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ABSTRACT 

There is a disproportionate distribution of Sailors throughout the naval aviation 

enterprise, as the Navy is unable to solicit Sailors to voluntarily serve in specific 

geographically remote locations. The topography and proximity to open airspace in these 

locations are ideal for the aviation community’s mission, but Sailors do not identify them 

as desirable places to live and raise their families. This mismatch causes friction between 

detailers and their constituents, leading to poor job satisfaction, command readiness, and 

retention efforts. 

Our research supports Navy leaders in managing talent within the enlisted naval 

aviation community. We employ two surveys to compare enlisted Sailors with their 

detailers to understand individual motivations, experiences, and preferences related to 

incentives, and how these values can impact the assignment process. Our survey results 

conclude that incentives are a worthwhile investment and are likely to increase the 

probability of voluntary assignment. 

Our recommendations include merit-based and blended cafeteria-style incentive 

options, a detailer optimization tool, and an increased investment in base support 

services. In a never-ending quest for talent, the Navy must be willing to offer the 

incentives that appeal to the relevant Sailor population and remain within the Navy’s 

budgetary constraints in order to achieve overall operational effectiveness. 
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I. INTRODUCTION  

A. OVERVIEW 

The Navy is unable to properly and evenly distribute enlisted Sailors from one 

command to another without significant variations in the detailing process leading to 

perceptions of bias in the assignment process. When Sailors are forced into billets in 

geographically remote or undesirable locations, job satisfaction and command morale 

decrease while adding a tremendous amount of stress to the service member’s quality of 

life. This reduces long-term retention within the Naval Aviation Enterprise (NAE).  

The current enlisted distribution process carefully balances Navy requirements 

and Sailors’ desires. According to the enlisted detailing section on the Bureau of Navy 

Personnel web page, “The primary consideration for selection for orders should consider 

each of the following: Needs of the Navy, career needs of the individual, and desires of 

the individual” (Navy Personnel Command [NPC], 2019d, p. 1). Figure 1 shows the 

detailing timeline for Sailors to request follow-on orders with their respective detailer. 

Sailors start this process approximately fourteen months prior to their Projected Rotation 

Date (PRD).  

 
Figure 1. Enlisted Detailing Timeline. Source: NPC (2019d). 
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The command assembles a team consisting of the Command Career Counselor 

and the individual’s divisional leadership to mentor the Sailor and to conduct a Career 

Development Board (CDB) to evaluate the Sailor’s career plans. This combines a Sailor’s 

career intentions with the feasibility of uniting their job preferences, based on community 

health and available job opportunities.  

The CDB addresses preferences and future jobs recommendations to prepare for 

follow on job negotiations with his or her detailer. Approximately twelve months prior to 

their PRD, Sailors have five months to select orders that are available in the assignment/

distribution software system called Career Management System - Interactive Detailing 

(CMS-ID). Approximately seven months from their PRD, Sailors that have not selected 

orders will be issued orders by their detailer where they are contractually obligated to 

serve, contingent upon meeting other obligated service requirements.  

Figure 2 illustrates the Navy’s detailing process cycle. Every cycle United States 

Fleet Forces Command reviews and establishes manpower assignment priorities with the 

Manning Control Authority (MCA). The priority listing is delivered as priority 

requisitions to the enlisted marketplace in CMS-ID. Enlisted Sailors can view available 

billets in CMS-ID and have approximately one week to apply for preferred jobs based 

upon their desires and their community’s career progression and milestone 

recommendations (NPC, 2019d). 
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Figure 2. Navy Personnel Command PERS-40 Detailing Cycle. Source: 

NPC (2019d). 

Commands review applicants and rank their best match of applicants for the listed 

billet before the timeline expires. Upon completion of the command’s request, detailers 

then have fourteen days to assign Sailors based on command recommendations, 

individual preferences, and Navy Personnel Command business rules, to ensure legal and 

policy requirements are met. Detailers may then issue orders electronically through the 

orders processing system. 

For many years the Navy has been challenged with assigning Sailors to 

geographically remote and undesirable areas, such as Naval Air Stations Lemoore, 

Fallon, and China Lake. This process has been founded to be detrimental to the NAE, 

which relies on filling appropriate manpower requirements to achieve operational 

readiness. Failure to attract and retain the appropriate inventory with qualified and high 

performing Sailors, potentially degrades mission requirements and could compromise 

operational deployability, creating a cascading systematic failure impacting multiple 

other command and warfare elements (NPC, 2019d). 
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This is not just an aviation issue, but a total force human capital problem that 

must be addressed to support a long-term viable national defense strategy. The ability to 

identify the drivers of the assignment process from both the individual Sailor and their 

respective detailer will have a direct impact on monetary and/or non-monetary incentives. 

These findings may also be relevant for other hard-to-fill locations within the CONUS. 

The survey instrument and research design in this study could be utilized in future 

research to support creating and/or maintaining monetary and/or non-monetary 

incentives. 

B. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Locations such as Lemoore, China Lake, and Fallon are identified as hard-to-fill 

because of the low demand that Sailors have for jobs in these locations. Navy contractor 

Jonnie Bridges (email to author, May 28, 2019) provided a personnel report where we 

extracted the Current On Board (COB) level compared to BA by command and filtered 

by location. We analyzed the manpower percentage of COB/BA by location and 

aggregated all commands assigned to aviation specific locations. We used this empirical 

data to compare two of the Navy’s premier master jet bases, 18 commands at NAS 

Oceana consisting of all operational F-18 commands, Fleet Readiness Center West, 

Center for Naval Aviation Technical Training Unit, and Commander Strike Fighter Wing 

Pacific to 17 similar commands at NAS Oceana. Table 1 compares COB inventory across 

both NAS Oceana and NAS Lemoore. 

Table 1. Command Manning Levels. Adapted from Contractor J. Bridges 
(email to author, May 28, 2019). 

Aug-14 Feb-15 Aug-15 Feb-16 Aug-16 Feb-17 Aug-17 Feb-18 Aug-18 Feb-19
Oceana, VA 90% 93% 96% 96% 98% 95% 94% 92% 92% 95%
Lemoore, CA 91% 93% 95% 94% 93% 90% 90% 89% 91% 89%

Delta -1% 0% 1% 2% 5% 5% 4% 3% 1% 6%
 

* Manning levels are calculated by COB divided by BA 
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Figure 3 reveals an uneven distribution of manpower across these two locations. 

The disparity between aggregated overall manpower COB levels compared to BA at NAS 

Lemoore’s commands, reflected a consistent uneven disparity from February 2016 to 

February 2019 with diverging trends.  

Figure 3. NAS Oceana versus NAS Lemoore Manpower Comparison. 
Adapted from Contractor J. Bridges (email to author, May 28, 2019). 

This manpower misalignment creates a problematic scenario where enlisted 

detailers and MCA representatives must resort to assigning or diverting some Sailors who 

prefer not to work and live in these locations to meet the minimum fill requirements. 

These Sailors may feel forced into a job or location they do not desire, lowering their 

overall job satisfaction and their desire to remain in naval service upon the completion of 

their obligated service. According to a CNA report, “To man the force, the Navy relies on 

ordering Sailors into billets where they are most needed. Involuntary assignments may 

keep billets filled in the short run, but in the long run they may hurt recruiting, readiness, 

and retention” (Christensen et al., 2002, p. 1).  
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There are several reasons why some people do not want to voluntarily accept duty 

in these areas. We presume most Sailors do not desire duty in geographically remote 

areas, however some Sailors may have specific individual preferences. However, the 

Navy cannot meet the duty preferences of all Sailors and meet minimum manpower 

levels across the enterprise. The Navy has recognized the value of human capital by 

managing their critical talent and providing incentives to retain them. The Navy has 

already implemented several monetary and on-monetary incentives, including financial 

compensation for Sailors willing to accept duty in locations they do not prefer.  

According to Christensen et al., “Many factors can influence the quality of the job 

match, including location, worker skills required, job tasks or requirements, coworkers, 

how career enhancing the assignment is to the Sailor, and how critical the job is to the 

Navy” (2002, p. 9). To facilitate a marketplace for Sailors to voluntarily accept billets in 

hard-to-fill locations, the Navy should provide incentives for Sailors to voluntarily accept 

these assignments, ensuring long-term viability of naval retention efforts, especially in 

the aviation community. Our research will explore the enlisted assignment process as it 

relates to incentives based on an individual’s geographic preference and how that aligns 

with the detailer’s perspective and responsibility to match a qualified Sailor to each billet. 

C. PURPOSE

This study supports Navy leaders in managing high-quality distributable

inventory within the enlisted naval aviation community and provides insight and context 

to a Sailor’s preference for serving in a geographically remote or undesirable location. 

Secondly, it provides leaders with valuable analysis comparing the preferences of Sailors 

assigned to a geographically remote location within the NAE to community detailers. Our 

aim is to reduce friction between a Sailor and their respective detailer during the 

assignment process. This will directly result in process transparency, increase overall job 

satisfaction, and subsequently provide a positive impact on long-term retention.  
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D. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

(1) Primary Research Question 

Do incentives increase voluntary assignment in hard-to-fill locations? 

(2) Secondary Research Question 

Is there variation in the detailer’s methodology during the assignment process?  

E. THESIS SCOPE 

Our research includes a literature review concerning the assignment of enlisted 

Sailors to geographically remote or undesirable areas, job satisfaction, monetary and non-

monetary incentives, and base support services. Additionally, we collect the preferences 

of Navy Personnel Command’s detailers and enlisted aviation Sailors who are assigned to 

Naval Air Stations Lemoore, China Lake, and Fallon. We analyze the results to provide 

Navy leadership recommendations for potentially effective compensation policies to 

increase voluntary assignments in hard-to-fill locations. We anticipate this will also result 

in a more even distribution of inventory across the aviation enterprise, balancing out the 

number of billets filled in each location across the NAE. This move will reduce the 

manpower shortages at each location, and promote command climate metrics, potentially 

increasing job satisfaction and long-term retention benefits. 

This research does not consider legal and naval requirements concerning 

assignment and distribution of enlisted Sailors. This may include Sailors who are dual 

military, have Exceptional Family Member Program (EFMP) restrictions, and ratings 

outside of the aviation community. The target group studied here was selected as the 

primary population due to the ongoing historic challenge of inventory management to 

these geographically remote and hard-to-fill locations. 

Additionally, this research does not address the financial constraints facing the 

Department of Defense (DOD). The focus of this project is the monetary and non-

monetary incentives that will attract Sailors to hard-to-fill locations and the assignment 

process where friction develops between a Sailor and their respective detailer. Base 
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funding and the commander’s discretion over asset and funding utilization are additional 

topics that may benefit from follow on research projects. 

F. DATA COLLECTION 

Our research consists of empirical manning data and two independently 

constructed and disseminated surveys. The first survey examines aviation enlisted Sailors 

assigned to jobs at Naval Air station Lemoore and their duty station preferences. The 

survey focuses on possible effects of incentives on motivation for a future voluntary 

assignment to a geographically remote or undesirable location from the preferences from 

the Sailors currently assigned to a geographically remote area. Two specific commands 

have been selected to serve as our survey population and included the following 

commands: Fleet Readiness Center West (FRCW) and Strike Fighter Squadron Forty-

One (VFA-41).  

The second survey collects data from Navy Personnel Command (PERS-40) to 

determine if variation or friction exists in the assignment process as Sailors are detailed to 

future billets. Their insight on the potential effects of the incentives discussed in our 

research is critical to understand an enlisted Sailor’s motivation for potential voluntary 

assignment to a geographically remote or undesirable location. 

G. LIMITATIONS 

This study unfortunately is limited to the metrics that could be collected and does 

not encompass all relevant data. The addition of empirical and authoritative data would 

be extremely useful to determining any correlation or trends to further demonstrate 

significant results. We were also limited by the responses received, as they were 

completely random, voluntary, and anonymous. These samples do not represent the entire 

population and may contain traces of self-selection bias, measurement error, the 

Hawthorne Effect, and most certainly omitted variable bias that is inherent with any 

survey collection. Additionally, the scope of this project limited us in our ability to 

extrapolate our data into other enlisted rating or officer communities.  
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H. BENEFITS OF THE STUDY 

There are numerous benefits for conducting this study. Most importantly, we seek 

to find a potential solution to the personnel challenges of distributing Sailors across the 

aviation enterprise with the current available inventory. Balancing the Navy’s willingness 

to offer incentives, and a Sailor’s willingness to accept those incentives for assignment to 

geographically remote or undesirable locations is the key to achieving long-term overall 

operational effectiveness.  

Additionally, we intend to identify any variation in the assignment and detailing 

processes where a recommendation can be provided to naval leadership. Incentivizing 

Sailors to voluntarily select jobs in geographically remote and undesirable locations will 

exponentially improve the assignment process and increase transparency. This in turn, we 

believe, will increase Sailor job satisfaction, and directly contribute to overall command 

readiness and long-term retention efforts.  

Lastly, our intentions for this document to serve as another resource for 

researchers to continue finding the optimal solution for the Navy’s manpower challenges. 

As this is an ongoing challenge where the traditional military structure has begun to see a 

paradigm shift. In an all-volunteer force where a decreasing fraction of the population are 

eligible for military service, incentives and retention must be focused on retaining 

specific talent known as fit, not just fill.  
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II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

A. OVERVIEW 

A thorough literature review was conducted to ensure that each area considered in 

the scope of our project had appropriate context and the ability to assimilate seamlessly in 

our findings. Over 37 references are cited, consolidating and incorporating a diverse 

knowledge base to inform key stakeholders in this research effort. 

B. MAIN TOPICS OF CONSIDERATION 

Relevant literature to these topics includes the broad areas of Sailor preferences 

and distribution. The assignment and distribution processes are a massive undertaking 

with hundreds of thousands of transactions annually to move Sailors from one place of 

duty to another. The most important factor from the detailer’s perspective is meeting the 

“needs of the Navy” and having a qualified Sailor perform the required tasks that justify 

each individual billet. Next, assignments must adhere to legal and policy requirements, 

and those Sailors who fall into certain protected groups (such as EFMP/dual military etc.) 

are accommodated. After these main considerations, it becomes a balancing act between 

aligning a Projected Rotation Date (PRD), the preferences of the individual Sailor, based 

on a multitude of factors, including career enhancing, family, and financial incentives. 

This is our focus area for recommending improvements.  

C. SPECIFIC CONCERNS OF THE AVIATION COMMUNITY 

The Naval Aviation Enterprise has unique challenges within the enlisted 

distribution and inventory management processes. Members of these communities are 

often faced with long work hours, many days away from home port, and little down time 

while assigned to most aviation units. Moreover, naval aviation maintainers are 

consistently challenged with keeping aging F-18 platforms at high readiness rates. 

According to a Naval Aviation fighter jet readiness article featured in military.com, 

“When the military services were ordered to get 80% of their tactical aircraft ready for 

the fight, Navy officials decided to try to push the numbers even higher. They wanted 
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341 F/A-18 E/F Super Hornets and 93 EA-18G Growlers mission-capable and ready to 

deploy” (Harkins, 2019, p. 1). Additionally, Naval Aviation has been challenged with a 

much higher number of mishap rates in the past several years. As stated on a recent Naval 

Postgraduate School news article, Vice Adm. Miller, the new leader of Commander 

Naval Air Forces (CNAF), stated, “In the fall of 2017, U.S. Navy aviation faced a 

daunting challenge. The preceding five years had seen a surge in aviation mishaps, and 

aircraft readiness levels across the Fleet had reached unacceptable levels” (Schehl and 

Imbukwa, 2019, p. 1). Ensuring that the Navy can meet its increasing readiness goal, and 

at the same time reduce mishap rates, is a daunting task that requires proper talent 

management coupled with distributing the right Sailors in the right place at the right time. 

Adding to his remakes, we are concerned with retention rates, not just filling a billet one 

time with someone who may leave naval service. The Navy needs a cadre of motivated 

and eager Sailors who are properly incentivized and have ample opportunity to thrive in a 

career in Naval Aviation.  

D. GEOGRAPHICAL DISPARITIES 

A significant contributing factor to the overall health of the aviation community is 

signaled by their attrition rate and inability to incentivize members to select remote or 

undesirable locations. Although these characteristics may be considered undesirable duty 

locations for Sailors, they are ideal locations for aviation operations that require 

substantial air and ground space to conduct training. Further, remote installations can be 

purchased or leased at a discounted rate. This increases the value for the Navy, especially 

as the cost falls to the taxpayers. Although the topography and proximity to open airspace 

is ideal for the aviation communities’ mission, it also becomes the antithesis of the 

desired traits in an ideal location in which to live and raise a family.  

