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ABSTRACT

The Minister of National Defence created the "Committee
on the Canadian Military Colleges" to examine the return on
investment for the Canadian Forces (CF) of the Canadian
Military College (CMC) system. The Directorate of Manpower
Analysis was to analyze officer career progression and
retention in specific military occupations with particular
attention to whether the officer attended a CMC.

The promotion characteristics and retention profiles for
CF officers are examined.in this project report according to
the commissioning plan by which the serving officer joined the
regular force component. In addition, graduates under the
regular officer training plan from the CMC system are compared
against those that have attended civilian universities.

This project report is broken into three volumes. Volume
I contains the detailed analysis of CF officers as a whole
followed by a discussion on the overall study results. Volume
ITI contains the detailed analysis of each of the MOC groups
examined, and Volume III contains the detailed analysis of
each of the individual MOCs studied.
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RESUME

Le ministre de la défense nationale a mis sur pied "le
comité ministériel sur les Colléges militaires du Canada" afin
d'examiner l'apport aux Forces canadiennes (FC) du systéme des
colléges militaires. La Direction d'Analyse des Effectifs dut
analyser la progression de carriére des officiers et leur
rétention dans certaines occupations en prenant soin de
distinguer les officiers gradués des colléges militaires.

Dans ce rapport de projet les tendances dans les taux de
promotion et les caractéristiques de rétention dans les FC
sont examinées selon les programmes de formation pour
officiers de la force réguliére. De plus, une comparaison est
faite entre les officiers gradués des universités civiles et
ceux des colléges militaires.

Ce rapport de projet est divisé en trois volumes. Volume
I contient l'analyse détaillée sur les officiers des FC suivi
d'une discussion sur les résultats globals de 1'étude. Volume
II contient l'analyse détaillée de chaque regroupement de GPM,
et Volume III porte sur 1l'analyse détaillée des GPM

individuels.
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TERMINOLOGY

For the purposes of this report, the following
definitions apply:

Attrition Rate: A ratio, the numerator consisting of
all releases from the trained strength of a group of
officers in the Canadian Forces (CF) within a period;
the denominator consisting of the trained effective
strength of that group at the beginning of the period.

Canadian Military Colleges: The system of military
colleges in Canada that consists of: the Royal Military
College (RMC) in Kingston, Ontario; Roval Roads Military
College (RRMC) in Victoria, British Columbia; and 1le
Collége Militaire Royal (CMR) de Saint-Jean, Québec.

Eligibility Rate: A ratio, the numerator consisting
of all individuals eligible for promotion out of a given
rank; the denominator consisting of the total for that
rank. It is calculated at a specific point in time.

Experience Profile: The distribution of the trained
effective strength of a group of officers in the CF by
vears of commissioned service or by yvears of service.

Promotion Rate: A ratio, the numerator consisting of
the number of officers promoted out of a given rank
within a period; the denominator consisting of the
eligible strength at the beginning of the period.

Retention Profile: A graph that depicts the survival
probability of a group of officers as a function of
experience measured by yvears of commissioned service or
by vears of service.

Time in Previous Rank Profile: Within the specific
officer group being examined, it is the distribution of
the strength of that group by the time spent in the
previous rank.

Time in Rank Profile: Within the specific officer
group being examined, it is the distribution of the
strength of that group by the time spent in the current
rank.
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ADM (Per)
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ANAV
ARMD
ARTY
ATC
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Capt
Capt (N)
CELE
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CF
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Col
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LEME Land Electrical and Mechanical Engineering -
MOC 43

LOG Logistics - MOC 69
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MPIS Military Personnel Information System

NCM Non-Commissioned Member

NDHQ National Defence Headquarters

OCDP Officer Career Development Plan

OCTP Officer Cadet Training Plan

OCTPC - Officer Cadet Training Plan from Civilian
Status

OCTPM Officer Cadet Training Plan from Military
Status

OPI Office of Prime Interest

PADM Personnel Administration - MOC 68
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AN EXAMINATION OF OFFICER RETENTION AND CAREER PROGRESSION
ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT COMMISSIONING PLANS
WITHIN THE CANADIAN FORCES
VOLUME ITI: ANALYSIS OF OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

BACKGROUND

1. © In 1876 the'Royal Military College (RMC) in Kingston
Ontario, opened as the first of the Canadian Military Colleges
(CMC). 1In 1948 Royal Roads Military College (RRMC), a Royal
Canadian Navy institution in vVictoria British Columbia, joined
the CMC system when it accepted cadets from the other two
services. Le Collége Militaire Royal (CMR) de Saint-Jean
Québec became the third jewel in the CMC crown in 1952 when it
joined the CMC system under the auspices of the Royal Canadian
Air Force. A degree-granting charter was bestowed on the RMC
by Ontario in ‘1959, RRMC obtained its charter from British
Columbia in 1975 and Québec conferred degree-granting status
to CMR in 1986.

2. The role of the CMC within the Department of
National Defence (DND) is to educate and train officer cadets
and commissioned officers for a career in the Canadian Forces
(CF). The majority of officer cadets attending the CMC do so
under the regular officer training plan (ROTP). The remainder
are enroled under the reserve entry training plan (RETP) and
the university training plan [non-commissioned members (NCM)]
(UTPM) .

3. On 17 December 1992 the Minister of National Defence
(MND) created the "Committee on the Canadian Military
Colleges" (MCMC) to examine the return on investment of the
CMC system. A subsequent directive (Reference 1) appointed
the Assistant Deputy Minister (Personnel) (ADM(Pef)) as the
Departmental office of prime interest (OPI). Following a

1/4
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méeting with the Executive Director for the MCMC on 18 January
.1993, the Directorate of Manpower Analysis (D Man A) was
tasked (Reference 2) with providing an analysis of both
officer retention and career progression rates in specific
military occupations (MOC) according to the various CF
commissioning plans; with specific attention to whether the
officer attended CMC.

4. The MCMC requested that an initial analysis of
retention be completed by 12 February 1993, with final
analysis of promotion rates and of retention to be completed
by mid-March. Following an extension to the MCMC mandate,
D Man A also received an extended deadline.

