position.  The Secretary of the 
Navy and the Secretary of Defense provide more direction, normally in the form of formally 
promulgated instructions or directives.  Department of Defense Directive 1322.22, in particular, 
requires an annual assessment of the Naval Academy for the Secretary of Defense each November. 
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In addition to the chain-of-command oversight, the President of the United States also 
provides oversight, as Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces, through a legislatively mandated 
Board of Visitors (BOV).  The authority of the Board of Visitors is established in 10 U.S. Code, 
§6968.  The Board consists of nine members of the United States House of Representatives and 
Senate, augmented by six Presidential appointees who have distinguished themselves in other 
walks of life.  The Board is specifically charged with inquiring into the state of morale and 
discipline, the academic curriculum and instruction, physical equipment and facilities, fiscal 
affairs, and any other matters relating to the Academy that the Board deems appropriate.  The 
Board meets four times a year and provides an annual, written report to the President of the United 
States regarding its views and recommendations concerning the Academy. 


Like all institutions of higher education overseen by the Middle States Commission on 
Higher Education, the Naval Academy has its own unique context in which a comprehensive 
assessment and strategic planning process takes place.  In comparison with most other institutions 
of higher education, the Academy is more focused in its institutional goals, which are tailored to 
support the officer corps of the United States Navy and Marine Corps, and in the resources it 
receives, which come primarily from the U.S. Congress via the Defense Department and the 
United States Navy.  


Quality assurance organizations like ABET, the American Chemical Society, the National 
Collegiate Athletic Association, and the Middle States Commission on Higher Education, place 
clear and specific requirements on the Academy to set goals, implement programs, gather data, 
assess outcomes, and apply conclusions toward the betterment of the institution.  This environment 
provides the context for developing and improving an institutional effectiveness assessment 
process at USNA. 


Academy Effectiveness Assessment Structure and Model 
 


In November 2006, the Superintendent of the Naval Academy, Vice Admiral Rodney P. 
Rempt, chartered an Academy Effectiveness Board to coordinate the development, maintenance, 
and execution of the Naval Academy’s Effectiveness Plan and its associated assessment processes.  
The Board will report directly to the Superintendent and produce an annual Academy-wide 
assessment report for use by the Superintendent and the Academy’s senior leadership as well as 
monitor the assessment feedback process and procedures (see USNA Instruction 5420.361, 
Appendix 1).  The Academy Effectiveness Board (AEB) has the following responsibilities: 


• Set institution-wide expectations in the form of an Academy effectiveness model and 
implementation timeline. 


• Design mechanisms for evaluating the institutional level accomplishment of graduate 
attributes and capabilities. 


• Establish responsibility for assessing the accomplishment of attributes and capabilities, as 
well as specific student learning outcomes relevant to each aspect of the Academy’s 
officer preparation program in order to create a horizontally- and vertically-integrated 
assessment process. 


• Integrate the Academy’s effectiveness assessment results into a revised strategic plan in 
order to create a formal structure for tracking actions taken in response to assessment 
results at all levels and within all divisions of the Academy. 
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• Define the format and process for reporting to the Superintendent and Naval Academy 
senior leadership team at least semi-annually the assessment results and associated 
actions taken for continuous improvement. 


Academy Effectiveness Assessment Model 
 


Assessment is often characterized as the third element of the following planning-and-
assessment cycle: 


1. The development of clearly articulated written statements, expressed in observable terms, 
of key institutional and unit-level goals that are based on the involvement of the 
institutional community; 


2. The design of intentional strategies to achieve those goals; 
3. The assessment of the achievement of those key goals; and 
4. The use of assessment results to improve programs and services, with appropriate links to 


the institution’s ongoing planning and resource allocation processes. 
(Middle State Commission on Higher Education, Characteristics of Excellence, 2006, p. 25.) 


An early responsibility of the Academy Effectiveness Board was to specify an Academy 
effectiveness assessment model and implementation timeline.  The USNA model has four inter-
related elements (see Figure 1 below):  


• Academy mission, goals, and outcomes that incorporate the attributes and capabilities of 
our graduates 


• Academy practices, curricular and administrative, tailored to achieve the goals and 
outcomes 


• Assessment procedures that encompass appropriate evaluation methods and instruments 
• Application of assessment results and their implications in the Academy’s fundamental 


resource decisions through the strategic planning process   
This model provides the foundation for assessment at the Naval Academy, from the 


individual academic course or administrative function level to the institutional level, and for both 
horizontal and vertical integration of assessment and strategic planning. 


The first element of the Academy’s effectiveness assessment model is the definition of 
learning outcomes in the form of the attributes and capabilities of graduates that can guide the day-
to-day operation of the Academy and the process of continuous improvement at all levels:  course, 
program, department, division, mission area (mental, moral, or physical development, as well as 
administrative-support) and Naval Academy-wide.  The attributes and characteristics of graduates 
are intimately linked to the USNA mission, cited on page (1) of this enclosure.  


In descending order goals, attributes and capabilities define what is to be achieved during 
the four years that midshipmen attend the Naval Academy:  Goals are the general, over-arching 
aspirations for USNA graduates outlined in the mission statement cited above.  We accomplish 
these goals by preparing graduates who have desired mission-related Attributes. These desired 
attributes of graduates are general enough to guide development, implementation, and 
improvement in educational, training, and administrative departments.  Attributes are also 
concrete enough that we can collect qualitative and quantitative evidence of their achievement. 
 







5 


Figure 1 United States Naval Academy: Institutional Effectiveness Assessment Model 


 
Capabilities are the particular learning outcomes that describe what our graduates will 


know, be able to do, and value as a direct result of our education and training efforts, and as 
supported by our administrative functions.  Capabilities constitute the elemental building blocks 
for the Attributes desired of our graduates.  Capabilities and their related objectives, criteria, 
and standards are the basis of our assessments in the classrooms and laboratories, Bancroft Hall 
(the residential and primary leadership development area), and athletic venues.  Capabilities must 
be measurable so that we can gather direct evidence of their accomplishment. 


The second element of the Academy’s effectiveness assessment model is the linkage of 
attributes and capabilities of graduates to Academy education, professional training and 
administrative practices.  By mapping attributes and capabilities to practices, each unit within areas 
overseen by the Academic Dean and Provost, Commandant, and Athletic Director describes where 
and how that practice contributes to the achievement of the desired attributes and capabilities of 
graduates.  Just as the academic departments and divisions have mapped the attributes and 
capabilities of graduates to their curricula and courses, the professional training, athletic, and 
administrative units will identify the links between the desired attributes and capabilities of 
graduates and their individual unit practices. 


The third element is the selection or creation and application of evaluative methods to 
assess the development of the attributes and capabilities of graduates as practices are 
implemented.  The AEB will coordinate the evaluation of the common attributes within areas—
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for example, within academic divisions and departments responsible to the Academic Dean and 
Provost; across areas, e.g., across all activities responsible to the Academic Dean and Provost, 
Commandant, and Athletic Director; as well as from one level of the Naval Academy organization 
to the next (e.g., division, mission function area, and Academy-wide). 


The fourth element of the Academy effectiveness assessment model is the use of 
assessment results in those resource-related, curricular and administrative planning decisions that 
lead to the continuous improvement of midshipman learning and officer preparation.  This linkage 
of assessment results to resource decisions is the function of the strategic planning process.  The 
actual use of results at the highest level will be facilitated, we expect, by the structure of the 
Academy Effectiveness Board—co-chaired by senior representatives of the Academy’s mental, 
moral and physical mission areas.  Re-enforcing its role in this regard, the AEB is a subcommittee 
of the Senior Leadership Team, which is responsible for the development and implementation of 
the USNA strategic plan.  The various assessment committees throughout the Academy, such as 
the Faculty Senate Assessment Committee and the Academic Division and Departmental 
Assessment Committees, will make similar contributions at lower levels.   


Academy Effectiveness Assessment, Strategic Planning and Achieving the Mission 
 


The Academy Effectiveness Assessment process thus (1) consolidates, integrates, and 
coordinates, both horizontally and vertically, the assessment of all mission-related elements of the 
Academy; (2) delineates assessment and feedback responsibilities and procedures; and (3) 
establishes mechanisms to integrate assessment and the strategic planning process via subsequent 
resource allocation decisions so as to continuously improve mission accomplishment.  


Institutional assessment, as noted earlier, is both a framework and a goal for strategic 
planning.  The strategic planning process is how assessment results are translated into action, 
especially in the form of resource allocation, which “closes the loop” of the model.  In the process 
of developing strategic goals and tactics, the lessons learned from assessment are put in priority 
order and made operational through resource allocation decisions.  In this way, we hope to sustain 
the process of continuously improving mission accomplishment.  


Strategic planning at the Naval Academy has varied in form, substance, and process over 
the past decade.  With the establishment of the Academy Effectiveness Board in the fall of 2006, 
there is a growing consensus within the Naval Academy that strategic goals must be linked to the 
Academy effectiveness assessment process; that is, they must be assessable—and routinely 
assessed—in relation to the accomplishment of the mission and related attributes of graduates.  In 
addition, strategic goals must be tied to the allocation of financial and human resources, and the 
structuring of curricular components; moreover, accomplishment of these strategic goals must be 
evaluated Naval Academy-wide, in a coordinated fashion.  


The major components of the officer preparation process—in budget terms, these are 
referred to at the Naval Academy as the mission functions—consist of the work that takes place in 
the academic divisions and departments, in military professional and officer development, and in 
athletics.  Beyond these, however, associated programs in direct support of mission functions—
those ancillary areas that directly affect the living and working environment and overall quality of 
life of the Academy—must also be an integral part of any institutional effectiveness assessment 
and strategic planning effort.  These include, but are not limited to, admissions and enrollment 
management, facilities management, technology planning, personnel services (human resources), 
security, and business processes. 
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A thorough review of assessment information may confirm current goals, plans, and 
programs and services, or appropriately modify them to reflect the changing needs of the Academy 
and its community.  The ultimate purpose of Academy effectiveness assessment, in other words, is 
ongoing renewal of the Naval Academy; the mechanism for that renewal is the strategic planning 
process, which closes the Academy’s effectiveness assessment loop. 


The Academy effectiveness assessment model will guide the institutionalization of 
assessment at USNA over the next five years, including the integration of the assessment and 
strategic planning processes. 


Five-year Implementation Plan 
 


A five-year plan for developing and implementing Academy Effectiveness Assessment 
began in the summer of 2006 as the Academy reviewed where it was and established a plan to 
process. The initial step, in November 2006, was the establishment of the Academy Effectiveness 
Board and the adoption of the Academy Effectiveness Assessment model (Figure 1).  The following 
timeline summarizes the process the Naval Academy will follow over the next five years to 
institutionalize Academy Effectiveness Assessment.  (The full implementation plan is shown in the 
form of a detailed flow chart in Appendix 2.) 


Five-year plan (AY indicates academic year) 
 
AY 07/08  Begin executing the Academy effectiveness assessment model through Pilot 


Projects that are particularly urgent and/or suitable for the measurement of the 
revised attributes and capabilities of graduates.    


  Begin expanding effectiveness assessment throughout the Academy using 
lessons learned from the Pilot Projects to integrate assessment results into a 
revised strategic plan. 


AY 08/09  Implement improvements based on the revised strategic plan and assess results 
from Pilot Projects.  


  Continue expanding the Academy assessment approach into each area (e.g., 
Academic Dean and Provost, Commandant, and Athletic Director) and at all 
levels. 


AY 09/10   Continue expanding the Academy assessment approach including the tracking 
of actions taken in response to assessment results at all levels and within all 
divisions of the Academy. 


AY 10/11  Fully implement Academy effectiveness assessment resulting in the full 
integration of goal-based assessment into resource allocation decisions as part 
of the strategic planning process. 


Academy Effective Board Accomplishments 
 


The following AEB tasks underway for AY 2006/2007 are providing the foundation for the 
Academy Effectiveness Assessment five-year implementation plan. 


• Anchor Academy Effectiveness Assessment in the USNA mission through, first, the creation 
of an Ad Hoc Committee of the AEB to define measurable attributes related to USNA 
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mission and, second, the review and validation by the AEB of the mission-centric graduate 
attributes.  (See the Ad Hoc Committee materials in Appendix 3.) 


• Charge to area committees (e.g., Academic Dean and Provost, Commandant, and Athletic 
Director) to review attributes in establishing capabilities of graduates relevant to their 
areas. (See Dean’s 14 DEC 06 Memo in Appendix 4.) 


• Establish an outside review group to provide advice on current and planned Academy 
Effectiveness Assessment efforts. (See materials related to the External Review Group, 
ERG, including their report in Appendix 5.) 


• Design and administer alumni and active duty naval service surveys based on desired 
attributes of graduates.  All programs and processes within the Naval Academy must be 
assessed to measure overall effectiveness in producing graduates with the desired 
attributes.  Even so, the ultimate measure of mission accomplishment and the success of the 
officer preparation process are the performance and retention of our graduates in the 
operating forces of the Navy and Marine Corps.  Clearly, the Academy’s four-year 
residential program is the primary focus of the Academy’s assessment processes; 
nonetheless, complete assessment of the Naval Academy’s effectiveness includes tracking 
post-graduate performance and providing feedback mechanisms by which our graduates 
and their supervisors can provide timely input for the continuous improvement of our 
undergraduate programs and practices. (See DRAFT surveys in Appendix 6.) 


• Create illustrative prototypes as models for using the Academy Effectiveness Assessment 
process as both a framework and goal for strategic planning. (See Appendix 7.) 


• Develop a position description for a Dean of Institutional Assessment and Strategic 
Planning and initiate a national search to hire a subject matter expert to guide the Naval 
Academy’s assessment and strategic planning processes. (See Appendix 8). 


Summary 
 


Through the integration of the academy effectiveness assessment and strategic planning 
processes, the United States Naval Academy will improve the means available for determining its 
effectiveness based on the contribution that each program or service makes toward achieving the 
Academy’s overall goals.  We will also refine the process for allocating our scarce resources in a 
manner that facilitates the continuous improvement of mission accomplishment.  Thus we will be 
better able to answer these questions to our own and our constituents’ satisfaction:  How well are 
we collectively accomplishing our mission?  How do we know?  And perhaps most importantly:  
How can we improve? 
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Appendix 1 
 


Academy Effectiveness Board Instruction, USNA Instruction 5420.36 Ch-1 
 


The purpose of the Academy Effectiveness Board is to coordinate the development, maintenance, 
and execution of the Naval Academy’s Effectiveness Plan and its associated assessment process. 
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        USNAINST 5420.36 CH-1 
        6/Inst Res 
 
 
USNA INSTRUCTION 5420.36 CHANGE TRANSMITTAL 1 
 
From:  Superintendent 
 
Subj:   ESTABLISHMENT OF THE ACADEMY EFFECTIVENESS BOARD (AEB) 
 
Encl:  (1) Academy Effectiveness Board Membership and Charter 
 
1.  Purpose.  To update membership of the board. 
 
2.  Action.  Remove enclosure (1) and replace with new enclosure (1). 
 
3.  Cancellation.  When the required action has been taken. 
 
 
 
 HELEN F. DUNN 
 Deputy Superintendent/Chief of Staff  
 
Distribution: 
All Non-Mids (electronically) 
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ACADEMY EFFECTIVENESS BOARD 


MEMBERSHIP AND CHARTER 
 
1.  Background.  A number of outside review groups, including the Naval Academy’s two major 
academic accreditation associations, found that the Academy lacked a comprehensive and 
integrated institutional effectiveness assessment plan, and therefore, was deficient in the 
implementation of institution-wide assessment processes. These reviews confirmed the findings of 
the Naval Academy’s own internal Institutional Self-Study. 
 
2.  Purpose.  The purpose of the Academy Effectiveness Board (AEB) is to coordinate the 
development, maintenance, and execution of the Naval Academy’s Effectiveness Plan and its 
associated assessment process.  The focus of the Board and the Plan will be the mission of the 
Naval Academy and our obligation to provide combat leaders of character.  Such an institution-
wide plan would provide an assessment-based framework for implementing the Academy’s current 
Strategic Plan, and would cover all three mission areas (mental, moral, and physical) as well as all 
mission-support functions related to our four-year leadership immersion program. 
 
3.  Function.  The AEB will report directly to the Superintendent and the Senior Leadership Team.  
The AEB will work closely with the respective leaders of the Academy’s mission areas 
(Commandant, Academic Dean, and Athletic Director) and mission-support functions (including 
Admissions, Deputy Superintendent/Chief of Staff, Deputy for Finance and Chief Financial 
Officer, and Deputy for Information Technology Services).  The AEB members will:  (1) 
collaborate in planning and implementing effectiveness assessment within and among the 
Academy’s three mission areas; (2) provide models and support for the development and 
implementation of effectiveness assessment within the USNA mission-support functions; and (3) 
monitor the global, Academy-wide effectiveness assessment processes. 
 
The Board co-chairs will represent their respective mission areas and serve as liaisons between the 
Board and the Senior Leadership Team and Superintendent.  The Directors of Academic 
Assessment, Ethical Leadership Assessment, and Institutional Research will ensure that the work 
of the AEB is supported with valid, reliable, and timely data and the best professional practices of 
institutional effectiveness assessment appropriate to the Naval Academy’s mission.  (A re-
evaluation of the function and membership of the Board will be undertaken following a final 
decision on the overall institutional effectiveness assessment structure.) 
 a.  Membership.  The members of the board will represent a cross-section of all areas of the 
Naval Academy program which directly or indirectly support the Naval Academy’s mission and 
serve as liaison between their respective organization and the AEB.  Initial membership of the 
board is as stated below.  A re-evaluation of the membership will be undertaken following a final 
decision on the overall institutional assessment and effectiveness structure.  Board Membership is 
as follows: 
  Vice Academic Dean (Co-chair) 
  Deputy Commandant (Co-chair) 
            Deputy Athletic Director (Co-chair) 
  Director of Assessment, Center for Ethical Leadership 
  Director, Institutional Research 
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  Director, Academic Assessment  
  Strategic Planning Officer (Secretary) 


Support Personnel:  The following personnel are on call to assist the Board in their respective 
areas of expertise as necessary. The membership is supported by the following: 


 Director, Officer Development 
 Director, Professional Development 
 Director of Admissions 
            Comptroller 
 Director, Non-Appropriated Funds Activities 
 Chair, Leadership, Ethics, and Law 
 Command Evaluation Officer 
 Chair, Faculty Senate Assessment Committee 
 Executive Director, Information Technology 
 Director, Human Resource Division 
 b. Charter.  The purpose of the AEB is to coordinate the development, maintenance, and 
execution of the Naval Academy’s Effectiveness Plan and its associated assessment process.  The 
board will report directly to the Superintendent and produce an annual academy-wide assessment 
for use by the Superintendent and the Academy’s senior leadership as well as monitor the 
assessment feedback process and procedures. 
 c. Responsibilities 
  (a) Schedule.  The AEB will meet as frequently as necessary, but not less than once each 
month, in order to develop and sustain a Naval Academy effectiveness assessment process.  
  (b) Agenda.  The board co-chairs or secretary will prepare the agenda and will present the 
matters under consideration to the board.  Any board member may recommend items for inclusion 
on the agenda.  The agenda will be approved by the co-chairs and be distributed as far in advance 
as possible prior to the meeting to permit members to obtain an understanding of the subject 
matter.  In this way, any discussions during the meeting can be directed to the substance of the 
agenda rather than gaining an understanding of what is intended.  The AEB is responsible for 
developing momentum in revising the Naval Academy assessment process and improving its 
overall effectiveness. 
  (c) Proceedings.  The co-chairs will submit to the Superintendent proceedings of each 
meeting prepared by the Secretary.  The proceedings will list those present, outline briefly matters 
discussed, briefings given, pertinent comments by members, decisions reached, future action 
required, and the designated action officers.  The AEB will produce an annual academy-wide 
institutional effectiveness assessment status report for use by the Superintendent and the 
Academy’s senior leadership in guiding overall USNA improvement efforts. 
  (d) Decisions.  Decisions reached at board meetings will be briefly but clearly stated.  
Endorsement approval by the Superintendent formalizes board decisions.  These board memoranda 
represent the authoritative record of Naval Academy decisions and policy.  Endorsement approval 
of decisions may be signed only by the Superintendent. 
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Appendix 2 


 
USNA Five Year Timeline for the Institutionalization of Academy Effectiveness Assessment 


  
The attached three page timeline illustrates action steps and progress through 2012. 
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Appendix 3 


 
Academy Effectiveness Board Proceedings and Materials 


 
Proceedings of the three initial Academy Effectiveness Board meetings are appended. 
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Academy Effectiveness Board 
Proceedings 


15 December 2006 
 


Commandant’s Conference Room 
Bancroft Hall 


 
     Members present:  Dean Halbig, CAPT Sinnett, COL Fuquea, CAPT Gottschalk, Dr. Gray, Dr. 
Holmes, CDR Trainor, and Mrs. Warren. 
 
     Dean Halbig opened the meeting by giving a status from the External Review Group (ERG).  
The ERG was pleased with the interactions and comments from all with whom they met last week.  
The ERG has a requirement to produce a deliverable within 45 days, however, Dean Halbig 
explained the report may be delivered as early as 18 December.  When the report is delivered, he 
will endeavor to get authority to release the contents to this board.   
 
     The three ad hoc groups’ leaders, Dr. Holmes, Dr. Gray, and CDR Trainor, each gave brief 
synopses of progress in their particular focus groups addressing characteristics and attributes of 
graduates. Philosophic discussions centered on the USNA mission, how to measure intangible 
attributes, such as patriotism, attributes/skills of graduates, and crafting a meaningful Fleet survey 
instrument. 
 
     Dean Halbig briefed that he is reviewing the USMA Academic Assessment Report of 1 June 
1994.  The report was authored by Dr. Forsythe, a member of the ERG and a member of the 
USMA faculty at the time.  With regard to what the “right” attributes are, there was consensus by 
the Board that querying the next prospective Commanding Officers Course and/or the operating 
forces on what their perception of what the attributes should be would be a good idea.  
 
     Dean Halbig adjourned the meeting.  The next AEB will convene on 12 January 07, in the 
Commandant’s Conference Room, 1000-1200. 
 
 
 
                                                                                  V/R, 
 
 
                                                                                 Susan Warren, MS 
                                                                                 Academy Effectiveness Board 
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Academy Effectiveness Board 
Proceedings 


12 January 07 
 


Commandant’s Conference Room 
Bancroft Hall 


 
Members present:  Deal Halbig, COL Fuquea, CAPT Gottschalk, Dr. Holmes, Dr. Gray, CDR 
Trainor, Mrs. Warren.  CAPT Pasko was substituting for CAPT Sinnett.   
 
     Dean Halbig opened the meeting by mentioning there is no formal, published report as of yet 
from the External Review Group.  He did mention he had a preliminary report from the ERG that 
contained four recommendations.   
 
 Dean Halbig continued by proposing three agenda items for today’s discussion: 
 


a. Status of the three sub-committees that are developing global, assessable 
institutional attributes; 


b. Development of a notional architecture for institution-wide assessment 
processes at USNA (see attachment); and 


c. Draft language for a response to Middle States for a status report on global 
institutional efforts in the area of assessment and strategic planning. 


 
    The three sub-committees have been meeting concurrently creating a list of eight measurable 
attributes.  The sub-committees will convene with the AEB on 26 January at noon in the 
Commandant’s Conference Room and present their findings/analyses.  Logistics note:  CAPT 
Pasko will reserve the room and make provisions for a working lunch.   
 
     Dean Halbig reiterated that the AEB will be charged with integration of institutional assessment 
processes at USNA.  Much discussion ensued regarding organizational structure, status of hiring 
the Dean of Assessment, and timing/delivery of requested deliverables to the Superintendent.   
 
     The final discussion was with regard to the Middle States letter.  Dean Halbig and Dr. Gray will 
draft a response.  AEB members will have the opportunity to review and comment.  In a related 
aside, Dean Halbig and Dr. Gray will attend a seminar on Institutional Assessment and Strategic 
Planning in late January at the University of Delaware.   
 
    The next meeting of the board will be 25 January, 1100 in the Commandant’s Conference 
Room.   
 
                                                                              V/R, 
 
                                                                              Susan Warren, MS  
            Academy Effectiveness Board 
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Academy Effectiveness Board 
Proceedings 


9 February 2007 
Commandants Conference Room 


Bancroft Hall 
 


Attendees:  Dean Halbig, COL Sinnett, COL Fuquea, CAPT Pasko, Dr. Gray, Dr. Holmes, Dr 
Trainor, Mrs. Warren.  Sub group members who attended were:  Dr. McWilliams, CAPT Rubel, 
CAPT O’Neill, Dr. Hanna, 1/C Mahan, MAJ Syskal, and Dr. O’Brien. 
 
Prior to meeting with the subgroups, Dean Halbig reviewed the following: 
 
 The Superintendent approved the advertisement for the Dean for Institutional Assessment 
and Strategic Planning.  The advertisement will be launched over the weekend on electronic 
media:  Chronicle for Higher Education, AIR, Naval Academy Alumni Association, Middle States, 
and an electronic listserv from a conference Dean Halbig and CAPT Pasko attended at the 
University of Delaware.   Applications will be due NLT 2 April 07 from candidates.   
 
 The Superintendent approved the search committee for the hiring of the Dean’s position:  
Dean Halbig, CAPT Sinnett, CAPT Pasko, Capt Brady, Mr. Rubino, Dr. Masterson, Dr. Barton, 
Dr. Patty Francis, and Dr. Barney Forsythe.   
 
           The members talked about the draft letter to Middle States and agreed that a SWOT analysis 
is in order.  The draft letter is attached.  Dean Halbig also provided an Academy Effectiveness 
Assessment Plan for the group’s review and comment (attached). 
 
     A portion of the members met last week to review the draft graduate attribute characteristics.  
An agreed upon list was compiled (attached) and sent to the sub groups for further analysis.  
During the course of today’s meeting, the three sub group spokesmen outlined their thoughts on 
the draft attributes.  It was agreed that Mark McWilliams from the English Department will re-
write the attributes and present at the next meeting.  It was agreed by all that the list would 
articulate a foundational skill set, provide a set of expectations that would be publicly available to 
midshipmen, prospective midshipmen, faculty, staff , as well as Naval Academy customers in the 
Navy and Marine Corps and be written so that the list is reasonably comprehensive.   
 
 The next meeting of the AEB will be 23 February, 1100-1300, in the Commandants 
Conference Room for a working lunch with the sub groups. 
                                     
V/R, 
 
                                                                                   Susan Warren, MS 
                                                                                   Academy Effectiveness Board 
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Appendix 4 
 


Dean’s Memorandum for the Division Directors on Assessments of Midshipmen 
 


The attached memorandum was published in December 2006 by the Academic Dean and Provost. 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


4-1 







23 


 







24 


 







25 


 







26 


 







27 


 
Appendix 5 


 
External Review Group Materials 


 
This appendix holds the results and recommendations from the External Review Group. 
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Final Report 
External Review Group 


United States Naval Academy Assessment and Institutional Effectiveness 
 


January 10, 2007 
 
Mission  In a letter dated November 21, 2006, Vice Admiral Rempt, Superintendent of the United 
States Naval Academy, asked the External Review Group (ERG) to review the Naval Academy’s 
December 2005 reaccreditation self-study report, the Middle States Association follow-on report, 
and subsequent Naval Academy actions for the purpose of recommending the best structure for 
institution-wide assessment, given USNA’s mission, organization, and personnel mix; ways to 
integrate institution-wide assessment into already well-established strategic planning processes; 
and ways to leverage assessment and strategic planning processes to the greatest advantage in 
making the case for resources. 
 
External Review Group Members 
 


On-campus Team 
 
Dr. George B. Forsythe     Dr. Patricia Francis 
Senior Vice President and Dean of Faculty   Assistant Provost for University  
Westminster College, Missouri   Assessment and Academic Initiatives 
       SUNY System Administration 


Off-campus Team 
 
Dr. T. Dary Erwin                                                      President George Santiago, Jr. 
Associate Vice-President for                                     Briarcliffe College 
    Assessment and Public Policy 
James Madison University 
 
Methodology   
All ERG members reviewed the documents provided by the Naval Academy and met in a 
conference call to plan the review prior to the on-campus visit (December 3 and 4, 2006).  During 
the on-campus visit, Dr. Forsythe and Dr. Francis met with relevant stakeholders to discuss the 
self-study report, the Middle States findings, and the Naval Academy’s overall approach to 
assessment.  The on-campus team conducted interviews with the following individuals: 
 


Vice Admiral Rodney Rempt, Superintendent 
Dr. William Miller, Academic Dean and Provost 
Mr. Chet Gladchuk, Athletic Director 
Captain Bruce Grooms, Commandant of Midshipman 
Captain Peg Klein, in-coming Commandant of Midshipman 
Members of the Faculty Senate Assessment Committee 
Commander Lou Giannotti, USN (ret), Director of Information Technology 
Captain Glenn Gottschalk, USN (ret), Director of Institutional Research 
Captain Elizabeth Holmes, USN (ret), Center for Ethical Leadership 
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Commander Steve Trainor, Department of Leadership, Ethics, and Law 
Dr. Peter Gray, Director of Assessment for the Academic Dean 
Dr. Michael Halbig, Vice Academic Dean 
Colonel David Fuquea, Deputy Athletic Director 
Captain John Pasko, Professional Development Division 
Captain Robert Parsons, USN (ret), Deputy Superintendent for Finance and CFO 


(telephonic interview) 
 Following the on-campus visit, members of the ERG discussed the findings and 


recommendations during several conference calls and assigned responsibility for drafting the final 
report.  All members of the ERG reviewed drafts of the report prior to submission of the final 
report in January, 2007.  
 
Findings 


We concur with the Naval Academy’s self-study report and the follow-up findings of the 
Middle States team.  It is clear that USNA has some work to do in terms of institutional 
effectiveness and assessment, both at the program level and the institutional level.  The Naval 
Academy has made some progress in the academic area, which has the most advanced approach to 
assessment of the mission areas. However, academic assessment still requires more work, and the 
faculty and academic leadership know this.   


1. Assessment at the Naval Academy is fragmented and uncoordinated.  We found many 
examples of evaluation across the institution, but evaluation is not necessarily assessment, and 
what passes as assessment is not integrated with planning and budgeting.  


2. There is a lack of a shared and well-articulated conceptual framework for the development 
of midshipman into officers, with clearly specified and agree-upon graduation outcomes.  The 
ERG understands the Naval Academy is beginning a conversation about graduate attributes, and 
the study team strongly encourages completion of this work as first priority.  Everything else—
program planning, assessment, and organizational structure should follow from this conceptual 
framework. 


3. The Naval Academy lacks a conceptual framework for program planning and assessment.  
There is no assessment model and system that connects program planning and assessment. 


4. Expertise in assessment is uneven across mission areas.  The academic program has more 
expertise than is formally present with the Commandant and the Athletic Director.  A related 
matter is that there seems to be a lack of understanding of the similarities and differences between 
institutional research and assessment.  While related, and often coordinated on campuses, these 
activities generally serve different purposes for leaders/decision makers. 


5. The ERG found distinct silos with clearly bounded territories.  The study team expects that a 
strong service culture may help account for such territoriality, with very strong authority and 
responsibility invested in the person in charge—the captain of the ship.  While this cultural artifact 
may serve the Naval Academy and the Navy well in many ways, it may be an obstacle to effective 
assessment at the institutional level.  However, the exercise of articulating a framework for 
midshipman-officer development may be a mechanism for integration.  Members of the Academy 
Effectiveness Board understand the necessity for such a framework, and they are committed to 
developing one for the Naval Academy. 


6. Assessment and resource allocation are not connected at the institutional level.   
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Review of Best Practices in Assessment  
1.  Assessment is not evaluation or institutional research.  Rather, assessment is a process for 


continuous improvement that is inextricably linked to program planning and implementation.  In 
fact, a continuous assessment model involves the gathering and interpretation of data for 
improvement at each step of the programming planning and implementation cycle.  Such a model 
should have the following components: 


 (a) Clearly stated and measurable goals, linked to Navy needs and institutional mission.  
The goals become the basis for assessing midshipman learning and development. 


 (b) Program planning that orients on the achievement of goals and objectives.  Learning 
models are conceptual frameworks that describe how midshipman learning and development occur 
for particular goals in all mission areas.  At the institutional level, the learning model is the concept 
for midshipman-officer development.  At the program level, a learning model explains how 
courses and professional development experiences (e.g., seamanship and sea duty, study abroad, 
chain of command leadership opportunities) are structured, integrated, and implemented to achieve 
goals and objectives.  At the course/experience level, a learning model explains how learning and 
development activities are selected, organized, implemented, and assessed to achieve pre-specified 
goals and objectives.  Assessment of program design might take the form of outside peer review, 
benchmarking best practices, or inside peer review where proposed program designs are compared 
to extant learning models. 


 (c) Program implementation that is consistent with the overall framework and focuses on 
the goals and objectives.  Assessment of program implementation might take the form of student 
surveys of teaching, classroom/training site visitations, faculty/staff surveys, or annual surveys of 
educational processes (e.g., advising or support educational services).  The Naval Academy’s use 
of the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) illustrates assessment of program 
implementation, because it gathers feedback from students on educational processes that are 
presumed to promote student engagement in ways that foster learning. 


 (d) Data collection and analysis that focuses on how programs and their implementation 
achieve the goals and objectives.  Often known as outcomes assessment, this component orients on 
asking the question, “Did the program contribute to goal achievement?”  Outcomes assessment 
might take the form of embedded assessments (actual performance assessment embedded within 
the program or curriculum, such as senior theses, portfolios, performance examinations), pre-post 
assessments (the Watson-Glaser or the Collegiate Learning Assessment—CLA), or performance 
surveys of graduates and their commanders.  The learning models for each goal should specify 
analytical strategies to be deployed in the assessment of outcomes.  Common analytical strategies 
include: (1) competency assessment or percent passing that includes standard-setting on individual 
assessment instruments; (2) value-added or longitudinal change; (3) course impact – score 
differences between students who have completed certain courses versus students who have not yet 
completed those courses at a given point in time; and (4) correlations between outcome measures 
and respective course grades.   