This research will focus on two major types of locations, remote and centrally 

located. For comparison, NAS Lemoore and NAS Oceana have been chosen to represent 

the distinct geographical disparities that may sway a Sailor away from taking one 

location over the other. NAS Oceana is centrally located in Virginia Beach with multiple 

major cities and military communities to support the base and the attached Sailors and 
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their families. This location provides a strong billet base to support the families who 

request accommodation for dual military, EFMP, or spousal employment purposes. NAS 

Lemoore is approximately 100 miles inland from the California coast and a few hours 

drive to many of the activities and locations in which Sailors are interested. NAS Oceana 

is situated in a vibrant community with a thriving economy, while NAS Lemoore suffers 

from stagnation, not only in the local marketplace, but in the air and water quality as 

well. These factors, among others, have created a systemic failure of Sailors to volunteer 

for this duty location, and challenged Navy leadership to redesign an incentive plan that 

provides a viable long-term solution. 

E. MANPOWER SHORTAGES 

Each billet assigned to a command represents a collection of work requirements 

that totals 67 hours per week based on the Navy Total Force Manpower Policies and 

Procedures. (Department of the Navy [DoN], 2015). One person is designed to fill each 

billet, but unfortunately, due to manpower shortages, billets are often unfilled. This has a 

direct negative impact on mission readiness and results in at least two of the four possible 

outcomes: either overwork an existing member from another billet or accept the risk of 

not completing the required tasks.  

Although budgetary limitations will always constrict Navy leadership, particular 

consideration must be given to the NAE due to the cost of readiness. According to 

Candreva (2017), programmers have four options when there is a difference between the 

desired plan and the existing plan known as the 4 R’s: 

When there is a difference between the desired plan and existing plan, a 
programmer has four options: (a) fund the difference, but this requires 
resources from somewhere; (b) restructure the program so adjusting the 
programs results which more often than not means fewer items or slower 
progress; (c) reengineer the program to improve the efficiency of the 
process or lower costs (legitimately doing more with less), but that is 
largely out of the control of the programmer and may become a problem 
for those who execute the program, (d) accept the risk and simply give the 
program fewer resources and hope they can execute effectively. (p. 216). 
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F. INCENTIVES 

1. Introduction 

Historically, the Navy has offered different incentive plans to make an 

opportunity more attractive. Most are monetary, as in a bonus or monthly stipend. Other 

types of non-monetary incentives have also been utilized, such as points towards 

advancement, non-chargeable leave, and purchasing a plane ticket for use during a leave 

period. These options have been offered a la carte, and without an option to pair them or 

offer a blended version. Our research aims to identify if such an option could optimize 

the Navy’s budget and the Sailor’s preferences by allowing members to self-select a 

portfolio that is important to them if they would serve in a geographically remote or 

undesirable duty location.  

2. Discounting Effects  

The effect of an incentive can be influenced at the rate that the Sailor values that 

incentive. Understanding the role that behavioral economics can play in the Sailor’s 

decision-making process is a critical tenet to providing the relevant incentives that will 

encourage the desired effect. Dr. Sean Webeck, a public policy professor at Naval 

Postgraduate School, identifies the discount rate at which Sailors assign value to the 

potential incentives is based on their personal preference, and is exhibited through the 

intertemporal choices they face when deciding between events that can occur in the 

present or in the future (S. Webeck, personal communication, January 4, 2020).  

The mathematical calculations behind this theory are complicated and relatively 

unstable as individuals will all respond differently. According to Dr. Marigee Bacolod, a 

labor economics professor at Naval Postgraduate School, despite the variation in 

individual preferences, assumptions can be made, on average, while holding all other 

factors constant. She explains that exponential discounting occurs when someone is not 

likely to change how they feel about future costs and benefits. They are said to behave in 

a time-consistent manner, where these values assigned are unlikely to change, and are 

able to withhold gratification until a long-term goal is achieved. In this model, the only 

unknown effects are external to the person’s behavior. Conversely, hyperbolic 
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discounting occurs when someone is time-inconsistent, where the value they place on 

future costs and benefits dramatically shifts, causing impulsivity and irrational decision 

making. The unknown factors in both the internal psychology and the external 

environment compounds the interaction term, and results in an increase in variance and 

unpredictability in the error term, making a predictive model extremely complex (M. 

Bacolod, PowerPoint slides, February 26, 2020).  

According to Sparks (2011), this concept was popularized by the Marshmallow 

Test of 1974:  

More than 40 years ago, Stanford University researchers led by Walter 
Mischel conducted a now-famous study in self-control: they asked 4-year-
olds at Stanford’s Bing Nursery School to hold off on eating one sweet in 
exchange for the promise of two sweets 15 minutes later. In the years that 
followed, numerous follow up and various studies have found that the 
preschoolers who managed to delay gratification were also more likely 
later on to do well in school, avoid substance abuse, maintain a healthy 
weight, and even perform better on the SAT than peers who could not 
resist temptation. (p. 1) 

This area of behavioral economic theory is an untapped resource for the Navy as a 

potential targeting tool for Commanding Officers, Command Career Counselors, and 

community managers. The idea of being able to identify and focus retention efforts on 

time-consistent Sailors could provide long-term benefits for both the Sailor and the Navy.  

3. Incentive Types 

Three main types of incentives are addressed in this section to differentiate the 

delivery mechanisms in which they are offered and target different audiences. 

a. Fixed  

The Navy’s current approach to offering incentives has traditionally stemmed 

from the equitable distribution of a benefit to all in equal terms. If one Sailor were to be 

offered an incentive, each Sailor who met the eligibility requirements was to be given the 

same amount. This binary approach has been wholly successful in condemning any 

criticism of disparate treatment, but does not have the ability to reward top performers, 
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and likely overpays the economic rent to others who may be willing to accept a lower 

incentive. 

b. Choose One 

In this category, the Navy uses different incentive options to incentivize members, 

but only allows the selection of one option. As described in the Overseas Tour Extension 

Incentives Program instruction, eligible enlisted members have the opportunity to choose 

one of four incentive options to extend an overseas tour length of 12 months or more. 

(NPC, 2017a, p. 1). The instruction provides the following four options for each Sailor to 

choose from: 

• $80 special pay for each month during the extension period 

• 30 days rest and recuperation (R&R)  

• 15 days R&R absence, plus round-trip transportation at Government 

expense from the location of the extended tour of duty to the port of 

debarkation in the continental United States (CONUS) and return during 

the period of extension. Members authorized OTEIP extensions longer 

than 12 months are entitled to receive 20 days R&R 

• $2,000 lump sum payment 

Sailors find this option-based program preferable, as it allows them to control 

which option to choose from and achieve their best match. Sailors select these choices 

based upon their needs and desires. We believe this is a critical element in a long-term 

strategic approach to retain the Navy’s top performers.  

c. Blended 

Using a blended approach to offer incentives is a modified version of the choose 

one methodology, but allows a more personalized plan for each member. Blending 

monetary and non-monetary incentives is the key to achieving an optimized match and 

generate the highest levels of job satisfaction. According to Lazear and Gibbs (2015), 
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“One problem with providing a specific benefit is that the same benefit does not suit 

every worker. A cafeteria plan gives a worker more flexibility in the benefit choice” (p. 

317). The Navy can capitalize on this model by offering a combination of incentives, 

either in full or at a reduced percentage when combined to meet the needs of individual 

Sailors. 

An example of a blended incentive plan could include the following options:  

• Option 1—80% monetary bonus + advancement points 

• Option 2—50% monetary bonus + non-chargeable leave period 

• Option 3—50% monetary bonus + bundled preferred orders 

• Option 4—Custom blend of incentives that meet Sailor’s needs 

A blended incentive plan would allow the Navy to offer the exact incentives 

Sailors desire and meet their expectations to increase voluntary assignment to 

geographically remote locations, while also raising job satisfaction, and ultimately 

retention efforts.  

d. Time-Consistent 

A time-consistent incentive model would pose a benefit for the Sailor that 

incorporates delayed gratification to allow members to self-identify as long-term 

oriented. A specific application for this model could include a Thrift Savings Plan 

contribution compared to a cash incentive.  

An example of a time-consistent incentive plan could include the following 

options:  

• Option 1—Monetary Bonus of ($250 per month) 

• Option 2—Thrift Savings Plan Contribution of ($350 per month) 

Sailors who are likely to select the second option, would more likely behave in a 

time-consistent manner. Considering that these Sailors are expected to be long-term 
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focused, they would be self-selecting into the time-consistent incentive option. As a 

Sailor approaches their EAOS, and is asked to choose to remain in naval service, the 

Navy could focus on this cohort. This group is more likely to demonstrate sustained 

superior performance over the course of a career, compared to those who are time 

inconsistent (S. Webeck, personal communication, January 4, 2020). 

4. Monetary 

Cash incentives are an historically effective option that has motivated people from 

the earliest employment records. According to Hein, (1998) “Standard economic theory 

says that cash is always best due to option value and this result is also found in survey 

results which confirm that most people state a preference for cash incentives. The results 

were staggering with 79% selecting cash as their first choice and travel was the next best 

option with only 15%” (Hein, 1998, p. 3). 

Slowing pay raise rates coupled with an increase in the cost of living, the 

acceptance of financial incentives is considered part of base salary, and not as actual 

compensation for assuming any additional risk or hardship. Members stationed in 

geographically remote or undesirable areas may be awarded monetary incentives to 

increase willingness to accept assignment to these locations and are expected to perform 

well once onboard.  

The Navy primarily uses three main incentives to increase voluntary assignment 

and retention shortfalls in hard-to-fill geographically remote or undesirable areas. We 

describe below the three methods the Navy has used for many years to meet the needs of 

the Navy and manage talent across the fleet.  

a. Assignment Incentive Pay (AIP) 

Active duty Sailors view all assignments differently, and do not view them all as 

equally desirable. Factors such as geographic location, job type, and the type of sea/shore 

duty all factor into their decision in selecting orders. It was determined that a 

compensating value should be provided to offset the low demand for working in locations 

that are considered undesirable. The Chief of Naval Operations established incentive Pay 
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Policy Decision Memorandum 003–6, which is authorized by Congress to incentivize 

voluntary assignment to billets that the Navy determines to be difficult to fill. “The 

Assignment Incentive Pay Program has been initiated in the attempt to make all 

assignments desirable to at least one qualified volunteer” (NPC, 2006, p. 1). A Sailor who 

is interested in receiving an incentive for a job in a specific location that offers AIP 

reviews and applies for billets that are advertised in CMS-ID. Jobs that have an AIP 

incentive have an indicator that shows Sailors which jobs have an AIP. As jobs are posted 

in CMS-ID, Sailors can compare those that offer an AIP with those that do not. This 

allows a Sailors to compare benefits of one job over another. If the Sailor is interested in 

voluntarily selecting a job with an AIP indicator, the Sailor will bid in increments of 

$50.00. As stated on the AIP frequently asked questions sheet,  

A bid is the amount of money, up to the max allowable for that job that 
each Sailor is willing to accept to go to the AIP assignment. The Detailer 
reviews all eligible applications and makes the best selection. Orders are 
issued to the selected applicant. The Orders will contain the Sailor’s bid 
amount. Commands with Sailors being ordered to an AIP eligible 
command should ensure that the AIP authorization is contained in the 
orders, even if the amount is “$0.00.” (NPC, 2019a, p. 1) 

The current AIP program aims to encourage Sailors to voluntarily select sea duty or shore 

duty jobs in hard-to-fill locations by paying a monthly monetary incentive. Offsetting the 

undesirability of a location with a monetary payment increases voluntary assignments, 

but also increases job satisfaction, leading to potential increased long-term retention 

benefits.  

Under this instruction, the Navy establishes specific factors for which locations, 

commands, ratings, qualifications, and paygrades are eligible for AIP. NPC issues this 

criterion and distributes the AIP chart, reproduced in Appendix A (NPC, 2019a, p. 1). 

Sailors can view the eligibility chart to determine what locations are AIP eligible when 

deciding on selecting their future job. Additionally, AIP administrators ensure all PERS-

40 detailers are aware of current AIP policy. Billets that are authorized AIP are properly 

coded in CMS/ID to further ensure detailers assigning Sailors to jobs are aware of the 

available incentive and its relative career impact.  
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The current AIP list of eligible jobs targets difficult to fill sea duty and shore duty 

jobs in very specific locations and does not aim to address the overall issue of increasing 

overall manning in those locations considered hard-to-fill. The current policy pinpoints 

specific geographical areas of concerns and applies AIP incentives to increase voluntary 

assignments in those locations. However, AIP can better increase voluntary assignments 

if it increases the target monetary range or considers a merit-based multiplier for Sailors 

willing to voluntary accept billet in locations with an uneven distribution of manpower 

inventory.  

b. Sea Duty Incentive Pay (SDIP) 

Similar to AIP, SDIP aims to increase voluntary assignments to billets that are 

hard-to-fill. This incentive offers a monetary incentive for sea duty billets. Additionally, 

this policy serves as a tool for enlisted detailers to assign their Sailors into billets that are 

considered “hot fill” or priority and require immediate assignment. According to the 

SDIP policy Decision Memorandum, “In an effort to improve sea duty manning, the 

Navy has established SDIP (using existing AIP) statuary authority to help harness the 

talent, energy, and motivation of the all-volunteer force” (NPC, 2017b, p. 1). The SDIP 

policy lists specific ratings, pay grades, and skills to be eligible for select sea duty billets. 

The NPC website hosts the SDIP eligibility chart, which is displayed as Appendix B 

(NPC, 2019c, p. 1). The policy is frequently revised to target the areas that require 

increased sea duty manning. SDIP policy lists three options that eligible Sailors can 

choose from. 

(1) SDIP-B  

Provides a means for Sailors to extend on sea duty, past their respective 

Prescribed Sea Tour (PST) for up to 48 months. Approved Sailors will receive orders to a 

follow-on sea duty command and a lump sum payment for the monthly amount listed in 

the eligibility chart Appendix B within two pay periods after reporting to their sea-duty 

command. 
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(2) SDIP-C  

Provides a means for Sailors who are currently serving on shore duty to curtail 

their assignment by six months after completing a minimum activity tour  

to return to sea duty for an eligible sea duty SDIP-C approved billet. However, approved 

Sailors will receive incentive pay based only on the number of months shore duty was 

curtailed. A lump sum for the monthly amount is listed on the eligibility chart in 

Appendix B (NPC, 2019c, p. 1). SDIP-C is paid within two pay periods after reporting to 

their new sea-duty command. 

(3) SDIP-E  

Provides a means for Sailors to extend on sea duty for up to 48 months past their 

respective PST at their current sea-duty command. Approved Sailors receive a lump sum 

payment for the monthly amount listed on the eligibility chart in Appendix B (NPC, 

2019c, p. 1). within two pay periods after their initial completion of their PST.  

All Sailors who are interested in and are eligible must request command approval 

no later than 12 months prior to their PRD to ensure their prospective billet has not been 

assigned to another Sailor, and the detailer ensures the Sailor meets the requisition 

priority requirement. Additionally, as stated on the SDIP Policy Memorandum, “The 

billet filled must match the rating, pay grade, and skill of that being requested” (NPC, 

2017b, p. 4). Although the SDIP program has continually targeted specific Sailors to 

meet the emergent sea duty billet requirements, especially in predominately hard-to-fill 

locations such as NAS Lemoore, there is still an uneven distribution of Sailors across the 

fleet coupled with the non-voluntary assignment of Sailors across the NAE.  

c. Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) Program  

The SRB program is the Navy’s primary monetary method of shaping the enlisted 

naval force to meet optimal retention and end-strength manpower levels. SRB focuses 

principally on specific categories such as ratings, Navy Enlisted Classifications (NEC), 

and skills to set the amount of SRB awarded to Sailors. Stated on the Selective 

Reenlistment Bonus Program Instruction, “Award levels are changed in response to 
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changes in retention behavior and in line with the needs of the Navy” (DoN, 2019, p. 4). 

Updates and changes to the Navy’s SRB eligibility, pay out amounts, and eligibility are 

normally issued as a Naval Administrative Message (NAVADMIN), but can be changed 

to modify established manpower limits and requirements as it benefits the needs of the 

Navy based on inventory shortfalls.  