AIM

5. The aim of this study was to provide the MCMC with
an analysis of officer career progression and retention by
commissioning plan. This report documents the results of
this analysis.

SCOPE

6. While the MCMC wished to examine the status of
graduates of the CMC system, these individuals had to be
examined in the context of all officers within the CF. Volume
I of this project report encompasses the overall results of
the study. Tabulated strength data for all officers, and data
for just those officers that entered the CF through ROTP, are
presented first. A more detailed examination is then made of
all CF officers. The strength of the group. and the
distribution within the group by commissioning plans were
first inspected, followed by an examination of the ROTP -

2/4
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CMC/civilian university composition, before analyzing the
critical aspects of:

a. eligibility rates;

b. promotion rates; and

c. retention.
7. ~ This approach is repeated in Volume III for individual

MOCs which were large enough to provide sufficient data for
analysis.

8. In this volume the following MOC groups were analyzed:

a. Annex A - All Operational MOCs (MOCs 21, 22, 23,
31, 32 and 71); |

b. Annex B - Naval MOCs (MOCs 44 and 71);

c. Annex C - Combat Arms MOCs (MOCs 21, 22 and 23);

d. Annex D -’Air Operations MOCs (MOCs 31 and 32);

e. Annex E - Engineering MOCs (MOCs 41, 42, 43, 44 and
_45) ;

f. Annex F - Engineering MOCs Less MARE (MOCs 41, 42,
43 and 45);

g. Annex G - Support MOCs {(MOCs 68 and 69); and

h. Annex H - Minor MOCs (MOCs 63, 64, 81 and 82).

SUMMARY

9. The ultimate purpose of the MCMC study was to
determine the career progression of officers from the CMC
relative to other officers in the CF. Because of the
complexities of CF service, this examination has been expanded
to look at the progression and retention of all officers by
their commissioning plan--whatever it may have been. Officers
from the CMC are a sub-set of those officers that joined

3/4
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through ROTP, so ROTP officers as a whole have been compared
against others that entered some other way. The other sub-set
of ROTP officers are those that took their education through
civilian universities. This sub-set was compared, not only
against their CMC countefpérts, but also against the other
group that received a civilian university education--the DEOD
officers.

10. Growth in trained effective officer strength within
the CF has been achieved mostly through ROTP and DEO
commissioning plans. ROTP growth has been mainly due to the
increased number of officers from the CMC. The representation
of officers from the CMC increased with the capacity and the
attraction of the CMC following an expansion in degree-
granting authority. Officers now can graduate from any of the
three colleges with a degree recognized by academia.

11. Generally, the analysis indicates that there have
been significant differences between commissioning plans with
respect to promotion rates. Promotion rates have been
generally higher for ROTP officers as compared to those
commissioned from either OCTP or DEO. There is no significant
difference in promotion rates for ROTP graduates from CMCs and
civilian universities.

12. Retention patterns are influenced by such factors as
obligatory service, generally low attrition during IE and
increased attrition as officers approach CRA.
Notwithstanding, the analysis shows that officers commissioned
through OCTP generally have had better retention. In a
comparison of CMC and civilian university graduates, retention

for CMC officers has been generally better.
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ANNEX A
TO. D MAN A PR 649 - VOL II
DECEMBER 1993

ALL OPERATIONAL OCCUPATIONS

Strength

1. The operational MOCs as a whole grew by 18 percent
in the period from 1978 to 1993. For individual commissioning
plan populations the changes, as illustrated in Figure A - 1,

were:
Trained Effective Strength - Major Plans Trained Effective Strength - Minor Plans
All Ranks All Ranks
acoo Population 3000 Population
2600 e e 2500 4 e —
2000 - - - - i 2000
1500 1 i - — 1800 4 - e
1000 e emm e DT T 4000 e e
500+ . , N . _
0 +——+———F— e —t—t —— 0 e =
78 80 82 84 \‘haeo as 0 92 78 80 82 84 mlr!! 1] 90 92
—ROTP ---DEO octe —UTPM ---CFR - OTHER
OPERATIONAL MOGS - 21,22,23,313..71 OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21.22,23,31,32.71

Figure A - 1: Trained Effective Strength
All Commissioning Plans - All Operations MOCs
Ranks - Lt to Col

a. ROTP - a continuous increase of 31 percent between
1978 and 1993;

b. DEO - a steady increase of 49 percent;

€. OCTP - an overall increase of five percent over the
period, with a minor growth from 1983 to 1985,
followed by a decrease between 1986 and 1988;

d. UTPM - relatively stable, with little change over
the period; )

e. CFR - an overall decrease of 52 percent, resulting
from reductions between 1981 and 1982 and from 1985
to 1993; and

A - 1/13




ANNEX A
TO D MAN A PR 649 - VOL II
DECEMBER 1993

f. other plans - a dramatic increase due to small
numbers (i.e. from one to 20).

Commigsioning Plan Distribution

2. ‘ Because there were changes in the composition of the
operational MOCs as a whole, commissioning plan distributions
in the period from 1978 to 1993 were also examined and showed:

a. for all officers:

(1) ROTP - a proportion of 28 percent in 1978
increased smoothly to 31 percent by 1993,

(2) DEO - a proportion of 17 percent in 1978
increased to 22 percent by 1993,

(3) OCTP '- a proportion of 50 percent in 1978
decreased to a proportion of 44 percent by
1993, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion of five
percent in 1978 decreased to three percent by
1993 (despite the increased numbers) ;

b. for junior officers:

(1) ROTP - a proportion of 29 percent in 1978
decreased to 27 percent by 1993, having been
31 percent and 24 percent in the interim,

(2) DEO - a proportion of 15 percent in 1978
increased to 23 percent by 1993,

(3) OCTP - a proportion of 50 percent in 1978
decreased to 47 percent by 1993, having been
47 percent and 53 percent in the interim, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion of six
percent in 1978 decreased to three percent by
1953; and

c¢. for senior officers:

(1) ROTP - a proportion of 26 percent in 1978
increased to 39 percent by 1987, and stayed
level until 1993,
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(2) DEO - a proportion of 21 percent in 1978
decreased to 17 percent and then returned to
19 percent by 1993,

(3) OCTP - a proportion of 49 percent in 1978
decreased to 39 percent by 1993, and

- {4) minor plans combined - remained level at three
percent.