 (e) The use of assessment data to make decisions about improving the design and 
implementation of programs and allocating resources to meet goals and objectives.  Assessment 
results inform decisions at all levels: courses/training experiences, mission-area programs, and the 
entire midshipman-officer development system.  Figure 1 provides a sample model for program 
planning and assessment.  
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Figure 1 Sample Model for Programming Planning and Assessment 


 
2. Assessment is a line function, not a staff function.  It should be a natural component of 


program planning and should be conducted by those who have responsibility for designing and 
implementing educational/developmental programs for midshipman. Planning must also include 
use of assessment results in the consideration of resource allocation or reallocation. 


3. Assessment is cultural—it is a way of life and a way of doing business.  The Superintendent 
talked about this when he said during our interview that he wanted to instill an assessment culture 
at the Naval Academy.  This is a great vision, and as he clearly recognizes, cultural change takes 
time and requires broad participation.  Those institutions that succeed in establishing a culture of 
assessment take the long view, realizing that it takes ten or more years to change an institutional 
culture in meaningful ways. Such institutions also base decisions at all levels in part on student 
learning and developmental data. 


4. Assessment is about sense-making—understanding how the organization is doing in 
achieving its mission.  In complex organizations sense-making is inherently collaborative.  
Colleges and universities with effective cultures of assessment are characterized by openness, 
broad-based participation and collaboration across units, and support from senior leaders.  In these 
institutions, assessment is embedded into the fabric of the institution.  


5. The process of building and implementing an assessment system is as important as the 
outcome:  a model, a plan, an assessment.  Although there are many models for effective 
assessment in higher education, successful institutions build an assessment system that makes 
sense at home.  For sure, they benchmark best practices, but they resist the temptation to import 
another institution’s system in total. 
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Recommendations 
1. Coordinate Program Planning and Assessment. Build the Naval Academy’s efforts at 


program coordination and assessment around the Academy Effectiveness Board (AEB).  The AEB 
is an important first step in coordinating and integrating planning and assessment across all 
midshipman development mission elements.  Allow the AEB to function.  Initially, charge it with 
designing (a) a framework for midshipman development (a learning model) around a set of 
graduate outcomes goals that have been vetted with the Department of the Navy, (b) a model and 
system that integrates planning and assessment, and (c) a plan for assessment that links and 
integrates assessment activity all levels of the institution. 


2. Accountability. Hold mission chiefs accountable for assessment in their individual areas as it 
relates to the overall midshipman development mission.  Also, hold mission chiefs accountable for 
integrating their areas at the institutional level through the AEB and allocating resources, in part, 
based on assessment findings. 


3. Structure.  The Superintendent asked the External Review Group to consider the ideal 
structure for developing and administering assessment.  Annex A to this report presents our 
analysis of four alternative options for integrating planning and assessment at the Naval Academy.  
The ERG believes all options will work, although each has advantages and disadvantages.  The 
senior leaders at the Naval Academy are in the best position to select the option that makes the 
most sense given its culture and resources. 


4. Institutional Effectiveness.  We were also asked to consider ways to integrate institution-
wide assessment into already well-established strategic planning processes, and to look at ways to 
leverage assessment and strategic planning to the greatest advantage in making the case for 
resources.  We recommend that the next strategic plan emerge out of the AEB processes as well as 
from an assessment of the current strategic planning goals.  This approach will both connect 
assessment to strategic planning and provide some degree of continuity in institutional strategic 
planning across time. 


5. Resources.  
 (a) The ERG recommends the Naval Academy consider allocating additional money for 


released time and stipends so that faculty and staff can spend the time to interpret assessment data 
and close the loop on the assessment process.  Particularly for the civilian faculty, who are on ten-
month appointments, there is no time in the summer to analyze the assessment data.  Stipends and 
released time would help solve this problem, resulting in a tighter connection between assessment 
and program improvement.  
 (b) Although there are pockets of assessment expertise at the Naval Academy, the study 
team recommends the investment in faculty and staff development to build the intellectual bench 
across mission elements through a combination of off-yard conferences and in-house workshops. 
 (c) The ERG recommends additional staff hires with specific assessment expertise to 
support the overall efforts.  There are several options for organizing assessment expertise.  The 
Naval Academy might consider assigning one expert in each mission area, but with different 
specific expertise (quantitative versus qualitative) so they must collaborate.  This approach 
provides each mission director with an assessment support person who also ensures some degree 
of continuity within the mission element.  Alternatively, the Naval Academy may elect to 
centralize the staff expertise to provide support to the AEB and to work across mission areas. 
 (d) In the area of resource management, the ERG recommends a careful consideration of 
assessment findings when deciding how to allocate resources.  Cost center directors should be 
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asking about the effectiveness of programs and policies in achieving goals and using this 
information to decide how to spend the resources entrusted to the Naval Academy.  


6. Possible short-term actions.  The Superintendent asked the ERG to consider a few short-term 
actions (“low-hanging fruit”) to jump start the assessment efforts.  We offer three suggestions. 


 (a) Talk to your customers.  The ERG suggests conducting focus group interviews 
concerning graduate attributes with officers at the Prospective Commanding Officers School.  This 
would allow the Naval Academy to validate the attributes with the fleet and get a sense for how the 
attributes are manifested in terms of actual officer performance after graduation.  Such information 
will be very helpful in articulating midshipman-officer developmental goals and designing 
outcome assessments.  This approach will also demonstrate the Naval Academy’s commitment to 
listen to its customers on a continuous basis. 


 (b) Build off the ABET survey of graduates/commanders to obtain performance 
assessment data from the fleet.  Although the ABET surveys may be more focused on engineering 
performance, the methods and techniques used to sample graduate performance may provide some 
insights as the Naval Academy begins to design post-graduation outcomes assessments. 


 (c)  Share the information that is already available.  A consistent theme in many of our 
interviews was the fact that the Naval Academy has plenty of data that simply has not been shared.  
We recommend doing so immediately.  This act of transparency would make stakeholders, 
particularly faculty, feel in the loop.  It is a quick way to build trust and confidence in the senior 
leaders’ commitment to assessment, improvement, and institutional effectiveness. 


 (d) Scheduled public in-academy reporting of the past year’s assessment report, starting 
with exemplary programs, and posting of these reports on the institution’s web site.  Such sharing 
provides the community with important feedback about program effectiveness and illustrates 
assessment practices that work. 
 
Conclusion 


The members of the ERG on-campus team were impressed by the commitment and candor of 
everyone we interviewed during the campus visit.  It is clear the senior leaders, faculty, and staff 
appreciate the value of assessment, and they desire to establish an assessment system that makes 
sense for the Naval Academy. 


 
Although the ERG understands the impulse to begin assessment activities immediately, the 


study team believes that prior work needs to take place if assessment is to become embedded in the 
Naval Academy culture.  The study team encourages the Naval Academy to begin by articulating a 
set of graduate outcome goals which then become the basis for creating a model for midshipman-
officer development.  Furthermore, the Naval Academy must design a model and a system that 
coordinates planning, implementation, and program assessment.  


5-8 
 Only when these conceptual frameworks are in place can the faculty and staff begin to design 


and implement an assessment plan.  The study team is convinced that this conceptual groundwork 
must be in place if assessment activities are to have any meaning. 


 
The ERG members are grateful for the opportunity to work with the faculty and staff of the 


Naval Academy on this important topic.  Thank you for your openness and hospitality during our 
visit to Annapolis. 
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Dr. George B. Forsythe     Dr. Patricia Francis 
Senior Vice President and Dean of Faculty   Assistant Provost for University  
Westminster College, Missouri   Assessment and Academic Initiatives 
       SUNY System Administration 
 
 


                   
Dr. T. Dary Erwin                                                      President George Santiago, Jr. 
Associate Vice-President for                                     Briarcliffe College 
    Assessment and Public Policy 
Affiliated Faculty with the Center for 
    Assessment and Research Studies 
James Madison University 
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Annex A 
Structural Options 


 
 
Option 1  Dean for Assessment and Strategic Planning 
 
 Description:  Reporting to the Superintendent, USNA, the Dean for Assessment and 
Strategic Planning is responsible for overseeing the institutional effectiveness (IE) plan, Academy 
Effectiveness Board, and IE implementation, as well as, related strategic planning and assessment 
activities and would serve as the point of contact for all Academy issues related to educational 
assessment, institutional effectiveness, and strategic planning. The Dean will establish effective 
working liaisons with all USNA departments and divisions, providing assistance that will enable 
the Academy to improve its effectiveness in enhancing the learning and development of combat 
leaders of character for the Navy and Marine Corps.  
 Advantages: 


Single agent responsible to the Superintendent for implementing institutional-level 
planning and assessment at the Naval Academy (torch bearer) 
 Sends a dramatic message that the Superintendent is serious about assessment 
 Provides the Superintendent with senior-level assistance for coordinating strategic planning 
and assessment 


Sends the message that assessment is a campus-wide activity not limited to the academic 
arena; it reinforces the concept of midshipmen development into the institutional culture 
 Disadvantages: 
 Difficult to find someone with expertise in both midshipman-officer development 
(programming) and educational assessment 
 Relationship to members of the executive leadership team (dean, commandant, director of 
athletics) is unclear 
 High cost 
 Potentially separates assessment from programming, unless the Superintendent empowers 
this position with both responsibilities 
 Provides for “form” before the “functions” are clearly identified 
 
Option 2  Academy Effectiveness Board 
 
 Description:  Composed of the Vice Academic Dean, the Deputy Director of Athletics, and 
the Deputy Commandant, the assessment staff in each mission element, and the Director of 
Institutional Research, the AEB oversees all institutional-level strategic planning and program 
assessment for the Superintendent.  Chaired by the Vice Academic Dean, the AEB’s first task is to 
articulate a framework for midshipman development around a set of graduate outcome goals 
(vetted with the Department of the Navy) and derive a model, system, and plan for assessment at 
all levels.  Once the assessment system and plan are established, the AEB will integrate all 
institutional-level planning and assessment efforts. 
 Advantages: 
 Integrates planning, programming, and assessment 
 Requires mission elements to collaborate on planning and assessment, thus breaking down 
stovepipes 
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 Maintains chain of command 
 Holds all mission element leaders responsible and accountable for planning and 
assessment, both within their cost centers and across cost centers 
 Provides multiple torch bearers, with one responsible agent of the Vice Academic Dean as 
chair of the AEB 
 Disadvantages: 
 May unduly burden already senior leaders who are already very busy 
 Not as dramatic a statement as establishing Dean for Assessment and Strategic Planning 
 
Option 3  Director of Plans and Assessment 
 
 Description:  The Director of Plans and Assessment is a special staff officer reporting to the 
Superintendent and is responsible for coordinating and monitoring institutional-level planning and 
assessment.  The Director will be a member of the Academy Effectiveness Board, functioning as a 
facilitator and subject-matter expert for the AEB for strategic planning and assessment. 
 Advantages: 


Single agent responsible to the Superintendent for implementing institutional-level 
planning and assessment at the Naval Academy (torch bearer) 
 Provides Superintendent with staff assistance for coordinating strategic planning and 
assessment 
 Disadvantages: 
 Difficult to find someone with expertise in both midshipman-officer development 
(programming) and educational assessment 
 Potentially separates assessment from programming, unless the Superintendent empowers 
this position with both responsibilities 
 
Option 4  Task Force on Institutional Assessment 
 
 Description:  This option focuses the Naval Academy’s initial efforts on articulating the 
conceptual framework for planning and assessment.  With this option, the Superintendent charters 
the Task Force on Institutional Planning and Assessment with the mission to design a model and 
system for institutional planning and program assessment at the Naval Academy that is mission 
centric and goals-based.  The Task Force, chaired by a subject-matter expert at the Naval 
Academy, will include members of all mission elements (academics, commandant, athletics and 
physical education, admissions, and institutional research).  The AEB will provide strategic 
guidance and oversight to the Task Force.  The Task Force will be the “torch bearer” for Naval 
Academy assessment initiatives, leading the planning and assessment design effort at the Naval 
Academy and recommending to the Superintendent and executive leadership team a system and 
structure for institutional planning and assessment.  The Task Force will disband once a system 
and plan are in place and an institutional structure is established to coordinate and integrate 
planning and assessment. 
 Advantages: 
 Recognizes that before the Naval Academy can begin planning assessment, it must first 
have a model and system for integrating planning and assessment 
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 Requires mission elements to collaborate on planning and assessment, thus breakdown 
stovepipes 
 Integrates planning, programming, and assessment 
 Provides a respected torch bearer with expertise in assessment who understands Naval 
Academy culture 
 Builds a culture of assessment gradually with broad-based participation 
 Focuses on articulating “functions” before creating “form” 
 Disadvantages: 
 Not as dramatic a statement as establishing Dean for Assessment and Strategic Planning 
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Appendix 6 
 


Alumni and Naval Service Survey Instruments 
 


 The purpose of this appendix is to provide current versions of two draft survey instruments 
intended to go to officers in the Fleet.  One survey is intended for graduates who are junior officers 
while the other instrument will target their supervisors who are both graduates and non-graduates.  
The surveys are intended to be administered during the summer of 2007.  These initial efforts will 
provide feedback from our primary customers ensuring their assessment of our graduates’ abilities 
is considered in our overall assessment efforts.  Ultimately, it is our graduates’ performance in 
both their initial post graduate work and their subsequent military and professional careers which 
will be the true measure of our fulfillment of the Naval Academy mission.   
 This initial survey effort is expected to serve as the foundation from which more complete 
and effective survey instruments can be developed.  Initial feedback from our customers is critical 
in this development and could yield tangible suggestions to further strengthen our curriculum and 
assessment efforts.  Similar surveys have already been utilized in assessing our academic 
curriculum effectiveness as it relates to certain specific majors, such as, engineering and computer 
science. 
 The two draft surveys as they are currently structured are provided on the following pages.  
Significant revision before initial execution can be expected.   
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Appendix 7 


 
Strategic Planning Assessment 


 
 The purpose of this appendix is to outline the process and methodology the Naval 
Academy intends to employ to ensure that assessment is an integral part of our Strategic Planning 
efforts.  The approach is to take each goal, establish the intended outcomes for each goal’s 
objectives, development means/criteria/metrics for assessing the intended outcomes, assigning a 
person/organization responsible for conducting the assessment and provide a formal feedback 
mechanism/system.   
 The initial phase of this effort is to review all the goals and their associated objectives over 
a one year period and establish the initial set of intended outcomes, means of assessment, 
responsibility for assessment, and feedback mechanism.  Once these are established and the first 
assessment completed, they will be refined, expanded, or modified as appropriate over our five 
year assessment plan to ensure they are both reasonable and effective in providing continual 
improvement in the fulfillment of the Naval Academy mission. 
 The schedule for executing this initial phase is outlined below.  Two of the goals had been 
completed, two are in progress, and the rest are scheduled as indicated.  The results of the initial 
phase for the Admissions goal are provided in pages 7-2 through 7-20 as an example of our 
approach. 
 Goal                                                                    Status 
 
 Admissions                    Completed 
 Professional Training        Completed 
 Business Processes        In Progress 
            Officer Development System                             In Progress 
            Physical Development                                        April-June 07 
            Facilities                                                             June-August 07 
            Midshipmen Life/Development                         August-October 07 
            Academic Excellence                                         October-December 07 
            Security                                                              December-February 08 
            Resources (Human and Fiscal)                          February-April 08 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







52 


 
 
 
 
 







53 


 
 
 
 
 







54 


 
 
 
 
 


 
 







55 


 
7-5







56 


 
 
 
 
 







57 


 
 
 
 
 
 







58 


 
 
 
 
 







59 


 







60 


 
 
 
 
 
 







61 


 
 
 
 
 







62 


 
 
 
 
 
 







63 


 
 
 
 
 
 







64 


 
 
 
 
 
 







65 


 
 
 
 
 
 







66 


 
 
 
 
 
 







67 


 
 
 
 
 
 







68 


 
 
 
 
 
 







69 


 
 
 
 
 
 







70 


 
  
 
 
 
 







71 


Appendix 8 
 


Position Description for the Dean of Assessment and Strategic Planning 
 


Appended below is the position description and advertisement plan for the new position.   
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Duties, Responsibilities and Authority 
Dean of Institutional Assessment and Strategic Planning 


U.S. Naval Academy 
 


Responsibilities 
 
 The Dean of Institutional Assessment and Strategic Planning is the sole individual 
responsible to the Superintendent for the process that enables continuous assessment of Academy 
goals and objectives concerning midshipman learning and officer development outcomes and the 
translation of assessment outcomes into strategic plan actions. 
 
Duties 
 


• Assists the Academy Effectiveness Board and the Senior Leadership Team in the definition, 
validation, and renewal of assessable USNA strategic goals concerning the development of 
midshipmen into commissioned officers in the Navy and Marine Corps. 


• Assists the Superintendent and the Superintendent’s Senior Leadership Team in the designation of 
accountable program directors for each Academy goal. 


• Assists the Academy Effectiveness Board and the program directors in the definition, validation, 
and renewal of assessable learning and officer development objectives generated to achieve the 
Academy’s strategic goals.  


• Directs the analysis of data and evidence appropriate to each strategic goal and collected in 
accordance with protocols, learning models, etc., defined in conjunction with the Academy 
Effectiveness Board and the strategic goal program directors. 


• Leads the Superintendent’s Senior Leadership Team in the development, update, and periodic 
review of the Academy’s strategic plan. 


• Directs outcomes assessment of individual strategic goals in periods of roughly five years in length 
and tracks Academy-wide assessment efforts of USNA strategic goals over time.   


• Generates Outcomes Assessment Reports on individual USNA strategic goals for the 
Superintendent, the Superintendent’s Senior Leadership Team, the Chief of Naval Operations and 
the Secretary of the Navy, as well as external accrediting bodies, drawing upon data and evidence 
from appropriate sources.   Reports will be tailored in form and substance for use by highest level 
line managers having Academy-wide responsibility for allocating and requesting resources.  


• Draws upon Current Educational Theory and Practice, Navy and Marine Corps needs, 
Superintendent’s guidance, and institutional assessment history in accomplishing the above.   


 
Position and Authority 
 


• Reports to the Superintendent. 
• Serves on the Superintendent’s Senior Leadership Team. 
• Serves as Executive Secretary of the Academy Effectiveness Board. 
• Office of Institutional Research and Office of Strategic Planning report to Dean of 


Assessment.  Office of Command Evaluation, which reports to the Superintendent, works 
collaboratively with the Dean of Assessment.   


• The successful candidate may, depending on background and experience, be appointed 
with commensurate academic rank, subject to the review of the Naval Academy’s 
promotion and tenure committee and the approval of the Academic Dean and Provost.   
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Advertisement 
 


U.S. NAVAL ACADEMY (USNA) 
 


DEAN OF INSTITUTIONAL ASSESSMENT AND STRATEGIC PLANNING 
 


The UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY invites application for a newly established senior-level 
administrative faculty position as Dean of Institutional Assessment and Strategic Planning.  The 
Dean reports to the Superintendent, serves on the Superintendent’s Senior Leadership Team, and 
oversees 12-20 professional staff, including the already-existing Offices of Institutional Research, 
Strategic Planning and Command Evaluation.  
 
The Naval Academy provides an exemplary four-year undergraduate education leading to the 
award of a Bachelor of Science degree and a commission in the United States Navy or United 
States Marine Corps for approximately 1,000 graduates each year.      
 
The successful applicant will have demonstrated educational background and senior management-
level experience in institutional assessment and/or strategic planning sufficient to assist the 
Superintendent and other senior Academy leaders with line authority, such as the Commandant of 
Midshipmen, the Director of Athletics, and the Academic Dean and Provost, implement 
successful, collaborative assessment processes across the entire institution.  Though not required, 
the ideal candidate will possess one or more of the following additional attributes:  a Ph.D. in a 
discipline appropriate to the position; assessment and strategic planning experience in an 
educational environment; and prior Service Academy and/or military experience.   A 
comprehensive list of duties and expectations associated with the position of Dean of Institutional 
Assessment may be found at 
http://www.usna.edu/JobInfo/faculty/deaninstitutionalassessment07.htm.    Salary and benefits are 
competitive and commensurate with background, experience, and achievement.   
 
All applicants should submit a complete  curriculum vitae, three professional references familiar 
with institutional assessment and strategic planning, official transcripts, and one or more samples 
of successful institution-wide assessment models the applicant has helped develop.  
 
Screening of applicants is expected to begin in April 2007 and the search committee will accept 
applications until the position is filled.  The U.S. Naval Academy is an AA/EEO employer and 
encourages applications from women and members of minority groups.  The Naval Academy 
provides reasonable accommodations to applicants with disabilities. For information about 
Academy, please visit our web page at http://www.usna.edu. Send application materials to:  Dean 
of Assessment Search Committee. Office of the Academic Dean and Provost, 121 Blake Road, 
United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, MD 21402-5000.  
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SUPERINTENDENT’S CALLSUPERINTENDENT’S CALL


By Vice Admiral Jeffrey L.Fowler ’78,USN


Leaders to Serve the Nation:
Attributes of USNA Graduates


Summary of Attributes White Paper by the USNA Academy
Effectiveness Board


Established in 1845, the Naval Academy from its 
beginning has been dedicated to the education and
training of future Navy and Marine Corps Officers.1


In 1995 the Middle States Commission on Higher
Education stated,“the Academy is a national resource of
distinctive character and remarkable excellence.” While all
sources of commissioned officers are important, the
Academy graduate is “the dye that permeates the officer
corps”2 and sets the “standards for all officers.”3a


What are the “standards” set by USNA graduates and
why are they important? In the report, Professional Military
Education:An Asset for Peace and Progress it is stated that,
“Each graduating class of the academies represents a cadre
of extremely high-quality officers, steeped in the traditions
and culture of their particular service and molded to a
military ideal to an extent not possible in a part-time
ROTC program.”3b


While the mission of the Naval Academy has varied 
in its details over time, it provides the most enduring
description of the standards to which we hold ourselves
and our midshipmen accountable:


To develop midshipmen morally,mentally and 
physically and to imbue them with the highest ideals of
duty, honor and loyalty in order to provide graduates who
are dedicated to a career of naval service and have potential
for future development in mind and character to assume


the highest responsibilities of command, citizenship 
and government.


Because of its enduring nature, the mission creates a
commonly understood institutional purpose at the highest
level across the Academy and over time.


However, having a robust institutional mission 
statement is a necessary but not sufficient condition 
for institutional success.Attributes describe the kind of
officers we strive to develop in order to accomplish our
mission.They reflect our broad responsibility and
communicate to ourselves and others the ideals that have
guided us from the beginning of the U.S.naval service.


It is by no means enough that an officer of the Navy
should be a capable mariner.He must be that, of course,
but also a great deal more.He should be as well a
gentleman of liberal education, refined manners, punctilious
courtesy, and the nicest sense of personal honor.He should
be the soul of tact, patience, justice, firmness, kindness, and
charity.No meritorious act of a subordinate should escape
his attention or be left to pass without its reward, even if
the reward is only a word of approval.Conversely, he
should not be blind to a single fault in any subordinate,
though at the same time, he should be quick and unfailing
to distinguish error from malice, thoughtlessness from
incompetency, and well meant shortcomings from heedless
or stupid blunder. In one word, every commander should
keep constantly before him the great truth, that to be well
obeyed, he must be perfectly esteemed.4


All of you know fellow graduates who are selfless, inspirational, proficient, innovative, articulate, adaptable and 
professional, and have remained so under the most trying of circumstances. For this reason,nothing in this current


list of graduate attributes should come as a surprise to you.They are a documented description of the kind of leaders we
have produced in the past and will continue to produce in the future.


Not all graduates will find themselves tested under the same circumstances as our most decorated alumni, but if they
were,our goal is to ensure that they would be able to respond with the right decisions, the right actions, and the right
leadership because we had prepared them well here.


To achieve that end, the attributes should be our guide, providing a clearly defined end state for our midshipmen to
pursue during their 47 months by the Bay.
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Mission accomplishment demands the elaboration of the
mission into guiding principles and behaviors that are
readily understandable and actionable by all members of
the community.The guiding principles we have adopted
have taken the form of attributes of graduates.They are
the more concrete manifestations of the concepts
embodied in the mission statement.A concise list of
attributes was first generated in conjunction with the 1999
USNA Strategic Plan.There were earlier strategic plans
that to some extent provided this focus (June 1992, June
1993, Jan 1997), but what was unique about the 1999 plan
was its explicit connection with resource allocation and
institutional renewal.The process of reaching consensus on
the statement of the 1999 strategic vision for the Naval
Academy involved extensive stake holder feedback early in
the planning process and repeated “testing” and revision of
draft statements of attributes that clearly described what
we expect of our graduates.This plan provided a vision
and guiding principles that served to give broad focus on
how the Naval Academy executes its mission.


The creation of the current list of attributes,which 
is derived from the 1999 attributes, involved active
participation of many USNA constituents led by the


newly established Academy Effectiveness Board (AEB).
The AEB is a standing committee of the Senior
Leadership Team (SLT) and is co-chaired by the deputies
of the senior leaders responsible for achieving the mission,
namely, the Academic Dean and Provost,Commandant,
and Athletic Director.The list of attributes generated
through extensive internal input during spring 2006 was
then reviewed by the Senior Leadership Team during the
fall 2007 semester and, eventually, by the Chief of Naval
Operations’ staff.As a result of these reviews the following
was approved in April 2008:


We accomplish our mission by graduating midshipmen who are
warriors ready to meet the demands of a country at war or at
peace. In this sense our graduates are:


• Selfless leaders who value diversity and create an 
ethical command climate through their example of
personal integrity and moral courage.


• Mentally resilient and physically fit officers,who 
inspire their team to accomplish the most 
challenging missions, including leading in combat.


• Technically and academically proficient professionals
with a commitment to continual learning.
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• Critical thinkers and creative decision makers with 
a bias for action.


• Effective communicators.
• Adaptable individuals who understand and 


appreciate global and cross-cultural dynamics.
• Role models dedicated to the profession of arms,


the traditions and values of the Naval Service and 
the constitutional foundation of the United States.


There are primarily three interconnected uses of the
attributes of graduates: first, to communicate to ourselves
and others the ideals that should shape our programs over
the 47 months that midshipmen spend at the Naval
Academy; second, to foster programmatic alignment at the


Naval Academy with the desired end states that the
attributes represent; and, third, to guide strategic planning,
resource allocation, institutional renewal, and institutional
effectiveness assessment.


Through the leadership in word and deed of the
Superintendent,Academic Dean,Commandant,Athletic
Director and all members of the USNA Senior Leadership
Team the attributes will remain the enduring legacy of a
Naval Academy education whereby our graduates set the
standards for all officers.


Editor’s note: For the full text of Leaders to Serve the
Nation:Attributes of USNA Graduates,visit www.usna.edu.


1 Department of Defense Directive Number 1322.22. Subject: Service Academies.August 24, 1994.
2 The Higher Standard:Assessing the United States Naval Academy.Report of the Special Committee to the Board of Visitors,United States Naval Academy. June 1997,page 6
3 Professional Military Education:An Asset for Peace and Progress.A report of the CSIS Study Group of on Professional Military Education,Washington,D.C.:Center for Strategic
& International Studies.March 1997 a. page 28; b. page 27.
4 Statement long attributed to Jones, but now believed to have been written by Augustus C.Buell.Reef Points: 2003-2004,98th Edition,U.S.Naval Academy,2003
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To develop midshipmen 
morally, mentally and physically  


and to imbue them with  
the highest ideals of duty,  


honor and loyalty
in order to graduate leaders  


who are dedicated to a 
career of naval service and 
have potential for future 


development 
 in mind and character, 
to assume the highest 


responsibilities of command, 
citizenship and government.


Naval Academy Mission







2020 Vision 


To be the nation’s premier 
institution for developing 


future naval leaders from diverse 
backgrounds to serve in an 
increasingly interdependent and 
dynamic world. 







We graduate midshipmen who are warriors ready to 
meet the demands of a country at war or at peace. 
Our graduates are:


SelfleSS  
Selfless leaders who value diversity and create an ethical 
command climate through their example of personal 
integrity and moral courage.


InSpIratIonal 
Mentally resilient and physically fit 
officers who inspire their team to
accomplish the most challenging 
missions and are prepared to lead 
in combat.


profIcIent 
Technically and academically 
proficient professionals with a 
commitment to continual learning.


InnovatIve 
Critical thinkers and creative 
decision makers with a bias for 
action. 


artIculate


Effective communicators.


adaptable 
Adaptable individuals who 
understand and appreciate global 
and cross-cultural dynamics.


profeSSIonal 
Role models dedicated to the 
profession of arms, the traditions 
and values of the Naval Service 
and the constitutional foundation 
of the United States.


Attributes of a Naval Academy Graduate







We are guided by the same values as our Navy  
and Marine Corps: 


Honor 
We are honest in our communications and actions. 
We treat one another with dignity and respect.
We serve others selflessly and we live with integrity.


courage 
We honor our rich naval heritage by our 
courageous pursuit of excellence in all our 
endeavors.


commItment 
We live by high standards and hold each other
accountable to these high standards.


Naval Academy Values







    


Academic Excellence
Provide an outstanding civilian and military faculty 
and the necessary support resources to enable 
midshipmen to achieve academic success.


Admissions Excellence
The Naval Academy must attract the best qualified 
young men and women wiling to accept the 
challenges of the naval services.


Professional, Leadership  
and Moral Excellence
Promote an understanding of and demonstrate a 
commitment to the highest standards of moral and 
ethical behavior.


Athletics and Physical Excellence
Provide exemplary programs of athletic competition 
and physical challenge that foster decisive leadership, 
teamwork, character and a passion for “winning.”


Naval Heritage
Imbue an appreciation of and a respect for the 
selfless service and excellence that are the heritage 
of the naval services.


Quality of Life
Provide programs and facilities that enrich the 
cultural, recreational and spiritual experience for the 
Naval Academy community.


Centers of Excellence
Our vision is built around six Centers of Excellence:







    


Exemplary People


 1. Recruit, admit and graduate a diverse   
 and talented Brigade of Midshipmen.
 
 2. Graduate officers whose attributes and  
 educational and experiential preparation   
 meet the Navy and Marine Corps’ current  
 and future requirements.
 
 3. Attract, develop, and retain faculty, staff and   
 coaches who model the highest professional   
 standards and who educate, enrich and inspire a  
 diverse and talented Brigade.


Integrated Programs


 4. Align all midshipmen’s moral, mental,   
 and physical core experiences to prepare   
 them for future service in any naval warfare  
 community.


 5. Integrate ethical leadership and character  
     development efforts across all academic,   
 professional, athletic and extracurricular   
 programs.


 6. Leverage internal and external    
 collaborations to engage midshipmen in   
 relevant learning opportunities that develop  
 the broad range of competencies required  
 by the 21st century Naval Service.


These are our highest priority objectives that will enable us to remain faithful to the 
mission while achieving our vision.


Value-Added Outreach


 9. Develop strategic relationships with   
 alumni, friends and national institutions   
 of influence that contribute to the Naval   
 Academy’s success and America’s security  
 and prosperity.


Strategic  Imperatives


Vibrant Enterprise


 7. Establish and maintain state-of-the-art   
 facilities that inspire and support the   
 pursuit of academic professional and athletic  
 excellence.


 8. Apply exemplary business and assessment  
 practices that ensure the sound stewardship  
 of all resources and result in continual   
 process and program improvement.  







Imperative One


RecRuit, admit and gRaduate a diveRse and 
talented BRigade of midshipmen.


objectIveS


Strengthen the Academy’s outreach and 
recruiting efforts to attract and admit 
individuals of diverse backgrounds with 
potential for success at USNA and in the 
Fleet and Marine Corps.


Transform NAPS into an exemplary model 
of an academy preparatory program.


Enhance academic support and skills 
development programs at the Naval 
Academy to provide every midshipmen  
with the assistance needed to succeed.







Imperative Two


gRaduate officeRs whose attRiButes and 
educational and expeRiential pRepaRation meet 
the navy and maRine coRps’ cuRRent and 
futuRe RequiRements.


objectIveS


Graduate the appropriate number of technical 
and non-technical majors to meet the Navy 
and Marine Corps requirements.


Expand and periodically assess opportunities  
for midshipmen to develop language skills, 
cultural awareness and regional expertise.


Employ traditional educational and training 
methods, as well as innovative technologies 
and strategies to prepare midshipmen for 
the challenges of 21st century warfare.


Obtain and assess feedback from the Fleet 
and Fleet Marine Force on the performance 
of recent Academy graduates.







Imperative Three


attRact, develop, and Retain faculty, staff and 
coaches who model the highest pRofessional 
standaRds and who educate, enRich and inspiRe 
a diveRse and talented BRigade.


objectIveS


Return to an appropriate balance between 
professional educators and operationally current 
naval officers.


Refine recruiting and retention strategies 
to ensure diversity among faculty, staff and 
coaches. 


Expand opportunities for faculty members to 
learn and apply best practices in pedagogy and 
remain leaders in their respective disciplines.











Imperative Four


align all midshipmen’s moRal, mental, and 
physical coRe expeRiences to pRepaRe them foR 
futuRe seRvice in any naval waRfaRe community.


objectIveS


Periodically assess the core curriculum  and its 
resource requirements, in each of the three 
mission areas to best meet the needs of the 
Naval Service.