Sailors who are nearing their End of Active Obligated Service (EOAS) or Navy 

enlistment contract, can, if eligible under the SRB policy, decide to reenlist for a 

monetary reenlistment bonus. Monetary payout is calculated by the SRB amount as either 

a flat rate payout, or by a base pay multiple payment, as indicated by the most current 

SRB NAVADMIN message. According to the Selective Reenlistment Bonus Program 

Instruction, “SRB flat rate contracts will be for the entire contract value and will be 

clearly defined by contract length (e.g., $2,500 for 3 years). The minimum contract value 

is $2,500 with a maximum value of $100,000. The flat rate will take into account the 

paygrade, year group, length of contract, NEC, and any other criteria determined by the 

program manager” (DoN, 2019, p. 9). 

The base pay multiple is calculated by SRB award multiples in 0.5 increments, as 

indicated on the most current SRB NAVADMIN. The total SRB amount is computed as 

shown below in Figure 4. 

 
Figure 4. Base Pay Multiple Payout According to Selective Reenlistment 

Bonus Program. Source: DoN (2019, p. 9). 

After the SRB amount is determined and approved, Sailors receive an upfront 

payment. According to the Navy’s SRB Program Instruction, “Fifty percent of the SRB 

award amount is paid up front at the time of reenlistment and the remaining 50 percent is 

paid in equal annual installments during the anniversary month of the reenlistment, unless 

otherwise published by the current SRB NAVADMIN” (DoN, 2019, p. 9). Interested and 

eligible Sailors who intend to reenlist, must submit a request no later than 35 days, but 
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not earlier than 120 days, prior to the requested reenlistment date, which is their End of 

Active Obligated Service (EAOS).  

Although the SRB program is a monetary incentive for Sailors, it is primarily a 

retention tool, and not an assignment tool. However, the current SRB program could also 

be an assignment incentive tool. SRB policy can target highly qualified and skilled 

Sailors that are undecided on reenlisting in the Navy. This monetary adjustment can 

coincide with AIP and SDIP, or work independently to award payment if the Sailor not 

only volunteers to reenlist, but also if they decide to accept duty in a geographically 

remote or undesirable area. The advantage to this policy is that it can increase volunteer 

job selection, and also provide a conduit to retain highly qualified and skilled Sailors. 

d. Evaluation of Monetary Pay 

There has been a decrease in overall military obligation to monetary incentives 

between 2005 and 2015, as shown in Figure 5 below. This is mainly due to end-strength 

reductions in the United States Army, Navy, and Marine Corps.  

Moreover, the GAO found that the DOD has not ensured efficient use of 

monetary resources. As stated in the GAO report, “DOD also has not established related 

measures to ensure efficient use of resources. Without such measures, DOD and the 

services generally assess the effectiveness of S&I pay programs by the extent to which 

they achieve desired staffing targets” (Farrel, 2017, p. 2).  
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Figure 5. Obligated Amounts for Special Incentive Pays and Bonuses from 

GAO Department of Defense. Source: Farrel (2017, p. 2). 

According to Stitt, “In general, the more emphasis placed on the Navy’s cost, 

Sailor value decreased. Conversely, Sailor value goes up when cost is ignored. Moreover, 

the Sailor fit of a billet increases when cost is ignored” (2009, p. v). Certainly, in these 

financially challenging times, filled with budget constraints, sequestration, and other 

budgetary shortfalls, the Navy must continue serving as a faithful steward of the 

taxpayer’s money. A blended incentive system could reduce costs over purely monetary 

incentives and would certainly be fiscally responsible if it reduced the cost of human 

capital turnover. 

Current aviation incentives are monetarily based, possibly overpaying the 

economic rent needed to retain Sailors who would have already remained in service. 

According to Tilley (2010), “Simple monetary retention auctions address the overarching 

problem of retaining the precise number of personnel desired but fails to address the 

ability to provide exact retention while offering the potential for lower total cost. Non-

monetary incentives offer higher compensation values at an equivalent or lower cost” (p. 

19). The retention of the aviation community Sailors relies on the Navy’s ability to match 

the Sailors’ expectations with similar opportunities available in the civilian marketplace. 

Manpower costs, the needs of the Navy, and the Sailor’s expectations are not always 
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aligned despite the Navy’s best efforts to provide career progression for each individual 

Sailor.  

The easy solution if there was an unlimited budget available, would be to increase 

the monetary benefit of any Sailor who is willing to accept a voluntary assignment to a 

geographically remote or undesirable location. However, we believe there would be a 

diminishing return on the Navy’s benefit, as this policy may attract those that are just 

interested in a large fixed monetary incentive. This unintended consequence is the result 

of the incentive not being applied as a condition for performance or any other operational 

expectation. The current AIP/SDIP/SRB monetary incentive policies provide this type of 

fixed payout without considering any merit-based performance measurements. The 

optimized model, based on our research, would be to apply an incentive that ties the 

monetary amount to a performance standard or metric. Talent management requires the 

appropriate use of fit and fill to build the best teams that can achieve the mission to which 

they are assigned. 

Unfortunately, the Navy does not operate with an unlimited budget, and 

considerable financial and budgetary restrictions exist. Navy policy adheres to equitable 

distribution of available funds to incentivize hard-to-fill billets. 

5. Non-monetary 

This section will examine the non-cash compensation incentives that can be 

offered to Sailors to incentivize voluntary assignments. The Navy’s challenge in offering 

these types of benefits can in some cases be more generous than civilian equivalents, but 

remain more restrictive in other applications due to the nature of the work environment 

inherent to a tax funded organization such as the DOD. Non-monetary incentives are 

discussed below.  

a. Promotion 

The organizational structure of the Navy has remained intact since the 

establishment of the Navy, and is rooted in the Great Britain’s Royal Navy (Oliver, 

1983). The Navy’s ranking and promotion system is focused on grooming supervisory 



26 

talent from within the organization. There are three general promotion mechanisms in 

place today that are available to all eligible Sailors; examination, meritorious 

advancement, and the advancement to position program. 

The most common manner enlisted members are promoted is by examination, 

where a Sailor is advanced by achieving a higher Final Multiple Score (FMS) than the 

minimum requirement. This number is based on each rating’s community health and 

changes every advancement cycle to meet manpower inventory needs. The FMS is a 

collection of inputs, including an adjusted Performance Mark Average of recent 

evaluations which may include a Reporting Senior Cumulative Average adjustment, the 

raw score from a written examination, and any points received from awards, education, 

service in paygrade, and points awarded for previous success in past examinations after 

which the member was not advanced. As a non-monetary incentive, promotion points 

could be added as an additional category of those willing to accept a voluntary 

assignment, as there has been similar policy precedent set with the Individual Augmentee 

Program (NPC, 2019b, p. 2). There is much criticism regarding the validity and fairness 

of this process, particularly concerns that the examination could contain outdated or 

extremely specific questions, and the inherent bias in the personnel evaluation system.  

The second method to advance enlisted Sailors is outlined in the Meritorious 

Advancement Program (MAP), where Commanding Officers can promote high 

performing members of their organization in recognition for sustained superior 

performance (NPC, 2015). This program was established as the Command Advancement 

Program, but later expanded the number of available quotas and was subsequently 

renamed the Meritorious Advancement Program. Similar criticism is present in this 

program, particularly potential bias because the final decision resides with the 

Commanding Officer, the same person responsible for the Sailor’s evaluation. Recent 

efforts have been made to increase the number of MAPs, placing more ownership on the 

Commanding Officers to reward top performers.  

The third method of promotion authorizes promotion as a detailing and retention 

tool to incentivize Sailors to accept hard-to-fill jobs in geographically remote or 

undesirable locations. According to NPC (2019b), “The Advancement to Position (A2P) 
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Program focuses on the overwhelming success of the pilot program and fills priority 

billets via an advancement incentive, and is another step towards a modernized personnel 

system and manning through better distribution of our talent” (p. 1). This program offers 

direct correlation to the foundation of our research and will be explored in greater detail 

to assist in finding the most effective incentive(s) to meet the Navy’s mission, operational 

effectiveness across the NAE, and the overall satisfaction of enlisted Sailors.  

There is one unintended issue with offering a promotion-based incentive system. 

Although a Sailor may be promoted under the advancement to promotion system because 

they meet the minimum technical ability required for the billet (2019b), not everyone in a 

promotion-based incentive system may be properly prepared for their transition into their 

new assignment. This will cause a disruption within multiple layers of the Navy. 

Advancing a member too quickly will have career implications for the member, their 

enlisted community, and the command at which they are serving.  

According to Lazear and Gibbs (2015), “A promotion-based incentive system 

motivates employees that feel a promotion will be earned. Passed over employees will 

not be motivated. This decline of extrinsic motivation for long-time employees who do 

not have prospects for advancement is one reason for the common complaint that such 

workers are relatively unproductive” (p. 273). If Sailors are unable to attain promotion 

through the current merit-based programs, will the Navy sacrifice quality to fill 

geographically remote and undesirable locations? In other words, if no one else is willing 

to accept this duty but underperforming Sailor volunteers, is selecting them for the 

position the right choice? More importantly, what happens if multiple people in this 

position are assigned to the same command during the same time frame? How will 

underperforming Sailors who are chasing the promotion and financial incentives affect 

the command and operational readiness of the unit? 

b. Orders Bundling 

Bundled orders are an opportunity for Sailors to select back to back orders in a 

move that would allow them geographic stability for a period between four and eight 

years. As Sailors enter into their negotiation window, one of the biggest concerns 
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becomes the uncertainty of relocation. For Sailors who have purchased a home, are 

raising a family, or have strong ties to a local community, having the option to select one 

geographic area for concurrent orders may be of interest. Simultaneously, for a Sailor 

who is willing to serve in a geographically remote or undesirable location, a follow-on 

tour of their choice may be something they are willing to consider. This is a win-win 

situation as the Navy wins both the billet being filled, a reduced PCS budget, and help 

meeting the retention goal. The Sailor is offered more stability and a choice of where they 

will serve next. 

Communication efforts between the Sailor and the detailer coordinate this 

exchange of information, as it is critical to identify where the Sailor will be assigned and 

living. According to Buelow (2010), “Because of the limited number of shore billets, 

many Sailors have to move for their second tour. Some Sailors will choose a sea billet for 

their second tour if given the choice of platform. This allows the detailer to assign more 

Sailors within the region they are stationed” (p. 33). There is a massive advantage for the 

Navy if they can reduce the PCS costs associated with routinely moving Sailors and their 

families around the world, when in fact they would be more interested in homesteading. 

Selection of orders is often aligned to a Sailor’s strategic goal, with either a 

personal or professional connection. Sailors who are married must consider balancing the 

needs of the Navy and their family. This includes multitude considerations ranging from 

the geographical area, command operational tempo, the quality of local healthcare, 

schools, etc. Sailors’ preferences and career intentions vary across individuals. Some 

Sailors may consider taking a difficult job in a fleet concentration area to boost 

advancement probability, while others may request a job that offers a financial incentive 

to encourage efforts to save money. Bundling orders offers assurance that any hardship 

endured temporarily will result in a future preference being granted.  

Bundling orders is a tool and goodwill effort to acknowledge that some 

assignments pose challenges for Sailors and their families, but providing a Sailor 

geographical stability for up to six or more years allows the Sailor’s family to establish 

continuity that is inherent to remaining in a single location.  
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There are many reasons that this is an important issue. Most career Sailors 

become interested location stability advantages, such as purchasing a home, raising their 

children in one school district from kindergarten through high school, and the ability for a 

spouse to establish and maintain a successful career.  

c. Accompanied 

Members who are married and have dependents value an assignment where they 

can be accompanied by their family members. The Navy has a vested interest because the 

Sailors are more likely to perform their job better when co-located. According to the 

DOD (2017), the Navy enlisted population consisted of 264,024 personnel in 2017, with 

almost half (49.2%) being married, and 6.6 percent of those being a dual‐military 

marriage. Living in a geographically remote area may be a preferred option for some 

members and their families, but challenges may arise being isolated or without a vibrant 

community and resources. During the 2016 fiscal year, 3.5 percent of enlisted personnel 

are estimated to have divorced (DOD, 2017). There are many reasons why a marriage 

would result in dissolution, but our focus remains on the preferences of the Sailors 

making decisions on their upcoming assignments and how their family helps influence 

their decision.  

d. Medical and Dental Access 

Without access to acceptable health care, members may not be eligible for 

assignment to certain locations, specifically in geographically remote locations, which 

exacerbates manning shortages. Sailors or their family members may have certain 

medical conditions that require a higher quality of care. Remote locations with smaller 

populations do not typically offer extensive military or civilian treatment facilities to 

address certain medical conditions. The Exceptional Family Member Program (EFMP) is 

committed to supporting families with special needs and ensuring they are assigned to 

locations that can provide an appropriate quality of care. (NPC, 2020a, p. 1). Sailors who 

are dealing with ongoing medical issues must factor in the ability for their healthcare 

needs to be met, and select a duty station that can support them. 
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One of the most common life events that requires specific ongoing medical 

attention is pregnancy. Pregnancy is defined by the Navy as a temporary medical 

condition that requires medical intervention (Secretary of the Navy, 2019). We 

understand this has a direct impact on a Sailor’s decision about where they would like to 

live. Nine percent of females in the Navy are pregnant at any given time, with 17% of 

women reported being pregnant in 2017 (Office of Talent Optimization, 2018). 

Combining the number of Sailor pregnancies with the number of dependent pregnancies 

results in a significant population that must consider access to health care and colocation 

to family services as a priority. Remote locations may not offer as much of a robust 

portfolio of providers, which may limit the specific care available and not meet the 

patient’s needs. 

e. Quality of Life 

Work/life balance is the single greatest issue that members cite for poor job 

satisfaction and the increasing attrition rate. According to the Office of Talent 

Optimization (2018), “Sailors were most likely to hear the leaders at their current 

command talk about work/life balance (61%), but only 47% see their command leaders 

demonstrate work/life balance” (Office of Talent Optimization, 2018, p. 3). This is an 

extremely broad topic that contributes to many unquantifiable variables that affect 

decision making efforts in Sailors who are considering their next career move. Balancing 

both personal and professional goals within the opportunities and limitations of the 

military lifestyle is extremely difficult. This requires a robust network of resources 

designed to assist Sailors in achieving the balance they seek.  

Sailors often link their quality of life to the amount of liberty, or free time they are 

offered, as well as the command climate in which they must operate. Micromanagement 

provides a toxic environment that increases stress and degrades performance. Being 

geographically remote, operating at a high OPTEMPO, and a poor command climate, 

creates a confluence of negative quality of life issues that usually results in degraded 

mission effectiveness and ultimately their attrition.  
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f. Morale Welfare and Recreation (MWR) Support 

Installations across the fleet offer discounted tickets, tours, and programs to the 

diverse population of Sailors and their families who have varied interests. Because of the 

broad scope of services and opportunities provided, MWR can deliver meaningful respite 

for all patrons. From leisure activities, auto hobby shops, and subsidizing costs for 

command events, MWR is one of the key resources that Commanding Officers rely on to 

increase morale. This program has been positioned in the Commander Naval Installations 

Command (CNIC) organization to develop partnerships between Sailors, activities, and 

the community. The operational tempo at which Sailors are expected to perform while 

working is unsustainable if not complemented with a balance of leisure activities.  

Individual MWR budgets are based on the number of Sailors assigned to the base 

installation. Large bases with higher populations command more money than smaller 

geographically remote bases (Commander Navy Installations Command [CNIC], n.d.-a). 

This disparity is one reason for the perception that fleet concentration locations offer 

“better” MWR services. Conversely, certain locations face a utilization challenge, where 

leisure trips and activities are being offered, but Sailors and their families are not taking 

advantage of these opportunities. The scope of our research does not include an analysis 

as why this may be, as the number of possibilities is endless and specific to each location.  

Locations such as NAS Lemoore must “do more with less” while dealing with the 

challenge of being in a remote area. The MWR facility in Lemoore serves all eligible 

patrons with recreation opportunities throughout the year. With Lemoore being centrally 

located among several major metropolitan cities in California, numerous activities are 

available all within a day’s drive. From San Francisco to San Diego, National Parks, ski 

resorts, and theme parks are some of the favored attractions. California boasts some of 

the most famous beaches on its 840-mile coastline. Even though there are plenty of 

activities to enjoy, geographically remote areas force Sailors to travel further compared to 

those stationed in a fleet concentration area.  
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g. Commissary and Exchange Privileges 

The Defense Commissary Agency and Navy Exchange Services Command 

provide low cost grocery and department store shopping to Department of Defense 

members, especially in remote locations. This non-monetary benefit subsidizes the cost 

of food and household goods and provides quality products at affordable prices.  