ROTP - CMC/Civilian University

3. ROTP numbers in general increased by 31 percent in
the operational MOCs as a whole. The CMC component increased
by 58 percent, while civilian university ROTP graduates
decreased by 20 percent (Figure A - 2). Between 1978 and
1993, CMC graduates went from representing 61 to 73 percent of
ROTP officers in the operational MOCs; civilian university
ROTP graduates decreased their representation from 38! to 23!
percent of ROTP officers. ‘

! Total is less than 100 percent where uncertain or missing
university type data has not yet been validated/corrected by the
individual officer.
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Trained Effective Strength
ROTP Commissioning Plan

Population
[

t —t— t
78 80 82 84 86 88 00 02 -
Year

—CMC ---Civl " Totat

OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,23,31,32,71

Figure A - 2: Trained Effective Strength
ROTP - All Operations MOCs
Ranks - Lt to Col

A - 4/13




ANNEX A
TO D MAN A PR 649
DECEMBER 1993

- VOL II

Eligibility Rates

4. Eligibility rates for OCTP officers

have been generally higher than those for either DEO or ROTP

Major Plans

officers, while the ROTP eligibility rates have generally been
the lowest (Figure A - 3). At the LCol rank, the DEO
eligibility varied considerably. Eligibility rates in all
plans have increased since the 1990 FRP was introduced.

Elig. Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)

Lieutenant-Colonel Rank

Rate
1
0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2+ — =
o } } oy t } }
78 8o 82 84 88 88 90 $2
Year
—ROTP ---DEO - ocrp
OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,23,21,32.,71
Elig. Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg) Elig. Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
. Major Rank ’ Captain Rank ’
1 Rate s Rate
0.84-- — 0.8 -
0.8 —— s .:l o‘s o U ---_::.:’: _'_:_N_—;,_-,,:“\ ,,,,,, »-"‘"w"
0.4 4- = 0.4+ -
0.2 = 0.2 - o
o t t } } } 0 } 1 t t e S S
78 80 82 84 86 88 90 o2 78 80 82 86 88 90 92
Year Year
—ROTP ---DEO ' OCTP —ROTP ---DEO octp

OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,29,31,32,71 OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22.23,31,32,71

Figure A - 3: Eligibility Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
All Operations MOCs
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5. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University Eligibility rates
for CMC graduates in the voperati'onal MOCs have been lower at
all three ranks (Figure A - 4). Eligibility rates for ROTP
officers from both sources increased since 1990 when the
introduction of the FRP produced a drop in the number of
promotions.

Eligibility Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)

Lieutenant-Colonel Rank

Rate

1

08 o7
et -

oo ) \_—-/
0.4 - - e -
021

[} ottt —t 4ttt

78 8o a2 84 a8 a8 90 92
Year
—CMC ---CivlU

OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,23,31.32,71

Eligibility Rates for ROTP (& yr avg) Eligibility Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)

Major Rank Captain Rank
Rate Rate

1 1
0.8 oe
R 0.4 =
0.2 e 0.2 -

[ ——t—t—t+— . + (] + + —t— } —+

78 80 82 84 a6 as 90 92 78 80 82 84 ae 88 90 02

Year Year
—CMC --"CivlU —CMC --"CivU

OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,23,31,32,74 OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,23,31,32,71

Figure A - 4: ROTP Eligibility Rates
5-year Moving Averages
All Operations MOCs
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Promotion Rates

6. Major Plans In the operational MOCs ROTP
promotion rates have.consistently been higher at all rank
levels (Figure A - 5). ROTP/DEO rates of promotion to the Maj
and LCol ranks, and ROTP/OCTP rates of promotion to the three
senior ranks were significantly? different. DEO/OCTP rates
of promotion to the rank of Maj have also been significantly
different, but for the other two ranks DEO rates were close to

those of OCTP. The drop in rates at all rank levels over the
last few years is probably related to the 1990 FRP.

2 A1l statements on statistical significance are tested at the
95 percent confidence level.
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Promotion Rates - Major Plans (5§ yr avg)
To Colonel Rank

Rate

0.4

.8 et

0.2 P ST

I euE Tt
o ettt
78 80 82 84 86 as 90 92
Year
——=ROTP --- DEO oCTP

OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21.2".!8.31.3!.71

Promotion Rates - Major Plans (§ yr avg)

To Lieutenant-Colone! Rank

Rate Rate
0.4 0.4
o84 -~ 0.8 e
0‘2 J‘...‘....u. raees 0_2 bt o betenbA PS4 A0 ae 14RO SRR PR4SORSE b SOUBRRRRSD IAAEAAIESRE CELLIINOTIE b USRS 18401 SRINRE SRR | o0kt LSRR PRI BeONESERp e popes e
[ 8 I SRR 0.1
(] t + t t t g —t t T —t+— o — O —t t U i t t
78 80 82 8 a8 80 92 78 80 82 84 8 88 <0 Q2
Year Year
— ROTP ---DEQ ocTP ~-—ROTP ~--"DEO - OCTP

OPERATIONAL MOCS ~ 21,22,23,31,32,71

To Major Rank

Promotion Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)

OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,28,81,32,71

Figure A - 5: Promotion Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
All Operations MOCs
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7. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University CMC promotion
- rates in the operational MOCs were consistently higher only at
the Col rank, however the statistical tests on differences
were inconclusive. A recent decline in rates apparent at all

ranks is probably related to the FRP (Figure A - 6).

Promotion Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)
To Golonel Rank

Rate

0.4

.

0.2 -

ot /V-—/\

[} t t +——rt t ——t—rt t } —t 4 t
78 . 80 82 84 86 88 90 92
Year
—CMC ---Civl
OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,23,31,32,71
Promotion Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg) Promotion Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)
To Lieutenant-Colonel Rank To Major Rank
Rate Rate
0.4 0.4
0.3 - * 0.3
o2 e . 02
[ t t } t t t t t I t t t + + [} t t t t t t t t t t t t t
78 80 82 84 88 88 Q0 292 78 80 82 84 86 88 20 02
Year Year
== CMC ~--CivUy - CMC -=-Civlu
OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,23,31.32,7¢ QOPERATIONAL MOCS -~ 21,22,28,81,32,71

Figure A - 6: ROTP Promotion Rates
5-year Moving Averages
All Operations MOCs
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Retention

8.