Develop the professional and academic venues 
to provide midshipmen with the knowledge and 
skills to operate effectively as officers in a cyber 
warfare environment.


Identify and offer opportunities for midshipmen 
to develop their language skills, regional 
expertise, and cultural awareness (LREC) in 
accordance with direction for senior Navy 
leadership.
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Imperative Five


integRate ethical leadeRship and chaRacteR 
development effoRts acRoss all academic, 
pRofessional, athletic and extRacuRRiculaR 
pRogRams.


objectIveS


Implement an organizational structure 
to ensure alignment between all ethical 
leadership and character development 
programs.


Strengthen the Stockdale Center for Ethical 
Leadership’s support of Academy ethics, 
leadership, and character programs.


Develop, articulate, and systematically embed 
common ethical leadership themes in the 
Academy’s three mission areas.







Imperative Six


leveRage inteRnal and exteRnal collaBoRations 
to engage midshipmen in Relevant leaRning 
oppoRtunities that develop the BRoad Range of


competencies RequiRed By the 21st centuRy naval 
seRvice.


objectIveS


Enhance moral, mental and physical project-
centered learning opportunities throughout the 
curriculum.


Foster an educational environment that supports 
and encourages innovative and critical thinking, 
lifelong learning, and persuasive communications.


Intensify effoirts to establish partnerships with 
international naval academies.











Imperative Seven


estaBlish and maintain state-of-the-aRt 
facilities that inspiRe and suppoRt the puRsuit 
of academic, pRofessional and athletic 
excellence.


objectIveS


Provide academic facilities consistent with 
the growing needs of the faculty and mid-
shipmen and the technological advances of 
the 21st century.
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Provide professional development facilities that 
prepare midshipmen to face the challenges of 
present and future warfare.


Provide athletic facilities consistent with need to offer a 
dynamic and challenging physical preparation program 
and compete in intercollegiate athletics in keeping with 
the Naval Service traditions of teamwork, persistence, 
and victory.


Provide expanded spaces for midshipmen study areas 
and extra-curricular, recreational and social activities.
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Imperative Eight


apply exemplaRy Business and assessment pRactices 
that ensuRe the sound stewaRdship of all 
ResouRces and Result in continual pRocess and 
pRogRam impRovement.


objectIveS


Expand the Academy’s institutional research 
and assessment capabilities.


Use the Academy Effectiveness Board to provide 
systematic analysis of the Strategic Plan’s execution.


Examine the budget development and execution 
process to ensure the Academy optimizes its 
resource allocation decisions in support of the 
Naval Academy’s priority mission areas.


Strengthen information technology support 
to the resource allocation, strategic plan 
implementation, and enterprise management 
processes.


Develop and adhere to a ten year Academy-
wide master facilities plan that includes the 
requirement to address deferred maintenance 
and ongoing preventative maintenance activities.


14







Imperative Nine


develop stRategic Relationships with alumni, 
fRiends, and national institutions of influence 
that contRiBute to the naval academy’s 
success and ameRica’s secuRity and pRospeRity.


objectIveS


Assess, in partnership with the Naval Academy 
Foundation, the feasibility of a comprehensive 
private gifts fundraising campaign to support 
the USNA Strategic Plan.


Provide a facility that enables the Alumni As-
sociation and Foundation to co-locate on the 
Academy grounds and enhances the ongoing 
relationship between the Academy and the 
Alumni Association and Foundation.


Promote collaboration in the field of ethical 
leadership with alumni and private and public 
sector organizations.


Strengthen the engagement with and stew-
ardship of all donors who support the Naval 
Academy.


Connect alumni with one another, the Brigade, 
and the Naval Academy by offering relevant 
programs and engagement opportunities. 







USNA Strategic Initiatives


exemplary People


Admissions Outreach


Diversity Advancement


Faculty Recruitment and Retention


Distinguished Military Personnel Expansion


Coaching Endowments


Integrated Programs


LREC Expansion


Undergraduate STEM Conference


Project-Based Learning Augmentation


STEM Enhancement


Leadership Conference Expansion


Experiential Leadership Learning Advancement







vibrant enterprise


NAPS Transformation


Cyber Warfare Center


Distance Learning Center


Center for Academic  


 Excellence Expansion


Space Science Center


Midshipman Activities Center


Stadium Renovation Continuation


Athletic Facilities Modernization


value added Outreach
Stockdale Center Expansion


USNA/Foundation Facility Integration







www.usna.edu
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ACADEMY EFFECTIVENESS BOARD (AEB) 
Strategic Plan Monitoring and Assessment 


Academy Effectiveness Board 05 November 2010 


 
The responsibility of the Academy Effectiveness Board (AEB) is to monitor and improve the 
Naval Academy’s overall effectiveness and report to the Superintendent (USNAINST 5420.36). 
As a standing sub-committee of the Senior Leadership Team, which is chaired by the 
Superintendent, the AEB is co-chaired by the Vice Academic Dean, Deputy Commandant and 
Senior Associate Director of Athletics. 
 
The USNA Strategic Plan is created and approved by the Senior Leadership Team within the 
context of the USNA Mission and Vision. The plan consists of: 


1. Strategic Initiatives/Imperatives,  
2. key Elements in the form of specific projects with assigned project managers, and  
3. statements of intended Impact.  


 
The AEB’s strategic planning role is to Monitor and Assess the Strategic Plan by: 


1. Monitoring the status of Strategic Initiatives/Imperatives and their key Elements; 
2. Assisting project managers to develop and implement appropriate quantitative and 
qualitative assessment methods to determine the extent to which the Elements are having the 
desired impact; and 
3. Reporting to the SLT on the status and impact of the Strategic Initiatives/Imperatives and 
their key Elements. 


 
 A Strategic Plan Monitoring and Assessment sub-committee of the AEB is 


charged with the task of tracking the implementation and impact of the Strategic 
Plan. 


 This sub-committee will be chaired by: 
Director of Institutional Research  
And will consist of the: 
AEB co-chairs 
Director of Academic Assessment 
Director, Development Operations 
Director, Financial Assessment 
Director of Research-Stockdale Center 
Strategic Planning Officer 


 
 The Strategic Plan Monitoring and Assessment sub-committee will meet at 


least once a month to review the status and impact of existing or proposed 
Strategic Initiatives/Imperatives and Elements on a rotating basis. The entire AEB 
will meet quarterly for a briefing and their input on the status of Strategic 
Initiatives/Imperatives and Elements. The AEB will report at least quarterly to the 
SLT on the status and impact of the Strategic Initiatives and Elements. Ad hoc 
reports on specific Strategic Initiatives and Elements will be provided at the 
request of the SLT. 
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USNA Commissioning Continuum 
Implementation and Assessment


Academic Dean


4/C
Year


3/C
Year


2/C
Year


1/C
Year


Application
Summer
Seminar


Commandant


NAPS & 
Foundation


Athletic Director


Outreach & 
Recruitment


Dean of 
Admissions 


Outreach & Recruitment Physical Education and Training
Varsity Athletics


Core, Majors, Minors, and Tracks


Professional Development, 
Leadership Growth, and Career Path Exposure


Selfless
Inspirational


Proficient
Innovative


Articulate
Adaptable


Professional


NAPS 
Baseline
Analysis


Post-graduate
Assessment


Institutional Effectiveness & 
Academic Assessment 


STEM Camps Graduation and 
Commissioning


47-month Experience


AEB September 2010
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USNA Equity Study


Academy Effectiveness Board
AY 2011







USNA Equity Study
• SLT Members (Dean of Admissions, Diversity 


Director, Deputy for Finance, and Director of 
Governmental Relations) directed the 
Academy Effectiveness Board to conduct and 
interpret a study of the extent to which equity 
exists at USNA from admission to graduation


• The purpose is to provide a baseline against 
which to judge the current conditions and 
future policies, programs, practices, and 
outcomes


• The data are being prepared for the AEB by 
the USNA Office of Institutional Research







The Equity Index


Target group with the outcome / 
Target Group’s Total students with the outcome
The Equity Index  = 


Target group in the reference population / 
Total students in the reference population


Equity is defined as:
Fairness of actions and treatment of others, or a 
general condition characterized by justice, 
fairness, and impartiality.


Equality not just of opportunity, 
but also of outcomes







1. Describe the state of equity at USNA 
including access, retention, excellence, 
and receptivity


2. Explain differences in equity among 
salient groups


3. Identify policy and resource implications


4. Support SLT data-based decision making 
intended to accomplish equity among 
midshipmen


This study is designed to:


USNA Equity Study Purposes







• Racial/Ethnic


• Male/Female


• Socio-economic Status


• 1st Generation College


• Geographic Regions


• Urban/Suburban/Rural


• Varsity Athletes


• Prior Enlisted


• Etc. 


Salient Groups







• Access


• Retention


• Excellence


• Institutional Receptivity


Equity Perspectives







• Recruitment
• Guidance-Why? 
• Outreach-Where, How and Who?


• Applications
• Who applies?


• Admission 
• Guidance/WPM


• Yield demographics
• Enrollment patterns


• I-Day
• Reform


Equity Perspectives: Access







• Persistence
• At Reform


• Semester by semester


• Year by Year


• Course-taking patterns 


• Enrollment In majors


• Community selection


• Graduation rates


Equity Perspectives: Retention







• AQPR


• Military aptitude ratings


• Order of merit


• Honors and awards


• Leadership opportunities


• Post-graduate scholarships


Equity Perspectives: Excellence







• Diversity of civilian and military faculty, staff, 
and administrators


• Faculty, staff, administrator and midshipmen 
perceptions, opinions and attitudes regarding 
diversity


• Educational classroom and office environments


• Brigade climate


• Athletic department, NAAA, and team atmosphere


• Bancroft Hall leadership receptiveness


Equity Perspectives: 
Institutional Receptivity
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THe SupeRINTENDeNT 



UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADeMY 



121 BLAKe ROAD 



ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 21402-5000 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 


Subj: FACILITIES MASTER PLAN - REVISED; DEC 2010 


1. The purpose of this facilities master plan is to guide and focus the strategic decision making 
process at the Naval Academy. 


2. As projects progress, funding lines change, and the needs of the Navy and Marine Corps 
change, this plan will change over time. However, changes should only be made after proper 
consultation with the Naval Academy Senior Leadership Team and the Superintendent. 


3. The revised facilities master plan is: 


Nimitz/Rickover Track Admissions and Club Bldg and Misc. Projects Track 
Leahy Hall Track Administration Track ! 


FY 11 
-NimitzRFP 
-Rickover RFP 


-Leahy Hall RFP 
-Renovate Bldg 2 
-Admin Building RFP 


-Renovate Lejune Pool 


FY 12 
-Nimitz Design 
-Rickover Design 


-Renovate Leahy 
Hall 


-Renovate Admin 
Building Phase I 


-Halsey MUlti-purpose 
gym 


FY13 -NimitzlRickover Phase I 
-Renovate Luce 
Hall, Mahan Hall 
(vacated portions) 


-Renovate Admin 
Building Phase II 


-Dahlgren Hall RFP 
-Renovate Scott Pool 


• FY14 -NimitzlRickover Phase II Complete Complete 
-Renovate Dahlgren Hall 
-McDonough Hall RFP 
-Renovate McDonough 


FY 15 -NimitzlRickover Phase III Complete Complete Hall Phase I 
-MWR Fitness RFP 
-Renovate McDonough 
Hall Phase II 


FY 16 -NimitzIRickover Phase IV Complete Complete -Renovate MWR Fitness 
-Enlisted Barrackes RFP 
-Small Craft RFP 
-Renovate Enlisted 


FY 17 -NimitzIRickover Phase V Complete Complete 
Barracks 
-Renovate Small Craft 
-Repair Chapel Dome 


-NimitzIRickover Phase VI 
-Renovate Michelson 


FY 18 (vacated portions) Complete Complete 
-Renovate Sampson, Maury, 
Mahan (vacated portions) 


Vice Adm" ,U.S. Navy 
Superintendent 
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Enclosure 2.08 
Further information on USNA 2006 Self-study Recommendations 8-1 to 8-5 
 
Recommendation 8-1 Blue and Gold Officer Assessment.  When the 2005 MSCHE self-study 
was issued, a review of the BGO program was conducted to determine if it was feasible to have a 
subset of BGOs conduct the interviews. The recommendation was eventually dropped, primarily 
for the following reasons: (1)  Conducting interviews is a core competency of a BGO, and the 
issue of conducting satisfactory interviews should be addressed through assessment of BGO 
performance and improving and enforcing training; (2) There is not a uniform distribution of Blue 
and Gold Officers across the nation, and a significant shortage in many areas.  Precluding BGOs 
from conducting interviews would often remove the one person in the local community who has 
the ability to conduct a face to face interview with candidates; (3) Increases in completed 
applications in recent years have increased substantially the workload on BGOs, and eliminating 
many from conducting interviews would put an undue burden on the “subset” identified to 
conduct interviews. Nevertheless, to improve the process, the Area Steering Committee (ACSC) 
developed a standardized BGO interview format in 2006 that included evaluation standards 
BGOs are required to use in submitting BGO interviews. This change has assisted greatly toward 
improving the overall quality and consistency of interviews submitted. 
 Starting with the Class of 2010, the Naval Academy adopted an electronic application 
and admissions board in which application files reviewed by the Admissions Board are viewed 
electronically, including the BGO interview which is submitted electronically by the BGO 
conducting the interview.  A link was included on the BGO interview portion of the electronic 
brief for the Admissions Board member to comment and provide feedback to the BGO Lieutenant 
(BGO LT) and Candidate Guidance Officer (CGO). Feedback is solicited of Admissions Board 
members and includes overall quality, consistency with the BGO recommendation, and relevancy 
of the interview considering other factors in the application file. Information provided back to the 
BGO LT has been used to provide feedback to the BGO and the Area Coordinator to improve 
overall performance. In addition, feedback from Admissions Board members is used as one of 
many factors in assessing BGO performance. In some cases, it has been a factor used to remove a 
BGO from the program. 
 Commencing in 2006, the Office of Admissions instituted a requirement for Area 
Coordinators (ACs) to submit a yearly report to the Office of Admissions. The yearly reports are 
the Area Coordinators opportunity to provide a self-assessment of the BGO networks in their 
assigned area to the Office of Admissions. Assessments are reviewed by the senior members of 
the Office of Admissions staff, and feedback is provided to ACs.   
 Changes to the BGO training program have been made to include more local (aka Hub 
Training) as well as increased emphasis in BGO summer training session on timeliness, quality 
and standardization of interviews. Initial training is required within the first two years of entering 
the program and refresher training is required every five years. BGO performance is reviewed at 
the five year mark and BGOs who have been poor performers or do not attend refresher training 
are removed from the BGO program.  
 
Recommendation 8-2. Operation Information Assessment. Several changes were made to 
OPINFO in 2008 to better support the overall marketing strategy of the Office of Admissions.  
These changes included targeting areas of the country for participation by midshipmen as 
follows: 


‐ Targeted cities identified in by the Office of Admissions 
‐ Underrepresented congressional districts 
‐ Concentration of highly qualified candidates for face to face visits 







In addition, planning guidance was changed to require BGOs to submit to the Office of 
Admissions prior to approving each midshipman to participate a proposed itinerary which 
properly employs the MIDN during the program.  Using EPS and other inputs, BGOs are given 
guidance on the schools, students, local events and other opportunities that a MIDN will visit 
during OPINFO with the goal of each MIDN visiting at least 4 schools and conducting a mini 
information night.   
  OPINFO has been expanded to other non-traditional times during the academic year.  
These have included three day weekends, Christmas and Spring Breaks and intercessional leave.  
The number of midshipmen used during these timeframes is normally about five or less, resulting 
in the loss of one day of classes.  Like the traditional program, midshipmen are sent to targeted 
areas with specific objectives for their trips. 
 In 2009, the Office of Admissions submitted a budget request for a Candidate Resource 
Management (CRM) tool for use in marketing USNA nationwide.  It has been approved for 
procurement this year and will assist marketing and tracking students from initial contact to 
admission.   
 Visiting candidates at home has been an important new development in OPINFO.  
Midshipmen assist in answering questions about the admissions process and application, and 
encourage highly qualified candidates (i.e. those candidates who are also applying to Ivy 
League/Hi Tech schools) to complete the application for admission.  For candidates who already 
have a letter of assurance or offer of appointment, contact with candidates is intended to get them 
to complete the outstanding letter of assurance requirements and/or accept their offer of 
appointment.  These efforts have contributed to a 33% increase in completed applications, an 
18% increase in fully qualified candidates for admission, and a 2.3% increase in acceptance rate 
of the incoming class. 
 Strategies to target specific areas and local venues have created a tremendous efficiency 
in the management of the program.  It has contributed to a nearly 60% increase in applications 
over the last three years, and a decrease in congressional districts not nominating candidates for 
admission from an average of 15 per year to just five last year.  Equally important, the number of 
midshipmen required to support OPINFO has decreased from a yearly average than continually 
exceeded 500 each year, to 336 midshipmen this year. 
 
Recommendation 8-3 Summer Seminar Assessment.  Summer Seminar was expanded in 2008 
to approximately 2,250 to provide greater opportunity for high quality candidates to participate in 
one of the 3 week-long programs.   Additional emphasis has been placed on targeting top 
candidates residing in areas not within close proximity to the Naval Academy; this is often the 
only exposure they may to USNA due to geographic distance.  This has increased interest and 
acceptance rates among qualified candidates in areas not typically close or well known to USNA.  
The proven measure of its effectiveness has been the percentage of those candidates who 
complete the application for admission.  The 5-year history of NASS attendee application 
completion rates is provided below. 
 Over the past five years, financial assistance has been provided to candidates accepted to 
the program, but who demonstrate some financial need in order to attend.  Additional funds have 
been placed in the summer seminar budget the last three years to provide assistance, and Office of 
Admissions has also worked closely with the Naval Academy Alumni Association to solicit 
support from local chapters.  The Summer Seminar brochure was changed to include information 
about obtaining financial assistance, and information is provided to the Blue and Gold network.  
Working together, an average of 50 candidates per year have received all or part of their travel 
and/or tuition paid covered by the Alumni Association or the Office of Admissions. 
 







Impact of Naval Academy Summer Seminar 


class applied for   total attendees board actions


% of NASS attendees that 
completed application and received 


board action 
2014   2235 1417 63% 
2013   2235 1467 66% 
2012   1830 1268 69% 
2011   1899 1194 63% 
2010   1843 1209 66% 


  
Recommendation 8-4 Candidate Weekend Assessment.  In 2007 and 2008, several changes to 
the Candidate Visit Weekend (CVW) program were made to include a parents program that 
includes briefings, question and answer panels with midshipmen, parents of midshipmen/former 
midshipmen, and alumni, and tours of the yard/engineering & lab facilities.  Additional changes 
include orientation briefings, a full day of classes on Friday, candidate evaluations, and 
participation in Saturday morning training to provide candidates and their parents more 
information about the Naval Academy to help them make a better decision about attending. Since 
all of these changes were made to classes that have yet to graduate from the Naval Academy (i.e. 
Class of 2011 and later), the impact on retention is not well understood.   
 
Recommendation 8-5 Assessment of Admissions Information Forums.  Over the last three 
years, the focus of Admissions Forums has changed dramatically as the marketing program in the 
Office of Admissions has become more robust.  In addition to away football games, Admissions 
Forums are scheduled strategically to target underrepresented areas of the country, and are often 
scheduled as part of a week-long “blitz” that includes several school and local venue visits by 
admissions staff, midshipmen, and other USNA assets such as the USNA Band “Electric 
Brigade” or USNA “Choirs.”  Attendance at Admissions Information Forums has increased (see 
below).    
  Anecdotally, it appears the impact of these changes is reflected in increased applications 
for admission, particularly when compared to the other service academies.  While both USMA 
and USAFA have both experienced increases in applications of approximately 8% over the last 
three years, USNA’s application increases have more than doubled when factoring applications 
received from the NROTC program.  In addition, feedback from congressional districts in Ohio 
during the 2010 admission cycle indicate the number of candidates applying for a nomination has 
more than doubled following Admissions Blitz’s conducted prior to the 2009 Ohio State football 
game.  While tracking the impact of forums/blitzes empirically has been difficult due to the lack 
of a robust IT system (Constituent Resource Management (CRM) system) we expect that to 
improve with its implementation in the coming years.   
 
Major Admissions Information Forum History 


Admissions 
Cycle # of Admissions Forums Average # of student attendees Average # of total 


attendees 
2010-2011* 3 225 561 
2009-2010 15 109 290 
2008-2009 16 107 255 
2007-2008 16 47 129 
* As of September 30, 2010 
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.DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY 



121 BLAKE ROAD 

ANNAPOLIS MARYLAND 21402-1300 



1531 
2-38 


AUG 2 5 2010 


From: 	 Superintendent, United States Naval Academy 
To: 	 Chiefof Naval Personnel 


Subj: 	 POLICY REGARDING FILLING MILITARY FACULTY BILLETS AT THE 

UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY (USNA) 



Ref: 	 (a) OPNAVINST 1520AO (pennanent Military Professor (PMP) Program) 
(b) NA V ADMIN 242/10 (Junior Pennanent Military Professor Program) 


1. To alleviate military faculty shortfalls at the Naval Academy, I request that Navy shore
manning policy be revised as it applies to USNA by excluding billets occupied by officers in the 
Pennanent Military Professor (PMP), Junior Pennanent Military Professor (J-PMP), and recalled 
Reserve officer programs. 


2. As you know, the Naval Academy suffers from a shortage of qualified military faculty and 
has been forced over time to hire adjunct civilian faculty to fill the gaps. In April 2009, this 
issue was broUght to the attention of the Advanced Education Review Board (AERB). USNA 
proposed a solution during the October 2009 AERB that appropriately sizes the faculty to meet 
demands of a Brigade of4400 midshipmen while also balancing the civilian to military faculty 
ratio. I welcome the Vice Chiefs approval of this plan, but implementation is only now 
beginning and completion of the plan will take eight years. Success of the balancing plan hinges 
on assignment ofsufficient military faculty through several avenues, including standing up the 
J-PMP program, the addition of 50 more Marine Corps officers for faculty aSsignments, and 
filling all Pennanent Military Professor (PMP) billets. In order to facilitate these efforts to fill 
our military faculty billets, the current method used by Navy Personnel Command to implement 
Navy shore manning policy may require some modification. 


3. The PMP and new J-PMP programs have as one of their main objectives to alleviate military 
faculty shortfalls at USNA. To accomplish this, billets occupied by PMP and J-PMP officers on 
board not be included when Navy Personnel Command detennines the number of officer billets 
to fill at USNA using the shore-manning policy. POM-12 makes the tacit assumption that, after 
full phasing, all PMP and J-PMP billets at the Academy will be filled. In addition, since 2007, 
USNA has brought in up to 10 activated Reservists each year, nonnally for three year tours. The 
recalled Reservist program has benefited the Academy over the past few years and was 
specifically developed to alleviate military faculty shortfalls at USNA. In FYIO, there were 24 
activated Reservists on-board USNA and we hope to continue this program at its full 
on-board capacity of 30. Like the PMP and J-PMP programs, billets occupied by recalled 
Reservists should not be included when detennining the number of Navy officer billets to fill at 
USNA using the shore-manning policy. 







Relevant background: 


Navy faculty billets are filled at a rate of approximately 80%. 


Thirty-two PMP billets are presently filled and the program is targeted to grow to 50 on 
board by FY2011, presuming an adequate nUmber of qualified candidates in the appropriate 
academic disciplines. 


The J-PMP programs are projected to phase-in during mid-2011, then reach an eventual 
on-board end strength of 40 by 2016. 


4. Implementing this revised shore manning policy on behalf of the Naval Academy will 
significantly enhance the Academy's progress toward the 50:50 civilian to military faculty 
balance. The fully phased-in faculty plan calls for 227 Navy faculty billets, of which 120 would 
be filled by PMPs, J-PMPs, and recalled Reservists (assuming all of these billets are filled at a 
100% rate), leaving 107 Navy faculty billets that would fall under the Navy-wide shore manning 
policy. .. 


5. If current Navy-wide shore-manning policy continues to be applied to the Academy (Le., if 
the faculty billet fill rate of 80% is applied to all 227 billets), there would be about 45 unfilled 
faculty billets, which would result in a $3.5M annual unfunded requirement for civilian adjunct 
faculty and lead to a 57.5%:42.5% civilian to military mix. Applying the revised manning policy 
(Le., the regular policy is applied to only 107 billets) would result in approximately 21 unfilled 
military billets. This reduces the unfunded requirement for substitute civilian adjUnct fa~ulty to 
$1.6M annually and would result in a 53.5%:46.5% civilian to military mix. 


6. In light of the above, request that the shore-manning policy as applied to USNA exempt all 
faculty billets occupied by PMP, J-PMP, and recalled Reserve officers. 


Copy to: 
v:f\cademic Dean 







DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
CHIEF OF NAVAL PERSONNEL 



WASHINGTON,D.C. 20370-5000 



1531 
Ser 00/184 
22 Oct 10 


From: Chief of Naval Personnel 
To: Superintendent, United States Naval Academy 


Subj: POLICY REGARDING FILLING MILITARY FACULTY BILLETS AT THE 
UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY 


Ref: (a) USNA ltr 1531 2-38 of 25 Aug 10 


1. I have reviewed reference (a), your request to remove all 
Professional Military Professor (PMP) , Junior Permanent Military 
Professor (J-.PMP), and the 30 faculty billets authorizing recall 
of Reserve officers in determining United States Naval Academy 
(USNA) overall manning. NPC/PERS-4 can support. 


2. USNA faculty positions at the end of FYI0 total 206 as 
reported at the October 2009 Advanced Education Review Board 
(AERB). Of the 206 billets, 50 are PMP billets, 25 are 
allocated for fill by recalled Reservists, and 15 are PEP 
billets filled by other servic.es or foreign Navies, mC!.king 
active duty Navy rotational fill requirements at USNA 116 in 
FYll. As of September 2010, with 26 vacant active duty faculty 
billets, the fill rate is 78 percent. Of these vacant billets, 
13 have officers ordered in over the next couple months, 
improving the short--term faculty manning percentage to 89 
percent., The remaining 13 billets are posted for fill by 
qualified officers. 


3. The phasing plan to increase active duty Navy faculty to 227 
by 2017 includes 50 PMP, 40 J-PMP, 14 PEP officers, and 30 
Reserve recalls over the long-term; and ultimately reduces 
active duty Navy rotational faculty at USNA toa total<Df 93. 


4. I support you~ proposal to exclude the 50 PMP billets in 
place today, the 40 forthcoming J-PMP billets, the billets 
filled by Reservists, and the PEP billets from USNA's manning 
calculations. This will enable PERS-4 to focus on those fills 
over which they have the most control. conversely, PERS;"'4 will 
not fill PMP and J-PMP billets with other than 1230 designated 
officers, and to retain valid recall authority, will not fill 
any of the 30 billets allocated for Reserve recalls with active 
duty officers. 



http:servic.es





5. We remain committed to the 50:50 civilian to military 
faculty mix and look forward to working with your staff to 
achieve this balance. 


~f 
M. E. 
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Unclassified


Unclassified


U. S. Naval Academy
December 2010


USNA Faculty Compensation Model


Unclassified


Unclassified


2


Faculty Career Employment
Performance-Based Pay Steps


Unclassified


Unclassified


Faculty
10 Month Assistant, Associate, and Full Professors


Multi-year Term Appointments – “Professor of the Practice”
Department Chairs


12 Month Term Appointments, selected from regular faculty


Faculty – P.E. (12 Month Chair plus 10 Month Asst, Assoc, Full)
Admin Faculty 


12 Month Term Appointments
12 Month Permanent Appointments


Adjunct Faculty
Full Time (11)
Part Time (40)


Not Included – Gift and Reimbursable Funded Faculty


263


8
14


22
33


51


3


Remaining briefing slides relate to Career FT Academic Faculty
(the basis for the 301:301 plan)


Civilian Faculty Categories  


Career Full-
Time 


Academic 
Faculty


Unclassified


Unclassified


Idealized Faculty Compensation Model


Model maintains competitiveness with other premier academic institutions
Assumes faculty stay for exactly 30 years
Assumes 1 performance-based step (on average) per eligible faculty member per year
Assumes 4 pay steps per promotion - 2 promotions within the 30 year period
Ignores any impact of pay cap
Assumes no market creep in starting salaries or equity step adjustments during career and 
no delays in retirement decisions
Ignores any impact of uneven funding over time (some years, significantly higher rate of 
awarding steps; other years, significantly lower rate of awarding steps) 4


New Hire


30th year - Retirement


10th


year


20th


year


1 st


Prom
otion


2n
d


Pr
om


oti
on


Lowest 
Salary 
Phase


Moderate
Salary 
Phase


Highest 
Salary 
Phase


Ideally the salary delta 
between newly hired 
professors and senior 
faculty member 
retirements and other 
departures should fund 
the step increases for 
performance provided to 
continuing faculty.


Not the Case – instead 
there can exist an 
annual shortfall of 
~$300K 


$


$$$


$$







Unclassified


Unclassified


Variables Affecting the Faculty Pay Model
Partially Funded Federally mandated pay adjustments 


• Shortfall of 1% (e.g., if mandated adjustment is 3.5%, but DoD/DoN 
budget inflator is only 2.5%) translates to budget shortfall of over 
$400K for faculty labor (similar impacts on all other labor)


• Effect accumulates annually, leading to erosion of other USNA 
mission-essential activities


Unpredictability of specific annual number of faculty departures (impact of 
human decision making over 25-35 year career)


• Annual fluctuations may be very significant (magnitude as high as +/-
$600K)


• Two possible scenarios to account for these fluctuations
Annually throttle the merit pay steps awarded up or down (impact
on career stability)
Connect with a buffer or “bank” system (either within USNA as a 
whole or beyond USNA) to deal with these annual fluctuations, 
allowing maintenance of a relatively steady awarding of merit pay 
steps


5
Unclassified


Unclassified


Variables Affecting the Faculty Pay Model
Aging workforce translates into fewer retirements (1.2 fewer retirements 
annually over last 20 years) 50 fewer recovered pay steps ~ $125-$150K 
unrecovered funds annually


Market forces (new hires average 5 pay steps higher than initial pay step 
level of those departing) for 10 new hires, 50 pay steps ~ $125K-$150K 
additional funds annually


A smaller effect, but important for future consideration:  the pay cap 
• Pay Cap not increasing with Cost of Living increases –
• Capped Step is reduced (FY 2008 – step 60, FY 2010 – Step 57)
• Higher steps realize no pay increase nor do they provide for 


“recovered” steps upon retirement
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Unclassified


Unclassified


Career FT Academic Faculty Departures


7


One retirement, one 
resignation, 


and two 
deaths


Unclassified


Unclassified
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Market Effect on Starting Salary
1988 to 1998 to 2009


– Average increase ≈ 1 step every 5 years (0.18 per 
year)
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Weighted Inhire Step Trend


Rate of increase = 0.18 per year
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Inhiring Pay Step Inflation Trends


Inhiring paystep in 1988 Inhiring paystep in 1998 Inhiring paystep in 2009


Academic Market Forces
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Unclassified


Faculty Pay Model’s effect on 
Faculty Pay Scale


Higher starting salaries, step increases for merit, longevity and pay 
equity required to compete with other public and private educational 
institutions to attract and retain talent
Compensation range has been gradually squeezed - Higher entry-
level competitive salaries and Lower Capped Pay Step squeezing 
faculty compensation to Step 17 to 57 range
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Salary $50,358 $76,618 $78,369 $119,069 $121,385 $163,087 $165,300 $165,300
Step 1 16 17 37 38 56 57 69


Unused
Non‐competitive 
salary range


Pay CappedRange of Step Increases and Promotions


Faculty CareerToday


Step 1 11 12 65 66 69


Pay Capped
Non‐


competitive 


Unused Range of Step Increases and Promotions


Faculty Career
Circa 
1970


Unclassified


Unclassified


Bottom Line Summary 
Current faculty pay model not sufficiently funded within budget 
process/controls to maintain competitiveness with other premier institutions


To fully fund pay model and maintain competitiveness
• COLA + locality adjustment must be fully funded 
• Additional $300K required to account for unrealized savings in 


retirements/new hires


Needed:  method to account for labor requirement fluctuations arising from 
variable numbers of faculty departures from year to year


For consideration:  plan/program appropriately for potential future pay cap 
adjustments
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Back-up
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Unclassified


Delayed Faculty Retirement Decisions
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ENCLOSURE 2.11 
Executive Summary: Update of USNA Implementation Plan to achieve 65% of USNA 
Graduates in STEM Majors 
 
In August 2007 USNA received a memorandum from then Chief of Navy Personnel Vice Admiral 
Harvey stating, “Effective for midshipmen entering fall 2009 as members of the Class of 2013, USNA 
and NETC will respectively ensure a minimum of 65 percent of Navy-option USNA midshipmen and 
NROTC Scholarship Program midshipmen complete a technical degree program before receiving a Navy 
commission.” (Attachment 1: N1/127175). In December 2007 an Academic Major Implementation Plan 
was signed out by then Superintendent Vice Admiral Fowler that outlined the USNA Implementation 
Plan to achieve 65% of USNA Graduates in STEM Majors, Attachment 2. The purpose of this summary 
and its Attachments is to provide an update on the 2007 Implementation Plan.  