According to Hansen et al. (2018), “Commissary shopping is a significant non-

pay benefit for military personnel because goods are offered at a low price. Commissaries 

sell all goods at purchase cost plus 5%, while grocery stores typically markup goods by 

25% to as much as 70%” (p. 1). The commissary has been under scrutiny over the past 

few years due to its inability to sustain a profit across all locations. This has become 

problematic and resulted in talks of closing the commissary system. But there may not be 

other shopping options in geographically remote locations. 

Similar to MWR benefits, the size and scope of the services provided by Defense 

Commissary Agency (DeCA) and the Navy Exchange (NEX) are relative to the size of 

the population assigned to the installation. Installations with a small population will not 

have a robust shopping system to provide substitutes and alternatives that are common in 

larger shopping areas. Some families rely on specific shopping preferences, such as, 

gluten free, or other dietary restrictions. They would prefer to live in a location with 

multiple shopping options, within reasonable travelling distance, to fulfill their shopping 

needs.  

h. Children and Youth Programs 

Child Development Centers (CDCs) are the cornerstone to mission readiness, 

providing the primary educational needs of the children who attend while ensuring 

service members are available to report for duty. The Child and Youth Programs (CYP) 

organization employs over 6,000 workers caring for 45,000 daily enrolled children and 

youth in 238 facilities world-wide (CNIC, n.d.-b). Significant changes have been made to 

increase the hours that sites are available for use, reflecting the very demanding work 

schedules of local commands. Although Sailors are charged a fee for this service, it is 

normally at a reduced cost compared to private services in the community. Strict 
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employee screenings and convenience make the CYP the preferred childcare method for 

most service members. Limited capacity may result in childcare availability shortages, 

forcing Sailors to join a waitlist. Having the ability to afford quality childcare minutes 

away from their home or duty station saves discretionary time and money.  

i. Fleet and Family Support Center 

Since 1979, The Fleet and Family Support Center (FFSC) has provided Sailors 

and their families with a variety of counselling services, including individual, family, 

financial, relocation, and other services that promote a more cohesive bond between the 

Sailors and their families. Information relating to the issues facing Sailors, family 

members, and even commands are addressed using active training methods, information 

dissemination, and referral services. Operating under the CNIC umbrella, this 

organization employs GS and contract employees at over 81 service delivery sites around 

the world. (CNIC, n.d.-c) This critical service has provided a substantial advocacy for 

Navy families and facilitated an increased quality of life that has enriched the lives of 

Sailors and their families. The FFSC remains one of the most reliable organizations in 

times of crisis and is an essential resource for Commanding Officers. When Sailors are 

asked to serve in geographically remote or undesirable locations, these resources become 

considerably more important, yet unfortunately scarcer as smaller populations do not 

support larger budgetary considerations. 

j. Non-chargeable Leave 

One benefit that has successfully increased job satisfaction is leave. While Sailors 

earn 30 days of leave per year, which is generous compared to their civilian counterparts, 

each absence is charged against their leave account (DOD, 2016, p. 7). As discussed 

earlier, the OTIEP option offers a special rest and recuperation absence for members 

serving overseas. Having an additional choice available to CONUS Sailors who are also 

geographically remote and exposed to similar hardships that stem from living in a remote 

location, may provide respite. This may incentivize a Sailor who is marginally undecided 

about accepting duty in these areas.  
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k. Service “C” School 

To meet the technical needs of the Navy, and based on enlisted rating 

communities’ needs, along with billets requirements, Sailors are awarded various “C” 

schools. These service schools educate and train Sailors to prepare them for the specific 

career paths for which they have volunteered. The benefit to Sailors is the training and 

education they receive, which is documented in their training record and may offer 

college credit or credentialing in a field of study that interests them for the civilian 

market.  

Inside of the Navy, “C” schools are just as valuable as they make a Sailor more 

desirable and, in some cases, eligible for highly coveted programs and billets. 

Assignment to some locations and commands requires certain training and certifications 

that the “C” schools provide. Upon completing the training, a NEC code is awarded to 

signify that the member graduated from the program. When considering incentives, an 

additional “C” school may be of value to a member, and certainly benefit the Navy, as we 

continue to invest more in technology to maintain our competitive advantage. 

l. Paid Relocation and Travel 

We would be remiss if we did not identify one of the biggest selling points of the 

Navy was the opportunity Sailors have to leave their hometown and travel to different 

locations around the world. Base locations may be geographically remote to gain a 

strategic advantage, however what makes one location undesirable for one Sailor may be 

the exact factors that appeal to another. Most of this literature and the context of this 

paper paints geographically remote areas as undesirable, but being assigned to this type 

of duty may also result in a positive impact. Some Sailors who are assigned or diverted to 

an undesirable location gain additional information and a new perspective on the location 

that they had not been previously exposed to. A Sailor’s preference may change once 

they are able to gain first-hand knowledge and find themselves asking to remain in an 

area they thought they would never prefer. 
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m. Navy Recruiting Strategy 

In an effort to increase the strength and diversity of the Navy, a renewed focus has 

been placed on the Hometown Recruiter Program. According to Navy Personnel 

Command, “In an era of Great Power Competition, these programs play a key role in the 

recruiting of the Sailors of tomorrow in this tightening labor market and provide a great 

opportunity to highlight the experiences a candidate can gain from the Navy” (NPC, 

2020b, p. 1). This program offers multidimensional benefits beyond the Sailors recruited 

from the program. Sailors can spend time with friends and family in their hometown, 

which can be priceless for some members. This especially benefits junior Sailors who are 

transitioning to military life and have not accrued a significant leave balance. The Navy 

benefits from this program, as it provides a Sailor who is already familiar with the 

location and networked into the community. This is a substantial asset to any recruiting 

station in their recruiting efforts, especially in areas that have specific demographic or 

ongoing recruiting challenges.  

The Navy can use this program as a laser-focused tool to pinpoint the exact 

locations where recruiting efforts should be focused. Identifying eligible Sailors based on 

their home of record could provide Navy Recruiting Command a potential list of 

candidates for this program. Using this proactive approach of reaching out to Sailors and 

offering them this opportunity, the Navy can target certain geographical areas and 

potentially attract more Sailors from these areas.  

Over time, Sailors who are successful in recruiting from geographically remote 

areas will create a pool of new Sailors who do not view those geographically remote 

areas as undesirable, but as home. This strategic approach solves many problems and 

would reduce the need to provide additional monetary and non-monetary incentives (W. 

Hatch, personal communication, February 6, 2020).  

6. Hawthorne Effect 

Although the surveys conducted in support of our research were completed 

anonymously, it is plausible to consider that some people may have altered their 

behaviors or decisions. These decisions are based on whether they believed there was a 
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possibility that the information could be traced back to them. Every reasonable effort was 

made to ensure this did not happen, but the potential for an implicit bias remains. This is 

known as the Hawthorne Effect, and occurs when people’s behavior changes when they 

know they are being observed. This effect can distort the root causes of the problem and 

prevent solutions from being discovered. 

Similarly, the effect can also be found in reverse, and something we believe may 

have permeated our research. According to Berthelot et al. (2019), “The negative 

Hawthorne effect stems from multiple factors including a wish to receive greater 

consideration or priority management status” (p. 86). We believe, in the cases of Sailor’s 

assigned to NAS Lemoore, enduring the hardships of living in a geographical remote area 

drive the demand for increase compensation compared to Sailors who may be assigned to 

fleet concentration areas. Berthelot et al. continues, “Use of the evaluation to express 

frustration about being ill or bitterness at receiving a lower level of support” (p. 86). 

When Sailors have an opportunity to identify how much money they are willing to take 

as an incentive to voluntarily accept orders to a geographically remote or undesirable 

duty location with multiple options being available, they typically choose the highest 

option.  
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III. METHODS 

An overview of the Navy’s enlisted assignment process was presented in Chapter 

I along with the problem statement. The problem statement citing the uneven distribution 

of NAE inventory was developed using empirical data from Manpower, Personnel, 

Training, & Education data systems. These data points were aggregated and analyzed so 

that we could compare and contrast the inventory shortages between the naval air stations 

Lemoore and Oceana. This issue affects all commands within the NAE, but specific 

challenges are present at the two Navy master jet bases. This unbalanced distribution of 

inventory reveals that Sailors prefer certain locations over others, which hinders enlisted 

detailers from effectively distributing this inventory evenly across the fleet.  

To answer our primary research question, Chapter II presented an in-depth review 

of available literature pertaining to the current and ongoing monetary and non-monetary 

incentives the Navy offers or previously offered to enlisted Sailors. Additionally, we 

presented information regarding the impact of the base services that benefits all members 

and their dependents. A Sailor’s decision on job selection, geographical preference, and 

whether to remain in naval service, is influenced by their ability to secure a base that 

supports their wants and needs.  

A. ENLISTED SAILOR PREFERENCE SURVEY 

1. Admin  

Our primary research question focuses on enlisted Sailors in the aviation 

community who are assigned to geographically remote locations, such as NAS Lemoore, 

CA. Fighter Squadron FORTY-ONE and Fleet Readiness Center West were the two 

tenant commands selected to participate in our anonymous survey. The survey included 

the questions listed in Appendix C and was issued to all enlisted Sailors in paygrades E1–

9 using the online platform LimeSurvey. These two commands were selected to ensure 

there was an even distribution of enlisted Sailors across sea and shore duty in comparable 

commands located at NAS Oceana. This survey captured what enlisted aviation Sailors 
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look for in selecting duty assignments, and what incentives do and do not appeal to them, 

so our recommendations can accurately address the problem statement.  

2. Relevant Total Population 

The enlisted aviation population included 726 personnel within ten aviation 

maintenance ratings and five surface ratings that are typically assigned to sea going and 

shore aviation commands. The survey included 33 questions tailored to the NAE to 

determine Sailors’ demographics, location desires, outside job preferences, and incentive 

desires when negotiating with their detailer during the assignment process. The results 

will ultimately lead to recommendations for Navy leadership identifying incentives that 

could potentially increase voluntary assignment in hard-to-fill locations.  

3. Expected Return Rate  

According to Baruch and Holtom (2008), the average response rate for surveys 

collected from organizations is 35.7%, with a standard deviation of 18.8%. Considering 

our population is 726 possible participants, we expect a minimum of 30% return rate to 

ensure our results would fall into a normal distribution with statistical significance (p. 

1150). Our survey results are critical to our analysis, but with so many other competing 

priorities and operational commitments, for both VFA-41 and Fleet Readiness Center 

West, we decided to offer an eleven (11) day window for maximum survey participation. 

4. Electronically Delivered with Timeline (11 Days)  

The survey was issued on December 2, 2019, and delivered electronically via an 

email link to the Administrative Officer at FRCW and the Safety Officer of VFA-41. 

Both officers released the email, containing the link, to all enlisted hands at each 

command. The survey was available via the LimeSurvey website. An additional email 

was sent on December 11, 2019, as a reminder that participation was encouraged and 

produced useful information to this research project. On December 12, 2019, after initial 

review of the returned surveys showed low participation from E–4 and below Sailors, we 

conducted a site visit to increase their response rate. It was determined that one cause for 

the low response was that not all Sailors have regular access to a computer. On December 
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13, 11 days after the survey issue date, the LimeSurvey link expired, and was no longer 

available. The results then became available for analysis and processing.  

5. Topics Covered 

a. Demographics 

The demographics covered in this survey kept participants anonymous, and at the 

same time provided us with the ability to use descriptive statistics to group response rates 

by age, gender, marital status, number of dependents, and years of service. We will 

summarize the overall responses and attempt to reveal differences in participant 

preferences. We expect to display gender specific and rank specific preferences based on 

location, job assignment, and incentive features that can be used to make a more detailed 

recommendation to policy makers for enlisted aviation assignments.  

b. Location Features 

This primarily discloses the desirability of Sailor’s preference when selecting a 

job in a specific location during the detailing process. Participants were asked a series of 

questions, with their answers rated using a five-point Likert preference scale to determine 

their preferences on features such as: climate, proximity to friends and family, amount of 

available activities, proximity to the ocean, available jobs for military transition, and if 

the locations were overseas.  

These questions were designed to determine what Sailors prefer when deciding 

duty in a specific location, and essentially what helps to drive their decision to accept and 

determine which incentives could most effectively influence their decision. The results 

can reveal what factors were not only important to Sailors and their family, but also the 

magnitude by which some factors are more important than others.  

c. Outside-the-Job Features 

Further questions focused on factors outside of the job that influence a Sailor’s 

decision to select a job in a specific location. Participants were asked a series of 

questions, and again using a five-point Likert preference scale, to determine their 
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preferences on features, such as the availability of: spouse job opportunities, additional 

employment opportunities, Naval Medical Treatment Facilities, civilian health care 

providers, child-care facilities, schools for children, colleges or universities, and sports or 

social activities.  

d. Incentive Preferences 

The last section of the survey addressed questions that focused on what monetary 

and non-monetary incentives Sailors prefer, and if they would be willing to receive a 

specific incentive to select duty in a geographically remote location. Participants were 

asked a series of questions, and again answered using a five-point Likert preference scale 

for the preferred incentives. Sailors were asked about five distinct incentives to determine 

which of those had the highest response. The first and second questions focused on 

monetary incentives, asking if Sailors would be willing to go to a job in a less desirable 

location that provides a compensating monetary bonus. Respondents then had the 

opportunity to select a dollar amount in $100 increments from $0 to $900, or “No amount 

of money would get me to choose a job in these locations,” to incentivize duty in a 

geographically remote area.  

The remaining questions focused on non-monetary incentives that the Navy may 

have or may not have previously explored. We first asked if Sailors would be interested 

in receiving final multiple points towards advancement. Respondents then had the 

opportunity to select an award point amount in 1-point increments from 0 to 6+, or “no 

point listed would be enough” to incentivize duty in a geographically remote area. We 

presumed that some Sailors may be attracted to receiving additional points towards 

advancement to increase their chances of promotion and may be willing to accept duty in 

a geographically remote area to do so.  

We then asked Sailors if they would be interested in attending a “C” School as an 

incentive. We presumed that some Sailors who desire an additional skill could add this to 

their résumé. Our next non-monetary incentive asked if Sailors would be interested in 

receiving a follow-on job in a geographic area of their choice after completing a tour in a 

geographically remote area. Some Sailors want to change geographical coasts or 
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locations for many different reasons but have been previously limited from doing so as a 

result of Navy policy. The last non-monetary incentive asked if Sailors would be 

interested in receiving bundled orders. Sailors could select duty in a geographically 

remote area and at the same time choose a follow-on job in a geographical location of 

their choice. We presume that some Sailors may be attracted to planning out their careers 

for the next five to eight years, as they would be able to negotiate with their detailer two 

different sets of orders at the same time. The last question on the survey asked for open-

ended responses about incentive choices that were not listed in the survey. This provided 

an opportunity to capture additional potential incentives that were not considered and the 

amount of that incentive required to voluntarily accept duty in a geographically remote 

area.  

B. DETAILER SURVEY 

As stated in Chapter I and II, identifying the current enlisted assignment and 

enlisted distribution process required a thorough review of policies listed on NPC’s 

website, followed up with communications with PERS-40 leadership. Multiple 

opportunities to understand the assignment process regarding the Navy’s Enlisted 

Distribution System were provided through information made available to us. Our 

intention was to uncover the methodology used by enlisted detailers; the primary goal of 

the survey was to determine if there is any variation or friction in the assignment process 

that prohibits detailers from meeting the needs of the Navy or a Sailor’s expectations in 

the assignment process. A secondary, but just as important objective, was to capture the 

detailer’s perspective on what incentives they feel may or may not be effective compared 

to the results from the Enlisted Preference Sailor Survey. We will then better understand 

what factors may influence voluntary assignments to geographically remote locations. 

1. Admin  

Enlisted detailers are located in Millington, Tennessee at Navy NPC, and were the 

primary focus area for this survey. Enlisted detailers are assigned to PERS-40 to support 

the assignment and distribution of all enlisted Sailors to billets within the Navy. The 

survey design was constructed using questions listed in Appendix D, and was issued to 
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all PERS-40 active duty enlisted detailers in paygrades E5–9 using the online platform 

LimeSurvey. The survey included 28 questions to determine demographics, detailing 

methods, detailing challenges, and assignment incentives. The assignment incentive 

questions determined the methods and incentives detailers use to increase volunteer 

assignments in hard-to-fill locations. Detailers can leverage frequent and ongoing 

communication with Sailors to gain insight into potential incentives that may attract and 

increase the voluntary assignment to geographically remote locations.  