Minor Plans

The minor plan retention curves

reveal that the average length of service for officers in the

operational MOCs was 14.2 YCS (20.8 YOS)

for UTPM officers,

1 10.7 YCS (29.6 YOS) for CFR officers, and 4.3 YCS (23.1 YOS)
for those commissioned under the 'other' plans (Figure A - 7).

Retention Curves for Minor Plans

Retention Curves for Minor Plans

Ratention Ratentlon
100% 100% \_\ : .
N i ~a
N : -
B . N 0% : S
fow ' \\\ )
. ~
so%d -1 80% 1 e -
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‘o*- PRSPV st s 40% - \\ \\
- Ay
. - S
0% o e 20% - SSU——— \\
3
o% 40'5"HH!!!HH‘.!HH.’!H!!!.!HH!.J
o 5 0 15 20 25 30 as
Yos
= UTPM ~---CFR - OTHER —UTPM ---GFR - OTHER

OPERATIONAL MOCB - 21,22,23,31,32,71 OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,23,31.32.71

Figure A - 7: Minor Plan Retention Curves
All Operationsg MOCs
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9. Major Plans For the operational MOCs, the ROTP
obligatory service of three years was apparent in the YCS
plot, at which point ROTP attrition increased (Figure A - 8).
Both ROTP/DEO and ROTP/OCTP retention were significantly
different until six YCS. Early DEO and OCTP attrition rates
were lower and were similar, and retention for all three plans
levelled at the start of the IE. On the YOS curves about 60
percent of DEO and OCTP and 65 percent of ROTP officers were
still serving at 20 YOS. All three plans showed an increase
in attrition and significantly different retention from the

start of the IPS. The average length of service was 17.9 YCS
(21.3 YO0S) for ROTP officers, 16.2 YCS (17.6 YOS) for DEO
officers and 17.9 YCS (19.3 YOS) for OCTP officers.

Retention Curves for Major Plans Retention Curves for Major Plans

Retsntion Retentlon
o 100%

100%

80% -1 \"- - st mmmmann - BO% s v

80% 8o% -

40% - 40% 4o o

20%1 20% 4 -

0% +—1

0%

—ROTP ---DEO -~ OCTP —ROTP --- DEO -~ -ocTe

OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,23,31,32,71 OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22.23,31,92,T1

Figure A - 8: Major Plan Retention Curves
All Operations MOCs
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10. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University In operational
MOCs the YCS retention curves for ROTP officers were similar
for the first four YCS, but attrition for civilian university
officers continued to be high (Figure A - 9). Retention for
all ROTP officers 1levelled slightly at ten YCS, with few
taking advantage of the gratuity offered at nine ¥YCS.
Retention was significantly different until 20 YOS, at which
point about 69 percent of CMC and 62 percent of civilian
liniversity officers remained. From the start of the IPS until
26 YOS both plans had similar retention characteristics, but

officers from civilian universities had a significantly
greater propensity to leave thereafter. For ROTP officers
from CMC the average length of service was 18.3 YCS (22.6
YOS); for ROTP officers from civilian universities it was 17.2

YCS (20.1 YOS).

Retention Curves for ROTP Officers Retention Curves for ROTP Officers

Retention

Retentlon
100%
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80% +

BO% 4+

Bo‘ e it — PEp— " o - X cos e e s e
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nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn
(4] - 0 15 20 25 30 3as [+] -3 0 15 20 25 30 as

“=-CMC —CivU -=-CMC —Civl

OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21,22,28,31.32,71 OPERATIONAL MOCS - 21.22,23.31.32.71

Figure A - 9: ROTP Retention Curves
All Operations MOCs
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11. Civilian University - ROTP/DEOD Of those in
operational MOCs that attended civilian universities, DEOD
officers experienced fairly consistent attrition until 20 YCS
(YOS), whereas attrition for ROTP officers started following
three yvears of obligatory service and was high until five YCS
(Figure A - 10). On Ehe YCS plot, DEOD attrition only slowed
after the IE. YOS retention was significantly different, with
about 65 percent of DEOD and 62 percent of ROTP officers
remaining to 20 YOS. DEOD attrition was far higher during the
IPS, retention remaining statistically different from that
point. The average length of service for officers in the
operational MOCs was 17.2 YCS (20.1 YOS) for ROTP officers and
17.6 YCS (18.2 YOS) for DEOD officers. ‘

Civilian University Retention Curves Civilian University Retention Curves

Retantion Retention
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Figure A - 10: Civilian University Retention Curves
All Operations MOCs
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NAVAL OCCUPATIONS

Strength

1. " The naval officer population grew by 62 percent in
the period from 1978 to 1993. For individual commissioning
plan populations the changes, as illustrated in Figure B - 1,

were:
Trained Effective Strength - Major Plans Trained Effective Strength - Minor Plans
All Ranks All Ranks
800 Population 860 Population

- __/\_//_’_/ 8O0 o e e
400 - " B - . fethere Lo elbetomiorY.c. i 400 b, S e

NSRSt
200 1 womrt LI — 20017 -
o I Il I Il ] Il ! $ I 1 } 3 1 Il o 1 1 N 1 1 1 p ey 3 f
78 80 82 84 86 1) g0 92 78 80 82 84 86 a8 20 22
Year Year
—ROTPF ---DEO -~ OCTP —UTPM ---CFR ~ OTHER
HAVY MOCS - 44,71 NAVY MOCS - 44,71

Figure B - 1: Trained Effective Strength
All Commissioning Plans - Naval MOCs
Ranks - SLt to Capt(N)

a. ROTP - an increase of 92 percent starting in 1983;

b. DEO - a continuous increase of 168 percent over the
period;

c. OCTP - a gradual increase of 74 percent over the
period;

d. UTPM - an increase of 44 percent over the period,
with most of it since 1987;

e. CFR - a continuous decrease of 75 percent over the
period; and
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other plans - an infinite increase from none until
1982 to 13 by 1993.