While the Class of 2011, which entered in 2007, is predicted to have approximately 60% STEM majors, 
due to a variety of actions that have been undertaken in the three years since 2007, the classes of 2012 and 
2013 are predicted to have 66% and 64% STEM majors, respectively, Attachment 3. This anticipated 
improvement of about 5% has been the result of efforts to implement the actions presented in the 2007 
Implementation Plan including (1) developing relationships that provide additional motivated, qualified 
candidates from technical high schools, (2) encouraging unsuccessful candidates to enroll in STEM 
courses at another college and reapply, (3) requiring plebes to include a technical major among their top 
three choices for a major and then encouraging them to choose a technical major through briefings and 
open-houses, (4) emphasizing project-based and other experiential learning such as STEM-related 
internships, (5) strengthening the Class of 1963 Center for Academic Excellence to support midshipmen 
in STEM disciplines, and (6) developing approaches to offer LREC opportunities to STEM majors. 


Additional actions are being considered or have already been put into place for the classes of 2014 and 
beyond based on the Commissioning Continuum shown in Attachment 4. For example, at Admissions:  
the Admissions process has changed in that the Board awards extra points to the Whole Person Multiple 
to candidates who have demonstrated engagement in STEM in high school; expressed interest in a STEM 
major is now a selection criterion for those candidates recommended for both NAPS and the Foundation 
as well as college applicants; and a STEM predictor was developed to guide the admissions process.  


During their 47-months: a letter has been drafted to qualified STEM candidates that points out that a 
change to a STEM major remains a possibility; a process for carefully scrutinizing requests for transfer 
out of STEM majors is being discussed; resources are being sought to provide even more academic 
support and personal encouragement regarding STEM; and ways are being explored to engage upper class 
women and minority midshipmen, junior officers and influential faculty members in counseling and 
mentoring Plebes and Youngsters relative to STEM. 


At Service Assignment: discussions are being held with the gaining communities to determine if there are 
ways to enhance the influence of a STEM major in the Service Assignment process. 


Attachment 5 contains brief descriptions of these actions and, where appropriate, their related pros and 
cons. Working with those responsible for developing and implementing these actions, the Academy 
Effectiveness Board will closely monitor and assessment their efficacy once implemented. 


AEB OCT 2010 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
UNrrr:D STATES NAVAL ACADEMY
 


121 BLAKE ROAD
 


ANNAPOUS. MARYLAND 21402-5000
 


1530 
2-94 
DEC 14 2007 


From: Superintendent, U. S. Naval Academy 
To: Chief of Naval Personnel 


Subj: ACADEMIC MAJOR IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 


Ref: (a) Chief of Naval Personnel memo ser N1/127175 of 19 Oct 07 


End: (1) USNA Implementation Plan to Achieve 65% of USNA Graduates in STEM Majors 


1. Summary. Reference (a) directed that "Effective for midshipmen entering fall 2009 as 
members of the Class of2013, USNA and NETC will respectively ensure a minimum of65 
percent of Navy-option USNA midshipmen and NROTC Scholarship Program midshipmen 
complete a technical degree program before receiving a Navy commission." Reference (a) 
further directed that implementation plans be provided to the Chief of Naval Personnel by 14 
December 2007. This letter responds to that direction. 


2. General Background. Implementation of this new policy at the Naval Academy will require a 
different approach than within the NROTC program, because the Naval Academy seeks to 
commission all of its graduates, rather than a small fraction of the total student body. 
Consequently, the USNA implementation plan must incorporate consideration of whom the 
Academy recruits and admits, what academic programs are offered, the number of faculty 
members employed in and physical capacity of technical disciplines, how the midshipmen are 
advised prior to their selection of academic majors, and the level of support afforded to help 
midshipmen successfully complete their academic majors. In addition, the public documents 
describing the Naval Academy program to prospective candidates, such as the USNA internet 
homepage and the USNA catalog, must be updated to inform candidates for admission that no 
fewer than 65% of graduates will be required to complete academic majors in Science, 
Technology, Engineering or Mathematics (STEM) disciplines. 


3. Navy and Marine Corps Graduates. Because USNA midshipmen select their academic 
majors in their midshipman fourth class (freshman) year, but do not express their preference for 
commissioning in the Navy or Marine Corps until their midshipman first class (senior) year, the 
new policy directing that 65% of graduates complete academic majors in STEM disciplines 
before they are commissioned into the Navy must be applied to the entire graduating class, Navy 
and Marine Corps. Information on service selection is not available early enough in midshipman 
four-year programs to make a difference in management of academic majors. 


4. Previous Graduates. Analysis of the academic majors of USN A graduates over the last three 
decades illuminates some facts that will prove important in developing and implementing a 
strategy to achieve 65% of graduates in STEM majors for the Class of 20 13 and subsequent 
classes. 







---
-- ---


a. Over the last decade (1998-2007) approximately 59% of USNA graduates have completed 
Science, Technology, Engineering, or Mathematics (STEM) majors. 


% STEM Majors by Class 
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b. Over the last 30 years (1978-2007), approximately 37% of USNA graduates in each class 
have majored in Engineering, while enrollment in Math & Science majors and Humanities & 
Social Science majors have changed markedly. Various versions of Management majors that 
had been offered in the 1970s were terminated after the Class of 1980. (In order to better 
highlight long-term trends, each data point in the next three graphs is an average of the current 
year, the previous year and the following year's data.) 


USNA Academic Majors over Time (Smoothed) 
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c. It is noteworthy that previous direction to achieve a specified percentage of technical majors 
had its primary impact on shifting the weaker students between Math & Science majors and 
Humanities & Social Science majors. This is best seen by comparing the distribution of majors 
over time among the highest performing midshipmen (the 1st quartile in overall order of merit) 
and the distribution of majors in the bottom 25% of graduating classes (the 4th quartile in overall 
order of merit) for the classes of 1980-2007. In the 1st quartile, enrollment trends by academic 
major group (Engineering, Math & Science, Humanities & Social Sciences) do not show the 
same dramatic shifts in midshipman enrollment seen in the bottom quartile , in which lower 
performing students increasingly enrolled in Humanities & Social Science majors after the less 
rigorous Physical Science major was phased out in the latter half of the 1980s. 


Academic Majors In 1st Quartile (Smoothed) 
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d. Currently, midshipmen graduating near the top of their respective classes in overall order 
of merit predominantly complete STEM majors . For example, considering the most recent 
graduating class , the Class of2007, depicted in the following graph: 75% of the lst quartile, 70% 
of the top half, and 65% of the top 3 quartiles completed STEM majors. 


Distribution of STEM Majors by Overall Class Standing 
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5. DON Language, Culture and Diversity Initiatives. In developing an implementation plan to 
comply with reference (a), USNA assumed that the Department of the Navy emphasis on 
providing regional and cultural education for all midshipmen will continue unabated for the 
foreseeable future. Similarly, USNA assumed that DON emphasis on increasing the percentage 
of officers commissioned with significant language abilities and on increasing the diversity 
among naval officers will proceed undiminished by this new academic major policy. 


6. Resources. The Naval Academy's implementation plan will ensure that 65% of USNA 
midshipmen in the graduating Class of 20 13 and subsequent classes complete academic 
programs in rigorous, credible STEM majors prior to receiving their commissions; but successful 
implementation of this plan will depend in large measure on the Navy providing the additional 
resources required to implement the initiatives delineated in that plan. 


7. Action. The Naval Academy's implementation plan in response to reference (a) is provided 
at enclosure (1) . 


Copy to: 1. Chair, USNA Board of Visitors 
2. Deputy Commandant (M&RA), HQMC 


4
 







USNA Implementation Plan
 
Achieving Not Less Than 65°A. STEM Majors
 


Among Navy Graduates, Classes of 2013 and Beyond
 


1. Planning Foundation 


a. Academic majors currently offered at the Naval Academy are: 


Engineering
 
Aerospace Engineering Mechanical Engineering
 
Computer Engineering Naval Architecture
 
Electrical Engineering Ocean Engineering
 
General Engineering Systems Engineering
 


Mathematics & Science (Non-Engineering Technical)
 
Chemistry Mathematics
 
Computer Science Oceanography
 
General Science Physics
 
Information Technology Quantitative Economics
 


Humanities & Social Sciences (Non-Technical)
 
Arabic English
 
Chinese History
 
Economics Political Science
 


b. Over the last 4 years the percentage of a graduating class enrolled in Science, Technology, 
Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) majors has dropped by approximately 4-7% between 
initial selection and graduation as a result of midshipmen leaving the Academy and changes in 
individual midshipman academic majors. 


c. In order to ensure that 65% of the midshipmen in a given graduating class have completed 
STEM academic majors by the time the class graduates, the Academy has established a goal of 
enrolling no fewer than 70% of the Class of2013 and subsequent USNA classes in STEM 
disciplines at the time of major selection. 


d. USNA will implement many of the revised processes described herein as pilot projects 
with the currently enrolled plebe Class of2011 and in recruiting and admitting the Class of2012. 
The results of these pilot projects will provide valuable data regarding the efficacy of changes 
planned to increase the percentage of future classes who select academic majors in STEM 
disciplines. 
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2. Business Rules 


a. Midshipmen fourth class (Plebes) must provide their top 2-4 prioritized choices for 
academic majors when selecting academic majors, AND at least one of the first two choices must 
be in a Science, Technology, Engineering, or Mathematics (STEM) discipline. 


b. If fewer than 70% ofa particular class of USNA midshipmen choose academic majors in 
STEM disciplines, selected midshipmen fourth class, predominantly from the middle of the class 
(2nd and 3rd quartiles) whose first choice of academic major was in a non-STEM discipline and 
who appear to have the talent and mathematical aptitude to succeed in a STEM academic major, 
will be counseled to encourage them to change their major to one in a STEM discipline. In 
general, the 2nd and 3rd quartiles of a class represent the largest population of academically 
accomplished midshipmen who may be good candidates for transferring to a STEM major. 


c. If new academic majors are introduced into the USNA program under this implementation 
strategy, they will be designed consistent with the following criteria. New academic majors in 
engineering offered at the Naval Academy will be designed to be consistent with the national 
criteria for accrediting engineering academic majors, as administered by ABET (formerly the 
Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology). New academic majors in Mathematics 
and Science will include at least 14 courses (42 semester credit hours) supporting the discipline
specific knowledge in the new major, and the preponderance of those courses must be in 
mathematics and science disciplines. These credit hours for academic majors in Mathematics 
and Science will be in addition to credit hours earned in the USNA courses required of all 
midshipmen, and generally will not include a requirement for a foreign language. New 
academic majors introduced in the Humanities and Social Sciences will include at least 10 
courses (30 semester credit hours) in courses supporting the new academic major discipline plus 
at least four semesters (12 semester credit hours) of a foreign language. Again, these credit 
hours supporting new academic majors in the Humanities and Social Sciences will be in addition 
to credit hours earned in the USNA courses required of all midshipmen. 


3. Implementation Strategy 


Initiatives to achieve the mandated 65% of Navy graduates in STEM disciplines beginning with 
the Class of2013 will be considered in four categories: 


Marketing 
Admissions 
Academic Programs 
Academic Support & Counseling 
Other Initiatives 


The strategy described below will be modified, as necessary, after results with midshipmen in the 
classes of 20 11, 2012 and 2013 are available. 
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4. Marketing 


a. Develop relationships that could provide additional motivated, qualified candidates for the 
long-term future: 


(l) Preferentially market to technical schools, high schools with technically related 
curricula and high college-going rate. 


(2) Leverage "FIRST" and other technically oriented middle school and high school 
competitions to bring potential candidates to visit USNA. 


(3) Seek to establish partnerships with ONR, NAVSEA and NAVAIR to sponsor and 
host at USNA a secondary school science fair, whose winners earn scholarships to college; use 
the events to recruit to USNA, NROTC and to the technical work forces in the SYSCOMs. 


b. Ensure marketing materials highlight midshipman design-build team projects, midshipman 
laboratory and field research, and other exciting projects pursued by midshipmen in STEM 
majors. 


c. Update the USNA catalog, the USNA internet web site and other recruiting materials to 
emphasize the Naval Academy's technically oriented curriculum. 


d. Update training and support materials for Blue & Gold officers nationwide. 


5. Admissions 


a. Aggressively recruit candidates who receive a "letter of assurance" and who are inclined to 
choose an academic major in a STEM discipline. Ensure they receive a personal telephone call 
encouraging these candidates to choose USNA for their post-secondary education. 


b. Modify the USNA standard "tum down" letter to encourage unsuccessful candidates to 
enroll in college in a STEM discipline and reapply for admission the following year. 


c. Re-evaluate the "whole person multiple" calculated on every USNA candidate and 
determine whether any changes would increase the likelihood that admitted candidates would 
select academic majors in STEM disciplines. 


6. Academic Programs 


a. Re-emphasize project-based instruction in teaching engineering and the physical sciences . 


b. Secure a reliable source of funding and adequate space for midshipman design-build 
engineering team projects. 


c. Investigate, develop and possibly introduce: 


(l) Industrial Engineering major 
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(2) Operations Research minor and/or major 


(3) Leadership minor or Philosophy minor for midshipmen majoring in STEM disciplines 


7. Academic Support & Counseling 


a. Replace part-time, temporary (adjunct) instructors in STEM disciplines with full-time 
faculty in order to provide the academic counseling and instructional support that midshipmen in 
STEM disciplines require. 


b. Strengthen the Class of 1963 Center for Academic Excellence in preparation for 
supporting increased enrollment in STEM disciplines. 


c. Educate current midshipmen regarding the needs of the Navy and the command's 
responsibility to meet those needs. 


d. Engage selected midshipmen currently majoring in STEM disciplines to assist academic 
advisors in informing midshipmen fourth class (plebes) regarding opportunities in their academic 
majors. 


e. Counsel selected Economics (FEC) majors to switch to the Quantitative Economics (SQE) 
major. 


8. Other Initiatives 


In discussions with the Naval Academy faculty and academic leadership regarding how the 
Academy might ensure that no fewer than 65% of those USNA graduates commissioned into the 
Navy from the Class of2013 and subsequent classes have completed academic majors in STEM 
disciplines, several other promising initiatives were suggested but have not yet been thoroughly 
analyzed. The following initiatives will be considered further and, if found to have significant 
merit, may be adopted at a later date: 


a. Develop approaches to offering semester study abroad and cultural immersion 
opportunities to midshipmen majoring in STEM disciplines so that such opportunities are 
available to midshipmen in all majors. Otherwise, the existence of such stimulating 
opportunities for midshipmen in non-STEM disciplines to learn more about the nations and 
regions in which they will be engaged as officers will tend to incentivize midshipmen away from 
selecting academic majors in STEM disciplines. 


b. Identify opportunities to get small groups of midshipmen fourth class (freshmen) into the 
Academy's science and engineering laboratories during the fall semester as another way to 
inform them of the opportunities to address challenging real-world problems as an integral 
component of an undergraduate STEM major. 
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c. Consider how the Naval Academy might attract midshipmen into academic majors in 
mathematics and science disciplines in spite of national trends for enrollment in these disciplines 
to decline. 


d. Consider a suggestion that the Academy assign greater weight to midshipman performance 
in those courses required of all midshipmen when calculating an individual's overall order of 
merit in the graduating class in order to lessen possible midshipman concern that selecting an 
academic major in a STEM discipline might result in lower grades and a subsequent reduction in 
graduating class standing. 


e. Consider alternatives for more closely linking a midshipman's academic major to his or 
her service assignment as a way of possibly incentivizing midshipmen to select academic majors 
in STEM disciplines. 


f. Consider potential costs and benefits of the Naval Academy initiating and hosting an 
annual undergraduate STEM conference, analogous to the ongoing Naval Academy Foreign 
Affairs Conference, as an approach to sustaining midshipman interest in selecting an academic 
major in one of these disciplines. 


9. Resources Required to Implement Strategy 


a. (Comments consistent with USNA POM-I0 input) USNA is at its enrollment capacity 
today for majors in electrical, mechanical, aerospace and systems engineering; there is no 
additional room available in classes taught by currently employed faculty members to support 
growth in the number of midshipmen majoring in these disciplines. Part of this capacity 
limitation results from the number of part-time, temporary (adjunct) instructors already teaching 
in the STEM disciplines. In general, adjunct instructors are not qualified to teach the more 
advanced courses in the discipline and are not available to provide midshipman academic 
support outside the classroom. USNA POM-l 0 submission requested 18 additional faculty 
members (corresponding to a dollar investment of approximately $2M each in MPN and 
O&M,N) in order to increase the number of engineering, science and mathematics classes taught 
by full-time faculty members at USNA. This growth in full-time faculty was projected at a ratio 
of 50% military and 50% civilian. 


b. Expanded employment of project-based education in STEM disciplines is currently 
unfunded. Much of this activity today is funded philanthropically and the year-to-year 
availability of funding is unpredictable. To ensure a high probability of success for midshipmen 
in STEM disciplines, $500K should be allocated annually to support the cost of midshipman 
involvement in design-build and hands-on laboratory projects. 


c. There has been no increase in educational space devoted to teaching STEM disciplines at 
USNA in more than 30 years, and the existing engineering building is in serious need of 
renovation. Over those three decades, broad-based research into teaching and learning 
methodologies has demonstrated that students learn STEM disciplines best when involved in 
solving hands-on, unscripted real-world problems. The Naval Academy needs more project 
space for the midshipmen today than when the current engineering building was conceived in the 
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1960s, and the existing engineering building needs renovation of its basic HVAC, plumbing and 
electrical systems. A related MILCON project is being proposed as part of POM-1o. 


d. IfUSNA expands its summer programs to attract more candidates interested in majoring in 
STEM disciplines, including potential candidates in middle school and early high school, 
additional resources must be available to support such programs. Current estimates are that an 
additional $400K for summer science/engineering recruiting youth camps at USNA is required. 
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Enclosure 2.11 Attachment 3 
STEM 65% Target Data 


 Entire Class - Initially Entire Class - Currently US Navy Graduates 


Class E&W M&S H&SS Total % STEM E&W M&S H&SS Total % STEM E&W M&S H&SS Total % STEM


2006 469 258 412 1139 63.8% 370 198 424 992 57.3% 287 172 322 781 58.8%


2007 463 302 392 1157 66.1% 392 226 425 1043 59.3% 311 187 322 820 60.7%


2008 460 289 429 1178 63.6% 375 268 414 1057 60.8% 308 215 295 818 63.9%


2009 467 264 430 1161 63.0% 364 237 460 1061 56.6% 275 186 328 789 58.4%


2010 479 251 442 1172 62.3% 379 231 424 1034 59.0% 292 181 300 773 61.2%


2011 421 289 433 1143 62.1% 310 277 450 1037 56.6%      


2012 495 354 373 1222 69.5% 411 321 407 1139 64.3%      


2013 468 348 394 1210 67.4% 448 320 419 1187 64.7%      


Over past 5 graduated classes:            
 average STEM loss of 5.2% from initial major choice to graduation.       
 USN STEM percentage is higher than the whole class by an average of 2.0%.     
On average, there are 3.2% fewer USN STEM grads than the percentage of the whole class that initially selected STEM. 


So, here are some guesses  2011 will graduate 58.9%  STEM into USN.      
    2012 will graduate 66.3%  STEM into USN.      
    2013 will graduate 64.2%  STEM into USN.    <<     
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Attachment 5 
Planned and Implemented Actions to Achieve 65% of USNA Graduates in STEM Majors 
CoA 1. Admissions 
 
CoA 1a. STEM Predictor.   
A STEM predictor was developed by analyzing data from recently graduated USNA classes. The 
analysis compared candidate’s major preferences, MSAT scores, and engagement in STEM 
activities in higher school with their majors at graduation from USNA. In addition, a review of 
the literature on college STEM majors was conducted.  The resulting STEM predictor allows the 
Admissions Board to identify and track potential STEM majors in the Admissions process.   
 
CoA 1b. Demonstrated STEM Activities. 
Beginning with the Class of 2015, the Admissions Board has been awarding extra points to the 
Whole Person Multiple (WPM) for candidates who have demonstrated interested in STEM in 
high school (e.g., Chemistry award, robotics team, President of Science Club). The Admissions 
Board has been coding application files with a demonstrated interest in STEM activities in order 
to provide additional reviews throughout the Admissions cycle.  These reviews have led to 
candidates being provided an offer of appointment or additional consideration as a wait list or 
foundation candidate at the end of the cycle. 
 
CoA 1c. NAPS/Foundation (FDN).   
Interest in STEM majors is now a selection criterion for those candidates recommended for both 
NAPS and the Foundation programs. 
 
CoA 1d. College Applicants. 
College applicants who are already in a STEM major or who have demonstrated an interest in a 
STEM major by taking STEM courses such as “Introduction to Engineering” receive additional 
consideration by the Admissions Board for direct admission. 
  
CoA 2. Major Selection  
 
CoA 2a. Provide personal support for potential GRP I & II women and minorities. 
Outreach by female and minority JOs, upper-class STEM majors, and STEM faculty members to 
recruit plebes into STEM majors. This could be accomplished by engaging the Joy Bright 
Hancock group as well as various professional engineering ECAs in hosting meetings with 
plebes. 
Pros: The Majors Focus Group Study found that these groups are the most influential in the 
major selection process. 
Cons: Over-recruitment may influence some plebes to make choices inappropriate for them. 
Such aggressive recruitment may result in significant resistance by faculty in the Division of 
Humanities and Social Sciences. 
 
CoA 2b.  Business Rules-Change from Major Selection to Major Assignment. 
Plebes are required to indicate three choices for major, at least one of which is a STEM major. In 
changing to Major Assignment, after plebes make their preferences known, they would be placed 
into majors so that the STEM percentage is sufficiently high to allow for the attrition that will 
occur over the next three years. This number has to be determined within the context of the new 
rules since it may well result in higher attrition than in the past. An explicit rule set about which 
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midshipmen will be placed into their STEM choice instead of their non-STEM first preference 
needs to be determined. 
Pros: This would assure the Academy meets its goal and would be consistent with the current 
process used for Service Assignment. 
Cons: Midshipmen forced into a STEM major who strongly prefer a non-STEM major would 
certainly be unhappy. Some of these midshipmen might transfer (voluntary attrition) or attrite for 
academic reasons. Some might deliberately underperform in the hope of being allowed to change 
to a non-STEM major. The attitudes of these midshipmen might not contribute to the spirit of the 
Brigade and could negatively affect the classes they attend. Since we do not know in 4/C which 
midshipmen will be commissioned into USMC at graduation, some of these plebes will be 
affected, too. Not allowing midshipmen their choice of major would certainly create a strong 
backlash in the non-STEM disciplines. It would also likely create problems for Admissions as 
candidates learn that they could not choose their majors but would be assigned to them. 
  
CoA 3. Subsequent to Major Selection 
 
CoA 3a. Restrict Transfers Out of STEM Majors. 
Henceforth, requests for transfer out of STEM majors will be very carefully scrutinized and 
allowed for only those regarded by the ADAA, for example, to be incapable of managing the 
program in the major they freely selected. [Note: The most salient reason to allow midshipmen to 
transfer out of STEM majors is that they may have chosen a STEM major due to their inability to 
assess correctly their own capabilities.  Requiring them to remain in STEM majors would likely 
result in failure and/or attrition.] 
Pros: This would minimize the traditional transfer (about 5-6%) out of STEM majors. 
Cons: It will result in unhappy midshipmen and will also make some in following classes wary 
about choosing STEM majors. It might result in higher voluntary and academic attrition. It may 
be difficult to develop fair criteria to distinguish between those who cannot manage a STEM 
major and those who can. 
 
CoA 3b. Recruitment of qualified STEM candidates among current GRP III Majors 
There are about 145 3/C non-STEM majors whose QPRs are at least 2.9 and who earned at least 
B grades in calculus and chemistry. An email would be sent to these qualified STEM candidates 
indicating that a change to a STEM major remains a possibility and describing how to go about 
making that change. (See Appendix: Note the two sentences in red font. They will be included 
only if approved by the Superintendent. One can imagine the different effects of the message 
with and without the sentence on a midshipman receiving it.) 
Pros: This might result in a slight increase in STEM majors. 
Cons: It will also likely result in significant resistance by faculty in the Division of Humanities 
and Social Sciences. 
 
CoA 3c. Provide personal support for current GRP I & II women and minorities. 
Engage female and minority JOs, upper-class STEM majors, professional ECAs, and STEM 
faculty members to mentor STEM majors. 
Pros: This would provide ongoing support for women and minority STEM majors through the 
Joy Bright Hancock group as well as various professional engineering ECAs. 
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Cons: This could be seen as an over-emphasis on women and minorities and, therefore, unfair to 
majority midshipmen. Such a program may cause concern among faculty in the Division of 
Humanities and Social Sciences. 
 
CoA 3d. Provide more academic support for STEM Majors and, in particular, key STEM 
Courses. 
Continue to strengthen the Class of 1963 Center for Academic Excellence to support 
midshipmen in STEM majors and courses. Continue to work with STEM faculty to help them 
teach to a wide range of learning styles and academic backgrounds using experiential and 
project-based teaching and learning methods. 
Pros: More academic support should result in increased STEM success. 
Cons: Over emphasis on STEM could result in significant resistance by faculty in the Division of 
Humanities and Social Sciences. 
 
CoA 4. Service Assignment (SA) Process 
 
CoA 4a.  Make a Midshipman’s academic major a consideration for service assignment. 
Academic major could be stipulated as an additional criterion to use in the whole person multiple 
schemes already being employed by the individual community boards that generate 
recommendations for service assignments.   
Pros:  This is already done for some communities (Nuclear Reactors, SWO-Options, CEC), and 
would be relatively easy to add to the Aviation and SWO community assignment board 
recommendation criteria. This might result in a slight increase in STEM majors. 
Cons: The degree of influence of this action is unknown. It would not apply to USMC 
accessions, as per the CNO directive, which would create inequity across the Brigade. In the 
“whole person” concept being employed by the SA process, academic major selection would be 
a minor consideration, and it is unlikely that it would ever be the single deciding factor for 
midshipmen to not receive their preferred service assignment, which probably limits the 
influence this CoA would exert on individual behavior. In addition, there is over a two-year gap 
between major selection and service assignment, which may reduce the impact of this action. 
 
CoA 4b. Make academic major a requirement for service assignment.   
Establish quotas for each service assignment option that would mandate some percentage of 
those selected for each service assignment community to be STEM majors.  
Pros: This would have an immediate and significant effect on academic major selection; most 
likely assuring that USNA meets the 65%/35% mandate. 
Cons:  It’s unclear where the authority to mandate this rests. It most probably requires some 
direction from beyond the institution. It would make Service Assignment much more complex 
than it already is. Additionally, it would remove much of the flexibility that currently exists in 
the system which allows us to fit midshipmen in the communities where they’ll have the best 
chance of succeeding and having an enjoyable and professionally rewarding career. This would 
be a draconian measure, and would likely result in unhappy midshipmen and create significant 
resistance by faculty in the Division of Humanities and Social Sciences. It will also be counter to 
the emphasis on LREC. In addition, it would not apply to USMC accessions, as per the CNO 
directive, which would create inequity across the Brigade. Such a situation would likely create 
significant unintended negative consequences.
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Appendix 
 
Draft email message to about 145 youngsters in non-STEM majors who earned calculus and chemistry 
grades of at least B and a CQPR of at least 2.90. 
 


+++++++++++++++ 
 
Dear Midshipman, 
 
This note is to encourage you to consider changing your major to a STEM major, that is, a major in 
Science, Technology, Engineering or Mathematics. Your academic performance last year was good and, 
in particular, you earned good grades in chemistry and calculus. This leads me to believe you have the 
ability to do well in a STEM major. 
 
Even though your academic program would not change this semester, it is probably not too late to change 
to a STEM major.  If you are interested in pursuing this possibility, you should visit with the senior 
adviser or department chair in the STEM major of your choice, as soon as possible. That faculty member 
can help you decide if the change is feasible and how you could actually do it. The senior advisers are 
listed at http://www.usna.edu/AcDean/advisers/senioradvisers.html.  
 
As you may recall from the major briefing for 2013 last January, the Naval Academy has been directed by 
the Chief of Naval Operations to produce 65% of its USN graduates from STEM majors. At that briefing, 
I also told you that your major might be taken into consideration at the time of service assignment. In 
fact, the Superintendent will direct that STEM majors receive a measure of extra consideration in the 
service assignment process for the Class of 2013.  In short, the Navy wants and needs STEM majors. 
 
 
Frederic I. Davis, Ph.D. 
Associate Dean for Academic Affairs 
United States Naval Academy 
  
 
 



http://www.usna.edu/AcDean/advisers/senioradvisers.html
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April 15, 2006 
VADM Rodney P. Rempt 
Superintendent 
United States Naval Academy 
121 Blake Road 
Annapolis, MD 21402-5000 
 
 
Dear Admiral Rempt, 
 


On behalf of the Academic Program Executive Review Group (AERG), we are pleased to 
submit the enclosed report, “Educating Midshipmen for the Future Fleet.” 
 


You charged the AERG to consider two broad but basic questions:  Is the Naval 
Academy educating its graduates to meet the requirements of the Naval Service and is it doing so 
in the most effective and efficient way possible?  In addressing these questions, the AERG 
considered inputs from a wide variety of sources, including senior Fleet leaders at both 
operational and training commands, USNA alumni, and representatives from both academic and 
professional divisions at the Academy itself. 
 
 As the AERG compiled its findings, it found that many areas it sought to highlight 
(increasing fleet relevance in the curriculum, fostering critical and creative thinking, focusing on 
improvements to the core, developing regional and language expertise, etc.) were already the 
subject of extensive consideration and effort by the Academy’s faculty and administration.  We 
commend these groups for their commitment and initiative and hope that the observations, 
comments, and recommendations presented in the body of our report help to both guide and 
encourage their ongoing efforts. 


 
Though the AERG did make some specific recommendations on changes to the 


curriculum, it was the broad consensus of our committee that long-term improvements in the 
education of midshipmen would ultimately be best enabled by focusing on institutional structure 
and processes rather than on content alone.  No single constituency – neither the Fleet nor the 
Academy nor this external review board – is capable of independently determining how best to 
educate midshipmen for the future Fleet.  Addressing this challenge is a necessarily collaborative 
task that must include not only the efforts of committed Naval Academy faculty and 
administrators but also active and sustained dialog with the greater Navy and Marine Corps.  
Currently no process for this kind of ongoing cooperation and dialogue exists; creating one is the 
fundamental recommendation of this report. 


 
On behalf of our AERG colleagues, we commend your efforts to seek continual 


improvement across the full spectrum of Naval Academy mission areas and thank you for the 
opportunity you have given us to contribute through our service on this committee.  We hope that 
you will find the enclosed report helpful and that it will provoke debate and spur further progress 
as the Academy continues to carry out its responsibility to educate midshipmen for the future 
Fleet. 
 
 
 
 


Admiral Dennis C. Blair, USN (retired)  J. Bonnie Newman 
President, Institute for Defense Analyses  Member, USNA Board of Visitors 
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 AERG Mission 
 


In January 2005, the Superintendent of the United States Naval Academy initiated 
a comprehensive internal review of all facets of the Naval Academy Academic Program.  
During the summer of that year, he established in parallel an external committee, the 
Academic Program Executive Review Group (AERG), charged with identifying what the 
Navy and Marine Corps would require in the education of their junior officers in the 21st 
century.  The AERG was asked to produce a report that could contribute to the 
establishment of academic policies and objectives to guide the Naval Academy for the 
first 20-30 years of the 21st Century. 
 


In conducting their study, the AERG was asked to consider two broad but basic 
questions: 
 
• Is the Naval Academy educating its graduates to meet the requirements of the Naval 


Service?  
 
• Is it doing so in the most effective and efficient way? 


 
Specific questions the AERG was asked to consider included:1


 
• What expectations does the Naval Service have regarding the educational preparation 


of Navy and Marine Corps officers graduating from the Naval Academy in the next 
20-30 years? 


 
• How well do recent Naval Academy graduates appear to meet those expectations? 


 
• What changes, if any, are recommended in the academic preparation of Academy 


graduates to better meet the needs of the Naval Service? Are there areas of study that 
should be added or increased in emphasis? Are there areas of study that should be 
eliminated or de-emphasized? 


 
• Do Naval Academy graduates still require a firm understanding of the basic principles 


underlying the complex technologies supporting today’s military capabilities? Are 
there particular areas of emphasis that appear most important? 


 
• Is there a greater need now than in the recent past for Naval Academy graduates to 


have acquired a broad understanding of the history, culture, geography, language and 
political structure of regions important to U.S. national security? 


                                                 
1 Because several major reviews aimed at enhancing the Academy’s approach to leadership education had 
recently been completed, the AERG was asked to avoid devoting too much time to the development of 
additional initiatives in this area.  The relative lack of emphasis on leadership development in this document, 
however, should not be taken to suggest that committee members do not consider excellence in leadership 
education to be one of the most important overall objectives of the Naval Academy education. They do. 
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History – The Fleet and “CURRICULUM 21” 
 


The last comprehensive external review of how the Naval Academy’s academic 
programs might best meet the needs of the future Fleet2 was a 1997 study known as 
“CURRICULUM 21.”3  Over the course of five months, an Extended Team, consisting of 
senior leadership from throughout the Naval Service, and a Core/Support Group, 
consisting of Naval Academy faculty and staff, reviewed all aspects of the curriculum as 
well as midshipman professional life.  
 


In developing their final recommendations, CURRICULUM 21 members 
identified two key drivers:  
 
• A 1997 Fleet survey conducted expressly for CURRICULUM 21. 


 
• A 1996 Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) Instruction identifying Professional Core 


Competencies (PCCs) for all future Fleet officers (SECNAVINST 1531.2A). 
 


CURRICULUM 21’s “Fleet survey” consisted of a 20-item questionnaire 
distributed to the Commanding Officers (COs), Command Master Chiefs (CMCs), and 
Chiefs of the Boat (COBs) of units afloat and ashore via message traffic (members of the 
Marine Corps were not surveyed).4  Based on the questionnaires received, respondents 
were generally convinced that:  
 
• The overall balance of courses between technical, professional, and humanities 


education at USNA was about right. 
 