2. Relevant Total Population 

The enlisted detailer’s population include 324 personnel representing all enlisted 

ratings or job classes that are grouped together. This is a prestigious, but demanding, 

assignment with a heavy focus on customer service, while meeting the needs of the Navy. 

As the Navy continues to increase its end strength, the number of detailers will also grow 

to meet the fleet’s expectations and assign the right person to the right job, known as a 

measurement of fit and fill. Our goal is to achieve the highest possible response rate to 

collect all unique perspectives and understand how to address both research questions so 

we may provide viable recommendations to Navy leadership.  

3. Expected Return Rate  

According to Baruch and Holtom (2008), the average response rate is 35.7% for 

studies using survey data collected from organizations, with a standard deviation of 

18.8%. Considering our population is only 324 total possible participants, we expect a 

30% return rate to ensure our results will fall into a normal distribution with statistical 

significance (p. 1150).  

4. Electronically Delivered with Timeline (11 Days)  

Survey results are critical in our analysis, but with so many other competing 

priorities on the detailer’s agenda, we decided to offer an eleven (11) day window for 

completing the survey. The survey was approved during a particularly challenging time, 

where the command was approaching the holiday stand-down period. However, we were 

able to coordinate with PERS-40 leadership to maximize participation during this time. 



43 

Our response rate would likely have been lower if we shifted or reduced the amount of 

days the survey was available, or the PERS-40 leadership had not fully supporting our 

efforts.  

The survey was issued on December 2, 2019, and delivered electronically via an 

email link to the Deputy Director of Assignments (PERS-40). The survey became 

available to all enlisted detailers via a Lime Survey hyperlink enclosed in a separate 

email. Each detailer had computer access, and we were under no impression that any 

member would be unable to complete the survey. On December 13, 11 days after the 

survey issue date, the link was no longer available, and the results were collected and 

processed.  

5. Topics Covered 

a. Demographics 

The survey design ensured participants remained anonymous and at the same time 

captured key demographics to analyze and understand how their descriptive statistics 

may impact detailers’ perceptions on the effectiveness of incentives. We expect the 

relevant detailer population to be a senior group of Sailors compared to the Enlisted 

Preference Survey conducted at NAS Lemoore. The responses will capture demographics 

such as: age, gender, marital status, number of dependents, and years of service. We will 

break the responses into major categories to reveal differences in participant preferences 

and compare these responses to the responses from the Enlisted Preference Survey. 

Comparing both the survey results will lead to a deeper understanding of enlisted Sailor’s 

incentive preferences, against the detailers perceptions on incentives for the enlisted 

Sailors as they manage the Sailor’s expectations.  

b. Detailer Variation 

There is tremendous pressure on detailers to ensure that each Sailor is treated 

equally during the assignment process, regardless of the differences across Sailors in their 

particular caseload. NPC business rules provide detailing guidelines as to how the 

process should work, but some Sailors in the fleet have claimed that unfair practices 
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prevented them from securing the billet to which they initially applied, or that some 

desirable billets were not made available. We wanted to address this claim with what the 

detailers had to say. We asked them directly if they assigned all Sailors to billets using 

the same methodology to determine if any variation or bias could lead to intentional or 

unintentional discrimination. 

c. Challenges 

Along the same thought process, we wanted to know what percentage of detailers 

were challenged for decisions they made if Sailors felt left out of a desirable assignment. 

Realizing that there are multiple methods to address grievances of this type, we offered 

two questions asking if detailers had been challenged, either formally or informally. 

Informal challenges include phone conversations or emails with the Sailor or a command 

representative on their behalf. Formal challenges include, but are not limited to, a 

command representative communicating with the detailer’s peers or chain of command, 

Interactive Customer Evaluation (ICE) surveys, and filling out a report with the Inspector 

General (IG) or Naval Criminal Investigative Service (NCIS). Our interest was how the 

probability of the aviation detailing communities being challenged compared to other 

communities, and if there was a reasonable explanation outside of the detailer’s control. 

d. Incentive Features 

Incentives were divided into two categories, monetary and non-monetary, for 

detailers to identify which incentives may most effectively encourage Sailors to accept 

voluntary assignments to geographically remote locations, such as NAS Lemoore. This 

perspective is fundamental to our research, as the detailers can integrate their own 

personal experiences with the Sailors’ preferences in their interactions, including 

electronic and telephonic means. The relationship between detailers and Sailors is 

privileged and may contain an individual’s sensitive personal and professional 

information. This is the significant viewpoint for our research to determine what 

minimum incentive features would allow the Navy to retain, without overpaying, our 

Sailors, allowing additional funds to be reallocated to other programs and policies. 
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When considering a monetary incentive, the benefit was divided into three 

categories based on the Sailor’s pay band. The first group was E–4 and below, the second 

group was E5–6, and the last group was E–7 and above. Each detailer was asked what the 

minimum fair bonus is (per month) for selecting a job (sea or shore) in an area such as 

China Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA?” Respondents had the opportunity to 

select a dollar amount in $100 increments from $0 to $900, or whether “any amount” 

would be ineffective. This wide range should represent the preferences of Sailors and not 

just an inflated amount.  

The non-monetary program benefits included awarding promotion points toward 

the Final Multiple Score, offering a guaranteed “C” School, geographical area of choice, 

and bundled orders to a guarantee preferred orders to a geographical area of choice. 

These incentives increase chances of promotion, learning new job skills, and providing 

geographical stability for Sailors and their families by remaining in a single homeport for 

a longer period. The incentive selection offers a different choice criterion that could 

potentially reveal improvements over a traditional monetary incentive. 
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IV. RESULTS 

A. ENLISTED SAILOR PREFERENCE SURVEY 

The enlisted Sailor preference survey was completed by 216 respondents, almost 

30% of the 724 enlisted Sailors assigned to FRCW and VFA-41. This response rate met 

our expectations for a valid survey return, and increases the data dependability, and 

significance. Additionally, the data includes a diverse demographic background relevant 

to the assignment process. The results of the Enlisted Sailor Preference Survey involved 

four main sections described in further detail later in this chapter. Each of the four main 

sections suggests specific insights as to how and why a Sailor determines job preference 

and order selection with their respected detailer. This chapter will address the survey 

respondents’ demographics, overall Sailor’s location features, outside the job features, 

and incentive preferences. Additionally, we will present specific demographic integration 

based on rank and gender. These incentives to present a more accurate result of the true 

populations willingness to accept a voluntary assignment to a geographically remote area. 

Over the long-term, we believe these incentives could positively impact the aviation 

community’s retention.  

1. Demographics 

The demographic questions were fairly standard to ensure all disclosures would 

remain anonymous, and for us to obtain relevant results from our questions. As listed in 

the Table 2 below, out of the 216 survey participants identified as 73% males and 27% 

females. Compared to the Navy’s 268,024 enlisted population (DOD, 2017, p. 18) female 

gender exceeds the overall Navy average by seven percentage points as with enough male 

and female observations to remain statistically significant. The majority of survey 

respondents are on shore duty (74%), and the remainder are on sea duty (26%). This is 

primarily because FRCW is a large shore command with a smaller sea duty component, 

and VFA-41 is a smaller sea duty command. Although recent updates to the AIP/SDIP 

policy offers monetary compensation for all enlisted Sailors who are assigned to NAS 

Lemoore, 98% of the respondents do not report receiving any form of AIP/SDIP. 
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However, 88% of the 216 respondents are willing to receive some form of incentive to 

increase their likelihood of voluntarily accepting duty in a geographically remote area. As 

shown in Table 2, rank was separated into four distinct categories and further separated 

by dependent status to illustrate the differences in preferences and understand which 

incentives would be most effective. 

Table 2. Survey Demographics 

Male Female Yes No
73% 27% 2% 98% Children No Children Children No Children Children No Children 

Single 0% 55% 6% 30% 4% 4%
Married 15% 21% 39% 15% 81% 7%

Sea Shore Yes No Separated 2% 2% 2% 1% 0% 0%
26% 74% 88% 12% Divorced 2% 2% 5% 2% 4% 0%

Willing to Recv. Incen.

Gender

Type Duty

RankReceiving Incentive
E1-4 E5-6 E7-9

 
n=216 for all categories 

 

The majority, 55%, of Sailor’s in the ranks of E1–4 are single with no children. 

Sailors in pay bands E5–6 are split between being married with children at 39% and 

married with no children at 30%. The majority, 81%, of Sailors in pay bands E7–9 are 

married with children. With many Sailors having at least one dependent, a robust 

incentive plan must not just consider the individual Sailor, but also accompanying 

spouses and children as well. 

2. Location Features 

The second category identified specific features enlisted Sailors look for in 

location features during the assignment process. Participants were asked to rate each of 

the six preference questions using a five-point Likert Scale to determine their preference 

for each feature.  

On average, 4.32 of the respondents chose to have a high variety of activities as 

shown in Figure 6. The availability of a civilian job to transition into averaged 3.90, if or 

when respondents decide to transition from naval service. Additionally, being located 

within close proximity to friends and family averaged 3.68. These results reveal that 

these Sailors place a higher value on off duty time, so they may participate in activities 

and spend time with their friends and family. This is not only important for them when 
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deciding on a duty location, but also for their dependents. Most Sailors do not seek jobs 

overseas as the results averaged 2.66. This may reflect that some Sailors do not fully 

understand overseas duty or have never been stationed overseas. This fear of the 

unknown has a big influence and prohibits Sailors from voluntarily choosing duty 

overseas. 

 
Figure 6. Overall Response to Location Features 

3. Outside-the-Job Features 

The third category identified what specific non-job features enlisted Sailors seek 

in a location during the assignment process. Participants were asked to rate each of the 

nine questions using a five-point Likert Scale to measure their preference for each 

feature. Figure 7 lists the average response for each of the nine questions. 

When examining the responses, three features stood out from the rest. Selecting 

locations with good schools for kids in grades K-12 averaged 4.44, locations where 

spouses can find a job averaged 4.40, and locations that have civilian health care options 

averaged 4.37. These preference features place the highest priority on their dependents` 

security and stability. Additionally, geographically remote areas have fewer school 

options, medical facilities, and jobs available to spouses, which may be the primary 

reason Sailors who are currently assigned to Lemoore, CA, place a higher preference on 
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these features. Locations that have medical treatment facilities, additional second job 

opportunities, and jobs that provide dual military spouse co-location were the least 

attractive of the nine features, averaging below 3.89. Although these three were the least 

attractive of the nine, there is a demographic mix of single Sailors and Sailors with 

multiple dependents who have varying preferences that influence the results. 

 
Figure 7. Overall Response to Outside-the-Job Features 

4. Incentive Preferences 

The fourth and last category focuses on the primary objective of this research. We 

asked for preferences over five separate incentive features that participants would receive 

to voluntarily accept duty in a geographically remote location. Additionally, we asked 

two additional questions to determine the amount of two specific incentives. These 

results will be compared to the detailers results to provide a final recommendation. 

Participants were asked to rate each of the five incentives using a five-point Likert 

Scale for the attributes, reflecting their preference for each feature. Figure 8 lists the 

average response for each of the five questions. The average response across all 

incentives fell in a narrow range from the highest of 4.08 to the lowest of 3.21, only a 
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0.87 difference. The most popular responses were: Allowing bundling of orders with a 

follow-on tour to an area of choice, with an average score of 4.08; Allowing Sailors to 

select orders to a geographical area of choice scored an average of 4.05; and receiving a 

monetary incentive scored an average of 4.05.  

 
Figure 8. Overall Responses to Incentive Features  

Results indicate that Sailors prefer career stability, predictability, and monetary 

security when selecting a compensating incentive. For the remaining two incentives, 

providing points towards advancement scored an average of 3.76. The least popular 

response was guaranteeing a “C” school of choice, which scored an average of 3.21.  

Figure 9 illustrates the overall response across all demographics for the monthly 

monetary incentive and the additional advancement point(s) needed to accept duty in a 

geographically remote location. Sailors were asked how much money they needed, 

starting with $0 and up to $900, in increments of $100, with a final option that no amount 

would be enough. The results were grouped by amount as listed in the Figure 9 below. 

The overall responses across all demographics revealed that 56% of Sailors prefer the 

higher payout to voluntarily accept duty in a geographically remote area. However, this 

amount can be biased as the monetary amount offered was capped at $900. Different 

results could have been achieved if an unlimited amount was offered, in an attempt to 
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indicate a more realistic result. Conversely, we believe using an unlimited amount would 

also present a continued bias of respondents who would choose the highest amount listed, 

just as other would only accept the maximum, no matter what was listed. This is likely 

the reversed Hawthorne Effect.  

 
Figure 9. Overall Responses to Monthly Monetary/Advancement Incentive 

Amount 

Figure 9 above reflects the responses of Sailors when asked how many 

advancement or promotion points they would need, ranging from 0 to 6 in increments of 

1, including no amount would be enough. The overall responses across all demographics 

revealed that 42% of Sailors prefer the higher advancement point amount in order to 

voluntarily accept duty in a geographically remote area. However, this amount can be 

biased as advancement points were capped at 6. Different results could have been 

achieved if the amount was increased to over 6 to indicate a more realistic result. 

Conversely, increasing the amount to over 6 could also present a continued bias of 

respondents choosing the highest amount listed, likely a result of the Hawthorne Effect.  

5. Additional Unexpected Valued Incentives 

The survey concluded by asking if there were any other incentives that were not 

listed that would influence Sailors to consider a job in a remote area. The responses were 

grouped by category and are presented in Figure 10. Of the 136 respondents who chose to 

answer this open-ended question, an overwhelming response (64%) identified a monetary 
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issue including 50% asking for higher Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) rates and 

higher Cost of Living Allowance (COLA) for Lemoore, CA.  

 
Figure 10. Responses to Open-Ended Additional Incentives 

The second highest response rate was some other form of monetary incentives, 

such as revising the current AIP and SDIP eligibility criteria. The third highest response 

to the opened ended question was providing a mixed incentive package, representing just 

over 10% of the responses. Most respondents who selected the mixed incentive package 

option preferred the incentives offered in the survey, but they preferred the option to 

select an incentive that caters to each individual Sailor. The fourth most common 

response was improvements in air/water pollution, which represented just under 10% of 

the responses. These Sailors feel as though the air and/or water quality in the Lemoore 

area is sub-standard. Service members reported that health issues from being stationed in 

the area, and that they should receive compensation. The remaining categories, such as 

off base housing availability/quality, A2P, duty preference assignment, base facility 

infrastructure availability/quality, and BAH at dependent location, had response rates in 
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the range of 1%–6%. This reflects that these categories only appeal to smaller selected 

group of individuals. Although these response rates are lower than the others, they still 

yield significant incentives that could be worth pursuing, especially for single junior 

Sailors who are assigned to the base and primarily rely upon base services. 

6. Gender-Specific Incentive Preferences 

We separated male and female incentive responses to better analyze and 

determine which incentives appeal more to males and females, respectively. These results 

can potentially support recruiting and retention efforts by allowing members to self-select 

which incentives they prefer. As shown in Figure 11 below, the average responses for 

incentives reveal subtle preferences for males and females.  

Males are more attracted to job and career stability, as they responded 0.3 higher, 

on average, to getting orders to a geographical area of choice after assignment to a remote 

area. Females responded more to monetary incentives, rating monetary incentives 0.12 

higher on average than males. Additionally, females are more attracted to points towards 

advancement and a “C” School of choice, rating these incentives 0.08 higher on average 

than males. Males and females both responded equally to bundling orders with a follow-

on tour to an area of choice. 
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Figure 11. Comparison of Gender Responses to Incentives  

Figure 12 illustrates the differences in responses for males and females for the 

monthly payment needed to accept duty in a geographically remote or undesired location. 

Females responded at a higher rate of 62% or $700–$900 payment, whereas males 

responded at 54% or $700–$900 payment. 
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Figure 12. Gender Responses to Monetary Incentive Amounts 

Figure 13 illustrates the differences between males and females for the additional 

advancement point(s) needed to accept duty in a geographically remote location. Females 

require more advancement points, with 48% requiring six points or more, whereas only 

40% of males required six points or more. Conversely 48% of males required 0–5-points, 

amount whereas only 37% females would accept 0–5 points. 