Commiggioning Plan Digtribution

2.

naval MOCs,

Because there were changes in the composition of the

commissioning plan distributions in the period

from 1978 to 1993 were also examined and showed:

a.

for all officers:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

for

ROTP - a proportion of 36 percent in 1978
increased to 43 percent by 1993,

DEO - a proportion of 15 percent in 1978
increased gradually to 25 percent by 1993;

OCTP. - a proportion of 23 percent in 1978
increased gradually to 27 percent by 1985,
decreased to 23 percent in 1989 Dbefore
returning to 25 percent by 1993, and

minor plans combined - a proportion of 26
percent in 1978 decreased to seven percent by
1993;

junior officers, where more variation is

apparent because recruitment patterns are reflected
at these ranks:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

ROTP - a proportion of 38 percent in 1978
increased to 42 percent by 1993, but dropped
to as low as 32 percent in the interim,

DEO - a proportion of 13 percent in 1978
increased to 25 percent by 1993, having been
as high as 28 percent in 1987,

OCTP - a proportion of 23 percent in 1978
increased to 27 percent by 1993, having been
as high as 32 percent in 1985, and

minor plans combined - a proportion of 26
percent in 1978 decreased to seven percent by
1993; and
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c. changes in distributions for senior officers in
naval MOCs occurred smoothly between 1978 and 1993:

(1) ROTP - a proportion of 34 percent increased to
44 percent,

(2) DEO - a proportion of 18 percent increased to
26 percent,

(3) OCTP - a proportion of 23 percent in 1978
decreased to 20 percent from 1982 to 1987,
then increased to 22 percent by 1993, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion of 25
percent decreased to nine percent.

ROTP - CMC/Civilian University

3. ROTP numbers in the naval MOCs increased by 92
percent. The CMC component increased by 128 percent, mainly
since 1983; while civilian university ROTP graduates increased
by only 11 percent starting in 1987 (Figure B - 2). Between
1978 and 1993, CMC graduates went from representing 63 to 75
percent of ROTP naval officers; civilian university ROTP
graduates decreased their representation from 34! to 19!
percent.

' Total is less than 100 percent where uncertain or missing
university type data has not yet been validated/corrected by the
individual officer.
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Trained Effective Strength
ROTP Commissioning Plan

Population

800

[ o R p—
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(4] t t t 1 - 1 T t 1 T T 1
78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92
Year
'=—CMC ~~"CivU — Total

NAVY MOCB - 44,71

Figure B - 2: Trained Effective Strength
ROTP - Naval MOCs
Ranks - SLt to Capt (N)
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ANNEX B
TO D MAN A PR 649 - VOL II
DECEMBER 1993

Eligibility Rates

4. Major Plans Néval MOC OCTP eligibility rates have
generally been highest, while the ROTP eligibility rates have.
generally been the lowest (Figure B - 3). Eligibility rates
for all plans have iﬁcreased at all ranks since the FRP was

introduced.
Elig. Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
Commander Rank
Rate
1
osd — ——
0.8 o o TT— RS T
0.4 [ R,
0.24
[} I L A e e A T S S ST m—"
78 80 a2 84 88 a8 o0 92
. Year
—ROTP ---DEO - ocTp
NAVY MOCS - 44,71
Elig. Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg) Elig. Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
Lieutenant-Commander Rank Lieutenant (N) Rank
Rate Rate
1 1
0.8~ —— 0.8~ =
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78 80 82 84 a6 88 90 92 78 80 82 84 86 a8 ) 92
Year Year
~——ROTP ---DEO - QCTP —ROTP ~---DEO -~~~ OCTP
NA/Y MOCS - 44,71 NA/Y MOCS - 44,71

Figure B - 3: Eligibility Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
Naval MOCs
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5. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University Eligibility rates
for CMC graduates in the naval MOCs have been generally lower
at all three ranks (Figure B - 4). Eligibility rates for ROTP
officers from both sources have increased since the FRP was

introduced.
Eligibility Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)
Commander Rank
Rate
1
0.8 e —
0.8 i.-,,m,\“~ y ‘:&-\/:—//
/_/ ______
PR FE
o_z [ A T
° bt
78 80 82 84 86 88 €0 92
. Year
—oMC  ---GivU
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Eligibility Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg) Eligibility Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)
Lieutenant-Commander Rank Lieutenant (N) Rank
Rate Rate
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0.8 | o 0.8 i
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0.2 - 0.8 o
(4] t 1 T T T T t t (4] 1 t T L T T
78 80 82 84 ) 88 %0 92 78 80 82 84 86 88 %0 92
Year Year
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NAVY MOCS - 44,71 NA/Y MOCS - 44,71

Figure B - 4: ROTP Eligibility Rates
5-year Moving Averages
Naval MOCs
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Promotion KRates

6. Major Plans Promotion rates to Lieutenant-

Commander (LCAdr) for ROTP officers have been generally the
highest, while OCTP promotion rates have been significantly2

the lowest (Figure B - 5). For DEO officers, rates of
promotion to LCdr were similar to those for ROTP officers
until 1984, then declined to near OCTP levels. Rates of

promotion to Commander (Cdr) for DEO and OCTP officers were
similar, and both were significantly different from the higher
ROTP rates of promotion. Promotion rates to the rank of Navy
Captain (Capt (N)) were similar for all three plans. The drop
in rates for all rank 1levels over the last few years is
conceivably related to the FRP.

2 All statements on statistical significance are tested at the
95 percent confidence level.
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-+ Promotion Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
To Captain (N} Rank

Rate
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Figure B - 5: Promotion Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
Naval MOCs
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7. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University The statistical

tests on differences in ROTP promotion rates for naval

officers from CMC or from civilian universities were
inconclusive (Figure B - 6). The recent decline in rates.
apparent at all ranks is possibly related to the FRP.