• The academic disciplines most necessary to the Fleet matched traditional areas of 


strength at USNA (Engineering, Mathematics, and Physical, Hard, and Applied 
Sciences).  


 
With regard to the future, surveyed COs/CMCs/COBs recommended that the 


Naval Academy: 
 
• Continue to commission officers solely in the Unrestricted Line. 


 


                                                 
2 Throughout this report, the term “Fleet” is used to refer to both the Navy and Marine Corps. 
3 Since “CURRICULUM 21,” various other reviews of the Academy’s academic programs have been 
conducted including two Middles States Commission on Higher Education Accreditation Reviews (in 2001 
and 2005), an Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology Review in 2005, and numerous internal 
curricular self-studies (available at http://intranent.usna.edu/WSE/usnaselfstudy/).  CURRICULUM 21, 
however, was the last review commissioned for the express purpose of identifying how the Naval Academy 
might best meet the needs of the future Fleet. 
4 A total of 445 surveys were received. Response rates averaged 33% and varied from a low of 16.3% for 
the aviation community to a high of 44.5% for submariners.  
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• Increase the emphasis on writing composition and digital (vice analog) technologies 
and systems. 


 
• Review the necessity of celestial navigation and increase the emphasis on satellite and 


electronic navigation methods. 
 
• Increase the emphasis on IT skills. 
 
• Eliminate or reduce the teaching of steam engineering. 
 


Though cautioning that any attempt to dictate majors quotas would be contrary to 
promoting positive attitudes among midshipmen about their education and learning, 
CURRICULUM 21 concluded that the Academy’s curriculum was fundamentally sound 
and that (with the modest changes noted below) it would prepare midshipmen to meet the 
challenges of the 21st century.  With regard to the core curriculum in particular, the 
committee argued that existing core courses in mathematics, physical sciences, 
engineering, humanities and the social sciences had strong justification and that the 
strength of the core program provided the essentials for all midshipmen, regardless of 
major, to seek entry to any warfare community.5   


 
Primary report recommendations included maintaining twenty-one credit-hours of 


professional development course-work, strengthening the Leadership Development 
program, and increasing the emphasis on IT skills and written communication. 
Ultimately, all of these recommendations were implemented directly or adopted after 
slight modification. 
 
 
 


                                                 
5 For the purposes of their review, CURRICULUM 21 defined the Academy’s academic “core” as “that 
part of the curriculum which consists of required courses that are essentially common for all midshipmen 
regardless of major [and] fulfill the general education needs of midshipmen and establish a foundation for 
their preparation as officers in the Naval Service.”  
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AERG Philosophy 
 
 Over the course of its meetings, the AERG developed a set of convictions about 
education and the Naval Academy that informed its subsequent recommendations. 
Specifically:  
 
• The Naval Academy is unique not because it is an engineering school but because it is 


responsible for the foundational education of a large proportion of the future leaders of 
the Navy and Marine Corps. 


 
• The learning emphasis at the Naval Academy should be on education rather than training.  


We train for what we know; we educate for what we don’t.  Equipment, technology and 
dominant theories of international relations will go through many changes during an 
Academy graduate’s career.  Officers with fundamental conceptual knowledge, critical 
and creative thinking ability, and a commitment to lifelong learning will be best prepared 
to make the greatest contributions to the Naval Service. 


 
• The Academy should aim to provide an education that will equip its graduates to excel 


throughout their careers – from their time as tactically-oriented ensigns or second 
lieutenants to their potential service as senior officers with commensurate high-level staff 
and command responsibilities. As a recent Summer Study conducted for the Secretary of 
Defense concluded, the objective of undergraduate education should be to teach future 
officers to “think creatively, decisively, strategically, flexibly, broadly, and 
inquisitively.”6 


 
• The core curriculum at the Naval Academy should equip midshipmen with the intellectual 


skills necessary to excel in any warfare specialty in the Navy or Marine Corps and should 
cover the most important basic concepts in the humanities, math, science and engineering, 
as well as the basic intellectual approaches in these disciplines. 


 
• The core curriculum should be connected to relevant naval issues and should be taught 


using naval examples wherever possible. 
 
• An inherent tension within the Naval Academy learning environment is the 


organizational, philosophical, and time-management distinction between military and 
academic preparation of midshipmen. The military organization led by the Commandant 
and supervised by mid- and junior-grade Battalion and Company Officers concentrates 
on planning, organizing, and execution skills; analytical and practical thinking; and 
dealing with physical/mental stress. The academic organization led by the Academic 
Dean and Provost and run by a mix of officers and civilian professors concentrates on 
knowledge principles and ideas, problem solving, critical thinking and analytical abilities. 
Competent Navy and Marine Corps officers need both sets of skills. Rather than seeking 
to de-conflict them, the objective of the Naval Academy should be to integrate these two 
vital aspects of midshipman education. 


                                                 
6 See 2003 Secretary of Defense Summer Study - “The Military Officer in 2030.” 
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AERG Process 
 


In conducting its review, all or part of the AERG met on eleven separate 
occasions. Six of these meetings were held at the Institute for Defense Analyses in 
Alexandria, Virginia; four were held at the United States Naval Academy in Annapolis, 
Maryland; and one was held by teleconference.  During these meetings, the AERG: 
 
• Hosted informal discussions with three groups of USNA alumni (representing junior, 


mid-grade, and senior non-flag officers) as well as representatives of the Professional 
Military Professor (PMP) and Company Officer communities to get their perspectives 
on education and training at the Naval Academy.7 


 
• Considered findings from previous curriculum reviews and surveys of Fleet needs 


(e.g. CURRICULUM 21). 
 
• Reviewed findings from relevant studies conducted by Navy- (e.g. Center for Naval 


Analyses) and non-Navy-affiliated researchers. 
 
• Collected written responses from Navy Type Commanders (TYCOMs) and the 


Marine Training and Education Command (TECOM) to a standard question set.8 
 
• Held meetings by division with departmental representatives from across the faculty 


(including the Divisions of Engineering and Weapons, Mathematics and Science, 
Humanities and Social Sciences, and Professional and Officer Development).9 


 
• Held individual roundtable discussions with RDML Jamie Barnett (Director, Naval 


Education & Training Division, N17) and Dr. Harlan Ullman (Senior Advisor, Center 
for Naval Analyses) to review future Navy education plans and recent studies of 
Navy education.10 


 
• Discussed the committee’s initial findings with regard to military education in 


Bancroft Hall and the Officer Development Division with VADM (ret) Michael 
Haskins (Distinguished Chair of Leadership, USNA). 


 
In addition, two of the committee’s retired flag officers met separately with Naval 
Reactors (NR) representatives to discuss NR’s concerns with the performance of some 
recent (non-engineering) Academy graduates in the nuclear training pipeline. 


                                                 
7 Each alumni group consisted of four participants – a Marine, a Naval Aviator, a Submariner, and a 
Surface Warfare Officer – for a total of twelve alumni discussants. A total of five PMPs and three 
Company Officers participated in informal discussions as well. The AERG considered these sessions 
informative but neither comprehensive nor statistically valid.  For further details, see Appendix 3. 
8 For further details, see Appendix 4. 
9 For further details, see Appendix 5. 
10 Including presentations and discussion time, the AERG spent approximately one-hour with RDML 
Barnett and 30 minutes with Dr. Ullman. 
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Comments from the Fleet 
 
 Rather than relying on CURRICULUM 21’s approach of using a survey of 
current COs, CMCs, and COBs to develop a sense of how the preparation and 
performance of Naval Academy graduates was perceived by the Fleet, the AERG elected 
to seek the opinions of senior leaders of the Naval Services.  Relatively open-ended 
questionnaires were sent to commanders of the Navy’s Air, Surface, and Submarine 
forces and leaders of the Marine Corps’ education and personnel organizations.11 In 
response, the AERG received the following high-level inputs:12


 
TECHNICAL EDUCATION 
• Surface, Air, and Marine Corps commanders believed the Academy’s current 


technical education for all majors was either adequate or more than adequate.  
  
• In contrast, the Submarine community believed that, with the exception of 


engineering majors, technical education at USNA was inadequate and possibly 
declining in quality. 


 
• Unlike the Surface, Air, or Marine Corps commanders, leaders of the Submarine 


force also believed that pursuing a technical degree had a significant positive impact 
on career retention and success beyond the period of initial training. 


 
• Leaders of the Marine Corps reported improvements in the IT knowledge of 


midshipmen but wanted to see an even greater emphasis on this area in the future. 
 
• Naval Aviation leaders requested more emphasis on basic typing skills and greater 


familiarity with common software applications (e.g. MS Word, Excel, PowerPoint). 
 


NON-TECHNICAL EDUCATION  
• Surface, Air, and Marine Corps commanders noted that USNA graduates continue to 


demonstrate inadequate written communication skills. 
 
• Surface and Marine Corps leaders requested greater emphasis on cultural and/or 


language studies. 
 
PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION 
• Submarine, Surface, and Air leaders all request a greater emphasis on Joint and/or 


Coalition Military Education at the undergraduate level. 
 
                                                 
11 See Appendix 4 for a description of the questionnaire and detailed responses from Fleet commanders. 
12 With the exception of the Submarine Force, TYCOM inputs appeared based largely on anecdotal 
evidence gathered in response to the AERG request for comments.  Systematic assessments by the Surface 
and Aviation communities and the USMC of the impact of undergraduate education on Fleet performance 
and/or generation of expectations for undergraduate education appeared to be the exception rather than the 
rule. 
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Focus on the Core 
 


In reviewing the extent to which the Naval Academy is producing officers 
prepared to meet the needs of the 21st century Fleet, the AERG made a conscious 
decision to focus particular attention on the “core curriculum,” the Naval Academy’s 
equivalent of the general education requirement found at most civilian institutions. 
Representing roughly two-thirds of all classes that a midshipman will take during his or 
her time at the Naval Academy (approximately 90 of 140 credit hours including 
professional classes but excluding physical education), the core curriculum is the 
centerpiece of the Academy education. 
 


The Academy’s current core curriculum consists of three areas: 
 
• A Technical Core comprised of courses in the disciplines of mathematics, science, 


and engineering (45-50 semester credit hours depending on major). 
 
• A Humanities and Social Sciences Core comprised of courses in the disciplines of 


political science, history, English, and (for some students) languages (24-32 semester 
credit hours depending on major). 


 
• An Officer and Professional Development Core comprised of courses in professional 


subjects like seamanship and navigation and courses in the areas of leadership, ethics, 
character development, and law (21 semester credit hours). 


 
According to the Academy’s self-assessment for its 2005 Middle States Commission on 
Higher Education Academic Program Accreditation Review, this core curriculum serves 
three main functions: 
 
• Provides a broad technical and liberal arts education experience. 


 
• Lays the general foundation for all USNA majors programs. 


 
• Meets the specific mission goals for the Naval Service. 
 
The AERG believes this definition lacks adequate focus and presents an alternative 
conception in its discussion of the core in Focus Area 2 below. 
  


In focusing on the core curriculum, the AERG was particularly interested in 
exploring the issue of purpose.  For example, should the core curriculum (in particular) 
be preparing naval officers for successful professional service or should it produce a 
broadly educated college graduate?  In subsequent sections of this report, the AERG will 
explain why it believes the core curriculum can (and must) do both.  What is required is 
to integrate the courses of the core curriculum so that, taken as a whole, they achieve the 
objectives of producing midshipmen who are: 
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• Broadly educated in a Fleet-relevant context. 
 


• Able to handle any warfare specialty. 
 


• Able to think critically and creatively. 
 


• Able to continue learning throughout their careers. 
 


• Able to cope with ambiguity and foresee or adapt to changing circumstances. 
 
A set of specific recommendations related to core structure, process, content, and 
pedagogy that the committee believes would help achieve these goals are presented in 
detail in subsequent sections of this report. 
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Six Recommended Areas of Focus 
 


In gathering together the observations, comments, and recommendations that make up 
the core of this report, the AERG identified six primary “areas of focus.” These areas 
serve as the organizational foundation for the committee’s findings. 
 
• Focus Area 1:  Building a Robust and Sustained Connection to the Fleet  


A clear, robust, sustained connection between the classroom and the Fleet is essential 
both to engaging students and to ensuring that Academy studies remain timely and 
relevant. 


 
• Focus Area 2:  The “Core” - Purpose, Structure and Content 


The core education at USNA should prepare midshipmen to excel as leaders of the 
Navy and the Marine Corps in any field and at all levels of service.  


 
• Focus Area 3:  Fostering Critical and Creative Thinking and a Commitment to 


Lifetime Learning 
The development of critical and creative thinking skills and a commitment to a 
lifetime of learning should be emphasized (in USNA publications and in the 
classroom) from day one of plebe year in the core and across the disciplines. 


 
• Focus Area 4:  Developing Language and Regional Expertise 


Neither fluency in difficult languages nor deep regional expertise can or should be 
expected of all Academy graduates.  However, aggressive initiatives should be 
developed and appropriately resourced to a) ensure all midshipmen understand the 
importance of cultural understanding in successful military leadership and operations, 
b) lay the foundation and desire for deeper language and regional understanding 
throughout an officer’s career, and c) allow those midshipmen who demonstrate an 
interest in doing so to pursue an advanced proficiency in language and/or regional 
studies while at the Naval Academy. 


 
• Focus Area 5:  Promoting Teaching Excellence and Supporting Institutional 


Research and Assessment 
The Naval Academy is first and foremost a teaching institution; consequently, it 
should have the finest possible cadre of professional educators. Additionally, because 
sustained progress in all aspects of higher education is based on a foundation of 
broadly collected and rigorous analyzed data, USNA should ensure that institutional 
and academic research and assessment are adequately resourced, staffed, and 
emphasized. 


 
• Focus Area 6:  Integrating and Coordinating Institutional Constituencies 


USNA should enhance the integration of the activities of its major institutional 
components to better achieve the Academy’s mission of preparing midshipmen for 
the Naval Service. 


 9







Educating Midshipmen for the Future Fleet ● April 2006 


Focus Area 1: Building a Robust and Sustained Connection to the Fleet 
 
Observations and Comments 
 


A clear, robust, sustained connection between the classroom and the Fleet is 
essential both to engaging students and to ensuring that Academy studies remain timely 
and relevant. Taking the initiative to establish this connection is the Academy’s 
responsibility, not the Fleet’s. Current Navy directives and policies do not require or 
specify a strong connection between faculty and administrators at the Naval Academy 
and the broader research, education, and/or operational communities in the Fleet.  Acting 
on their own initiative, USNA departments vary widely in seeking substantive, relevant 
and compelling links between their discipline, core or major courses, and the sea service 
careers that midshipmen embark upon after graduation.  This seemed to the committee in 
many cases a missed opportunity for the Academy to articulate to midshipmen the 
rationale for their coursework and to lay an enduring foundation for lifelong learning 
after graduation. 
 
Recommendations  
 
• Take immediate and sustained action to begin building a more robust “connection to 


the Fleet” that:  
 


• Encourages midshipmen to feel they joined the Navy their plebe year, not after 
graduation.13  


 
• Emphasizes shared experiences between the faculty and the Fleet. 
 
• Better connects the Naval Academy faculty to both the Navy’s research and 


operational communities. 
 


• Ensures that interactions between faculty and Fleet are formal and sustained (vice 
ad hoc and occasional) in nature. 


 
• Is based on a plan that includes identification of specific Fleet organizations to 


interact with individual Academy departments and mandatory periodic faculty 
interaction with Fleet elements to develop and refresh their understanding of Fleet 
activities and needs.14 


 


                                                 
13 This should not be interpreted as a recommendation to emphasize professional training over education.  
To the contrary, the AERG believes that the connection the Academy builds to the Fleet should be first and 
foremost an intellectual one.  
14 “Fleet interaction” need not necessarily mandate going to sea.  In addition to seaborne activities, other 
innovative options and processes should be organized to accomplish the desired integration.  The key is for 
these interactions to be substantial, substantive, and systematically planned. 
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• Ensure that new initiatives are coordinated with current programs and mandates by 
conducting and documenting a comprehensive review of existing Navy directives 
governing Academy relationships to the Fleet.   


 
• If necessary, initiate a SECNAV directive to give every Academy department a Fleet 


sponsor. This review (and possible directive) should be followed by plans for each 
department to develop and sustain Fleet interactions (including, at a minimum, 
periodic detailed curriculum reviews and reviews of faculty exposure to Fleet 
activities).  In support of this planning process, consider organizing (possibly in 
conjunction with the annual meeting of service academy deans) a forum for sharing 
best practices on how each of the military academies currently stays connected to its 
service’s broad operational and research communities. 


 
• Encourage wide-spread faculty awareness of the sea services so faculty will teach in a 


meaningful, compelling and discipline-appropriate manner the relevance of individual 
curricula to the Navy and Marine Corps mission.  For senior faculty (associate and 
full professors), who are increasingly charged with leadership of the Academy’s 
academic program, this awareness of the needs and missions of the Fleet, and the 
relevance of their discipline to the sea services, should be a clear career expectation.  


 
• Encourage more meaningful civilian faculty engagement with the operational Fleet 


through longer, more interactive visits to Fleet units (including those forward-
deployed).  


 
• Consider providing incentives for greater faculty research connected to established 


naval needs across all Naval Academy divisions through additional summer research 
funding, term-time teaching reductions, and extended TAD rotations with naval 
research facilities and/or operational units.  


 
• Consider creating an opportunity for joint faculty appointments between the Naval 


Academy and other Navy/Defense educational institutions (e.g. the Naval War 
College, the Naval Postgraduate School, the Defense Language Institute, the National 
Defense University, and other labs and warfare centers).  


 
• Ensure that civilian faculty members have sufficient security clearances (and 


sufficiently secure facilities) to allow them to engage in applicable Fleet-relevant 
research and projects.15 


 
• Create greater awareness of the sea services among the civilian faculty by promoting 


greater interaction and cooperation between civilian and military instructors.  This 
                                                 
15 All civilian faculty members at the Naval Academy undergo a basic background check and receive a 
SECRET-level clearance.  However, in some cases, supporting relevant Fleet research and activities may 
require clearance at the TOP SECRET collateral or SCI level. In terms of facilities, the Academy should 
have research facilities available that permit at least SECRET-level research and should work to equip 
these spaces with SIPRNet access to facilitate movement of classified information. 
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might be achieved through a variety of means including: collaborating on curriculum 
development; organizing formal civilian-military faculty mentoring pairs (in which 
military members advise their civilian counterparts on the Fleet-relevance of their 
subject matter and civilian members advise new officers on effective pedagogic 
techniques); increasing the number of courses organized around civilian-led multi-
section lectures and officer-led discussion sections; and increasing the number of 
sections team-taught by civilian and military instructors.16 


 
• Finally, continue to aggressively pursue an overall 1:1 military-to-civilian faculty 


ratio.  This will require increasing the current military representation in the faculty 
ranks.  To achieve this, the Academy should: 


 
• Continue and, if possible, expand its highly effective utilization of enlisted Sailors 


and Marines as teaching/lab assistants. 
 
• Consider expanding its pool of potential officer instructors by shifting resources 


from the LEAD to the GET program. 


                                                 
16 One specific example of how current classes might be combined and team-taught by civilian and military 
instructors is through combining the current core Professional Development course on Strategy and Tactics 
(NS310) with the current core History Department course on Naval History.  Such a course might combine 
historical lectures and readings with more discussion/lab sections focusing on contemporary questions and 
applications and, in the process, might provide an introduction to Joint Professional Military Education 
(JPME) competencies as requested by multiple Fleet leaders.  
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Focus Area 2: The ‘Core Curriculum’ - Purpose, Structure and Content 
 
Observations and Comments 
 


In the course of its review of USNA’s academic programs, the AERG came to see 
the core curriculum as the centerpiece of the Academy academic experience and of 
crucial importance in preparing midshipmen for Naval Service. The committee elected, 
therefore, to focus particular attention on understanding the current purpose, structure, 
and content of the core and on making recommendations about how each of these areas 
might be clarified and enhanced.  


 
Technically, the Naval Academy’s “core” appears to lack a precise definition.  In 


some instances, it is described as a group of courses; in other cases, as a set of 
competencies.  In the Academy’s most recent (2005) Middle States Accreditation 
Review, its purpose is described variously as: 1) to meet the specific mission goals for the 
Naval Service, 2) to provide a broad technical and liberal arts education experience, and 
3) to lay the general foundation for all USNA majors programs.  The AERG believes that 
the purpose of the core education at USNA should be to prepare midshipmen to excel as 
leaders of the Navy and the Marine Corps in any field and at all stages of their careers.   


 
Specific Navy-approved educational and training expectations for USNA do exist, 


but are not adequate.  Originally published as a Secretary of the Navy Instruction 
(SECNAVINST 1531.2A) in 1996, the so-called “Professional Core Competencies” 
(PCCs), were last revised in April of 2001 and issued in manual-form by the Chief of 
Naval Education Training (CNET).  In principle, the AERG supports such a document.  
However, in its current form, the PCC manual does not appear to be the product of a 
formal, comprehensive undergraduate educational requirements determination process 
nor do the PCCs themselves appear to be integrated into a career-long Fleet education 
strategy. The AERG believes this situation should be addressed and makes 
recommendations on how to do so below. 


 
Currently, the core curriculum at the Academy is owned by the Academic Dean 


and Provost.  Changes to the core curriculum are either proposed through the Faculty 
Senate Core Curriculum Committee or routed directly to the Academic Dean from 
academic departments via their respective divisions. Below the level of the Academic 
Dean, no single Academy administrator is charged with actively managing and 
overseeing the core. The AERG believes a single official responsible for the core is 
needed and provides specific recommendations for the responsibilities of such a position 
in the next section. 
 


With the core curriculum decided by a committee process, and with so many 
subjects that a midshipman should arguably be aware of, the result has been to fill every 
period in the midshipmen’s schedule during plebe year and to contribute to an overall 
course load that necessarily limits the amount of time a midshipman can devote to any 
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given course.17  The AERG believes that changing the process by which the core is 
administered will help to address the current overload and makes some specific additional 
suggestions in regard to “load balancing” below. 


 
With regard to content, the AERG believes that ultimately, core content should be 


selected and presented with a goal of enabling students to understand how the different 
disciplines solve problems, how they create knowledge, and why they matter. Conveying 
why core content matters requires making clear to midshipmen the connection between 
the material they are exposed to in the core and the experiences they will encounter 
throughout their career in the Navy or Marine Corps (a concept referred to in this report 
as ‘Fleet-relevance’).   


 
Currently, academic departments vary in their commitment to making core 


curricula relevant to the Fleet. The desire to provide a broadening educational experience 
is sometimes cited as a reason to limit the emphasis of Fleet relevance in the core and, in 
some instances, core curricular reform appears to be hampered by the perception that 
certain courses and/or content are required to maintain ABET accreditation.18  


 
Members of the AERG strongly believe that an emphasis on Fleet relevance is 


entirely compatible with an emphasis on broadening educational experiences in core 
classes or competencies. Indeed, encouraging midshipmen to understand the inherent 
connection between the broad educational experiences to which they are exposed and the 
relevance of these experiences to them as naval officers is essential to exciting and 
engaging students and fulfilling the Naval Academy’s mission.  
 
 Recognizing the importance of considering the full spectrum of trade-offs 
involved in making specific curricular changes to the core, the AERG attempted to avoid 
focusing too extensively on “puts and takes” at the level of individual competencies.  
Nevertheless, in the course of the committee’s review, three general areas stood out as 
worthy of particular attention:  information technology (IT), cultural studies, and written 
communication skills. 
 


IT:  In the aftermath of Curriculum 21, IT skill development in the core was 
enhanced through the incorporation of a set of IT-related learning objectives into 
one of the required electrical engineering core courses. Nevertheless, the current 


                                                 
17 Over the course of their USNA career, the typical midshipman is required to carry roughly 140 credit 
hours.  This total includes approximately 90 hours in ‘academic core courses,’ 30 hours in coursework 
specifically devoted to their academic major, and 21 hours in courses devoted to professional development 
but excludes time required by mandatory physical education classes.  Even so, it is roughly 17% more than 
the 120-hour required course load at the typical 4-year civilian institution.  The AERG is concerned that the 
limited time students have to devote to any given course may place inadvertent limits on what faculty 
members believe they can reasonably expect in terms of out-of-classroom work. 
18 Though ABET requirements must certainly be taken into account in designing the core curriculum, it is 
not clear that these requirements are as restrictive as is often assumed. It is likely that that the main factor 
limiting flexibility in the Group I core is not ABET as much as a broader divisional desire to maintain 
engineering degree programs that are widely recognized as among the best in the country. 
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emphasis on IT skill development appears insufficient relative to the central place 
of network and computer technology in transforming the current and future Naval 
Services and joint operations. 
 
CULTURAL STUDIES:  All midshipmen should be introduced to the study of 
languages and culture and understand the importance of cultural understanding in 
successful military leadership and operations. In addition, the core curriculum 
should lay the foundation and desire for deeper language and regional 
understanding throughout an officer’s career.  However, neither the current 
Western civilization courses nor any other existing core courses adequately equip 
or motivate a midshipman to understand non-Western cultures.  The virtual 
absence of cultural studies in the current core curriculum must be addressed. 
 
WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS: A lack of effective communication skills 
(particularly written) among newly commissioned former Academy midshipmen 
is cited as a continuing deficiency by Fleet leaders. Greater attention must be paid 
to the development of effective written composition skills. 
 


Recommendations in each of these areas are included in the following section. 
 
Recommendations 
 
• Formally define the USNA ‘core’ as a set of fundamental common core competencies 


rather than as a set of specific classes. The AERG believes it is more important for 
midshipmen to learn the fundamental intellectual approaches of the humanities and 
social sciences, engineering, physical sciences, and math, than to take survey courses 
that skim over many specific subject areas in a particular discipline. It is likely that 
certain courses will be specifically designed to meet core competency requirements 
and considered ‘core courses.’  However, shifting to a competency-based definition 
may allow for some variation in the actual classes midshipmen pursue and will, in 
any case, clarify the idea that the purpose of the core is to enable midshipmen to meet 
a given set of educational objectives rather than to ensure midshipmen simply take a 
certain set of classes.19 


 
• Designate a single individual below the level of the Superintendent and Academic 


Dean but at least at the Assistant Dean-level to manage the competing claims on the 
core with appropriate authority and responsibility to ensure strong oversight and 
coordination.  This individual (referred to below as the “Core Curriculum Dean”) 
should be charged with: 


 


                                                 
19 Shifting to a competency-based core model might also create an incentive for faculty to consider cross-
departmental courses designed to satisfy multiple core competency objectives straddling different 
disciplines – for example, existing non-core courses on topics like the ‘history of science’ or the ‘history of 
the IT revolution’ might be capable of incorporation into the core in a competency-based system. 
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• Formalizing a clear vision of the core curriculum (at a minimum, this vision 
should include a definition of the core, a statement of core purpose, and a 
discussion of desired, assessable outcomes). 


 
• Establishing a set of common core competencies from all disciplines capable of 


preparing a midshipman for success in any warfare specialty and throughout a 
Naval or Marine Corps career and then revising the curriculum to achieve them. 


 
• Developing and employing formal and clearly-defined processes to ensure that 


core competencies are 1) consistent with the needs and expectations of the Fleet, 
2) integrated and balanced within and across divisions, and 3) periodically 
reviewed and evaluated.   


 
• Implementing formal processes to monitor the incorporation of core competencies 


in academic courses and assess the degree to which associated learning objectives 
are met on an annual basis. 
 


• Emphasizing the importance of incorporating “Fleet relevance” across the core 
curriculum through the inclusion of real-world issues and problems into every 
core course. 
 


• Ensuring that core courses incorporate the core-related recommendations 
contained in this report. 


 
• Authorize the Core Curriculum Dean to initiate and approve changes to core content 


or learning objective guidelines, based on departmental input, and subject to appeal to 
the Academic Dean and/or Superintendent. 


 
• Require academic advisors and instructors to ensure that midshipmen understand the 


overarching goals of the core curriculum and how individual core components 
contribute to the achievement of these goals by: 


 
• Explaining the overall purpose of the core to midshipmen at the beginning of their 


plebe academic year.  
 


• Explaining at the beginning of each core course the purpose and relevance of that 
course, and how it fits into the overall core purpose. 
 


• Promulgating the core definition, purpose, and constituent competencies and 
goals in documents available to and accessed widely by current and prospective 
students such as the course catalog, admissions guide, and external website.   


 
• Develop Fleet-specific learning materials for core-classes including textbooks, CDs, 


and/or web-based materials or links.   
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• Create a cross-divisional working group composed of representatives from Electrical 
Engineering, Computer Science, and other stakeholders from USNA and the Fleet to 
reassess what IT competencies should be incorporated into the core and in what form 
(e.g. introduction of a new course, introduction of new competencies into existing 
courses, etc.).  


 
• Create a cross-divisional working group composed of representatives of the History, 


Political Science, Language Studies, English, and Leadership, Ethics, Law, and 
Character (LELC) departments as well as other interested USNA and Fleet 
stakeholders to assess what ‘cultural knowledge’ competencies ought to be required 
of all officers and how these might best be incorporated into the core (e.g. 
introduction of a new general HUM/SS course, introduction of a ‘cultural studies’ 
elective to be selected from a set of focused alternatives, etc.).20 


 
• Establish a communication skills graduation exam based on common Naval Service 


written and oral tasks – fitness reports, staff papers, exercise briefings, point papers – 
and provide the resources necessary to adequately prepare midshipmen for the exam.   


 
• Finally, consider the following: 
 


• Devoting one core English class entirely to composition and increasing the 
written component of courses across the core curriculum to further promote the 
development of effective written communication skills. 21 


 
• Combining some mathematics modules into science and engineering courses to 


ensure better integration and sequencing of math learning with science and 
engineering applications and to allow for a possible reduction in the total number 
of math courses while teaching all required math proficiencies. 


 
• Integrating focused cultural and basic language studies into a single 


interdisciplinary core course (possibly in place of an existing history class). 
 
• Teaching history from a balanced point of view rather than primarily from an 


ethical/philosophical perspective.  The ethical aspects of a military career are now 
well addressed by other courses in the curriculum. 


                                                 
20 Based on discussions with faculty representatives, several initiatives in these areas – particularly with 
regard to cultural studies – are already in progress.  Such initiatives should be encouraged. Of the various 
options under consideration, the AERG believes that the most promising are those that attempt to blend an 
introduction to language and culture in a focused class that examines a particular country or region.  Such 
an approach seems more likely to promote the necessary deep thinking on a particular culture than a broad 
survey course.  It is unlikely that the Academy will be able to successfully identify the “correct” states or 
regions on which to focus or that the Navy will necessarily assign officers to the region with which they are 
most familiar.  However, the AERG believes that, at the undergraduate level, learning how to think about 
other cultures is as important in the long run as gaining specific knowledge about any given region. 
21 Despite repeated efforts by the academic faculty to improve the written communication skills of 
Academy graduates, Fleet concern in this area continues. 


 17







Educating Midshipmen for the Future Fleet ● April 2006 


 
• Introducing a fixed-wing/helo flying familiarity program along with the current 


YP program. 
 
• To create more flexibility for these or any other proposed changes to the core (as well 


as to create additional opportunities for non-class based academically enriching 
activities22), consider modifications to the academic calendar including, for example, 
the possibility of shifting some of the current term-time professional training course-
work (e.g., coursework in seamanship and navigation, naval law, and officer 
practicums) into a summer or winter inter-term period. 


 
 


                                                 
22 For example, foreign study, language-immersion courses, or extended internships at think tanks or 
research labs. 
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Focus Area 3:  Fostering Critical and Creative Thinking and a 
Commitment to Lifetime Learning 
 
Observations and Comments 
 


The commitment of faculty members to developing critical thinking skills and 
incorporating open-ended problems varies at the Naval Academy across departments and 
course-levels.  Too often, core courses emphasize the mastery of material rather than 
critical inquiry related to the discipline and, according to some midshipmen and recent 
graduates, there are still too many examples of “plug and chug” learning in the technical 
disciplines. 
 


There are very few problems an officer encounters in the fleet or field that are 
solved by simple formulae. As he or she achieves higher rank, there are none. The 
development of critical and creative thinking skills should be emphasized (in USNA 
publications as well as in the classroom) from day one of plebe year in the core and 
across the disciplines. 


 
As an Academy graduate becomes more senior, the challenges he or she confronts 


require the ability to use the different intellectual skills of the social sciences, the physical 
sciences, math, and engineering. Courses taught in both technical and non-technical areas 
should teach critical thinking as well as conveying subject knowledge and, regardless of 
discipline, courses must require deep and rigorous analysis.23 At the Academy, a 
midshipman should learn to recognize the highest levels of intellectual achievement in all 
these disciplines and strive to develop the greatest degree of personal competency in 
each. 


 
 Placing a greater emphasis on “deep thinking” will require allowing (and 
expecting) students to devote more out-of-classroom time to each course than is currently 
set aside. It will also require conscious, sustained efforts to counter the conformity of 
thought that strict hierarchical organizations often inadvertently impose.   Both of these 
observations have implications across the full-spectrum of midshipman activities.  


 
 In addition to promoting “depth of thought,” preparing officers for the future Fleet 
will require instilling a commitment to “lifetime learning.” Academy graduates should 
see their undergraduate education as a foundation on which they will continue to build 
throughout their professional careers. The future is, and always has been, uncertain.  The 
best officers in the future Fleet will be those committed to continuously seeking to 
understand, adapt to, and manage this uncertainty. 