 
Figure 13. Responses to Gender Advancement Point Amount 
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7. Rank-Specific Incentive Preferences  

We decided to separate rank by groups to reveal the differences between Sailors 

in different paygrades, which also indicates differences in age, experience, and dependent 

status. These factors alone are important considerations in determining how incentives 

factor into volunteer assignments. Figure 14 below shows preferences on incentives by 

rank. These results can potentially be used for recruiting and retention efforts across rank 

preferences. The 216 respondents comprised: 22% are E1–4; 66% are E5–6; and 13% are 

E7–9.  

The average responses for incentives reveal subtle preferences by rank. E1–4s 

were mostly attracted to job and career stability, as they responded 3.95 on average to 

bundled orders with a follow-on tour to an area of choice. Their second highest 

preference was selecting orders to a geographical area of choice after assignment to a 

remote area, which averaged a response of 3.91. Junior Sailor’s third highest preference 

was almost evenly split between a monetary bonus, with an average response of 3.75, and 

points towards advancement, with an average response of 3.74.  

 
Figure 14. Responses to Rank-Specific Incentive Preferences 
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E5s and E6s were mostly attracted to job and career stability, as they responded 

4.15 on average to bundled orders with a follow-on tour to an area of choice. Their 

second highest preference was almost evenly split between orders to a geographical area 

of choice after assignment to a remote area, with an average of 4.11, and a monetary 

bonus, with an average response of 4.12. Their third highest preference was points 

towards advancement, with an average response of 3.88. 

E7–9s were attracted to security, stability, and having additional monetary 

incentives to support their career and families. E7–9s were mostly attracted to a 

compensating monetary bonus, with an average response of 4.23. Their second 

preference was selecting orders to a geographical area of choice, with an average 

response of 3.96. The senior enlisted’s third preference was selecting bundled orders with 

a follow-on tour to an area of choice, with an average of 3.91.  

Figure 15 below shows the differences in responses by rank for the monthly 

payment needed to accept duty in a geographically remote area. E5–6s are more attracted 

to a higher monetary payment as 60% required a $700–$900 incentive; only 48% of E1–

4s and E7–9s required a $700–$900 payment. The most important take away is that 

Sailors at each paygrade view the current AIP/SDIP compensation incentive as less than 

the amount that they feel would support their decision to accept a voluntary assignment to 

a geographically remote location. As discussed earlier, the high payment selected maybe 

a result of the reverse Hawthorne Effect. 
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Figure 15. Rank-Specific Monetary Response Amounts 

Figure 16 below illustrates the differences in responses by rank for the amount of 

additional advancement point(s) needed to accept duty in a geographically remote 

location. E5–6 require more advancement points, as 45% require six points or more. E1–

4s closely resembled their E5–6 seniors with 40% requiring 6 points or greater. On 

average 45% of E5–6s required 0–5-points, whereas 42% of E1–4s required 0–5-points. 

Only 19% of E7–9s required a six point or greater incentive, while 33% required 0–3 

points. Most senior enlisted Sailors required with the lowest amount of advancement 

points. We believe this is most likely attributed to having an established career 

progression that no longer relies upon advancement points, but on the selection board 

process. 
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Figure 16. Responses to Rank Advancement Point Amount 

B. DETAILER SURVEY 

The Enlisted Detailer Survey had 171 participants, with 151 completed responses. 

The overall response rate exceeds the industry acceptable guidelines for significance, and 

our threshold for achieving credibility. We noticed the steady stream of responses over 

the available period with no major influx points, suggesting that responses were 

voluntary, and without command pressure. Due to the Naval Postgraduate School 

Institutional Review Board constraints, we were limited to only using the first 30 

responses. This equates to 9% of the 324 enlisted detailers assigned to PERS-40. 

Unfortunately, the reduction from 151 to 30 responses greatly impacts the ability to 

reveal an accurate representation of the relevant population. 

The results represent a diverse demographic in individual and service 

characteristics, and allows us to interact our results to identify possible correlations that 

may impact the assignment process. The results of the Enlisted Detailer Survey consisted 

of four main sections that will be described in further detail in this section. Each of these 

sections aim to provide specific insight as to how and why a detailer may assign Sailors. 
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This section will also address the survey respondents’ demographics, detailing 

methodology, the challenges they face, potential incentive features, and their perspectives 

offered in our open-ended questions that they feel should be considered for the 

assignment process. 

1. Demographics  

 The demographic questions used standardized language to ensure all participant 

disclosures could remain anonymous and obtain the most accurate results. Out of the 30 

usable survey responses, 87% were male and 13% were female, compared to the Navy’s 

268,024 enlisted population shown in Table 3 (Department of Defense, 2017, p. 18). This 

ratio closely resembles the overall Navy average of male to female ratio, and we remain 

confident that the number of female observations is enough to ensure their views and 

input to this research is sufficiently represented. 

Table 3. Enlisted Detailer Gender Demographics 

 
n=30          n=268,024 

 

In the case of the detailer’s marital and dependent status, four categories are 

presented in Table 4. Overall, approximately two-thirds of the sample reported 

themselves as being married, with aviation detailers being married at a rate of 83% above 

their peers. Notably, female detailers were almost more than four times likely to be 

single, compared to their male peers.  
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Table 4. Enlisted Detailer Marital Status 

 
*n=30 

 

When considering other dependents, Table 5 indicates that 60% of detailers 

reported having at least one child less than 18 years old, with an overall average of 1.2 

children. Within each subgroup, men responded with an average of 1.31, women 0.5, 

aviation detailers at 1.0 and non-aviation detailers at 1.25. We acknowledge that these 

numbers may be different than asking the question of “How many children do you have?”  

Table 5. Enlisted Detailer Children under 18 Years of Age 

 
*n=30 

 

Our intent was not to determine who has parental experience, but who has 

parental responsibilities. The most significant results are that female detailers are twice as 

likely to have no children, and the aviation community is relatively consistent with the 

other detailers. Table 6 displays the dependency demographics in relation to marital 

status. We believe that being married and having dependents could alter the perspective 

and priorities that a detailer will use during the assignment process. Across all categories, 

53% report being married with children under the age of 18, and only 20% have no 

dependents whatsoever.  
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Table 6. Enlisted Detailer Dependency Demographics 

 
*n=30 

 

When determining the average paygrade and amount of experience the detailers 

possessed, a blend of questions attempted to provide insight. Participants were asked to 

identify their paygrade, which tour number they are serving, and how long they have 

been a detailer. A breakdown of the statistics can be seen in Table 7, and identifies that 

83% of respondents have over 10 years of service, with 90% completing at least three 

previous tours. It should be noted that serving as a detailer is an extremely prestigious 

position that is reserved for top performers who have passed an additional screening 

process, to ensure each candidate is suitable for the position. 

Table 7. Enlisted Detailer Service Demographics 

 
*n=30 

 

Out of the 30 usable responses, 20% came from PERS-404, the enlisted aviation 

detailer community, which is the focus area of our research; the other 80% participants 

are assigned to a variety of other communities. Table 8 shows that 27% of the 



64 

respondents did not identify their assigned community, which may include aviation 

community members. Although the survey was conducted anonymously, we believe that 

some participants would not disclose certain demographic information to prevent 

identification. Conversely, there are many special programs and detailers that do not fall 

into one specific community or rating listed on the survey, and we were not able to 

discern the information from these or any other explanations. Our aim here was to 

determine any significance or correlation between what incentives the aviation detailers 

preferred over the other communities to identify specific incentives that may be more 

efficient if a policy could be implemented supporting those recommendations. 

Table 8. Enlisted Detailer Billet Demographics 

 
*n=30 

 

When attempting to determine the average workload, Table 8 also shows 87% of 

detailers reported having at least 25 constituent Sailors in their caseload each month, with 

43% having at least 76 Sailors each month. A heavy case load reduces the amount of time 

each constituent has to interact with their detailer, and possibly results in less effective 

customer service. Our survey instrument was not able to capture the exact number of 

Sailor interactions or transactions each month, so it is plausible that some detailers may 

significantly exceed the 100-member case load that served as our upper limit. 
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2. Detailing Methodology 

We wanted to pay particular attention to the way Sailors were assigned to billets, 

particularly the geographically remote hard-to-fill jobs. The first approach we took was to 

ask the participants if each member was assigned using the same methodology. Each 

subgroup posted similar results as seen in Figure 17, 76% reporting that there is variation 

in their process of assigning members.  

This is not surprising as each individual member has different qualifications, 

circumstances, and expectations, that are considered when matching inventory with 

requirements. Similar reports of variation exist across all communities. The variation 

between communities may be related to the billet base and factors outside of Sailor 

preferences and the scope of this research. We also contend that 27% of the respondents 

listed “other” as their community, and some of the aviation results may be biased 

differently as some results reside within the “other” category.  

 
Figure 17. Detailer Variation 

Each Sailor is promised a fair and equitable negotiation period, but a substantive 

number of mitigating factors contribute to where and when a member can be assigned. 

This becomes almost impossible to use a standardized method and achieve an optimized 
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solution. We asked detailers to use a five-point Likert Scale to rate the priority they give 

to the 13 factors listed in Figure 18 in the detailing process.  

 
Figure 18. Enlisted Detailers Factors for Consideration 

The results support our hypothesis that the rules, regulations, and policies detailers 

must adhere to, as in the EFMP and spouse colocation categories, were the factors 

receiving the most consideration. Additionally, the least consideration was given to those 

items that should not affect a detailers decision such as being a single parent, whether the 

location is remote or not, and if the Sailor has a civilian spouse or other dependents. Of 

the remaining factors, on time PRD was the highest priority and increase the number of 

qualified Sailors in billets to maximize the fit and fill standards. 

The next factor that detailers prioritize in the assignment process is an individual’s 

performance. This includes their evaluations, NJP, PRT status, and other relevant career 

progression issues that may predict how well a Sailor will perform in the type of job they 

are being considered. Following performance, is how qualified is the member for a 

particular billet. Some assignments require specific training, a skill set or certification to 
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perform at the required proficiency suitable for that job placement. Considerable attention 

was given to whether a billet was career enhancing or a “hot fill,” one that was a high 

priority to meet the needs of the Navy. Jobs that are hot fill are likely arduous, remote, or 

where the billet has been vacant. Coincidentally, most “hot fill” jobs are career enhancing 

as they are harder to fill, and in turn typically valued higher in community promotion 

standards.  

3. Detailing Challenges 

Most detailers reported that they were the final decision maker for the majority of 

Sailors assigned. Table 9 provides statistics by subgroup that identifies only 7% 

acknowledge that they are not the decision maker, and all reside within the aviation 

subgroup. Open-ended comments revealed that in at least five different instances, 

detailers were frustrated that the orders initially negotiated or the decision they had made 

was interfered with or overridden. In some instances, this could be caused by the MCA 

redirecting a Sailor to a higher priority billet but may also be a command calling to 

advocate for or against a Sailor for a specific billet. This creates considerable friction, 

delays, and limits the detailers the ability to provide the best customer service to each of 

their constituents. 

Table 9. Enlisted Detailers Decision-Making Authority 

 
*n=30 

 

In cases where a member or a command is unhappy with the customer service, 

billet selection, or a range of other complaints, respondents claimed that an 

overwhelming 93%, have been either informally or formally challenged. Table 10 shows 

that 80% of the detailers report at least one informal communication citing disdain for the 
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way the detailer or the assignment process operates. Even more surprising is that 43% 

have reported they have had a formal challenge to their decision, invoking the chain of 

command, IG or NCIS. Interestingly, the data shows females are less likely to be 

challenged, formally or informally, by similar margins. Aviation detailers are just as 

likely to be challenged as other communities. Based on the reports provided for our 

research, we were not able to provide any additional details from these challenges to 

support the validity or outcome of any formal or informal grievance. 

Table 10. Percentage of Enlisted Detailer Decisions Challenged 

 
*n=30 

 

Detailers play a vital role in Sailors’ career progression, and are in a trusted 

position to ensure that each member maintains a history of career enhancing assignments, 

which may, at times be unpopular. Table 11 displays that 96% of detailers believe that 

they influence a member’ decision to reenlist, and whether they retain in naval service. 

This is the most definitive answer we received in both of our surveys, and serves as the 

one of the biggest factors in addressing both of our research questions. 
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Table 11. Enlisted Detailer Percentage of Detailing Effect on Reenlistment 

 
*n=28 

 

With so much at stake, and detailers having so much influence over the career 

progression and long-term retention of the enlisted communities, we asked if detailers felt 

like they would benefit from a matching program that used machine learning to assist 

them in the detailing process. Specifically, an algorithm that scored a Sailor’s 

preferences/qualifications/needs of the Navy and provided a recommended best match(s) 

based on weighted averages in a portfolio analysis. Most detailers expressed that they did 

not feel open to this possibility.  

The popularity of a weighted average portfolio analysis was broken down by 

subgroup and shown in Figure 19. Only 20% felt that they could benefit from this option. 

Interestingly, female detailers were more open to the idea, which was encouraging. We 

feel that this may be the result of a lack of information about the capability of machine 

learning, and the resulting benefits. This would provide a more efficient manner to 

conduct business and increase transparency in the detailing process. In trying to 

understand why detailers are hesitant to accept this type of technology, it may be inferred 

that the previously reported incidents of interference in the detailer’s ability to decide 

what is in the best interest of the Navy and their Sailor. A detailer’s first priority is their 

responsibly to fill vacant requirements. Their second priority is to meet the Sailor’s 

preferences. Balancing these matters is the overall challenge detailers consistently face. 

Detailers must effectively balance these priorities through an effective communication in 

order to meet expectations.  
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Figure 19. Enlisted Detailer Matching Program 

When asked about challenges detailers face when working with Sailors, Figure 20 

shows 50% of the detailers responded that meeting the Sailors’ unrealistic expectations 

topped the list. Directly following was the number of Sailors who were uninformed about 

relevant programs and policies, that then required significant time to educate or correct 

members and their commands. This caused significant friction and delays throughout the 

negotiation process. Other contributing challenges to detailers were managing the billet 

base, the needs of the Navy, and other system issues or delays. 

 
Figure 20. Enlisted Detailers’ Biggest Challenges with Sailors 
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When asked about the overall challenges associated with the assignment and 

distribution process, the detailers overwhelmingly stated that their frustrations shifted to 

the lack of policy clarification and educational resources for them and their constituents. 

This lack of comprehension or clarity about how the process was executed caused 

significant delays and rework. This left other Sailors with less time and attention from 

their detailer. Figure 21 identifies that 14% of the survey participants reported that system 

delays or technical issues prevented them from becoming more efficient, and was their 

biggest bottleneck causing detailer friction and decreased customer service. 

 
Figure 21. Enlisted Detailers’ Biggest Challenges as a Detailer 

4. Detailer’s Perspective on Incentives 

When considering which assignment incentives would be most effective to 

increase voluntary assignment to a geographically remote location, the following options 

were presented: a guaranteed “C” School, final multiple points, bundled preferred orders, 

and a monetary program benefit. Figure 22 shows that the monetary incentive is the most 

popular feature and in-line with all relevant information in our literature review. The next 

most popular incentive was bundled preferred orders, followed by final multiple points 

towards advancement and bundled orders. We feel bundled orders are a proxy for 

geographical stability, which explains its desirability across all demographic categories.  
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Figure 22. Enlisted Detailer Overall Incentive Features 

Next, we wanted to explore whether part of the issue for accepting assignment to a 

geographically remote location was that members were unaware of what their follow-on 

tour would be, and that lack of stability in one geographical area prevented them from 

potentially accepting this type of duty. Based on the five-point Likert Scale, Table 12 

shows a monetary incentive was the most popular option with an average of 3.93. The 

second most accepted option was the ability to guarantee a set of bundled preferred 

orders, which had a 3.61 favorable result. 

Table 12. Enlisted Detailer Overall Incentive Features 

 
*n=30 
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Detailers were not as likely to recommend multiple promotion points or a “C” 

school, as identified in Table 12. We believe this may reflect a detailer’s potential bias 

from already achieving significant promotion and career goals. We believe a junior sailor 

would be extremely interested in both of these categories to boost their chances of 

advancement and career training that is also valuable in the civilian market. This is 

evidenced by the female detailer’s favorable response, considering they identified 

themselves in the E5–6 pay band. 

The data identified in Table 12 shows that female detailers were consistently more 

likely to recommend most incentives compared to their male counterparts, which leads us 

to conclude they would be more willing to accept an incentive. Aviation detailers were 

unlikely to recommend anything other than a monetary benefit compared to their peers, 

which is also significant and may indicate that offering any other benefit may not be 

effective for the aviation community, and specifically for the geographically remote 

locations, such as NAS Lemoore.  