Promotion Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)
To Captain (N} Rank

Rate
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Figure B - 6: ROTP Promotion Rates
5-year Moving Averages
Naval MOCs
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Retention

8. Minor Plans The minor plan retention curves
reveal that the average length of service was 16.4 YCS (25.9
YOS) for naval officers commissioned under UTPM, 11.9 YCS
(27.4 YOS) and 4.2 YCS (23.8 YOS)
tother' plans (Figure B - 7).

for CFR officers, for
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Retention Curves for Minor Plans
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9. Major Plans ROTP obligatory service of three
years is apparent in the YCS plot, but ROTP officer attrition
slowed at five YCS to level. near 57 percent at the start of
the IE (Figure B - 8). YCS differences were significant
throughout for ROTP/OCTP, and for the first seven years for
ROTP/DEC. Officer retention at the start of the IE was about
71 percent for OCTP and about 64 percent for DEO. In the YOS
plot naval officers from all three plans experienced increased
attrition near the start of the IPS, and the ROTP/OCTP curves
ROTP attrition was

were significantly different thereafter.
the greatest until it began to level at 22 YOS; DEO attrition
continued to increase. The average length of service was 15.2
YCS (19.0 Y0S) for ROTP officers, 16.5 YCS (17.5 YOS) for DEO
officers, and 19.5 YCS (21.0 YOS) for OCTP officers.

Retention Curves for Major Plans

Retention Curves for Major Plans
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10. ROTP - CMC/Civilian Universi'tx The YCS retention
curves for naval ROTP officers were similar for the first 15
vYCcS, and the CMC curve was smoother since larger numbers were
involved (Figure B - 9). Few naval officers took advantage of
the gratuity offered at nine ¥YCS, and about 60 percent of CMC
and civilian university néval officers remained at 20 YOS.
The average length of service was 16.2 YCS (20.2 YOS) for
naval ROTP officers from CMC and 15.1 YCS (18.5 YOS) for ROTP
officers from civilian universities.

Retention Curves for ROTP Officers Retention Curves for ROTP Officers
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Figure B - 9: ROTP Retention Curves
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11. Civilian University - ROTP/DEOD Of naval officers
. that attended civilian universities, DEOD attrition started
earlier than that for ROTP, but ROTP officer retention
levelled at five YCS in response to the gratuity offered at.
the end of the SE (Figure B - 10). Nearly 62 percent of DEOD
and 60 percent of ROTP officers remained to 20 YOS. DEOD
naval officer attrition was higher during the IPS, but numbers

were too small to conduct statistical tests. The average
length of service was 15.1 YCS (18.5 YO0S) for civilian
university ROTP officers; for DEOD officers it was 17.0 YCS
(17.4 YOS8).

Civilian University Retention Curves Civilian University Retention Curves
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COMBAT ARMS OCCUPATIONS

Strength
1. The combat arms grew by 36 percent in the period
from 1978 to 1993. For individual commissioning plan

populations the changes, as illustrated in Figure C - 1, were:

Trained Effective Strength -~ Major Plans Trained Effective Strength - Minor Plans
All Ranks All Ranks
1000 Paopulation 1000 Population
800 e Vg»Tf_mwmu-.mwv,wmmwwﬁ——"”“j”““' 200

800 + .- 800 - - - I J—

400 o e = e

200 P EPRR : FP— 200 T P A N = e,

t 1 1 + T t t +— 1 y y ¥ ¥ T y ¥ ’ T y
78 80 82 84 88 88 20 a2 78 80 82 84 88 as Q0 92

Year Year
— ROTP ~---DEO -~ OCTP —UTPM ~---CFR OTHER
COMBAT ARMS - 21,22,23 . COMBAT ARMS - 21,22,23

Figure C - 1: Trained Effective Strength
All Commissioning Plans - Combat Arms
Ranks Lt to Col

a. ROTP - a gradual increase of 36 percent over the
period;

b. DEO - an increase of 51 percent, most of it since
1984;

C. OCTP - an increase of 34 percent over the period;

d. UTPM - a significant percentage increase due to
small numbers;

e. CFR - a decrease of 30 percent in the period since
1986; and
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f. other plans - commissioning'through these plans was
only introduced to combat arms in 1979.

Commiggioning Plan Digtribution

2. Deépite changes in the composition of the combat
arms, commissioning plan distributions in the period from 1978
to 1993 were quite stable, as described below:

a. for all officers:

(1) ROTP - a proportion of 31 percent in 1978
increased to 32 percent by 1993,

(2) DEO - a proportion of 17 percent in 1978
increased to 19 percent by 1993,

(3} OCTP - a proportion of 45 percent in both 1978
and 1993, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion of seven
percent in 1978 decreased to five percent by
1993;
b. for junior officers:

(1) ROTP - a proportion of 30 percent in 1978
decreased to 29 percent by 1993,

(2) DEO - a proportion of 13 percent in 1978
increased to 19 percent by 1993,

(3) OCTP - a proportion of 47 percent in both 1978
and 1993, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion of ten
percent in 1978 decreased to six percent by
1993; and

c. for senior officers there were more variations in
the distributions over time:

(1) ROTP - a proportion of 31 percent in 1978
increased to 36 percent by 1993, having been
as high as 40 percent in 1986,
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(2) DEO - a proportion of 25 percent in 1978
increased to 18 percent by 1993, although in
1986 it had been as low as 13 percent,

(3) OCTP - a proportion of 42 percent from 1978 to
1993, and ‘

(4) minor plans combined - one percent proportion
in 1978 increased to four percent by 1993.

ROTP - CMC/Civilian University

3. ROTP numbers in combat arms increased by 36 percent.
The CMC component increased by 62 percent, while civilian
university ROTP graduates decreased by 15 percenf (Figure C -
2). Between 1978 and 1993 CMC graduates went from
representing 62 to 73 percent of ROTP combat arms officers;
civilian university ROTP graduates decreased their
representation from 37! to 23! percent of ROTP officers.