 
All professional educators endorse the importance of producing graduates who are 


effective critical and creative thinkers committed to a lifetime of learning. However, 


                                                 
23 In discussions with Naval Reactors, the perception that a lack of rigor in Naval Academy classes was 
creating difficulties for non-engineering majors in the nuclear power program was cited as a particular 
concern. 
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simply acknowledging these goals is not enough.  Achieving success in this endeavor 
must be made a core institutional commitment and sustained, innovative efforts to 
improve this area of midshipman education must be pursued. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
• Issue periodic guidance (a Commander’s Intent) from the Superintendent or 


Academic Dean emphasizing active learning and interactive classrooms and stressing 
the importance of developing critical and creative thinking skills and a commitment 
to lifetime learning.   


 
• At the faculty level, encourage and adequately resource current initiatives like the 


Faculty Critical Thinking Working Group and ensure that all courses – including 
those taught during plebe year - incorporate some sort of open-ended research/design 
problem.24  


 
• To aid in accomplishing this, implement an initiative to reduce the long lists 


of first-order ‘knowledge topics’ covered in some classes and insert instead 
specific modules that require deep and critical analysis of a single topic.   


 
• Finally, develop and implement measurable goals and periodic assessments of how 


well critical and creative thinking skills are being conveyed.  Establish these 
assessments on a course- or class-wide basis and incorporate results into overall 
assessments of teaching effectiveness. 


 
 
 


 
 


                                                 
24 By ‘open-ended’ the committee means problems without clear, definitive answers. The complexity of the 
problems presented and the amount of course time devoted to engaging them should be calibrated to the 
course level (i.e., growing in extent and sophistication as course levels increase). During the plebe year, for 
example, “deep-thinking” problems may involve a few specific questions introduced through weekly 
assignments or on exams. By 1/c year, it may involve something like a required 1/c capstone 
research/design project in all disciplines. The AERG was particularly impressed with the effectiveness of 
these projects when departments were able to connect students with an external sponsor able to task them 
with real-world problems. 
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Focus Area 4:  Developing Regional and Language Expertise 
 
Observations and Comments 
 


In the opinion of the AERG, the Naval Academy has convincingly demonstrated 
that producing the broad foreign language proficiency required in the recent DoD 
Language Transformation Roadmap during a four-year undergraduate program is 
impractical. Neither fluency in DoD-investment languages nor detailed regional expertise 
can or should be expected of all Academy graduates. On the other hand, however, 
USNA’s current approach to language and cultural education (which does not allow most 
students to study a foreign language during their plebe year, virtually excludes any form 
of comparative cultural or regional studies from the core curriculum, allows few options 
for the voluntary pursuit of language proficiency by technical majors, and produces 
virtually no graduates with advanced proficiency in languages other than Spanish, 
French, and German) clearly falls far short of what might reasonable be achieved with 
relatively modest reform. 


 
Recommendations 
 
• As discussed in Focus Area 2, develop and appropriately resource aggressive 


initiatives to ensure that all midshipmen understand the importance of cultural 
understanding in successful military leadership and operations.  These initiatives 
should also lay the foundation and desire for deeper language and regional 
understanding throughout an officer’s career.   


 
• In addition, take further initiatives to allow those midshipmen who demonstrate an 


interest in doing so to pursue an advanced proficiency in language and/or regional 
studies while at the Naval Academy and/or during immediate post-commissioning 
graduate education.  Specifically: 


 
• Establish a graduation track that allows students to develop regional and foreign 


language expertise in DoD-targeted regions as outlined in ref (r).  Elements of this 
“interdisciplinary regional studies major” should include: 


 
• Summer immersion programs. 


 
• Semesters abroad. 


 
• Language proficiency testing (requiring that students demonstrate proficiency 


at level 2 for Category I and II languages or level 1 for Category III and IV 
languages prior to graduation).25 
 


• Seek authorization to disburse Foreign Language Pro Pay to midshipmen 
demonstrating proficiency in DoD-investment languages. 


                                                 
25 Separate standards may be required for native-speakers of non-English languages. 
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• To provide greater opportunities for the pursuit of proficiency in any language, 


consider: 
 


• Changing the core and majors curriculum matrices to allow for the initiation 
or continuation of foreign language studies during plebe year. 


 
• Creating ‘intensive language courses’ (e.g. daily meetings, 5-6 credit hours) 


for targeted Category III and IV languages.26   
 


• Develop a program to specifically identify and recruit high school students with 
special skills in high-demand languages.  
 


• Weight existing language skills – particularly in difficult Category III and IV 
languages - more heavily than at present in USNA admissions decisions. 
 


• Direct leaders in the Academy’s Humanities and Social Sciences (HUM/SS) 
Division to work with the service Senior Language Authority (SLA) called for in 
the 2005 Defense Language Transformation Roadmap to determine how best to 
contribute to DoD-wide cultural and language competency goals. 
 


• Increase institutional support of and take steps to increase student awareness of 
and participation in opportunities for overseas graduate education through 
scholarships, fellowships, and grants that promote language acquisition and 
cultural awareness such as those offered by the Fulbright and Olmsted programs. 


 
 


 
 
 


                                                 
26 One possible model is the ‘intensive Arabic’ curriculum in the undergraduate program at Georgetown 
University’s School of Foreign Service. 
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Focus Area 5:  Promoting Teaching Excellence and Supporting 
Institutional Research and Assessment 
 
Observations and Comments 
 


The Naval Academy is first and foremost a teaching institution; consequently, it 
should have the finest possible cadre of professional educators. One challenge to 
achieving this goal is presented by the uneven emphasis on teaching pedagogy in civilian 
postgraduate degree programs.27 Another comes from the fact that roughly one-third of 
the Academy’s academic faculty consists of military officers who generally rotate to the 
Academy from non-teaching billets, arrive with little or no prior teaching experience, and 
stay for no more than two or three years before separating or continuing on to their next 
assignments.  Additionally, few of the military members of the academic faculty have 
degrees beyond the master’s level and some (in particular, military instructors in the 
Leadership, Ethics, and Law department) have no formal graduate education at all. 
 


USNA currently seeks to promote the development and reward the excellence of 
its academic faculty in various ways. Though not the only criteria, teaching effectiveness 
is a primary consideration in hiring, promotion and tenure decisions and demonstrated 
success in the classroom is necessary for civilian faculty members who desire periodic 
increases in annual pay. Furthermore, under the leadership of its Director of Teaching 
and Learning (a senior civilian faculty member), the Academy offers a number of 
periodic “teaching and learning workshops” (lunchtime seminars on pedagogy conducted 
by USNA profs and outside speakers) designed to provide a continuous opportunity for 
faculty to stay abreast of the latest trends in teaching.28 The AERG believes that these 
efforts are necessary but not sufficient. 
 


Sustained progress in all aspects of higher education is based on a foundation of 
broadly collected and rigorous analyzed data, a fact that is already widely recognized at 
USNA. The Institutional Research Office, for example, provides correlations between 
Academy graduates and various metrics of success while the Faculty Enhancement 
Center’s Director of Academic Assessment works with the Faculty Senate Assessment 
Committee to, in the words of the Academy’s most recent Middle States Self-
Assessment, “facilitate and coordinate the Academy’s academic assessment process.”29 
The issuance of ACDEANINST 5400.1, “Annual Reporting of Assessment Progress” in 
2004 is another sign of the current emphasis being placed in this area.   
 


However, during the AERG’s meetings with faculty representatives, it appeared 
that current assessment of some teaching and learning areas (for example, the 
                                                 
27 See for example, “At Cross Purposes: What the Experiences of Today’s Doctoral Students Reveal about 
Doctoral Education,” a 2001 study of more than 4000 PhD candidates by Chris M. Golde and Timothy M. 
Dore available at http://www.phd-survey.org/report%20final.pdf. 
28 However, attendance is optional and often light (typically between 20 and 40 members out of a faculty of 
600). 
29 See 2005 Middle States Commission on Higher Education Academic Program Accreditation Review 
Self-Assessment, p. 96. 
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effectiveness of conveying core competencies) remains immature30 and very little 
systematic institutional research appears to be done at USNA on the effectiveness of an 
Academy education after graduation (for example, by following Academy graduates and 
analyzing their later experiences in the Navy and Marine Corps).31  
 
Recommendations 
 


The AERG recommends that current USNA efforts to promote teaching 
excellence be enhanced through initiatives in four areas: qualifications, mentoring, 
rewards and research and assessment. Specifically: 
 
• Require postgraduate education (master’s degrees at a minimum) for all officer-


instructor billets with the exception of those serving in the Physical Education and 
Seamanship & Navigation departments.32   


 
• Survey current departmental practices for mentoring civilian and military faculty 


members and, based upon the results, develop and promulgate a set of minimum 
standards for faculty mentoring.33 


 
• Consider increasing the total number of awards given to outstanding instructors on an 


annual basis.34 
 


• Consider whether current institutional education and research and assessment offices 
are adequately resources, staffed, and empowered to meet the demand for their 
services and to hold departments and instructors accountable for meeting assessment 
expectations.  In the event they are not, expand capacity.  Specific assessment 
initiatives to consider include: 


 
• Implementing, at a minimum, a common portion on course-wide exams and 


Academy-wide student course evaluations in order to: 


                                                 
30 An observation echoed by the Academy’s 2005 Middle States Self-Assessment (see, for example, 
Standard Fourteen – Assessment of Student Learning). 
31 Some such studies, however, are conducted by external groups like the Center for Naval Analyses 
(CNA).  See for example, refs (e, s, t, and u). 
32 Presently, for example, full time officer–instructors in the Leadership, Ethics, Law, and Character 
Department are not required to hold a master’s degree in a relevant field. 
33 Based on the AERG’s discussions with faculty representatives, mentoring programs for both military and 
civilian faculty members vary greatly between departments. And, while annual award programs typically 
assure that the very best instructors are recognized, no systematic procedures are in place to identify and/or 
remediate instructors who are not performing up to their full potential.  The AERG believes that effective 
mentoring of all faculty is absolutely essential for ensuring that the institution continues to hire, train, and 
retain the finest possible educators. 
34 Currently, for example, there are three Academy-wide awards for teaching – one given to a senior 
civilian faculty member, one given to a senior military faculty member and one given on alternating years 
to junior civilian and military faculty members.  Additional recognition at the academy, divisional and/or 
departmental levels would help to demonstrate the importance the Academy places on pedagogic 
excellence. 
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• Monitor how expectations with regard to student effort and instructor grading 


vary across sections and departments. 
 


• Assess success in meeting educational objectives. 
 


• Identify possible internal best practices based on comparative performance of 
USNA sections.  


 
• Considering where possible, the use of nationally standardized exams to allow for 


tracking of annual student performance (and trends) relative to other 
institutions.35 
 


• Establishing more extensive formal and informal mechanisms for sharing best 
practices and lessons learned. 
 


• Allocating resources for regular “market surveys” of USNA graduates and their 
superiors to evaluate success in conveying designated core competencies and to 
assess the value of Academy educational activities to officers throughout their 
careers. Survey results should then be integrated with departmental strategic plans 
for Fleet relevance (recommended in Focus Area 1). 


 
 
 


                                                 
35 The Academy’s Chemistry Department, for example, currently does this through use of a common exam 
developed by the American Chemical Society. 
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Focus Area 6:  Integrating and Coordinating Institutional 
Constituencies 
 
Observations and Comments 
 


The three different primary claimants on midshipmen time – the athletic 
department, the academic departments and the military department – all have worthy 
goals and believe that they do not have enough time on midshipman schedules to achieve 
them.  However, the AERG believes that the pendulum has currently swung too far 
against the academic aspects of midshipman education.   


 
Based on their own experience, and in conversations with other graduates, the 


retired naval officer members of the AERG believe that conveying the junior officer 
competencies emphasized by the military department of the Academy can be 
accomplished in less time than is currently allotted, while still teaching midshipmen the 
necessary skills of time management, teamwork, discipline and small-unit leadership.  
With more time available, the midshipmen could then be challenged in their core and 
majors courses to think critically and deeply and to grapple with difficult intellectual 
problems, developing the kind of intellectual skills that will make them better officers 
over the course of an entire career. 


 
In addition, the AERG believes that the Superintendent needs to change the 


character of the discussion among the three claimants on midshipman time from 
competition to integration of approaches.  Currently, minor individual issues generally 
appear to either be raised to the highest Academy leadership levels for decision or left 
unresolved. The continual competition for midshipman time by the athletic, academic, 
and military departments of the Academy interferes with graduating the best ensigns and 
second lieutenants for the Fleet.   


 
Several action items in the Academy’s strategic plan recognize and address this 


problem, but do not amount to a coherent attempt to integrate all facets of the Naval 
Academy learning experience. In addition, and perhaps because of this ongoing 
competition, anecdotal evidence presented during discussions with company officers and 
members of the academic and professional faculty suggested that midshipmen time 
remains generally oversubscribed. 
 
Recommendations 
 
• Conduct a formal review of the military training aspects of the Naval Academy.  In 


particular: 
 


• Consider ways to shift some formal (i.e. classroom-based) professional training 
outside of the normal academic term in order to reduce the total term-time course 
load 
 


• Look for opportunities to formally recognize (through the awarding of stripes) 
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and provide mentoring for meaningful non-Bancroft leadership opportunities (e.g. 
as the director of a Midshipmen Action Group program).36 
 


• Review all activities under the supervision of the midshipmen striper organization 
to identify activities that could be reduced in scope or frequency while retaining 
sufficient activities for effective leadership training.37 


 
• To help bridge the distance between Bancroft and the academic side of the Yard:  
 


• Re-emphasize the responsibility of company officers to promote the pursuit of 
academic excellence (not just the achievement of minimum standards) in their 
encouragement of the whole-person development of midshipmen. 


 
• Consider reinstituting a program to assign senior military or experienced civilian 


academic faculty members as academic advisors for each company. 
 


• Work to enhance the integration of USNA’s various institutional stakeholders and to 
create a culture which recognizes and respects the fact that the moral, mental, and 
physical development of midshipmen are all elements of a single mission: to produce 
“graduates who are dedicated to a career of Naval Service and have potential for 
future development in mind and character to assume the highest responsibilities of 
command, citizenship, and government.” To facilitate this coordination, the AERG 
recommends: 


  
• Requiring the development of coordinated strategic plans down do the 


departmental level and in cross-divisional areas with a particular emphasis on the 
concept of “life-long learning” across the disciplines. 


 
 
 


                                                 
36 The AERG sees no reason such positions could not be opened up to 2/c midshipmen as well as 1/c 
midshipmen based on merit. 
37 This review should include: parades and non-essential marching and formations; plebe system after either 
the Army game or end of first semester; mandatory football-centered activities; and other all-Brigade 
regulated activities. It should also consider whether the current professional emphasis on teaching the skills 
of a surface warfare (e.g. shiphandling) is justified in light of the minority of midshipmen who will enter 
that community. 
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Concluding Thoughts 
 


As the AERG compiled its list of primary recommendations, it found that in many 
instances, areas it sought to highlight (increasing fleet relevance in the curriculum, 
fostering critical and creative thinking, focusing on the improvements to the core 
curriculum, and developing regional and language expertise, for example) were already 
the subject of extensive consideration and effort by faculty and administration 
committees. The AERG commends these groups for their commitment and initiative and 
hopes that the observations, comments, and recommendations presented in this report 
help to both guide and encourage their ongoing efforts. 


 
Though the AERG made some recommendations on potential curricular changes, 


the committee ultimately decided that long-term improvements in the education of future 
officers would be best enabled by focusing on institutional structure and processes rather 
than on content alone. 
 


Indeed, after 10 months of talking to alumni and faculty, reviewing existing 
studies and assessments and considering inputs from Fleet commanders, the AERG 
eventually came to the conclusion that there is currently no rigorous, analytically 
defensible way to answer the question of whether “the Naval Academy is educating its 
graduates to meet the requirements of the Naval Service” or the related question of 
whether it is “doing so in the most effective and efficient way.”  No single constituency – 
neither the Fleet nor the Academy nor even an external review board – is capable of 
doing so alone or through a cursory study. 
 


Instead, determining how best to educate midshipmen to meet the requirements of 
the future Fleet is a necessarily cooperative task that must include not only committed 
Naval Academy faculty and administrators but also active and sustained dialog with the 
operational Navy and Marine Corps.  Adequately answering this question requires that 
these constituencies meet on a regular basis and consistently assess both the changing 
short-term needs of the Fleet and the extent to which existing objectives are being 
achieved.  Currently no such process exists.  Creating one is the fundamental 
recommendation of this report 
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Guide to Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 
ACDEANINST Academic Dean and Provost Instruction: Formal guidance on academic affairs 


and related matters promulgated by the Office of the Naval Academy 
Academic Dean and Provost  


ACSB  Aviation Commander Command Screen Board: The process through which 
aviators are selected for command tours.   


ADHSB  Aviation Department Head Screen Board: The process through which aviators 
are selected for department head tours.  


AERG  Academic Program Executive Review Group: Group of retired senior military 
officers and professional educators appointed by the Superintendent of the 
Naval Academy to conduct an external assessment of how well the Academy 
was preparing midshipmen for the future fleet.  


-------  Bancroft Hall: The dormitory that houses the entire Brigade of Midshipmen 
and the location of Company Officer-led military training and professional 
development activities.   


-------  Category I-IV Languages: A classification code for languages based upon the 
assessed difficulty of acquisition for native English speakers (higher numbers 
correlate with higher difficulty).   


CMC  Command Master Chief:  The senior enlisted representative at a Navy 
command. The CMC is generally a Master Chief Petty Officer (E-9)  


CNA  Center for Naval Analyses: An Alexandria, VA-based federally funded 
research and development center that conducts studies and analyses for the 
Navy.  


CNATRA  Chief of Naval Aviation Training: The two-star flag officer in charge of all 
naval aviation training.  


CNET  Chief of Naval Education and Training: The three-star flag officer in charge of 
Navy-wide education and training programs. 


CO  Commanding Officer: The officer in charge of a command at sea or ashore.  
For large ships, submarines, and aviation squadrons, the Commanding Officer 
is typically a Commander (O-5) or a Captain (O-6).  


COB  Chief of the Boat: The senior enlisted representative on the crew of a ship or 
submarine.  The COB is typically a Senior Chief Petty Officer (E-8) or a 
Master Chief Petty Officer (E-9).  


-------  CURRICULUM 21: The last major external review of how Naval Academy 
curriculum might best meet the needs of the future fleet (conducted in 1997).   


DOR  Drop-on-Request: The act of self-withdrawing from a competitive training 
pipeline like aviation or nuclear power.  


GET  Graduate Education + Teaching Program:  A relatively new initiative that 
allows junior officers to earn a 1-year masters degree at a civilian institution 
in the Washington, DC area following their first tour at sea in exchange for an 
obligated period of service and a follow-on tour as an instructor at the Naval 
Academy.  


-------  Groups I-V: Organizational term referring to the majors groups of Academic 
Divisions (for example, the majors in the Division of Engineering and 
Weapons  – Systems Engineering, Electrical Engineering, etc. – are known as 
Group I majors).    


HUM/SS  Humanities and Social Sciences: One of the Naval Academy’s three academic 
divisions.  Composed of the Departments of Economics, English, History, 
Language Studies, and Political Science.  


IRAD  Individual Readiness Assessment Designator: A pre-flight school assessment 
program introduced by the Naval Aviation community to reduce post 
ascension drop outs.   


IT  Information Technology: Systems, processes, and equipment used for 
transferring, processing, or applying information.  
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JPME  Joint Professional Military Education: Formal, mandatory professional 
development curriculum that all officers are required to complete prior to 
promotion to high rank.  JPME course work may be completed by 
correspondence or in a classroom either in the evening or as part of a full-time 
program during the day.  Classes are run and curriculum is managed by the 
Naval War College in Newport, RI.  


LEAD  Leadership, Education and Development Program: A post-graduate education 
program in which Navy and Marine Corps junior officers return to the Naval 
Academy after a first operational tour and earn a 1-year Masters Degree in 
Leadership and Management before being assigned as a Company Officer in 
Bancroft Hall for a two-year tour.  


LELC  Leadership Ethics Law and Character:  Academic department on the 
professional development side of the Naval Academy house that teaches term 
time courses on LELC and manages the LEAD program.  LELC does not 
currently offer an undergraduate major or minor but initiatives in this area are 
being considered.  


Lt. Gen.  Lieutenant General: In the context of this report, a three-star Marine Corps 
general officer (Lieutenant Generals can also come from the Army and Air 
Force).  


Maj. Gen.  Major General: In the context of this report, a two-star Marine Corps general 
officer (Major Generals can also come from the Army and Air Force).  


TECOM  Marine Training and Education Command: Two-star Quantico, Virginia-based 
command responsible for the coordination of Marine Corps training and 
education programs.  


NAVAIR  Naval Aviation:  Overarching authority for Naval Aviation training and 
education.  


NNPP  Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program: Collective term referring to all periods of 
Naval nuclear propulsion training and education.  


NNPS  Naval Nuclear Power School: Charleston, South Carolina-based school 
responsible for the initial classroom training of nuclear-trained officers and 
enlisted sailors.  


NR  Naval Reactors: Four-star Washington, DC-based command responsible for 
overseeing the Navy’s nuclear propulsion program.  


NROTC  Naval Reserve Officer Training Program: One of three main paths for earning 
a commission in the Navy or Marine Corps in which students attend a civilian 
university and conduct Naval training and education part time until 
graduation. 


NUPOC  Nuclear Propulsion Officer Candidate: A non-NROTC, non-Academy officer 
candidate who is receive training as a nuclear surface or submarine officer.  
NUPOC members attend Officer Candidate School after graduation from 
college and then enter the nuclear training pipeline.  


OCS  Officer Candidate School: One of three primary paths to earning a 
commission as an officer in the Navy or Marine Corps.  Officer Candidates 
attend OCS after graduating from a civilian college and conduct about three 
months of intensive training before receiving their commission. 


PCC  Professional Core Competencies: A list of training and education objectives 
required to be conveyed to all future Navy and Marine Corps officers by the 
Chief of Naval Education and Training. 


PLC  Platoon Leader Class: Part of the Marine Corps officer training pipeline.  
PMP  Professional Military Professor: A post-command Commander or Captain 


selected to earn a PhD and serve the rest of his or her career as a faculty 
member at the Naval Academy.  


RDML  Rear Admiral: A one- or two-star Navy flag officer rank.  
SECNAV  Secretary of the Navy: Senior civilian in the Navy and Marine Corps. The 


SECNAV reports directly to the Secretary of Defense.  
SIPRNet  Secret Internet Protocol Router Network: Department of Defense information 
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network that is separate from the unclassified internet and capable of hosting 
and transmitting material classified at the SECRET level.  


SLA  Senior Language Authority: The senior authority for language programs 
designated for each service in the Department of Defense’s Language 
Transformation Roadmap.  


STA-21 (N)  Seaman-to-Admiral-21 (Nuclear): An enlisted commissioning program for 
sailors who intend to join the Nuclear Navy.  


T&E  Training and Education  
TAD  Temporary Active Duty: Duty (usually less than six months in duration) at a 


command other than a service members permanent duty station.   For 
example, an officer assigned to the Naval Academy could be sent on TAD 
orders to the Naval War College for three months during the summer 
intersessional period.  


TBS  The Basic School: A six-month professional training school in Quantico, 
Virginia attended by all Marines regardless of specialty after commissioning 
and prior to any specialized training.  


TRACOM  Aviation Training Commands: Aviation commands responsible for training 
aviators (vice commands that are responsible for conducting flight 
operations).  


TYCOM  Type Commander: The senior operational commander for a particular branch 
of service.  Some TYCOMs are based in the Atlantic (for example, the 
Submarine Force TYCOM) while others are based in the Pacific (for example, 
the Surface and Air TYCOMs).  


USNA  United States Naval Academy: Publicly-funded four-year residential military 
academy in Annapolis, Maryland.  One of three main paths to earning a 
commission in the United States Navy or Marine Corps.  


VADM  Vice Admiral: 3-star Navy flag officer rank.  
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 Appendix 3:  Discussion Group Composition and Observations 
 
Alumni Discussion Groups 
 
Composition: Three groups (representing junior, mid-grade, and senior non-flag officers) were drawn from 
USNA and the Navy Staff; each included a mix of genders and majors and representatives from each of the 
4 major Fleet warfare communities (surface, air, submarine, and Marine Corps).   


 
Method & Substance:  Six members of the AERG met with each of the three discussion groups for one-
hour. During roundtable discussions, participants were asked to consider three basic questions: what 
specific Academy-imparted knowledge officer’s found most (or least) useful later in their careers, how the 
way they think was (or was not) influenced by the Academy, and what they wish they had been exposed to 
during their time there (both in the sense of specific subject matter and in the sense of “approaches to 
problem solving”).   


 
Note: Discussion group participants did not represent a random or statistically relevant sample nor were 
they intended to do so.  


 
Observations: 
 
• Discussion group participants perceptions of the importance of the technical education at the Naval 


Academy appears to vary based on their warfare communities and career stage; in particular, several 
senior officers noted that while their technical education had been particularly important early in their 
career, they found themselves drawing more frequently on their humanities and social sciences 
backgrounds as they became more senior. 


 
• Several participants suggested that there was a general perception that non-technical (and particularly 


professional) classes were “easier” than those in Group I or II and that this perception had proven true 
in their personal experiences. 


 
• Discussion group participants frequently praised the Academy for teaching good “study and time 


management skills” and for helping them learn how to “remember and recall” facts. Participants were 
less likely to recall the Academy as a place where they developed higher-order skills like creative and 
critical thinking.  


 
• Participants recalled many cases in which instruction they received at the Naval Academy lacked an 


apparent context and/or connection to the Fleet. 
 
• Several participants argued that, in light of current and future Fleet needs, greater attention ought to be 


paid to providing effective cultural awareness and language studies.  
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Professional Military Professor (PMP) Discussion Group 
 
Composition: One group (consisting of five PMPs) was drawn from the pool of PMP instructors currently 
assigned to the Naval Academy.  One PMP represented each of the Academy’s four academic divisions 
(engineering, math/sciences, humanities/social sciences, and leadership, ethics, and law) with the exception 
of Group I (engineering) which had two representatives. PMPs came from the surface, submarine, and 
aviation communities (the Marines do not currently have a PMP program).  
 
Method & Substance:  Eight members of the AERG met with the group for one hour. During roundtable 
discussions, participants were asked to consider 3 basic questions: what specific Academy-imparted 
knowledge officer’s found most (or least) useful later in their careers, how the way they think was (or was 
not) influenced by the Academy, and what they wish they had been exposed to during their time there (both 
in the sense of specific subject matter and in the sense of ‘approaches to problem solving’).  In addition, 
they were asked to comment specifically on the role of the PMP at the Academy 
 
Note: Discussion group participants did not represent a random or statistically relevant sample nor were 
they intended to do so.  


 
Observations: 
 
• Formative USNA experiences cited by discussants (rowing, brigade honor committee, summer 


training) typically did not involve academic endeavors. 
 
• PMPs generally felt that what they brought to the Fleet was a sense of customs, traditions, and values 


(the underlying culture of the Navy). 
 
• One PMP (an aviator) noted that NAVAIR feels PMPs belong to him but are “on loan” to USNA. 
 
• Discussants felt they stood apart from their civilian academic counterparts in being “unwilling to cede 


the leadership mission to Bancroft Hall.” 
 
• Discussants all stressed importance of critical thinking and argued that it must be seen as a mode of 


teaching rather than a specific subject. 
 
• Discussants believed that the non-PMP military academic faculty was of uneven quality and that it was 


important that mentor model and good training and guidance be provided.  Their impression, however, 
was that efforts along these lines varied greatly between different departments. 
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Company Officer Discussion Group 
 
Composition: One group (consisting of three representatives - a female Marine who had not participated in 
the LEAD program and who was in her 3rd year as a company officer, a male surface officer who had 
completed the LEAD program and was in his 1st year as a company officer, and a male surface officer who 
was still in the LEAD program) were drawn from the current pool of USNA Company Officers.  
 
Method & Substance:  One member of the AERG and two members of the AERG staff met with the group 
for 2.5 hours. No specific question set was distributed in advance. 
 
Note: Discussion group participants did not represent a random or statistically relevant sample nor were 
they intended to do so.  


 
Observations: 
 
• Discussants viewed their responsibilities as supervising the daily routine of midshipmen within the 


context of the USNA mission (mentally, morally, and physically) and argued that their focus was on 
producing future division officers, not future admirals. 


 
• Discussants argued that academics mattered but generally saw a 2.0 GPA as good enough given the 


many competing demands on the time of midshipmen (and on the time of their company officers). 
 
• Discussants felt they were forced to juggle too many competing demands.  The one discussant who had 


taught a full class as a company officer argued that this had had a significant negative impact on her 
performance as a company officer.  If given the choice, she would not teach. 


 
• Discussants reported that there was no formal means of collecting lessons learned or producing a 


doctrine of effective leadership in Bancroft; each company officer in effect re-invents the wheel. 
 
• Discussants firmly believed that critical thinking skills were developed in Bancroft as well as in the 


academic classroom and felt that they (company officers) played a central role in shaping midshipmen 
into effective future combat leaders.  
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Appendix 4:  TYCOM Surveys 
 
Questions Posed in TYCOMs/TECOM Survey 
 
• Are you satisfied with the academic preparation of the young officers entering the Naval Air Force? 
 
• How well prepared are USNA graduates, as compared to other commissioning sources that provide 


junior officers to the Naval Air Force? 
 
• From an educational perspective, in what ways are USNA graduates deficient?  What do you believe it 


would take to correct those deficiencies?  
 
• What additional academic preparation would be beneficial to the Naval Air Force?  
 
• How would you gauge the Naval Academy’s emphasis on the academic program with its professional 


education and training components? 
 
• In what ways are line officers in general deficient in professional education and training?  Do Naval 


Academy graduates share these deficiencies?  If so, what professional education and training would 
you recommend that would better prepare officers for your community? 


 
• How would you assess in general your officers’ motivation for and attitude towards learning during 


initial training for your community?  How would you compare USNA graduates relative to officers 
from other commissioning sources?  


 
• Does an officer’s academic major appear to affect his/her performance in your community?  
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TYCOM/TECOM Respondents and Inputs 
 
CHIEF OF NAVAL PERSONNEL 
• Chief of Naval Personnel (VADM Hoewing): No personal inputs; recommended that AERG meet with 


two members of his staff. The AERG met with RDML Jamie Barnett (see below) but was unable to 
meet with RDML (s) Scott Van Buskirk due to his deployment overseas. 


• Director, Naval Education and Training Division, N17 (RDML Jamie Barnett): Met with the 
committee for 1-hr to present and discuss a pre-decisional draft of the Education Strategy component 
of the Navy’s “Total Force Strategy” plan. 


 
NAVAL SURFACE FORCES 
• Commander, Naval Surface Force Pacific (VADM Terrance Etnyre): Provided summary memorandum 


and sample of actual ‘raw’ responses from survey of members of the Surface Fleet (no specific details 
on sample size or methodology). 


 
NAVAL SUBMARINE FORCES 
• Commander, Naval Submarine Force Atlantic (VADM Charles L. Munns): Provided highly detailed 


responses drawing upon extensive statistical analysis of current and historical data tracked by Naval 
Reactors (NR). 


 
NAVAL AVIATION 
• Commander, Naval Air Force Pacific (VADM J. M. Zortman): Provided summary memorandum based 


on personal impressions, informal survey of Naval Academy graduates who had recently completed 
their first sea tour, and a review of empirical evidence from recent studies of the comparative 
performance of Academy graduates in aviation programs. 


• Chief of Naval Air Training (RADM George E. Mayer): Provided summary memorandum drawing 
upon inputs solicited from Training Wing commodores, Instructors, Students, and Staff. 


 
MARINE CORPS 
• Deputy Commandant for Manpower and Reserve Affairs (Lt. Gen. H. P. Osman): Presented brief 


personal impressions (no further details on methodology). 
• Commander, Marine Training and Education Command (Maj. Gen. Thomas S. Jones): Provided 


summary memorandum based on informal survey of members of his command. 
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Responses - Submarine Force 
 
ACADEMIC 
 
By and large, USNA graduates are highly motivated, dedicated, and adequately prepared to succeed once 
they report to their first submarine, and compete very favorably with their peers from other accessions 
sources over the course of a submarine community career.  
 
• Historical data shows that USNA graduates go on to serve as Department Heads, Executive Officer 


and Commanding Officer in roughly the same percentages as other commissioning sources following 
successful completion of NNPS.   


 
• In 2004, 11 of the 16 Submarine Force Junior Officers of the Year were USNA graduates.  
 
• USNA graduates are least likely to be relieved for cause during their department head tours.  In the 


past 5 years, the breakdown for performance related early reliefs from various accessions sources is 
NROTC at 38%, STA-21(N) at 32%, NUPOC at 22%, and USNA at 8%.        


 
• For the 3 current year groups of officers serving as CO’s in the Submarine Force, approximately 1/3 


(~34) are USNA graduates. 
 
• However, in terms of retaining officers for a naval career, a recent trend shows USNA graduates are 


now least likely (relative to NROTC & NUPOC) to remain in the Navy until retirement eligible:   
 


• For the last three years, the 0 to 20-year cumulative continuation rates (CCR) are: USNA - 12.0% / 
NROTC - 12.3% / NUPOC - 13.9%  (contrary to our 10-year historical data for the same time 
frame of USNA - 11.5% / NROTC - 8.0% / NUPOC - 10.7%).  


 
• For USNA graduates in particular, there is a clear distinction in how academic majors perform in the 


Submarine Force.  358 USNA graduates from the year groups 1985-1987 (the cadre currently serving 
as COs) entered the submarine force.  Of this cohort: 


 
• 326 graduated with technical degrees; 107 (33%) went on to serve as Department Heads, 47 (14%) 


went on to serve as Executive Officers, and 33 (10%) went on to serve as Commanding Officers.   
 