When it came to determining the minimum fair amount of money that should be 

paid per month to each sailor, we divided the results into three subgroups, based on the 

member’s paygrade. Figure 23 shows monetary incentives on a scale from $0 to $900 

were offered, with a final option to identify if the detailer did not think any monetary 

benefit would be effective. The aviation community overwhelming supported higher 

bonus amounts compared to detailer’s in other communities.  
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Figure 23. Enlisted Detailer Monetary Benefit Amount  

As shown in Table 13, detailers felt junior Sailors would best respond to an 

incentive around $273 per month, and the aviation community agreed. For the E5–6 

group, detailers felt an increase to an average of $385 was appropriate; the aviation 

detailers response differed with a higher rate of $517. For the senior enlisted E–7 and 

above, detailers increased the effective incentive to $462 a month, while the aviation 

community maintained a similar premium with an average of $600 monthly. We are not 

able to explain this increase compared to their peers, but will acknowledge that the 

aviation community has operated with a structured monetary incentive plan (AIP/SDIP), 

offering similar amounts of compensation. 
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Table 13. Monetary Program Benefit 

 
*n=30 

 

We were interested to note that the male and female perspectives were similarly 

aligned to the monetary incentive features. Figure 24 displays that the comparison 

between the two genders is negligible.  
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Figure 24. Bonus Amount by Gender 

The final section of the survey allowed an opportunity for the detailers to discuss 

any other incentives they felt could add value to our research. Table 14 displays the 26 

usable results we received, broken down into five major categories. It should be noted 

that some participants offered multiple recommendations, while others offered 

constructive criticism with no tangible incentives.  

Table 14. Detailer Open-Ended Incentive Options 

 
  *n=26 
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The responses were distributed in the following manner: non-monetary (31%), 

monetary (15%), orders (8%), and base (4%). Further examination revealed advancement 

and advancement points emerged as the most popular with seven responses. Monetary 

compensation followed, with four different mentions across the specific bonus, general 

monetary, and BAH/COLA incentive categories. The next most popular response was 

having the ability to shorten a tour length or receive a guaranteed set of follow-on 

preferred bundled orders. These answers are in line with our literature review and survey 

results. Sailors are looking for monetary compensation, promotion opportunity, and 

geographical stability. Not surprisingly, we did receive 42% of negative comments citing 

that no solution or incentive would work. As noted in Table 14, we were unable to tie 

them to a viable path for reconciliation within the scope of this project. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

A. RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

(1) Primary Question: Do incentives increase voluntary assignment in hard-to-
fill locations? 

Yes. The data indicates that incentives may increase voluntary assignment to a 

geographically remote or hard-to-fill locations. This is primarily due to the high response 

rate in the survey along with an 84% appeal for Sailors willingness to accept this type of 

billet if they received an incentive. Our research concludes that an incentive is a 

worthwhile investment to manage the NAE’s talent pool and support required inventory 

and future retention of our best and brightest.  

(2) Secondary Question: Is there variation in the detailer’s methodology 
during the assignment process?  

Yes. Variation exists for each individual Sailors during the detailing process. The 

detailer’s primary goal is to assign a qualified Sailor to each available billet. Sailors are 

assigned to locations based on the detailers individual methodology under the construct 

of Naval regulations, policies, and NPC business rules. Detailers consider a Sailor’s 

preferences, and try to meet their expectations, while balancing competing interests to 

find the best overall fit.  

B. FINAL ANALYSIS 

The analysis reveals that incentives may be an effective tool in improving 

volunteer assignments to hard-to-fill billets in geographically remote locations. The 

enlisted preference survey identified males and females react differently to various 

incentives. Additionally, pay grade categories E1–4, E5–6, and E7–9 have subtle distinct 

preferences on location features and incentives. Junior Sailors are on average 18–22 years 

old, in paygrades E1–4, and are mostly single. Mid-grade Sailors are on average 20–31 

years old, in paygrades E5–6, and are mostly married. Senior Sailors are on average of 

31–45 years old, in paygrades E7–9, and have more than one dependent.  
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 Additionally, female detailers are three times less likely to be married and two 

and a half times less likely to have children compared to their male peers. Variations in 

assignment methodology among detailers does exist when matching Sailors to 

geographically remote billets do to individual Sailor preferences. Detailers must select a 

qualified Sailor who meets all eligibility requirements and adheres to all applicable 

policies and procedures, while optimizing fit between the Navy and Sailor. Significant 

mention was made that once Sailors have signed their enlistment contract, they are 

obligated to execute orders that have been originally agreed upon between the Sailor and 

the detailer. We acknowledge the needs of the Navy when necessary, but forcing Sailors 

into geographically remote billets lowers satisfaction and potentially retention. 

Due to gender and pay grade preferences, we conclude that policies should 

consider tailoring incentives to optimize the likelihood of voluntary assignment to 

geographically remote areas. By offering the exact incentives that Sailors desire, the 

Navy is not only likely to retain sailors, but potentially be the most cost-effective option 

for the Navy. In a financially constricted time, and as Sailor’s preferences change, the 

Navy must seek incentive alternatives. The importance of an evolving incentive policy is 

critical to maintaining the inventory and manpower distribution goals across the NAE, 

which will support a competitive advantage.  

1. Location Preferences 

Base services or metropolitan services in geographically remote are important 

considerations in duty preferences. The location feature responses in the Enlisted 

Preference Survey reveal that Sailors strongly prefer having abundant outside activities, 

being able to transition to civilian life, and being co-located with friends and family. 

Additionally, Sailors are passionate about taking care of their dependents, factors such as 

having good K-12 schools, abundant job opportunities for spouses, and having good 

civilian health care were identified as a high priority when selecting a duty station. These 

critical factors are even more intensified when Sailors are assigned to geographically 

remote areas. The Navy must invest in base infrastructure at a comparable value in fleet 

concentration areas to support retention goals.  
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Junior single Sailors primarily reside on base and rely mainly on base services for 

activities, food, medical treatment, and connections with other Sailors. Naval installations 

that have thriving support services, promote Sailor morale and well-being. Conversely, 

naval installations that lack these services create additional hardships. Unfortunately, 

naval installations in geographically remote areas often have smaller budgets and offer 

fewer services compared to larger naval bases. This is primarily due to funding 

constraints, or fewer community opportunities. Additionally, these privatized services are 

associated with higher costs to maximize profit, and to the Sailor’s detriment. Increasing 

installation services in geographically remote areas will not only provide more services 

for Sailors, but will support the morale and well-being of all Sailors assigned to these 

locations. Moreover, these services will provide an incentive, especially for junior single 

Sailors, and ultimately can lead to an increase in retention across the NAE.  

2. Incentive Preferences 

a. Enlisted Sailor Preferences 

Sailors mainly preferred monetary compensation and bundled orders, compared to 

final multiple points towards advancement or a guaranteed “C” school when asked which 

incentives would most increase voluntary assignment to a remote location. The strong 

response to the monetary benefit and bundled orders is in-line with our literature review 

and supported by the significant demographic factors of the respondents. 85% of Junior 

Sailors in paygrades E1–4 do not have children and are mostly attracted to job and career 

stability. They prefer bundled orders with a follow-on tour to an area of their choice. 

Mid-grade Sailor’s in paygrades E5–6 are split between having children (52%) and no 

children (48%) and are mainly attracted to job and career stability. These Sailors prefer 

both bundled orders with a follow-on tour to an area of choice and a monetary bonus. 

Eighty-nine percent of Senior Sailor’s in paygrades E7–9 have children and are attracted 

to security, stability, and having additional spending power to support their career and 

families. These Sailors are mostly attracted to monetary bonuses.  

When determining the monthly compensation, Sailors clearly prefer higher 

bonuses when asked. 81% of Junior Sailors required $400–$900 per month, and of that 
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81%, 48% required $700–$900 per month. Mid-grade Sailors were most attracted to a 

higher bonuses as 93% required $400–$900 per month, and of that 93%, 60% required 

$700–$900. Senior Sailors required a lower bonus than mid-grade Sailors, with 84% 

requiring $400–$900 per month, and of that 84%, 48% required $700–$900.  

b. Detailers Incentive Preferences 

 Detailers overwhelmingly preferred monetary compensation and bundled orders 

compared to multiple advancement points or a guaranteed “C” school when asked which 

incentives would most increase voluntary assignment to a remote location. The strong 

response to the monetary benefit and bundled orders is in-line with our literature review 

and evidenced by the respondents’ significant demographic factors. With 80% of 

detailers having at least one dependent, detailer’s perspectives are rooted in providing 

stability for their families.  

 Alternatively, even though there may be some bias across detailers who have 

already achieved significant promotion and career goals. Interestingly, there was little 

support for the advancement points or a guaranteed “C” school. We believe junior sailors 

would accept these opportunities for advancement and career training that is also valuable 

in the civilian market.  

Female detailers consistently rated most incentives higher than their male 

counterparts, which leads us to believe they would be more willing to accept such an 

incentive themselves. Detailers believed that more money was needed to incentivize 

Sailors to accept a remote duty station. Aviation detailers were unlikely to recommend 

anything other than a monetary benefit. Considering there have been AIP/SDIP policies 

that have financially compensated those who are willing to serve in geographically 

remote areas, such as NAS Lemoore, a precedent has been established. For this reason, 

we believe that offering any other benefit may not be effective for the aviation 

community, compared to a monetary bonus.  

When determining the monthly compensation for each sailor, the aviation 

community overwhelming supported higher bonuses compared to detailers in other 

communities. Non-aviation detailers felt junior Sailors would volunteer for $265 per 
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month, compared to the aviation communities’ $300. For the E5–6 group, all detailers felt 

an increase to an average of $345 was appropriate, compared to the aviation detailer’s 

$517. For E–7 and above detailers, they reported $436 a month would be an effective 

incentive, compared to aviation’s average of $600, with 33% of the aviation detailers 

selecting at least $700 per month. 

c. Combined Incentive Preferences 

This research confirms that incentives can provide an effective means of 

increasing voluntary assignment to hard-to-fill locations, especially those in 

geographically remote areas. The Navy must continue using both monetary and non-

monetary incentives, based on the literature review and the results of our surveys, to 

attract Sailors to select jobs in these locations. The survey results also reveal that Sailors 

prefer to select from a broad range of incentives, as not every Sailor prefers the same 

incentive or at the same amount; some may be willing to clear the market at a lower 

amount. This would be an opportunity for the Navy to reduce the economic rent inherent 

in paying a fixed incentive cost.  

From the detailer’s perspective, most of the challenges they faced stemmed from 

their inability to meet Sailor’s expectations, or the Sailor and their commands lack of 

education about the assignment process. The most effective incentive programs rely on 

Sailors being informed of the current policies and having the ability to voice their 

preferences. Detailers do agree with aviation Sailors that a mixed incentive package 

combining monetary and non-monetary incentives would be most efficient in meeting 

their goals and those of the Navy and Sailors.  

When we compare enlisted Sailors to their detailer’s preferences, as it relates to 

monetary compensations, there is a consensus that as Sailors gain seniority and 

experience, the amount of compensation increases. Each pay band commands a specific 

payment range with the most senior managers receiving the highest compensation. When 

considering non-monetary incentives, there were differing preferences rooted by pay 

bands. Junior Sailors prefer geographic stability, using bundled orders, more than 

monetary incentives. More senior aviation Sailors and their detailers prefer monetary 
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incentives over bundled orders, or any other incentive listed in the survey. Multiple 

points towards advancement and a guaranteed “C” School were unpopular among senior 

survey respondents. We believe this reflects that senior Sailors have established their 

career paths and likely attained multiple Naval Enlisted Classification codes from the “C” 

Schools they have attended. 

Our analysis of the results from both surveys and relevant literature concludes that 

the Navy must provide Sailors and detailers a mixture of incentives from what to choose. 

We believe this is the most efficient method to evenly distribute the force across the 

NAE. We conclude this will have a positive effect on job satisfaction and increase the 

likelihood of voluntarily assignment to geographically remote areas.  

3. Detailer Variation 

We can also conclude that significant variation is present in the methodology 

detailers use to assign Sailors to meet the needs of the Navy and a Sailor’s preferences 

while remaining within the legal and policy boundaries in which they must operate. 

Seventy-six percent of detailers report they do not assign members the same way each 

time a Sailor is detailed, due to the varying circumstances and preferences attributed to 

each member.  

According to the detailers, other than timing of the member’s PRD, performance 

and qualifications were the most significant factors influencing consideration to assigned 

Sailors, if there were not EFMP or dual military concerns for the member. Outside of the 

Sailor’s control, the detailers value whether the billet was a hot fill and career enhancing 

for the member. All other factors were rated low, which is in line with business rules and 

support equity among Sailors in the assignment process. One unexpected result was the 

neutral response for a highly ranked command in the CMS/ID cycle, signaling that there 

may be a missed matching opportunity for the command and the Sailor holding all other 

factors constant.  

Additionally, the Navy should optimize a solution that is most effective in the 

distribution process that will even out the force. Lastly, the Navy should continue to 

refine policy in order to adjust incentives at every opportunity to maximize effectiveness. 
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4. Detailer Friction 

Ninety-three percent of detailers have been challenged, either formally or 

informally, identifying significant friction in the assignment process. It is not known if 

the challenges were substantiated, or if the detailer’s decision was reversed. Detailers cite 

that meeting Sailor’s expectations combined with a Sailor’s lack of understanding of the 

assignment process were their biggest challenges.  

5. Discounting Effects 

The Navy must take full advantage of all the resources it has to identify top 

performers, including differentiating between Sailors who behave time-consistently and 

forward looking compared to those who are time-inconsistent and more near term 

focused. Research has shown that those who behave in a time-consistent, forward looking 

manner are more likely to perform through a challenge and seek the reward later, 

something service in the Navy demands. As individual data becomes more available, so 

must the behavioral economic aspects that contributes to their decision making, overall 

performance, and longevity in the Navy. Moreover, those that are time-consistent and 

forward looking can provide long-term career stability, as they are generally higher 

performers who are loyal to the Navy. 

Identifying the Sailors who are time inconsistent and near-term focused may also 

help eliminate those that have a higher propensity to commit crimes, have substance 

abuse issues, domestic violence, gun decking maintenance, and a host of other challenges 

that are not easily resolved, and weaken command morale and overall efficiency.  

6. Hawthorne Effect 

 As discussed in the literature review, the Hawthorne Effect is a potential bias that 

may have altered our results. There was considerable effort to minimize this effect 

through the use of disclaimers and the survey being anonymous, but in certain contexts, 

such as monetary incentives, it is impossible to eliminate. As an example, the Enlisted 

Preferences Survey found 62% of the responses to the open-ended question pointed to 

requesting a monetary benefit. Of that group, 50% felt that an increase in BAH or COLA 
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should be provided. A Sailor who feels that the BAH should be increased by $500 to 

meet the area’s high cost of living may add that $500 to the amount they feel they should 

be incentivized under AIP and SDIP. This distorts the amount that each program should 

offer as they are compliments, not substitutes. Unfortunately, the data was not able to 

discern between the monetary values, or explain the mindset of many survey participants, 

but when all the information is consolidated and analyzed, trends do emerge.  
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. RECOMMENDATIONS 

To meet the needs of the Naval Aviation Enterprise, we offer six independent 

recommendations as possible solutions to the problems identified in this research. We 

believe from the research we conducted through our literature review, survey collection 

and analysis combined with the implementation of our recommendations will better 

manage our talent through increases in job satisfaction, work-life balance and long-term 

retention.  

1. Merit-Based Fixed-Incentive Option 

Offer a fixed incentive system that establishes a merit-based monetary 

compensation for Sailors who are willing to accept a voluntary assignment to a 

geographically remote or hard-to-fill billet. A multiplier can be used in conjunction with 

the current AIP/SDIP policy. 

• Early Promote multiplier—3.0 (can be raised to meet retention needs) 

• Must Promote multiplier—2.0 (can be raised to meet retention needs) 

• Promotable multiplier—1.0 (can be raised to meet retention needs) 

2. Mixed-Incentives Option 

Offer a blended incentive system that offers differentiating compensation 

packages for Sailors willing to accept orders to the same hard-to-fill billets based on their 

preferences. These packages could consist of monetary and non-monetary incentives that 

allow flexibility for maximum effectiveness. For example: 

• Option 1—25% monetary bonus + bundled preferred orders 

• Option 2—50% monetary bonus + non-chargeable leave period 

• Option 3—75% monetary bonus + advancement points 
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Option 4—Custom blend of incentives that meet Sailor’s needs 

3. Time-Consistent Incentive 

Offer a time-consistent, forward-looking incentive that incorporates delayed 

gratification to allow members to self-identify as long-term oriented. Sailors who select 

such an option would more likely behave in a time-consistent manner and demonstrate 

sustained superior performance over their career. As a Sailor approaches their EAOS, and 

is asked to make a decision to remain in naval service, the Navy could target their 

retention efforts on the time-consistent members. 