! Total is less than 100 percent where uncertain or missing
university type data has not yet been validated/corrected by the
individual officer.
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Eligibility Rates

4. Major Plans The eligibility rates for OCTP combat
arms officers at the Capt and Maj ranks have generally been
the highest (Figure Cc - 3). Most recently the ROTP

eligibility rate at the Capt rank has been the lowest, while
at the Maj rank DEO eligibility has been lowest. The ROTP and
OCTP eligibility rates for LCols have been very close while
the DEO numbers were too small to interpret. Eligibility
rates for all plans have increased since the 1990 FRP was
introduced.
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Elig. Rates ~ Major Plans (6 yr avg)
Lieutenant-Colonel Rank
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Figure C - 3: Eligibility Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
Combat Arms
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5. ROTP - cMC/Civilian University Eligibility rates
for CMC graduates have been consistently lower at all three
ranks (Figure C - 4). Exé'ept for combat arms Capts from
civilian universities, eligibility rates for ROTP officers
from both sources have increased since the FRP introduction
produced a drop in the number of promotions.

Eligibility Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)
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Figure C - 4: ROTP Eligibility Rates
5-year Moving Averages
Combat Arms
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Promotion Rates

6. " Major Plans ROTP rates of promotion to the Maj
rank have been significantly? higher than those for OCTP and
DEO officers. ROTP rates of promotion to the LCol rank have
’ been significantly higher than those for OCTP officers (Figure
C - 5). Over the last few years a drop in rates at all rank
levels ié conceivably related to the FRP.

2 A1l statements on statistical significance are tested at the
95 percent confidence level.
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Promotion Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
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7. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University Combat arms
promotion rates to the Maj and Col ranks have been higher for
CMC officers (FPigure C - 6). ‘On the other hand the rate of
promotion to the LCol rank was higher for officers from
civilian universities. A recent decline in rates apparent at
all ranks is presumably related to the FRP. ' '
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Figure C - 6: ROTP Promotion Rates
5-year Moving Averages
Combat Arms
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"Retention

8. Minor Plans The combat arms retention curves
reveal little since so few officers were involved. The
average length of service was 9.3 YCS (29.9 YO0S) for CFR

officers (Figure C - 7).

Retention Curves for Minor Plans Retention Curves for Minor Plans
100% Retention 100% Retention
0% = e g e i e s B0% e e e
0% 0%
[+]
—UTPM ---CFR  OTHER —UTPM --- CFR - OTHER
COMBAT ARMS - 21,22,23 COMBAT ARMS - 21,22,23

Figure C - 7: Minor Plan Retention Curves
: Combat Arms
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9. ' Major Plansg The ROTP obligatory service of three
years is apparent in the YCS plot in Figure C - 8. ROTP
officer retention levelled.off near 67 percent at the start of
the IE, being significantly different than that for DEO or
OCTP up to that point. Similar DEO and OCTP attrition rates

~were lower initially--DEO retention levelled at about - 73

percent at the start of the IE and OCTP at about 71 percent.
The statistical tests on differences in the YOS curves were
inconclusive, however all three plans show an increase in
attrition at the start of the IPS. The average length of
service was 18.2 YCS (21.8 YOS) for ROTP officers, 19.4 YCS
(20.4 YOS) for DEO officers, and 20.4 YCS (21.7 YOS) for OCTP
officers.

Retention Curves for Major Plans Retention Curves for Major Plans

Ratention Rstention
= 100%

100%

BO% o - Nitnng BOK A - e -

60% o R - oox |
\, )
40% - - " — AO% e e
\
N
) > 20% 9

20% - - - <
<\
N\
~ 3,
£ S O T N S N O § I S N N N N Y T 2 | S S T A A L VI B 0%

o% -+ -+t
] 5 0 15 20 25 30 35

—ROTP ---DEO - OCTP

COMBAT ARMS - 21,22,23 COMBAT ARMS - 21.22.23
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10. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University The combat arms
retention curves for ROTP officers are similar (Figure C - 9).
CMC attrition continued to nine YCS, whereas attrition of
officers from a civilian university background levelled off

between seven and nine YCS, possibly to take advantage of the
gratuity offered then. The YOS curves indicate that officers
from civilian universities left earlier than did CMC officers,
and about 67 percent remained until the end of the IE. The
average length of service was 17.9 YCS (22.4 YOS) for ROTP
combat arms officers from CMC, and 19.1 YCS (21.4 YOS) for
ROTP officers from civilian universities.
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Figure C - 9: ROTP Retention Curves
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11. Civilian University - ROTP/DEOD Of those combat
arms officers that attended civilian universities, DEOD show
earlier attrition than did ROTP, and only ROTP officers showed
a response to the nine YCS gratuity offered at the end of the
SE (Figure C - 10). Statistical tests on retention were

inconclusive. The average length of service was 18.8 YCS
(19.3 YOS) for DEOD combat arms officers and 19.1 YCS (21.4
YOS) for ROTP officers from civilian universities.
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Figure C - 10: Civilian University Retention Curves
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AIR OPERATIONS OCCUPATIONS

Strength

1.. " The populaﬁion in air operations (air ops) MOCs
remained unchanged in the period from 1978 to 1993. For
indiﬁidual commissioning plan populations the changes, as
illustrated in Figure D - 1, were:

Trained Effective Strength - Major Plans Trained Effective Strength - Minor Plans
All Ranks All Ranks
1800 Population - 1600 Population
— R— — B
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Year Year
—ROTP ---DEO - " OCTP ~—UTPM ~---CFR - OTHER
AIR CPERATIONAL MOCS - 31,32 AIR OPERATIONAL MOCS - 31,32

Figure D - 1: Trained Effective Strength
All Commissioning Plans - Air Operations MOCs
Ranks - Lt to Col

a. ROTP - a gradual increase of 25 percent over the
period;

b. DEO - an increase of 34 percent, also continuous
over the period;

C. OCTP - a decrease of 20 percent over the period,
despite an increase between 1983 and 1985;

d. UTPM - a decrease, mainly since 1986, of 31 percent
over the period;

e. CFR - a decrease of 88 percent from 1978 to 1993;
and
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other plans - an increase of 300 percent (from one
to four officers).

Commiggioning Plan Distribution

2.

Because there were changes in thevcomposition of the

air ops MOCs as a whole, commissioning plan distributions in
the period from 1978 to 1993 were also examined and showed:

a.

b.