• 32 graduated with non-technical degrees; only 3 (9%) went on to serve as Department Heads, and 
just 1 (3%) went on to serve as an Executive Officer and Commanding Officer.  


 
• Moreover, there has been a negative and very troublesome trend in initial nuclear training pipeline 


performance among USNA graduates: 
 


• USNA aggregate attrition from Naval Nuclear Power School (NNPS) has exceeded that of other 
accession sources over the past five years, and the disparity is growing.  Specifically, USNA 
submarine selectees attrite at 6.0% of incoming year accessions while attrition from other sources 
has dropped to 1.1%. 
 


• Extensive and costly additional preparatory courses have been added to better prepare USNA 
graduates for NNPS.  Without these additional courses, academic attrition would be even higher.   
 


• These results suggest that the technical skills required for success in the Nuclear Navy are not as 
robust in USNA graduates as in graduates from other commissioning sources.  
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• Specifically, USNA graduates without technical degrees are not adequately prepared to handle the 


rigorous technical course of instruction that is required in the NNPP training pipeline: 
 


• Non-technical USNA majors attrite at 4x the rate of engineering majors and represent nearly 50% 
of all NNPP pipeline attritions (vice 40.1% for non-engineering technical majors and 11.3% for 
engineers). 


 
• Furthermore, NNPP training pipeline performance indicates that the technical content of some of 


the non-engineering technical degrees, such as Computer Science and Math, is so diluted that their 
performance in the training pipeline is no better than non-technical degrees.   


 
• As a result, the continued downward trend in the number of midshipmen with technical degrees 


(currently 57.2% vice the NNPP goal of 65%) is a particular concern for the Submarine Force.  USNA 
would better serve the Submarine Force and NNPP if it were to:  


 
• Increase the number of students graduating with engineering degrees. 


 
• Require that non-technical and non-engineering technical majors take more engineering-oriented 


electives.   
 


• Consider instituting a system of rewarding midshipmen who are taking more challenging courses 
of instruction, and deterring those who opt for easier non-technical degrees.   


 
PROFESSIONAL 
 
• SUBMARINE CAPSTONE: USNA provides submarine selectees with one semester of professional 


development geared towards the Submarine Force in the Submarine Capstone Course.   
 


• This is more instruction than the other accession sources provide, and provides midshipmen with a 
feel for what is expected in a division officer. 


 
• JPME: A more pressing military need that can be met at USNA is beginning to satisfy Joint 


Professional Military Education (JPME) requirements.   
 


• With regional conflicts in today’s global environment, military operations have increasingly 
become joint-focused.   
 


• To better understand the concept of joint operations, these topics can be taught at USNA (and in 
the naval science courses for NROTC).   
 


• If joint education requirements can begin to be satisfied at USNA, this would better prepare our 
young officers to operate in a joint environment, and provide an earlier opportunity in their 
increasingly constrained career path to begin fulfilling joint education requirements.  
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Responses –Naval Aviation 
 
ACADEMIC 
 
• Technical skills and core academic fundamentals are exceptional. 
 
• Effective written communication, however, is a weakness.  
 
• All officers should be able to type effectively (most hunt-and-peck). 
 
• All officers should have a working knowledge of Microsoft (MS) Power Point, MS Word, and MS 


Excel (many do not). 
 
• Though academic major may have a bearing on the academic (ground school) portion of aviation 


training, it has little relevance to the pilot’s airborne skills or his/her performance of a ground job in 
the Fleet.   
 


PROFESSIONAL 
 
• Midshipmen should gain a better understanding of: 
 


• Career progression in the aviation pipeline (including expectations at each career level, several 
years’ worth of ADHSB and ACSB lessons-learned with examples, and the involvement of CO-
level or major-command level reps). 
 


• Fitness report, enlisted evaluation, and point paper writing. 
 


• The Sailor’s Creed (most young officers have never heard of it). 
 


• Military etiquette (e.g. the necessity of correcting those who don’t salute). 
 


• Time management/organizational skills. 
 


• The joint community (rank structures, capabilities, requirements, etc.). 
 
• Recognizes that as an accredited university, USNA cannot devote too much time to professional 


development; however, believes that the current summer training programs might be modified to 
include more of the professional development and training components ID’ed above. 


 
• In regard to summer training, notes that there is a difference between preparing an officer for a career 


in Naval Aviation vs. preparing them to perform in flight school; argues that the current system is 
geared toward the former and that more impact on flight school performance might be achieved by 
scheduling mids exclusively for ‘cruises’ with TRACOMS where the focus could be shifting to the 
latter. 


 
• Highly recommends that graduates be offered a pass/fail computer-based self-paced “Introduction to 


Flight” program that includes:  
 


• Fundamentals in aerodynamics. 
 


 42







Educating Midshipmen for the Future Fleet ● April 2006 


• Meteorology. 
 
• Basic instrument navigation. 
 
• Flight rules and regulations. 


 
• Although a previous CNA study indicated that USNA graduates had a measurably lower flight school 


attrition rate than their ROTC and OCS counterparts, CNATRA believes that this may no longer be the 
case due to the new IRAD policy and associated high DOR rates for USNA graduates experienced 
during the past year.   


 
• Though post-IRAD data has not yet been analyzed, command impression is that any initial advantage 


USNA alums may have in terms of acclimation to the disciplines of military life does not translate into 
stronger performance in training or in Fleet. 


 
• Aside from the IRAD/DOR discussion above, officers’ level of motivation and attitude towards 


learning during initial training in Naval Aviation is outstanding (however, this appears to be the case 
regardless of commissioning source). 
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Response – Surface Force 
 
ACADEMIC 
 
• Technical and professional skills are sound. 
 
• Writing skills, however, are inadequate. 
 
• There is no major difference between USNA graduates and their NROTC/OCS peers. In general, all 


officers are eager and ready to learn.  However: 
 


• USNA graduates generally arrive with better initial knowledge in the areas of seamanship, naval 
history, and understanding, and 


 
• In contrast to USNA officers, some non-USNA, non-technical majors struggle initially with the 


technical aspects of their jobs and qualifications. 
 


• Academically, regardless of commissioning source, officers need to develop better: 
 


• Writing skills.   
 
• Media relations.   
 
• Concern for the stewardship of resources.   
 
• Foreign language skills.   
 


PROFESSIONAL 
 
• Professionally, joint, combined and coalition warfare are the way the Navy will fight in the future.  The 


pressure to broaden officers’ experience in these areas cannot come too soon in their career.  During a 
Midshipman's summer training, time could and should be designed to allow for more overseas or inter-
service endeavors.  
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Responses - Marine Corps 
 
ACADEMIC 
 
• USNA grads generally well-prepared academically; however, regardless of commissioning source, 


written communication skills are inadequate and of concern. 
 
• Recent improvements in the IT curriculum are noted and appreciated; further emphasis would be 


useful. 
 
• There is a compelling need to embrace cultural studies and language skills; Corps intends to 


aggressively approach both cultural and language studies and “presently view culture with a ‘BIG C’ 
and language with ‘little l.’”  In the future, young officers are going to be assigned to a micro-region at 
TBS; therefore, it might be helpful to explore the possibility of embracing this growing requirement at 
the Academy. 


 
• That said, though special training or knowledge in IT or cultural awareness is helpful, the Marine 


Corps expects they will have to provide much of that education once officers are in the Corps.   
 
PROFESSIONAL 
 
• Young officers from the Academy arrive “hungry to engage and anxious to lead.”  Motivation is 


outstanding and performance is generally on par or slightly ahead of their peers in the early stages of 
their careers. 


 
• USNA grads appear better prepared to take on the rigors of TBS than do those entering via OCC and at 


roughly the same level of readiness as those entering via NROTC and/or the PLC route; however, by 
the conclusion of TBS, rough parity is seen across the board. 


 
• USNA grads also generally demonstrate strength in regard to professional T&E relative to their peers, 


particularly those entering via OCC. 
 
• Academic major generally does not have any impact at TBS.  Aviators, however, note that engineering 


and math/science studies help prepare officers for the rigors of flight school. 
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Appendix 5: Faculty Roundtables 
 
AERG Approach to Faculty Roundtables 
 
In a letter sent to Division Heads and Department Chairs, the AERG asked Faculty members to consider a 
set of questions related to current USNA activities in the following areas:  
 
• Connecting the Core Curriculum to the Fleet  


 
• Fostering and Assessing the Development of Critical and Creative Thinking  


 
• Encouraging Effective Written and Oral Communications  


 
• Developing Core Content and Ensuring Cross-Core Coordination of Core Courses  


 
• Encouraging Teaching Excellence  
 
 
General Questions Considered by Faculty Reps 
 
• How are core courses developed to be of use to a midshipman in his/her career in the Fleet?  
 
• How are military and civilian faculty members integrated? How do civilian faculty members learn the 


intellectual requirements of a naval officer and how do they update that knowledge?  
 
• How is critical and creative thinking taught in core and departmental classes?  
 
• How is the development of effective written and oral communication skills promoted?  
 
• What formal and informal mechanisms exist for insuring coordination across the core?  
 
• Is there any course content that should be added to or could be removed from the core? From your 


departmental offerings? 
 
• Are you satisfied with the current general organization of the core? If not, what would you like to see 


changed and why?  
 
• What opportunities, if any, are midshipmen given for providing feedback to core (or departmental) 


course offerings, content and structure? 
 
• What mechanisms, if any, exist to learn about significant curriculum changes at other elite universities 


and colleges, and to incorporate that information, where relevant, into ongoing assessments and 
reviews of the Naval Academy’s curricula?  


 
• How is ‘teaching excellence’ assessed, promoted recognized, and rewarded?  
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Observations from Group I Faculty Meeting 
 
• Evaluation and mentorship of faculty vary across departments. 
 
• Professional Core Competencies (PCCs) cited as basis for determining required elements of core 


curriculum classes in Group I. 
 
• Informal Fleet interchanges occur with Naval Reactors (NR), Flight School, and the Marine Basic 


School at Quantico. In general, the relationship with the research community is much stronger than the 
relationship with the operational community. 


 
• 5 years ago, engaged in major effort called “Technical Core Improvement Group” 
 
• Currently, Group II and II majors take essentially the same technical core but Group I majors take a 


different set of classes.  NOTE:  The definition of which classes make up the Group I core seemed 
based on which classes covered the most PCCs rather than which classes were required of the most 
Engineering majors (for example, several mechanical engineering courses were required by as many 
majors as ‘core classes’ but were not considered part of the ‘core.’). 


 
• IT elements have been incorporated into one of the required electrical engineering core courses but 


there is no required, dedicated networking or information assurance course. 
 
• Representatives noted that students are required to select their majors (at the end of their first semester) 


before taking a single engineering course and expressed interest in an intro-to-engineering module. 
 
• To address the unique needs of their courses, some departments have created their own textbooks.  


Others argue that this process is too expensive and time-consuming. 
 
• Overall, the department has placed a great deal of emphasis on 1/c Capstone design projects to good 


effect. 
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Observations from Group II Faculty Meeting 
 
• Several departments make extensive or partial use of nationally-developed (and nationally comparable) 


assessments of student knowledge to track trends in student performance across sections and relative to 
other institutions. 


 
• Evaluation and mentorship of faculty vary across departments. 
 
• Across the division there is a general movement away from purely lecture-driven seminars toward 


active learning and lab-intensive educational experiences. 
 
• Most of the majors curriculums in Group II are ‘vertically integrated’ (i.e., later courses build on 


earlier work). 
 
• There is a sense that the ‘stream of feedback’ from alumni and the Fleet on what is useful/needed is 


sporadic/unreliable. 
 
• There is no ‘Operations Research’ major but there is an ‘OR’ track in the math department. 
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Observations from Group III Faculty Meeting 
 
• Though some exceptions exist, the Humanities and Social Sciences Division as a whole does not 


currently have a good mechanism for gathering continuing feedback and interaction with the Fleet: 
 


• The officers on the faculty are fine, but have limited Fleet experience, and the qualities that the 
division’s departments teach are more typically used by more senior officers. 
 


• This was reinforced in AERG focus group discussions where it was the more senior officers who 
noted the need for the sorts of skill sets that the Humanities and Social Sciences departments 
provide. 


 
• Some departments see a direct conflict between academic freedom and encouraging a connection 


between the core curriculum and the Fleet. 
 


• One member noted, for example, that “there should be no difference between what or how I teach 
at the Naval Academy than there would be if I were teaching a similar course at Princeton.” 


 
• An emphasis on using history as a tool for teaching ethics appears to dominate the Department’s 


approach to history, particularly in their two Western Civilization core courses. 
 
• Many introductory English courses are designed to teach either composition or literature.  USNA’s 


core courses appear to attempt to include both. 
 
• USNA input to the 2005 Defense Language Transformation Roadmap was minimal and the Language 


Studies Department and Academy administration are skeptical that the goals articulated in that 
document in regard to language proficiency are realistic or achievable. 


 
 


 49







Educating Midshipmen for the Future Fleet ● April 2006 


Observations from Group IV Faculty Meeting 
 
• Office of the Commandant oversees moral and professional development of midshipmen. 


 
• Commandant works with the Dean to divide up time; believes the time currently devoted to 


professional development is about right.  Sees the time-management challenge coming from 
‘enrichment activities’: extracurricular activities, brigade support activities, clubs, speakers, academic 
field trips, symposiums, conferences, etc.  NOTE: AERG member notes that unlike most civilian 
schools, some ‘enrichment activities’ at USNA were mandatory while others were voluntary. 


 
• Seamanship and Navigation department argued that the Fleet Survey conducted for CURRICULUM 


21 found that there had been an “erosion of midshipmen mastery of basic skills.” Department traces 
this to students spending “too little time afloat.”  


 
• Seamanship and Navigation learning consists of about 20% education and 80% training. 


 
• AERG members expressed concern that training was focused on the skills of the surface navy – what 


about aviators?  Department responded that surface skills are relevant because the Navy fights from the 
sea. 


 
• New data collection survey initiatives (e.g. “ProDev Career Interest Surveys”) were discussed. 


 
• Leadership Ethics Law and Character (LELC) Department discussed evolution of Moral Reasoning 


core class, noting that the leadership curriculum has been subjected to comprehensive reviews on an 
almost annual basis for past decade.  In general, this was seen as a good thing that had helped to fine 
tune to the program. 


 
• LELC Department discussed their proposal for a new Leadership/Human Behavior Major (or Minor). 


 
• AERG members expressed concern that Office of the Commandant – and Bancroft Hall in particular – 


did not have a clear and formal way of assessing how they were doing (at least not in the same sense as 
most of the academic departments did).
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		  AERG Mission

		In January 2005, the Superintendent of the United States Naval Academy initiated a comprehensive internal review of all facets of the Naval Academy Academic Program.  During the summer of that year, he established in parallel an external committee, the Academic Program Executive Review Group (AERG), charged with identifying what the Navy and Marine Corps would require in the education of their junior officers in the 21st century.  The AERG was asked to produce a report that could contribute to the establishment of academic policies and objectives to guide the Naval Academy for the first 20-30 years of the 21st Century.

		In conducting their study, the AERG was asked to consider two broad but basic questions:

		 Is the Naval Academy educating its graduates to meet the requirements of the Naval Service? 

		 Is it doing so in the most effective and efficient way?



		Specific questions the AERG was asked to consider included: 

		 What expectations does the Naval Service have regarding the educational preparation of Navy and Marine Corps officers graduating from the Naval Academy in the next 20-30 years?

		 How well do recent Naval Academy graduates appear to meet those expectations?

		 What changes, if any, are recommended in the academic preparation of Academy graduates to better meet the needs of the Naval Service? Are there areas of study that should be added or increased in emphasis? Are there areas of study that should be eliminated or de-emphasized?

		 Do Naval Academy graduates still require a firm understanding of the basic principles underlying the complex technologies supporting today’s military capabilities? Are there particular areas of emphasis that appear most important?

		 Is there a greater need now than in the recent past for Naval Academy graduates to have acquired a broad understanding of the history, culture, geography, language and political structure of regions important to U.S. national security?





		 History – The Fleet and “CURRICULUM 21”

		The last comprehensive external review of how the Naval Academy’s academic programs might best meet the needs of the future Fleet  was a 1997 study known as “CURRICULUM 21.”   Over the course of five months, an Extended Team, consisting of senior leadership from throughout the Naval Service, and a Core/Support Group, consisting of Naval Academy faculty and staff, reviewed all aspects of the curriculum as well as midshipman professional life. 

		In developing their final recommendations, CURRICULUM 21 members identified two key drivers: 

		 A 1997 Fleet survey conducted expressly for CURRICULUM 21.

		 A 1996 Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) Instruction identifying Professional Core Competencies (PCCs) for all future Fleet officers (SECNAVINST 1531.2A).



		CURRICULUM 21’s “Fleet survey” consisted of a 20-item questionnaire distributed to the Commanding Officers (COs), Command Master Chiefs (CMCs), and Chiefs of the Boat (COBs) of units afloat and ashore via message traffic (members of the Marine Corps were not surveyed).   Based on the questionnaires received, respondents were generally convinced that: 

		 The overall balance of courses between technical, professional, and humanities education at USNA was about right.

		 The academic disciplines most necessary to the Fleet matched traditional areas of strength at USNA (Engineering, Mathematics, and Physical, Hard, and Applied Sciences). 

		With regard to the future, surveyed COs/CMCs/COBs recommended that the Naval Academy:



		Primary report recommendations included maintaining twenty-one credit-hours of professional development course-work, strengthening the Leadership Development program, and increasing the emphasis on IT skills and written communication. Ultimately, all of these recommendations were implemented directly or adopted after slight modification.





		 AERG Philosophy

		 Over the course of its meetings, the AERG developed a set of convictions about education and the Naval Academy that informed its subsequent recommendations. Specifically: 

		 The Naval Academy is unique not because it is an engineering school but because it is responsible for the foundational education of a large proportion of the future leaders of the Navy and Marine Corps.

		 The learning emphasis at the Naval Academy should be on education rather than training.  We train for what we know; we educate for what we don’t.  Equipment, technology and dominant theories of international relations will go through many changes during an Academy graduate’s career.  Officers with fundamental conceptual knowledge, critical and creative thinking ability, and a commitment to lifelong learning will be best prepared to make the greatest contributions to the Naval Service.

		 The Academy should aim to provide an education that will equip its graduates to excel throughout their careers – from their time as tactically-oriented ensigns or second lieutenants to their potential service as senior officers with commensurate high-level staff and command responsibilities. As a recent Summer Study conducted for the Secretary of Defense concluded, the objective of undergraduate education should be to teach future officers to “think creatively, decisively, strategically, flexibly, broadly, and inquisitively.” 

		 The core curriculum at the Naval Academy should equip midshipmen with the intellectual skills necessary to excel in any warfare specialty in the Navy or Marine Corps and should cover the most important basic concepts in the humanities, math, science and engineering, as well as the basic intellectual approaches in these disciplines.

		 The core curriculum should be connected to relevant naval issues and should be taught using naval examples wherever possible.

		 An inherent tension within the Naval Academy learning environment is the organizational, philosophical, and time-management distinction between military and academic preparation of midshipmen. The military organization led by the Commandant and supervised by mid- and junior-grade Battalion and Company Officers concentrates on planning, organizing, and execution skills; analytical and practical thinking; and dealing with physical/mental stress. The academic organization led by the Academic Dean and Provost and run by a mix of officers and civilian professors concentrates on knowledge principles and ideas, problem solving, critical thinking and analytical abilities. Competent Navy and Marine Corps officers need both sets of skills. Rather than seeking to de-conflict them, the objective of the Naval Academy should be to integrate these two vital aspects of midshipman education.

		In conducting its review, all or part of the AERG met on eleven separate occasions. Six of these meetings were held at the Institute for Defense Analyses in Alexandria, Virginia; four were held at the United States Naval Academy in Annapolis, Maryland; and one was held by teleconference.  During these meetings, the AERG:

		 Hosted informal discussions with three groups of USNA alumni (representing junior, mid-grade, and senior non-flag officers) as well as representatives of the Professional Military Professor (PMP) and Company Officer communities to get their perspectives on education and training at the Naval Academy. 

		 Considered findings from previous curriculum reviews and surveys of Fleet needs (e.g. CURRICULUM 21).

		 Reviewed findings from relevant studies conducted by Navy- (e.g. Center for Naval Analyses) and non-Navy-affiliated researchers.

		 Collected written responses from Navy Type Commanders (TYCOMs) and the Marine Training and Education Command (TECOM) to a standard question set. 

		 Held meetings by division with departmental representatives from across the faculty (including the Divisions of Engineering and Weapons, Mathematics and Science, Humanities and Social Sciences, and Professional and Officer Development). 

		 Held individual roundtable discussions with RDML Jamie Barnett (Director, Naval Education & Training Division, N17) and Dr. Harlan Ullman (Senior Advisor, Center for Naval Analyses) to review future Navy education plans and recent studies of Navy education. 





		 Comments from the Fleet

		 Rather than relying on CURRICULUM 21’s approach of using a survey of current COs, CMCs, and COBs to develop a sense of how the preparation and performance of Naval Academy graduates was perceived by the Fleet, the AERG elected to seek the opinions of senior leaders of the Naval Services.  Relatively open-ended questionnaires were sent to commanders of the Navy’s Air, Surface, and Submarine forces and leaders of the Marine Corps’ education and personnel organizations.  In response, the AERG received the following high-level inputs: 

		TECHNICAL EDUCATION

		 Surface, Air, and Marine Corps commanders believed the Academy’s current technical education for all majors was either adequate or more than adequate. 

		 

		 In contrast, the Submarine community believed that, with the exception of engineering majors, technical education at USNA was inadequate and possibly declining in quality.

		 Unlike the Surface, Air, or Marine Corps commanders, leaders of the Submarine force also believed that pursuing a technical degree had a significant positive impact on career retention and success beyond the period of initial training.

		 Leaders of the Marine Corps reported improvements in the IT knowledge of midshipmen but wanted to see an even greater emphasis on this area in the future.

		 Naval Aviation leaders requested more emphasis on basic typing skills and greater familiarity with common software applications (e.g. MS Word, Excel, PowerPoint).



		NON-TECHNICAL EDUCATION 

		 Surface, Air, and Marine Corps commanders noted that USNA graduates continue to demonstrate inadequate written communication skills.

		 Surface and Marine Corps leaders requested greater emphasis on cultural and/or language studies.



		PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION

		 Submarine, Surface, and Air leaders all request a greater emphasis on Joint and/or Coalition Military Education at the undergraduate level.





		Focus on the Core

		In reviewing the extent to which the Naval Academy is producing officers prepared to meet the needs of the 21st century Fleet, the AERG made a conscious decision to focus particular attention on the “core curriculum,” the Naval Academy’s equivalent of the general education requirement found at most civilian institutions. Representing roughly two-thirds of all classes that a midshipman will take during his or her time at the Naval Academy (approximately 90 of 140 credit hours including professional classes but excluding physical education), the core curriculum is the centerpiece of the Academy education.

		The Academy’s current core curriculum consists of three areas:

		 A Technical Core comprised of courses in the disciplines of mathematics, science, and engineering (45-50 semester credit hours depending on major).

		 A Humanities and Social Sciences Core comprised of courses in the disciplines of political science, history, English, and (for some students) languages (24-32 semester credit hours depending on major).

		 An Officer and Professional Development Core comprised of courses in professional subjects like seamanship and navigation and courses in the areas of leadership, ethics, character development, and law (21 semester credit hours).



		According to the Academy’s self-assessment for its 2005 Middle States Commission on Higher Education Academic Program Accreditation Review, this core curriculum serves three main functions:

		 Provides a broad technical and liberal arts education experience.

		 Lays the general foundation for all USNA majors programs.

		 Meets the specific mission goals for the Naval Service.



		The AERG believes this definition lacks adequate focus and presents an alternative conception in its discussion of the core in Focus Area 2 below.

		 

		In focusing on the core curriculum, the AERG was particularly interested in exploring the issue of purpose.  For example, should the core curriculum (in particular) be preparing naval officers for successful professional service or should it produce a broadly educated college graduate?  In subsequent sections of this report, the AERG will explain why it believes the core curriculum can (and must) do both.  What is required is to integrate the courses of the core curriculum so that, taken as a whole, they achieve the objectives of producing midshipmen who are:

		 Broadly educated in a Fleet-relevant context.

		 Able to handle any warfare specialty.

		 Able to think critically and creatively.

		 Able to continue learning throughout their careers.

		 Able to cope with ambiguity and foresee or adapt to changing circumstances.



		A set of specific recommendations related to core structure, process, content, and pedagogy that the committee believes would help achieve these goals are presented in detail in subsequent sections of this report.



		 Six Recommended Areas of Focus

		In gathering together the observations, comments, and recommendations that make up the core of this report, the AERG identified six primary “areas of focus.” These areas serve as the organizational foundation for the committee’s findings.

		 Focus Area 1:  Building a Robust and Sustained Connection to the Fleet 

		A clear, robust, sustained connection between the classroom and the Fleet is essential both to engaging students and to ensuring that Academy studies remain timely and relevant.

		 Focus Area 2:  The “Core” - Purpose, Structure and Content

		The core education at USNA should prepare midshipmen to excel as leaders of the Navy and the Marine Corps in any field and at all levels of service. 

		 Focus Area 3:  Fostering Critical and Creative Thinking and a Commitment to Lifetime Learning

		The development of critical and creative thinking skills and a commitment to a lifetime of learning should be emphasized (in USNA publications and in the classroom) from day one of plebe year in the core and across the disciplines.

		 Focus Area 4:  Developing Language and Regional Expertise

		Neither fluency in difficult languages nor deep regional expertise can or should be expected of all Academy graduates.  However, aggressive initiatives should be developed and appropriately resourced to a) ensure all midshipmen understand the importance of cultural understanding in successful military leadership and operations, b) lay the foundation and desire for deeper language and regional understanding throughout an officer’s career, and c) allow those midshipmen who demonstrate an interest in doing so to pursue an advanced proficiency in language and/or regional studies while at the Naval Academy.

		 Focus Area 5:  Promoting Teaching Excellence and Supporting Institutional Research and Assessment

		The Naval Academy is first and foremost a teaching institution; consequently, it should have the finest possible cadre of professional educators. Additionally, because sustained progress in all aspects of higher education is based on a foundation of broadly collected and rigorous analyzed data, USNA should ensure that institutional and academic research and assessment are adequately resourced, staffed, and emphasized.

		 Focus Area 6:  Integrating and Coordinating Institutional Constituencies

		USNA should enhance the integration of the activities of its major institutional components to better achieve the Academy’s mission of preparing midshipmen for the Naval Service.



		 Focus Area 1: Building a Robust and Sustained Connection to the Fleet

		Observations and Comments

		Recommendations 



		 Focus Area 2: The ‘Core Curriculum’ - Purpose, Structure and Content

		Observations and Comments

		The commitment of faculty members to developing critical thinking skills and incorporating open-ended problems varies at the Naval Academy across departments and course-levels.  Too often, core courses emphasize the mastery of material rather than critical inquiry related to the discipline and, according to some midshipmen and recent graduates, there are still too many examples of “plug and chug” learning in the technical disciplines.



		As an Academy graduate becomes more senior, the challenges he or she confronts require the ability to use the different intellectual skills of the social sciences, the physical sciences, math, and engineering. Courses taught in both technical and non-technical areas should teach critical thinking as well as conveying subject knowledge and, regardless of discipline, courses must require deep and rigorous analysis.  At the Academy, a midshipman should learn to recognize the highest levels of intellectual achievement in all these disciplines and strive to develop the greatest degree of personal competency in each.

		All professional educators endorse the importance of producing graduates who are effective critical and creative thinkers committed to a lifetime of learning. However, simply acknowledging these goals is not enough.  Achieving success in this endeavor must be made a core institutional commitment and sustained, innovative efforts to improve this area of midshipman education must be pursued.

		Recommendations:

		 Issue periodic guidance (a Commander’s Intent) from the Superintendent or Academic Dean emphasizing active learning and interactive classrooms and stressing the importance of developing critical and creative thinking skills and a commitment to lifetime learning.  

		 At the faculty level, encourage and adequately resource current initiatives like the Faculty Critical Thinking Working Group and ensure that all courses – including those taught during plebe year - incorporate some sort of open-ended research/design problem.  

		 To aid in accomplishing this, implement an initiative to reduce the long lists of first-order ‘knowledge topics’ covered in some classes and insert instead specific modules that require deep and critical analysis of a single topic.  



		 Finally, develop and implement measurable goals and periodic assessments of how well critical and creative thinking skills are being conveyed.  Establish these assessments on a course- or class-wide basis and incorporate results into overall assessments of teaching effectiveness.





		 Focus Area 4:  Developing Regional and Language Expertise

		Observations and Comments

		In the opinion of the AERG, the Naval Academy has convincingly demonstrated that producing the broad foreign language proficiency required in the recent DoD Language Transformation Roadmap during a four-year undergraduate program is impractical. Neither fluency in DoD-investment languages nor detailed regional expertise can or should be expected of all Academy graduates. On the other hand, however, USNA’s current approach to language and cultural education (which does not allow most students to study a foreign language during their plebe year, virtually excludes any form of comparative cultural or regional studies from the core curriculum, allows few options for the voluntary pursuit of language proficiency by technical majors, and produces virtually no graduates with advanced proficiency in languages other than Spanish, French, and German) clearly falls far short of what might reasonable be achieved with relatively modest reform.



		Recommendations

		 As discussed in Focus Area 2, develop and appropriately resource aggressive initiatives to ensure that all midshipmen understand the importance of cultural understanding in successful military leadership and operations.  These initiatives should also lay the foundation and desire for deeper language and regional understanding throughout an officer’s career.  

		 In addition, take further initiatives to allow those midshipmen who demonstrate an interest in doing so to pursue an advanced proficiency in language and/or regional studies while at the Naval Academy and/or during immediate post-commissioning graduate education.  Specifically:

		 Establish a graduation track that allows students to develop regional and foreign language expertise in DoD-targeted regions as outlined in ref (r).  Elements of this “interdisciplinary regional studies major” should include:

		 Summer immersion programs.

		 Semesters abroad.

		 Language proficiency testing (requiring that students demonstrate proficiency at level 2 for Category I and II languages or level 1 for Category III and IV languages prior to graduation). 

		 Seek authorization to disburse Foreign Language Pro Pay to midshipmen demonstrating proficiency in DoD-investment languages.

		 To provide greater opportunities for the pursuit of proficiency in any language, consider:

		 Changing the core and majors curriculum matrices to allow for the initiation or continuation of foreign language studies during plebe year.

		 Creating ‘intensive language courses’ (e.g. daily meetings, 5-6 credit hours) for targeted Category III and IV languages.   

		 Develop a program to specifically identify and recruit high school students with special skills in high-demand languages. 

		 Weight existing language skills – particularly in difficult Category III and IV languages - more heavily than at present in USNA admissions decisions.

		 Direct leaders in the Academy’s Humanities and Social Sciences (HUM/SS) Division to work with the service Senior Language Authority (SLA) called for in the 2005 Defense Language Transformation Roadmap to determine how best to contribute to DoD-wide cultural and language competency goals.

		 Increase institutional support of and take steps to increase student awareness of and participation in opportunities for overseas graduate education through scholarships, fellowships, and grants that promote language acquisition and cultural awareness such as those offered by the Fulbright and Olmsted programs.





		 Focus Area 5:  Promoting Teaching Excellence and Supporting Institutional Research and Assessment

		Observations and Comments

		The Naval Academy is first and foremost a teaching institution; consequently, it should have the finest possible cadre of professional educators. One challenge to achieving this goal is presented by the uneven emphasis on teaching pedagogy in civilian postgraduate degree programs.  Another comes from the fact that roughly one-third of the Academy’s academic faculty consists of military officers who generally rotate to the Academy from non-teaching billets, arrive with little or no prior teaching experience, and stay for no more than two or three years before separating or continuing on to their next assignments.  Additionally, few of the military members of the academic faculty have degrees beyond the master’s level and some (in particular, military instructors in the Leadership, Ethics, and Law department) have no formal graduate education at all.

		USNA currently seeks to promote the development and reward the excellence of its academic faculty in various ways. Though not the only criteria, teaching effectiveness is a primary consideration in hiring, promotion and tenure decisions and demonstrated success in the classroom is necessary for civilian faculty members who desire periodic increases in annual pay. Furthermore, under the leadership of its Director of Teaching and Learning (a senior civilian faculty member), the Academy offers a number of periodic “teaching and learning workshops” (lunchtime seminars on pedagogy conducted by USNA profs and outside speakers) designed to provide a continuous opportunity for faculty to stay abreast of the latest trends in teaching.  The AERG believes that these efforts are necessary but not sufficient.

		Sustained progress in all aspects of higher education is based on a foundation of broadly collected and rigorous analyzed data, a fact that is already widely recognized at USNA. The Institutional Research Office, for example, provides correlations between Academy graduates and various metrics of success while the Faculty Enhancement Center’s Director of Academic Assessment works with the Faculty Senate Assessment Committee to, in the words of the Academy’s most recent Middle States Self-Assessment, “facilitate and coordinate the Academy’s academic assessment process.”  The issuance of ACDEANINST 5400.1, “Annual Reporting of Assessment Progress” in 2004 is another sign of the current emphasis being placed in this area.  

		However, during the AERG’s meetings with faculty representatives, it appeared that current assessment of some teaching and learning areas (for example, the effectiveness of conveying core competencies) remains immature  and very little systematic institutional research appears to be done at USNA on the effectiveness of an Academy education after graduation (for example, by following Academy graduates and analyzing their later experiences in the Navy and Marine Corps).  