• Option 1—Monetary Bonus of ($250 per month) 

• Option 2—Thrift Savings Plan Contribution of ($350 per month) 

4. Detailer Optimization Tool 

We believe the implementation of an optimization tool that uses artificial 

intelligence and/or machine learning algorithms will exponentially improve the MyNavy 

Assignment detailing framework. Both Sailors and reviewing commands could rank 

factors based on their preferences. This will allow detailers to empower Sailors to have 

buy-in to the process, and make the best decision for themselves and their families, while 

also meeting the needs of the Navy and an even distribution of the force. 

5. Increased Investment in Base Support Services  

Being stationed in a geographically remote area presents certain challenges in 

obtaining typical base services. In these cases, the Navy must provide a government 

alternative to ensure that the needs of a Sailor and their family are met. This includes 

adequate and affordable housing, sufficient medical providers, and shopping outlets for 

food, gas, and other necessities. These services are more than an investment, but can be 

viewed as incentives themselves, especially if they exceed expectations. Modernization 

efforts to these services, such as a premier Navy Exchange or newly renovated barracks, 

are significant quality of life improvements that can impact overall satisfaction. 
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Over time, some of the base services have been transitioned to private companies 

with mixed results. Due to the limited available options, or being in a geographically 

remote area, these private companies operate for profit and may not be in the best interest 

of their constituents. The Navy must provide significant oversight if a privatized option is 

in place, to ensure the needs of each Sailor and their family are being met. 

The following recommendations are opportunities to increase the appeal of a 

geographically remote area, such as NAS Lemoore:  

• Barracks meeting the needs of the junior Sailors 

• Free WIFI in the barracks and MWR locations 

• Ensure there is reliable transportation for junior enlisted Sailors who are 

living in the barracks to their place of duty. 

• A variety of Healthy food options for OPS Side (potential galley) 

• Either open a second gate on the operations side or establish a means to 

flow commercial traffic separately through the operations gate. 

• Invest in a Single Sailor Program designed to target MWR activities to 

unmarried Sailors 

• Increase community partnerships with local towns to increase networking 

activities and fellowship opportunities for Sailors and develop stronger 

community ties  

• Invest in spouse career opportunities and activities  

6. Augment NAE Vacant Billets Using Navy Reserve Force Members   

We recommend using reserve Sailors to augment the NAE’s vacant billets if a 

shortfall exists. The Navy Reserve Force is comprised of qualified Sailors who possess 

relevant experience and may provide short-term relief to critical vacancies. The definite 

recall program and other short-term active duty for training programs utilize a reserve 
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Sailor option to be more cost effective. This is because the reserve benefits package 

differs from the active-duty compensation costs. This also provides meaningful career 

opportunities for reserve Sailors to remain qualified and proficient while supporting fleet-

wide operations. Operational Support Officers are already in place and assigned to each 

geographical area. They serve as a liaison to coordinate integration of the reserve forces 

members to support the active component.  

We also recommend increasing awareness to active duty commands of which 

Operational Support Officers are assigned to their geographical area. This allows each 

active duty command to request direct reserve support when critical inventory shortages 

are needed.  

B. FURTHER RESEARCH  

• Evaluate behavioral economic concepts such as exponential and 

hyperbolic discounting as an incentive methodology to distinguish time-

consistent Sailors and target retention efforts.  

• Cost Benefit Analysis to implement a time in service multiplier, (similarly 

connected to early retirement) count a 36-month tour as a 48-month tour. 

• Cost Benefit Analysis for monetary and non-monetary incentives 

o Replacing Sailors after attrition 

o Based on merit or applied equally 

o Analysis for relocating to Lemoore 

o Realigning aviation billets in Lemoore 

o Cost of Living (BAH/COLA) in Lemoore 

o Air and water quality in Lemoore 

o Remote base services on first-term retention 

 

• Dependent location policies (ability to elect BAH location)  
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• Base housing and civilian housing availability (Critical Housing Location) 

in Lemoore 

• Correct portioning the correct amount of monetary or non-monetary 

incentive is just as important is providing the incentive further research 

needs to be completed to determine what is the right amount for the right 

Sailor something based on the prize structure an incentive structure 

• Establish volunteer assignment (must select orders 9 month prior to PRD) 
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APPENDIX A.  ASSIGNMENT INCENTIVE PAY ELIGIBILITY 

Source: NPC (2019a) 
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APPENDIX B.  SEA DUTY INCENTIVE PAY ELIGIBILITY 

Source: NPC (2019c) 
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APPENDIX C.  ENLISTED SAILOR PREFERENCE SURVEY 

This questionnaire is completely voluntary and should take no longer than 10 minutes to 

complete. 

 Thank you for taking the time to participate in this survey. The information 

gathered in this survey will be utilized in a research project conducted at Naval 

Postgraduate School to determine actual Sailor preferences for one job location over 

another and what incentives can be used to increase voluntary assignment to certain 

locations. Information gathered will be used to recommend improvements to the 

placement and assignment process for enlisted Sailors in the aviation community. Thank 

you for participating.  

 
Please answer the following questions as if you were currently in your detailing window. 

All responses will be kept anonymous. Please answer as accurately as possible. 

 

Demographics. Please circle one answer. 

1. What is your gender?  Male   Female 

2. What is your current marital status?  
Single  Married  Separated (legally or physically) Divorced  Widowed 

3. How many children do you have under the age of 18 years old?  
0   1   2   3   4   5   6+ 

4. What is your current paygrade? E1–4   E5–6  E7–9 

5. How many years of service do you currently have?   
Less than 5   5–10   10–15   15–20   20–25   Greater than 25 

6. What number tour are you currently serving?1st 2nd 3rd 4th  5th+ 

7. What type duty are you currently serving? Sea Shore 

8. Are you currently receiving a monetary incentive such as Assignment Incentive 
Pay (AIP), or Sea Duty Incentive Pay (SDIP) for your current assignment?   
Yes  No Not sure 
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a. If you answered yes, is the monetary compensation amount adequate for 
the location?  
N/A  Fair  Lower than needed   Higher than needed    
 

b. What is the amount of AIP or SDIP you receive per month? 
__________________ 
 

9. Would you be willing to receive a monetary or non-monetary incentive to 
voluntarily select a job in a location such as China Lake, CA; Lemoore, CA; or 
Fallon, NV for a future assignment?  
Yes No Not sure 

 
Location Features: These are the features that are related to the location of your next set 
of orders. Please circle one number for each question.  

Please rate the following attributes to the degree of desirability to you when detailing 
for a new set of orders: 
 1 = worst  
 2 = bad  
 3 = neither bad or good 
 4 = good  
 5 = best  
  
Please circle the appropriate level for your desirability. 

1. A location that has seasonal climate changes (i.e., summer, winter, etc.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

2. A location that is within one day’s drive to relatives (i.e., siblings, parents, 
children). 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

3. A location that offers a high variety of activates for singles and families (i.e., 
camping, parks, sports, nightlife, shopping, sporting events, restaurants).  
1 2 3 4 5 
 

4. A location that is close to the ocean. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. A location that that has a lot of civilian job opportunities so that you can transition 
from the Navy to civilian life.  
1 2 3 4 5  
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6. A job that is stationed overseas 

1 2 3 4 5 

Outside the Job Features: These are the features that relate to your desires for you and/

or your family outside of the job. Please circle one number for each question.  

Please rate the following attributes to the degree of desirability to you when detailing 
for a new set of orders: 

1 = worst  
2 = bad  
3 = neither bad or good 
4 = good  
5 = best  
 
Please circle the appropriate level for your desirability. 

1. A job in a location where my civilian spouse can find a job.  
1 2 3 4 5 
 

2. A job in a location that I can co-locate with my military spouse. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

3. A job in a location where I can find additional employment (i.e., a second job). 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

4. A job in a location that has a Naval Medical Treatment Facility 
 1 2 3 4 5  

 
5. A job in a location that has access to civilian health care providers. 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

6. A job in a location that has choice child-care facilities 
1 2 3 4 5  
 

7. A job in a location that I can choose good schools for my children.  
1 2 3 4 5 
 

8. A job in a location that has good colleges or universities for myself or my family. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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9. A job in a location that has numerous sports or social activities for myself or my 
family. 
1 2 3 4 5       

Incentive Features: These are the features that related to the location of your next set of 

orders. Please circle one number for each question.  

Please rate the following attributes to the degree of desirability to you when detailing for 
a new set of orders: 
 1 = worst  
 2 = bad  
 3 = neither bad or good 
 4 = good  
 5 = best  
 
Please circle the appropriate level for your desirability. 

1. Would you go to a job in a less desirable location that provides a compensating 
monetary bonus, such as AIP or SDIP?  
1 2 3 4 5 

 
2. What is the minimum fair amount of money (per month) to select a job in an area 

such as China Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA? (Select n/a if you would 
not choose any of these locations.) 
n/a  $0  $100  $200  $300  $400  $500  $600  $700  $800  $900 

 
3. What is your desirability on selecting a job in an area such as China Lake, CA; 

Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA that provides compensating final multiple points 
towards your next advancement to Petty Officer or promotion to Chief, Senior 
Chief, or Master Chief.  
1 2 3 4 5 

 
4. How many advancement/promotion credits would require you to choose a job in a 

remote area such as China Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA? (Please 
answer accurately. Selected n/a if you would not choose this.) 
n/a  0 points  1 point  2 points  3 points  4 points  5 points  6 points  > 6 points 

 
5. Would you consider a job in an area such as China Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or 

Lemoore, CA which guarantees you to a “C” School of your choice. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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6. Would you consider a job in an area such as China Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or 
Lemoore, CA which guarantees you to select orders to a geographical area of your 
choice after your next assignment. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

7. A job in an area such as China Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA where you 
can bundle these set of orders with a follow-on tour to a geographical area of your 
choice. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

8. Please list any other incentives you desire in order to consider a job in a remote 
area such as China Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA: 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 

 
9. How much of your “other” incentive would require you to choose a job in a 

remote area such as China Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA? 
__________________________________________________________________ 

 
Thank you for completing this survey! 
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APPENDIX D. ENLISTED DETAILER SURVEY 

This questionnaire is completely voluntary and should take no longer than 10 minutes to 

complete. 

Thank you for taking the time to participate in this survey. The information 

gathered in this survey will be utilized in a research project conducted at Naval 

Postgraduate School to determine actual Sailor preferences for one job location over 

another and what incentives can be used to increase voluntary assignment to certain 

locations. Information gathered will be used to recommend improvements to the 

placement and assignment process for enlisted Sailors in the aviation community. Thank 

you for participating.  

 
Please answer the following questions as if you were currently detailing Sailors. All 

responses will be kept anonymous. Please answer as accurately as possible. 

 

Demographics. Please circle one answer. 

1. What is your gender? Male  Female 

2. What is your current marital status?  
Single  Married  Separated (legally or physically)  Divorced  Widowed 
 

3. How many children do you have under the age of 18 years old?  
0   1   2   3   4   5+ 

4. What is your current paygrade?  E5–6  E7–9 Other 

5. What number tour are you currently serving?  2nd  3rd 4th  5th 6th   7th+ 

6. How many years of service do you currently have? 
Less than 5   5–10  10–15   15–20   20+ 

7. How many years have you been a detailer? (All previous tours included)   
Less than 1Between 1–3More than 3 
 

8. Which PERS-4 community are you currently assigned to? 
(PERS-404) Enlisted Aviation Assignments 
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(PERS-405) Surface Deck/Admin/Security/Supply Assignments 
(PERS-406) Surface Combat Systems 
(PERS-407) Hospital Corpsman Assignment 
(PERS-408) Information Warfare Community (CT/IS/IT) 
Other 
 

9. On average, how many Sailors are you typically detailing each month? 
Less than 25   Between 26–75   Between 76 – 100 
 

Detailing Methodology: These are the methods with which you detail Sailors and the 

factors that you consider when assigning members to billets. Please list one answer for 

each question.  

Please circle the answer. 

1. When detailing members, do you use the same methods to assign each member to 
a job?  Yes No 
 

 Please select numbers 1 to 5, where 1 is lowest importance and 5 is the highest 
importance. 
 

2. Please rate the importance of considering each of the following factors when 
detailing a Sailor. 
 
1 = lowest importance 
2 = low importance 
3 = neither low or high importance  
4 = high importance  
5 = highest importance  

 
Sailor’s Preference      1  2  3  4  5   

PRD/EAOS       1  2  3  4  5   

Marital status       1  2  3  4  5   

Number of dependents     1  2  3  4  5   

EFMP status       1  2  3  4  5   

Spouse collocation      1  2  3  4  5   

Single parent       1  2  3  4  5    

Career enhancing      1  2  3  4  5   

Command ranked highly in CMS/ID cycle   1  2  3  4  5   
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Hot fill billet       1  2  3  4  5   

Remote geographical location    1  2  3  4  5   

Specific qualifications      1  2  3  4  5    

Performance factors (NJP, admin, PRT)   1  2  3  4  5   

 
Detailing Challenges: These are the challenges that you face every detailing cycle.  
 

Please circle yes or no for each question.  
1. Are you the decision maker in most cases where a Sailor gets assigned?  

Yes No 
 

2. Have you been informally challenged by a member who disagreed with the orders 
they received?  
Yes No No, but my recommendations normally get approved Other 
 

3. Have you been formally challenged by a member who disagreed with the orders 
they received?  
Yes No 
 

4. What effect does the detailing process have on a member’s decision to reenlist?   
Critical Some None 
 

5. Would you benefit from a machine learning program that assisted in the detailing 
process by scoring a Sailor’s preferences/qualifications/needs of the Navy and 
provides a recommended best match(s)? 
Yes No Unsure 
 

6. What do you see as the biggest challenge with working with a Sailor in the 

detailing process?____________________________________________________ 

 
7. What do you see as the biggest challenge in the overall detailing process? 

__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Assignment Incentives Features: These are the features that relate to the location of a 
job when detailing a Sailor into their next set of orders.  
 
Please circle one number for each question.  
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Please rate the following attributes to the degree of desirability that you feel will be most 
effective in detailing a Sailor for a new set of orders: 

1 = worst 
2 = bad 
3 = neither bad or good 
4 = good 
5 = best  

 
Please circle the appropriate level of effectiveness 

1. Providing a compensating monetary bonus, such as AIP or SDIP to incentivize a 
Sailor to a job in a less desirable location?  
1 2 3 4 5 

 
2. What is the minimum fair amount of money (per month) to provide an apprentice 

Sailor (E-3/4) in selecting a job (sea or shore) in an area such as China Lake, CA; 
Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA?  
$0  $100  $200  $300  $400  $500  $600  $700  $800  $900 
I do not think this will be effective 

 
3. What is the minimum fair amount of money (per month) to provide a 

journeyman (E-5/6) Sailor in selecting a job (sea or shore) in an area such as 
China Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA?  
$0  $100  $200  $300  $400  $500  $600  $700  $800  $900 
I do not think this will be effective 
 

4. What is the minimum fair amount of money (per month) to provide a master (E-
7/9) Sailor in selecting a job (sea or shore) in an area such as China Lake, CA; 
Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA?  
$0  $100  $200  $300  $400  $500  $600  $700  $800  $900 
I do not think this will be effective 

 
5. Level of effectiveness in providing a Sailor a compensating final multiple point(s) 

towards advancement to Petty Officer or promotion to Chief, Senior Chief, or 
Master Chief to get a Sailors to voluntarily accept a job in a location such as 
China Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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6. Level of effectiveness in providing a Sailor a guaranteed “C” School of their 
choice to get them to voluntarily accept a job in an area such as China Lake, CA; 
Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

7. Could bundling orders be an effective detailing tool to incentivize Sailors to 
remain on active duty? (Bundling orders provides continuity where Sailors know 
where they are going for two consecutive tours.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

8. Level of effectiveness in providing a Sailor a follow-on tour to a geographical 
area of their choice if they voluntarily accepted a job in an area such as China 
Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or Lemoore, CA. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 

9. Please list any other incentives that you feel will be effective in getting Sailors to 
voluntarily accept orders to a remote area such as China Lake, CA; Fallon, NV; or 
Lemoore, CA: 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

Thank you for completing this survey! 
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