		Recommendations

		The AERG recommends that current USNA efforts to promote teaching excellence be enhanced through initiatives in four areas: qualifications, mentoring, rewards and research and assessment. Specifically:

		 Require postgraduate education (master’s degrees at a minimum) for all officer-instructor billets with the exception of those serving in the Physical Education and Seamanship & Navigation departments.   

		 Survey current departmental practices for mentoring civilian and military faculty members and, based upon the results, develop and promulgate a set of minimum standards for faculty mentoring. 

		 Consider whether current institutional education and research and assessment offices are adequately resources, staffed, and empowered to meet the demand for their services and to hold departments and instructors accountable for meeting assessment expectations.  In the event they are not, expand capacity.  Specific assessment initiatives to consider include:

		 Implementing, at a minimum, a common portion on course-wide exams and Academy-wide student course evaluations in order to:

		 Monitor how expectations with regard to student effort and instructor grading vary across sections and departments.

		 Assess success in meeting educational objectives.

		 Identify possible internal best practices based on comparative performance of USNA sections. 







		 Considering where possible, the use of nationally standardized exams to allow for tracking of annual student performance (and trends) relative to other institutions. 

		Observations and Comments

		Recommendations

		 Conduct a formal review of the military training aspects of the Naval Academy.  In particular:

		 Consider ways to shift some formal (i.e. classroom-based) professional training outside of the normal academic term in order to reduce the total term-time course load

		 Look for opportunities to formally recognize (through the awarding of stripes) and provide mentoring for meaningful non-Bancroft leadership opportunities (e.g. as the director of a Midshipmen Action Group program). 

		 To help bridge the distance between Bancroft and the academic side of the Yard: 

		 Re-emphasize the responsibility of company officers to promote the pursuit of academic excellence (not just the achievement of minimum standards) in their encouragement of the whole-person development of midshipmen.

		 Consider reinstituting a program to assign senior military or experienced civilian academic faculty members as academic advisors for each company.

		 Work to enhance the integration of USNA’s various institutional stakeholders and to create a culture which recognizes and respects the fact that the moral, mental, and physical development of midshipmen are all elements of a single mission: to produce “graduates who are dedicated to a career of Naval Service and have potential for future development in mind and character to assume the highest responsibilities of command, citizenship, and government.” To facilitate this coordination, the AERG recommends:

		 

		 Requiring the development of coordinated strategic plans down do the departmental level and in cross-divisional areas with a particular emphasis on the concept of “life-long learning” across the disciplines.





		 Concluding Thoughts

		As the AERG compiled its list of primary recommendations, it found that in many instances, areas it sought to highlight (increasing fleet relevance in the curriculum, fostering critical and creative thinking, focusing on the improvements to the core curriculum, and developing regional and language expertise, for example) were already the subject of extensive consideration and effort by faculty and administration committees. The AERG commends these groups for their commitment and initiative and hopes that the observations, comments, and recommendations presented in this report help to both guide and encourage their ongoing efforts.

		Though the AERG made some recommendations on potential curricular changes, the committee ultimately decided that long-term improvements in the education of future officers would be best enabled by focusing on institutional structure and processes rather than on content alone.

		Indeed, after 10 months of talking to alumni and faculty, reviewing existing studies and assessments and considering inputs from Fleet commanders, the AERG eventually came to the conclusion that there is currently no rigorous, analytically defensible way to answer the question of whether “the Naval Academy is educating its graduates to meet the requirements of the Naval Service” or the related question of whether it is “doing so in the most effective and efficient way.”  No single constituency – neither the Fleet nor the Academy nor even an external review board – is capable of doing so alone or through a cursory study.

		Instead, determining how best to educate midshipmen to meet the requirements of the future Fleet is a necessarily cooperative task that must include not only committed Naval Academy faculty and administrators but also active and sustained dialog with the operational Navy and Marine Corps.  Adequately answering this question requires that these constituencies meet on a regular basis and consistently assess both the changing short-term needs of the Fleet and the extent to which existing objectives are being achieved.  Currently no such process exists.  Creating one is the fundamental recommendation of this report



		APPENDIXES

		 Guide to Abbreviations and Acronyms

		ACDEANINST Academic Dean and Provost Instruction: Formal guidance on academic affairs and related matters promulgated by the Office of the Naval Academy Academic Dean and Provost 

		ACSB  Aviation Commander Command Screen Board: The process through which aviators are selected for command tours.  

		ADHSB  Aviation Department Head Screen Board: The process through which aviators are selected for department head tours. 

		AERG  Academic Program Executive Review Group: Group of retired senior military officers and professional educators appointed by the Superintendent of the Naval Academy to conduct an external assessment of how well the Academy was preparing midshipmen for the future fleet. 

		-------  Bancroft Hall: The dormitory that houses the entire Brigade of Midshipmen and the location of Company Officer-led military training and professional development activities.  

		-------  Category I-IV Languages: A classification code for languages based upon the assessed difficulty of acquisition for native English speakers (higher numbers correlate with higher difficulty).  

		CMC  Command Master Chief:  The senior enlisted representative at a Navy command. The CMC is generally a Master Chief Petty Officer (E-9) 

		CNA  Center for Naval Analyses: An Alexandria, VA-based federally funded research and development center that conducts studies and analyses for the Navy. 

		CNATRA  Chief of Naval Aviation Training: The two-star flag officer in charge of all naval aviation training. 

		CNET  Chief of Naval Education and Training: The three-star flag officer in charge of Navy-wide education and training programs.

		CO  Commanding Officer: The officer in charge of a command at sea or ashore.  For large ships, submarines, and aviation squadrons, the Commanding Officer is typically a Commander (O-5) or a Captain (O-6). 

		COB  Chief of the Boat: The senior enlisted representative on the crew of a ship or submarine.  The COB is typically a Senior Chief Petty Officer (E-8) or a Master Chief Petty Officer (E-9). 

		-------  CURRICULUM 21: The last major external review of how Naval Academy curriculum might best meet the needs of the future fleet (conducted in 1997).  

		DOR  Drop-on-Request: The act of self-withdrawing from a competitive training pipeline like aviation or nuclear power. 

		GET  Graduate Education + Teaching Program:  A relatively new initiative that allows junior officers to earn a 1-year masters degree at a civilian institution in the Washington, DC area following their first tour at sea in exchange for an obligated period of service and a follow-on tour as an instructor at the Naval Academy. 

		-------  Groups I-V: Organizational term referring to the majors groups of Academic Divisions (for example, the majors in the Division of Engineering and Weapons  – Systems Engineering, Electrical Engineering, etc. – are known as Group I majors).   

		HUM/SS  Humanities and Social Sciences: One of the Naval Academy’s three academic divisions.  Composed of the Departments of Economics, English, History, Language Studies, and Political Science. 

		IRAD  Individual Readiness Assessment Designator: A pre-flight school assessment program introduced by the Naval Aviation community to reduce post ascension drop outs.  

		IT  Information Technology: Systems, processes, and equipment used for transferring, processing, or applying information. 

		JPME  Joint Professional Military Education: Formal, mandatory professional development curriculum that all officers are required to complete prior to promotion to high rank.  JPME course work may be completed by correspondence or in a classroom either in the evening or as part of a full-time program during the day.  Classes are run and curriculum is managed by the Naval War College in Newport, RI. 

		LEAD  Leadership, Education and Development Program: A post-graduate education program in which Navy and Marine Corps junior officers return to the Naval Academy after a first operational tour and earn a 1-year Masters Degree in Leadership and Management before being assigned as a Company Officer in Bancroft Hall for a two-year tour. 

		LELC  Leadership Ethics Law and Character:  Academic department on the professional development side of the Naval Academy house that teaches term time courses on LELC and manages the LEAD program.  LELC does not currently offer an undergraduate major or minor but initiatives in this area are being considered. 

		Lt. Gen.  Lieutenant General: In the context of this report, a three-star Marine Corps general officer (Lieutenant Generals can also come from the Army and Air Force). 

		Maj. Gen.  Major General: In the context of this report, a two-star Marine Corps general officer (Major Generals can also come from the Army and Air Force). 

		TECOM  Marine Training and Education Command: Two-star Quantico, Virginia-based command responsible for the coordination of Marine Corps training and education programs. 

		NAVAIR  Naval Aviation:  Overarching authority for Naval Aviation training and education. 

		NNPP  Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program: Collective term referring to all periods of Naval nuclear propulsion training and education. 

		NNPS  Naval Nuclear Power School: Charleston, South Carolina-based school responsible for the initial classroom training of nuclear-trained officers and enlisted sailors. 

		NR  Naval Reactors: Four-star Washington, DC-based command responsible for overseeing the Navy’s nuclear propulsion program. 

		NROTC  Naval Reserve Officer Training Program: One of three main paths for earning a commission in the Navy or Marine Corps in which students attend a civilian university and conduct Naval training and education part time until graduation.

		NUPOC  Nuclear Propulsion Officer Candidate: A non-NROTC, non-Academy officer candidate who is receive training as a nuclear surface or submarine officer.  NUPOC members attend Officer Candidate School after graduation from college and then enter the nuclear training pipeline. 

		OCS  Officer Candidate School: One of three primary paths to earning a commission as an officer in the Navy or Marine Corps.  Officer Candidates attend OCS after graduating from a civilian college and conduct about three months of intensive training before receiving their commission.

		PCC  Professional Core Competencies: A list of training and education objectives required to be conveyed to all future Navy and Marine Corps officers by the Chief of Naval Education and Training.

		PLC  Platoon Leader Class: Part of the Marine Corps officer training pipeline. 

		PMP  Professional Military Professor: A post-command Commander or Captain selected to earn a PhD and serve the rest of his or her career as a faculty member at the Naval Academy. 

		RDML  Rear Admiral: A one- or two-star Navy flag officer rank. 

		SECNAV  Secretary of the Navy: Senior civilian in the Navy and Marine Corps. The SECNAV reports directly to the Secretary of Defense. 

		SIPRNet  Secret Internet Protocol Router Network: Department of Defense information network that is separate from the unclassified internet and capable of hosting and transmitting material classified at the SECRET level. 

		SLA  Senior Language Authority: The senior authority for language programs designated for each service in the Department of Defense’s Language Transformation Roadmap. 

		STA-21 (N)  Seaman-to-Admiral-21 (Nuclear): An enlisted commissioning program for sailors who intend to join the Nuclear Navy. 

		T&E  Training and Education 

		TAD  Temporary Active Duty: Duty (usually less than six months in duration) at a command other than a service members permanent duty station.   For example, an officer assigned to the Naval Academy could be sent on TAD orders to the Naval War College for three months during the summer intersessional period. 

		TBS  The Basic School: A six-month professional training school in Quantico, Virginia attended by all Marines regardless of specialty after commissioning and prior to any specialized training. 

		TRACOM  Aviation Training Commands: Aviation commands responsible for training aviators (vice commands that are responsible for conducting flight operations). 

		TYCOM  Type Commander: The senior operational commander for a particular branch of service.  Some TYCOMs are based in the Atlantic (for example, the Submarine Force TYCOM) while others are based in the Pacific (for example, the Surface and Air TYCOMs). 

		USNA  United States Naval Academy: Publicly-funded four-year residential military academy in Annapolis, Maryland.  One of three main paths to earning a commission in the United States Navy or Marine Corps. 

		VADM  Vice Admiral: 3-star Navy flag officer rank. 
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		  Appendix 3:  Discussion Group Composition and Observations

		Alumni Discussion Groups

		Composition: Three groups (representing junior, mid-grade, and senior non-flag officers) were drawn from USNA and the Navy Staff; each included a mix of genders and majors and representatives from each of the 4 major Fleet warfare communities (surface, air, submarine, and Marine Corps).  

		Method & Substance:  Six members of the AERG met with each of the three discussion groups for one-hour. During roundtable discussions, participants were asked to consider three basic questions: what specific Academy-imparted knowledge officer’s found most (or least) useful later in their careers, how the way they think was (or was not) influenced by the Academy, and what they wish they had been exposed to during their time there (both in the sense of specific subject matter and in the sense of “approaches to problem solving”).  

		Note: Discussion group participants did not represent a random or statistically relevant sample nor were they intended to do so. 



		Observations:

		 Discussion group participants perceptions of the importance of the technical education at the Naval Academy appears to vary based on their warfare communities and career stage; in particular, several senior officers noted that while their technical education had been particularly important early in their career, they found themselves drawing more frequently on their humanities and social sciences backgrounds as they became more senior.

		 Several participants suggested that there was a general perception that non-technical (and particularly professional) classes were “easier” than those in Group I or II and that this perception had proven true in their personal experiences.

		 Discussion group participants frequently praised the Academy for teaching good “study and time management skills” and for helping them learn how to “remember and recall” facts. Participants were less likely to recall the Academy as a place where they developed higher-order skills like creative and critical thinking. 

		 Participants recalled many cases in which instruction they received at the Naval Academy lacked an apparent context and/or connection to the Fleet.

		 Several participants argued that, in light of current and future Fleet needs, greater attention ought to be paid to providing effective cultural awareness and language studies. 

		 





		Professional Military Professor (PMP) Discussion Group

		Composition: One group (consisting of five PMPs) was drawn from the pool of PMP instructors currently assigned to the Naval Academy.  One PMP represented each of the Academy’s four academic divisions (engineering, math/sciences, humanities/social sciences, and leadership, ethics, and law) with the exception of Group I (engineering) which had two representatives. PMPs came from the surface, submarine, and aviation communities (the Marines do not currently have a PMP program). 

		Method & Substance:  Eight members of the AERG met with the group for one hour. During roundtable discussions, participants were asked to consider 3 basic questions: what specific Academy-imparted knowledge officer’s found most (or least) useful later in their careers, how the way they think was (or was not) influenced by the Academy, and what they wish they had been exposed to during their time there (both in the sense of specific subject matter and in the sense of ‘approaches to problem solving’).  In addition, they were asked to comment specifically on the role of the PMP at the Academy

		Note: Discussion group participants did not represent a random or statistically relevant sample nor were they intended to do so. 

		Observations:

		 Formative USNA experiences cited by discussants (rowing, brigade honor committee, summer training) typically did not involve academic endeavors.

		 PMPs generally felt that what they brought to the Fleet was a sense of customs, traditions, and values (the underlying culture of the Navy).

		 One PMP (an aviator) noted that NAVAIR feels PMPs belong to him but are “on loan” to USNA.

		 Discussants felt they stood apart from their civilian academic counterparts in being “unwilling to cede the leadership mission to Bancroft Hall.”

		 Discussants all stressed importance of critical thinking and argued that it must be seen as a mode of teaching rather than a specific subject.

		 Discussants believed that the non-PMP military academic faculty was of uneven quality and that it was important that mentor model and good training and guidance be provided.  Their impression, however, was that efforts along these lines varied greatly between different departments.





		 Company Officer Discussion Group

		Composition: One group (consisting of three representatives - a female Marine who had not participated in the LEAD program and who was in her 3rd year as a company officer, a male surface officer who had completed the LEAD program and was in his 1st year as a company officer, and a male surface officer who was still in the LEAD program) were drawn from the current pool of USNA Company Officers. 

		Method & Substance:  One member of the AERG and two members of the AERG staff met with the group for 2.5 hours. No specific question set was distributed in advance.

		Note: Discussion group participants did not represent a random or statistically relevant sample nor were they intended to do so. 

		Observations:

		 Discussants viewed their responsibilities as supervising the daily routine of midshipmen within the context of the USNA mission (mentally, morally, and physically) and argued that their focus was on producing future division officers, not future admirals.

		 Discussants argued that academics mattered but generally saw a 2.0 GPA as good enough given the many competing demands on the time of midshipmen (and on the time of their company officers).

		 Discussants felt they were forced to juggle too many competing demands.  The one discussant who had taught a full class as a company officer argued that this had had a significant negative impact on her performance as a company officer.  If given the choice, she would not teach.

		 Discussants reported that there was no formal means of collecting lessons learned or producing a doctrine of effective leadership in Bancroft; each company officer in effect re-invents the wheel.

		 Discussants firmly believed that critical thinking skills were developed in Bancroft as well as in the academic classroom and felt that they (company officers) played a central role in shaping midshipmen into effective future combat leaders. 





		 Appendix 4:  TYCOM Surveys

		Questions Posed in TYCOMs/TECOM Survey

		 Are you satisfied with the academic preparation of the young officers entering the Naval Air Force?

		 How well prepared are USNA graduates, as compared to other commissioning sources that provide junior officers to the Naval Air Force?

		 From an educational perspective, in what ways are USNA graduates deficient?  What do you believe it would take to correct those deficiencies? 

		 What additional academic preparation would be beneficial to the Naval Air Force? 

		 How would you gauge the Naval Academy’s emphasis on the academic program with its professional education and training components?

		 In what ways are line officers in general deficient in professional education and training?  Do Naval Academy graduates share these deficiencies?  If so, what professional education and training would you recommend that would better prepare officers for your community?

		 How would you assess in general your officers’ motivation for and attitude towards learning during initial training for your community?  How would you compare USNA graduates relative to officers from other commissioning sources? 

		 Does an officer’s academic major appear to affect his/her performance in your community? 



		 TYCOM/TECOM Respondents and Inputs

		CHIEF OF NAVAL PERSONNEL

		 Chief of Naval Personnel (VADM Hoewing): No personal inputs; recommended that AERG meet with two members of his staff. The AERG met with RDML Jamie Barnett (see below) but was unable to meet with RDML (s) Scott Van Buskirk due to his deployment overseas.

		 Director, Naval Education and Training Division, N17 (RDML Jamie Barnett): Met with the committee for 1-hr to present and discuss a pre-decisional draft of the Education Strategy component of the Navy’s “Total Force Strategy” plan.



		NAVAL SURFACE FORCES

		 Commander, Naval Surface Force Pacific (VADM Terrance Etnyre): Provided summary memorandum and sample of actual ‘raw’ responses from survey of members of the Surface Fleet (no specific details on sample size or methodology).



		NAVAL SUBMARINE FORCES

		 Commander, Naval Submarine Force Atlantic (VADM Charles L. Munns): Provided highly detailed responses drawing upon extensive statistical analysis of current and historical data tracked by Naval Reactors (NR).



		NAVAL AVIATION

		 Commander, Naval Air Force Pacific (VADM J. M. Zortman): Provided summary memorandum based on personal impressions, informal survey of Naval Academy graduates who had recently completed their first sea tour, and a review of empirical evidence from recent studies of the comparative performance of Academy graduates in aviation programs.

		 Chief of Naval Air Training (RADM George E. Mayer): Provided summary memorandum drawing upon inputs solicited from Training Wing commodores, Instructors, Students, and Staff.



		MARINE CORPS

		 Deputy Commandant for Manpower and Reserve Affairs (Lt. Gen. H. P. Osman): Presented brief personal impressions (no further details on methodology).

		 Commander, Marine Training and Education Command (Maj. Gen. Thomas S. Jones): Provided summary memorandum based on informal survey of members of his command.



		 Responses - Submarine Force

		ACADEMIC

		By and large, USNA graduates are highly motivated, dedicated, and adequately prepared to succeed once they report to their first submarine, and compete very favorably with their peers from other accessions sources over the course of a submarine community career. 

		 Historical data shows that USNA graduates go on to serve as Department Heads, Executive Officer and Commanding Officer in roughly the same percentages as other commissioning sources following successful completion of NNPS.  

		 In 2004, 11 of the 16 Submarine Force Junior Officers of the Year were USNA graduates. 

		 USNA graduates are least likely to be relieved for cause during their department head tours.  In the past 5 years, the breakdown for performance related early reliefs from various accessions sources is NROTC at 38%, STA-21(N) at 32%, NUPOC at 22%, and USNA at 8%.       

		 For the 3 current year groups of officers serving as CO’s in the Submarine Force, approximately 1/3 (~34) are USNA graduates.



		 However, in terms of retaining officers for a naval career, a recent trend shows USNA graduates are now least likely (relative to NROTC & NUPOC) to remain in the Navy until retirement eligible:  

		 For the last three years, the 0 to 20-year cumulative continuation rates (CCR) are: USNA - 12.0% / NROTC - 12.3% / NUPOC - 13.9%  (contrary to our 10-year historical data for the same time frame of USNA - 11.5% / NROTC - 8.0% / NUPOC - 10.7%). 



		 For USNA graduates in particular, there is a clear distinction in how academic majors perform in the Submarine Force.  358 USNA graduates from the year groups 1985-1987 (the cadre currently serving as COs) entered the submarine force.  Of this cohort:

		 326 graduated with technical degrees; 107 (33%) went on to serve as Department Heads, 47 (14%) went on to serve as Executive Officers, and 33 (10%) went on to serve as Commanding Officers.  

		 32 graduated with non-technical degrees; only 3 (9%) went on to serve as Department Heads, and just 1 (3%) went on to serve as an Executive Officer and Commanding Officer. 



		 Moreover, there has been a negative and very troublesome trend in initial nuclear training pipeline performance among USNA graduates:

		 USNA aggregate attrition from Naval Nuclear Power School (NNPS) has exceeded that of other accession sources over the past five years, and the disparity is growing.  Specifically, USNA submarine selectees attrite at 6.0% of incoming year accessions while attrition from other sources has dropped to 1.1%.

		 Extensive and costly additional preparatory courses have been added to better prepare USNA graduates for NNPS.  Without these additional courses, academic attrition would be even higher.  

		 These results suggest that the technical skills required for success in the Nuclear Navy are not as robust in USNA graduates as in graduates from other commissioning sources. 



		 Specifically, USNA graduates without technical degrees are not adequately prepared to handle the rigorous technical course of instruction that is required in the NNPP training pipeline:

		 Non-technical USNA majors attrite at 4x the rate of engineering majors and represent nearly 50% of all NNPP pipeline attritions (vice 40.1% for non-engineering technical majors and 11.3% for engineers).

		 Furthermore, NNPP training pipeline performance indicates that the technical content of some of the non-engineering technical degrees, such as Computer Science and Math, is so diluted that their performance in the training pipeline is no better than non-technical degrees.  



		 As a result, the continued downward trend in the number of midshipmen with technical degrees (currently 57.2% vice the NNPP goal of 65%) is a particular concern for the Submarine Force.  USNA would better serve the Submarine Force and NNPP if it were to: 

		 Increase the number of students graduating with engineering degrees.

		 Require that non-technical and non-engineering technical majors take more engineering-oriented electives.  

		 Consider instituting a system of rewarding midshipmen who are taking more challenging courses of instruction, and deterring those who opt for easier non-technical degrees.  



		PROFESSIONAL

		 SUBMARINE CAPSTONE: USNA provides submarine selectees with one semester of professional development geared towards the Submarine Force in the Submarine Capstone Course.  

		 This is more instruction than the other accession sources provide, and provides midshipmen with a feel for what is expected in a division officer.



		 JPME: A more pressing military need that can be met at USNA is beginning to satisfy Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) requirements.  

		 With regional conflicts in today’s global environment, military operations have increasingly become joint-focused.  

		 To better understand the concept of joint operations, these topics can be taught at USNA (and in the naval science courses for NROTC).  

		 If joint education requirements can begin to be satisfied at USNA, this would better prepare our young officers to operate in a joint environment, and provide an earlier opportunity in their increasingly constrained career path to begin fulfilling joint education requirements. 





		 Responses –Naval Aviation

		ACADEMIC

		 Technical skills and core academic fundamentals are exceptional.

		 Effective written communication, however, is a weakness. 

		 All officers should be able to type effectively (most hunt-and-peck).

		 All officers should have a working knowledge of Microsoft (MS) Power Point, MS Word, and MS Excel (many do not).

		 Though academic major may have a bearing on the academic (ground school) portion of aviation training, it has little relevance to the pilot’s airborne skills or his/her performance of a ground job in the Fleet.   

		PROFESSIONAL

		 Midshipmen should gain a better understanding of:

		 Career progression in the aviation pipeline (including expectations at each career level, several years’ worth of ADHSB and ACSB lessons-learned with examples, and the involvement of CO-level or major-command level reps).

		 Fitness report, enlisted evaluation, and point paper writing.

		 The Sailor’s Creed (most young officers have never heard of it).

		 Military etiquette (e.g. the necessity of correcting those who don’t salute).

		 Time management/organizational skills.

		 The joint community (rank structures, capabilities, requirements, etc.).



		 Recognizes that as an accredited university, USNA cannot devote too much time to professional development; however, believes that the current summer training programs might be modified to include more of the professional development and training components ID’ed above.

		 In regard to summer training, notes that there is a difference between preparing an officer for a career in Naval Aviation vs. preparing them to perform in flight school; argues that the current system is geared toward the former and that more impact on flight school performance might be achieved by scheduling mids exclusively for ‘cruises’ with TRACOMS where the focus could be shifting to the latter.

		 Highly recommends that graduates be offered a pass/fail computer-based self-paced “Introduction to Flight” program that includes: 

		 Fundamentals in aerodynamics.

		 Meteorology.

		 Basic instrument navigation.

		 Flight rules and regulations.



		 Although a previous CNA study indicated that USNA graduates had a measurably lower flight school attrition rate than their ROTC and OCS counterparts, CNATRA believes that this may no longer be the case due to the new IRAD policy and associated high DOR rates for USNA graduates experienced during the past year.  

		 Though post-IRAD data has not yet been analyzed, command impression is that any initial advantage USNA alums may have in terms of acclimation to the disciplines of military life does not translate into stronger performance in training or in Fleet.

		 Aside from the IRAD/DOR discussion above, officers’ level of motivation and attitude towards learning during initial training in Naval Aviation is outstanding (however, this appears to be the case regardless of commissioning source).



		 Response – Surface Force

		ACADEMIC

		 Technical and professional skills are sound.

		 Writing skills, however, are inadequate.

		 There is no major difference between USNA graduates and their NROTC/OCS peers. In general, all officers are eager and ready to learn.  However:

		 USNA graduates generally arrive with better initial knowledge in the areas of seamanship, naval history, and understanding, and

		 In contrast to USNA officers, some non-USNA, non-technical majors struggle initially with the technical aspects of their jobs and qualifications.



		 Academically, regardless of commissioning source, officers need to develop better:

		 Writing skills.  

		 Media relations.  

		 Concern for the stewardship of resources.  

		 Foreign language skills.  



		PROFESSIONAL

		 Professionally, joint, combined and coalition warfare are the way the Navy will fight in the future.  The pressure to broaden officers’ experience in these areas cannot come too soon in their career.  During a Midshipman's summer training, time could and should be designed to allow for more overseas or inter-service endeavors. 



		 Responses - Marine Corps

		ACADEMIC

		 USNA grads generally well-prepared academically; however, regardless of commissioning source, written communication skills are inadequate and of concern.

		 Recent improvements in the IT curriculum are noted and appreciated; further emphasis would be useful.

		 There is a compelling need to embrace cultural studies and language skills; Corps intends to aggressively approach both cultural and language studies and “presently view culture with a ‘BIG C’ and language with ‘little l.’”  In the future, young officers are going to be assigned to a micro-region at TBS; therefore, it might be helpful to explore the possibility of embracing this growing requirement at the Academy.

		 That said, though special training or knowledge in IT or cultural awareness is helpful, the Marine Corps expects they will have to provide much of that education once officers are in the Corps.  

		PROFESSIONAL

		 Young officers from the Academy arrive “hungry to engage and anxious to lead.”  Motivation is outstanding and performance is generally on par or slightly ahead of their peers in the early stages of their careers.

		 USNA grads appear better prepared to take on the rigors of TBS than do those entering via OCC and at roughly the same level of readiness as those entering via NROTC and/or the PLC route; however, by the conclusion of TBS, rough parity is seen across the board.

		 USNA grads also generally demonstrate strength in regard to professional T&E relative to their peers, particularly those entering via OCC.

		 Academic major generally does not have any impact at TBS.  Aviators, however, note that engineering and math/science studies help prepare officers for the rigors of flight school.



		 Appendix 5: Faculty Roundtables

		AERG Approach to Faculty Roundtables

		In a letter sent to Division Heads and Department Chairs, the AERG asked Faculty members to consider a set of questions related to current USNA activities in the following areas: 

		 Connecting the Core Curriculum to the Fleet 

		 Fostering and Assessing the Development of Critical and Creative Thinking 

		 Encouraging Effective Written and Oral Communications 

		 Developing Core Content and Ensuring Cross-Core Coordination of Core Courses 

		 Encouraging Teaching Excellence 





		General Questions Considered by Faculty Reps

		 How are core courses developed to be of use to a midshipman in his/her career in the Fleet? 

		 How are military and civilian faculty members integrated? How do civilian faculty members learn the intellectual requirements of a naval officer and how do they update that knowledge? 

		 How is critical and creative thinking taught in core and departmental classes? 

		 How is the development of effective written and oral communication skills promoted? 

		 What formal and informal mechanisms exist for insuring coordination across the core? 

		 Is there any course content that should be added to or could be removed from the core? From your departmental offerings?

		 Are you satisfied with the current general organization of the core? If not, what would you like to see changed and why? 

		 What opportunities, if any, are midshipmen given for providing feedback to core (or departmental) course offerings, content and structure?

		 What mechanisms, if any, exist to learn about significant curriculum changes at other elite universities and colleges, and to incorporate that information, where relevant, into ongoing assessments and reviews of the Naval Academy’s curricula? 

		 How is ‘teaching excellence’ assessed, promoted recognized, and rewarded? 



		 Observations from Group I Faculty Meeting

		 Evaluation and mentorship of faculty vary across departments.

		 Professional Core Competencies (PCCs) cited as basis for determining required elements of core curriculum classes in Group I.

		 Informal Fleet interchanges occur with Naval Reactors (NR), Flight School, and the Marine Basic School at Quantico. In general, the relationship with the research community is much stronger than the relationship with the operational community.

		 5 years ago, engaged in major effort called “Technical Core Improvement Group”

		 Currently, Group II and II majors take essentially the same technical core but Group I majors take a different set of classes.  NOTE:  The definition of which classes make up the Group I core seemed based on which classes covered the most PCCs rather than which classes were required of the most Engineering majors (for example, several mechanical engineering courses were required by as many majors as ‘core classes’ but were not considered part of the ‘core.’).

		 IT elements have been incorporated into one of the required electrical engineering core courses but there is no required, dedicated networking or information assurance course.

		 Representatives noted that students are required to select their majors (at the end of their first semester) before taking a single engineering course and expressed interest in an intro-to-engineering module.

		 To address the unique needs of their courses, some departments have created their own textbooks.  Others argue that this process is too expensive and time-consuming.

		 Overall, the department has placed a great deal of emphasis on 1/c Capstone design projects to good effect.



		 Observations from Group II Faculty Meeting

		 Several departments make extensive or partial use of nationally-developed (and nationally comparable) assessments of student knowledge to track trends in student performance across sections and relative to other institutions.

		 Evaluation and mentorship of faculty vary across departments.

		 Across the division there is a general movement away from purely lecture-driven seminars toward active learning and lab-intensive educational experiences.

		 Most of the majors curriculums in Group II are ‘vertically integrated’ (i.e., later courses build on earlier work).

		 There is a sense that the ‘stream of feedback’ from alumni and the Fleet on what is useful/needed is sporadic/unreliable.

		 There is no ‘Operations Research’ major but there is an ‘OR’ track in the math department.



		 Observations from Group III Faculty Meeting

		 Though some exceptions exist, the Humanities and Social Sciences Division as a whole does not currently have a good mechanism for gathering continuing feedback and interaction with the Fleet:

		 The officers on the faculty are fine, but have limited Fleet experience, and the qualities that the division’s departments teach are more typically used by more senior officers.

		 This was reinforced in AERG focus group discussions where it was the more senior officers who noted the need for the sorts of skill sets that the Humanities and Social Sciences departments provide.



		 Some departments see a direct conflict between academic freedom and encouraging a connection between the core curriculum and the Fleet.

		 One member noted, for example, that “there should be no difference between what or how I teach at the Naval Academy than there would be if I were teaching a similar course at Princeton.”



		 An emphasis on using history as a tool for teaching ethics appears to dominate the Department’s approach to history, particularly in their two Western Civilization core courses.

		 Many introductory English courses are designed to teach either composition or literature.  USNA’s core courses appear to attempt to include both.

		 USNA input to the 2005 Defense Language Transformation Roadmap was minimal and the Language Studies Department and Academy administration are skeptical that the goals articulated in that document in regard to language proficiency are realistic or achievable.



		 Observations from Group IV Faculty Meeting

		 Office of the Commandant oversees moral and professional development of midshipmen.

		 Commandant works with the Dean to divide up time; believes the time currently devoted to professional development is about right.  Sees the time-management challenge coming from ‘enrichment activities’: extracurricular activities, brigade support activities, clubs, speakers, academic field trips, symposiums, conferences, etc.  NOTE: AERG member notes that unlike most civilian schools, some ‘enrichment activities’ at USNA were mandatory while others were voluntary.

		 Seamanship and Navigation department argued that the Fleet Survey conducted for CURRICULUM 21 found that there had been an “erosion of midshipmen mastery of basic skills.” Department traces this to students spending “too little time afloat.” 

		 Seamanship and Navigation learning consists of about 20% education and 80% training.

		 AERG members expressed concern that training was focused on the skills of the surface navy – what about aviators?  Department responded that surface skills are relevant because the Navy fights from the sea.

		 New data collection survey initiatives (e.g. “ProDev Career Interest Surveys”) were discussed.

		 Leadership Ethics Law and Character (LELC) Department discussed evolution of Moral Reasoning core class, noting that the leadership curriculum has been subjected to comprehensive reviews on an almost annual basis for past decade.  In general, this was seen as a good thing that had helped to fine tune to the program.

		 LELC Department discussed their proposal for a new Leadership/Human Behavior Major (or Minor).

		 AERG members expressed concern that Office of the Commandant – and Bancroft Hall in particular – did not have a clear and formal way of assessing how they were doing (at least not in the same sense as most of the academic departments did). 

		 