C.

for all officers:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

ROTP - a proportion of 25 percent in 1978
increased smoothly to 31 percent by 1993,

DEO - a proportion of 17 percent in 1978
increased to 23 percent by 1993,

OCTP - a proportion of 56 percent in 1978
decreased to 45 percent by 1993, and

minor plans combined - a proportion of two
percent in 1978 decreased to one percent by
1993;

for junior officers:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

ROTP - a proportion of 27 percent in 1978
decreased to 26 percent by 1993, but wvaried
from as low as 23 percent to as high as 30
percent over the period,

DEO - a proportion of 17 percent in 1978
increased steadily to 26 percent by 1993,

OCTP - a proportion bf 55 percent in 1978
decreased to 47 percent by 1993, after having
reached 56 percent in 1985, and

minor plans combined - a proportion of less
than two percent in 1978 decreased to one
percent by 1993; and

for senior officers:

(1)

ROTP - a proportion of 22 percent in 1978
almost doubled at the expense of OCTP to 42
percent by 1993,
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(2) DEO - a proportion of 18 percent in 1978 and
. 1993, having fluctuated over the period,

(3) ocrp - a'proporticn of 59 percent in 1978
decreased to 39 percent by 1993, and

(4) minor plans combined - remained at a
proportion of one percent. '

ROTP - CMC/Civilian University

3. ROTP numbers in air ops increased by 25 percent.
Whereas the CMC component actually increased by 52 percent,
civilian university ROTP graduates decreased by 26 percent
(Figure D - 2). Between 1978 and 1993, CMC graduates went
from representing 60 to 72 percent of ROTP air ops officers;
civilian university ROTP graduates decreased their
representation from 40 to 24! percent.

! Total is less than 100 percent where uncertain or missing
university type data has not yet been validated/corrected by the
individual officer. :
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‘Eligibilitv Rates

4. Major Plans In air ops eligibility rates for OCTP
officers have been generally higher than for ROTP or DEO
officers (Figure D - 3). Conversely, ROTP eligibility rates

have often been the lowest. The ROTP eligibility rate at the
Capt rank has been relatively constant while those for the
other two have been decreasing. 1In general, eligibility rates
at all ranks and for all plans have increased since the 1990
FRP was introduced.
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Elig. Rates - Major Plans (56 yr avg)
Lieutenant-Colonel Rank

VOL II
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Figure D - 3: Eligibility Rates - Major Plans
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5. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University Eligibility rates
for CMC graduates have generally been lower at all three ranks
(Figure D - 4). The FRP introduction in 1990 has increased
eligibility rates for all ROTP officers at the Maj and LCol
ranks.
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Promotion Rates

6. Major Plans ROTP promotion rates to all senior
ranks in air ops have been significantly? higher than those
for DEO and OCTP officers (Figure D - 5). The DEO promotion
rates to the Maj rank were éignificantly higher than those for
OCTP officers. A drop in rates at all rank levels over the
;ast few years is probably related to the 1990 FRP.

2 A1l statements on statistical significance are tested at the
95 percent confidence level.
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Promotion Rates -~ Major Plans (5 yr avg)
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7. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University In comparing ROTP
promotion rates, CMC rates were significantly higher only to
the Col rank (Figure D - 6). The FRP influence is apparent in
a recent decline in the rates for all ranks.
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‘Retention

8. Minor Plans The retention curves reveal little

about officers commissioned into air ops through the minor
plans since so few officers were involved (Figure D - 7).

Retention Curves for Minor Plans Retention Curves for Minor Plans
Retention Retantion
100% - 100% :
LN M e N
0% > - 80% - 5

CE=
\
\
\
X

80% o o - BO% A e
\ X
Y

40% : 40% 4 e
\_\
N

1o . 20% o

20% S

N

N

N

0% 0% -+
o s 0 4] 20 26 30 35 0 5 © 1 20 25 30 35

Ycs yos
—UTPM ---CFR -~ OTHER —UuTPM ---CFR -~ OTHER
AIR OPERATIONAL MOCS - 31.32 AIR OPERATIONAL MOCS - 3132

Figure D - 7: Minor Plan Retention Curves
Air Operations MOCs
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9. Major Plans ROTP officer retention was
significantly higher since ROTP obligatory service delayed the
start of attrition in the YCS plot (Figure D - 8).

Significant YOS differences were also present at the end of
the IE, where ROTP retention was 66 percent, OCTP 55 percent
~and DEO 50 percent. The average length of service was 17.8
YCS (21.2 YO0S) for ROTP officers, 14.1 YCS (15.8 YOS) for DEO
officers, and 16.7 YCS (18.1 YOS) for OCTP officers.
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Figure D - 8: Major Plan Retention Curves
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10. ROTP - cMC/Civilian University ‘Following similar
retention during ROTP obligatory service, attrition of CMC
officers in air ops was gradual to nine YCS, while retention

of officers from a civilian university background was
significantly different (Figure D - 9). About 72 percent of
CMC and 56 percent of civilian university officers served to
the end of the IE. Within the air ops MOCs the average length
of service of ROTP officers was 18.2 YCS (22.5 YOS) for those
from CMC and 16.2 YCS (19.3 YOS) for those from civilian

universities.

Retention Curves for ROTP Officers Retention Curves for ROTP Officers.
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Figure D - 9: ROTP Retention Curves
Air Operations MOCs
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11.. Civilian University - ROTP/DEOD Of those air
operations officers that attended civilian universities, DEOD
showed earlier attrition than did ROTP, so retention was
significantly different between seven and 14 YCS (Figure D -
10). YOS retention was also significantly different since
DEOD attrition was highest during the IPS. Within air ops
MOCs the average length of service of officers from civilian
universities was 15.6 YCS (16.4 YOS) for those commissioned as
DEOD and 16.2 YCS (19.3 YOS) for those commissioned as ROTP.
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ENGINEERING OCCUPATIONS

Strength

1. " The engirieéring MOCs grew by 24 percent in the
period from 1978 to 1993. For individual commissioning plan
populations the changes, as illustrated in Figure E - 1, were:

Trained Effective Strength - Major Plans Trained Effective Strength - Minor Plans I
All Ranks All Ranks
2500 Population 2800 Papulation
2000 - - / e 2000 4 —
1500 - — s . . 1600 4 = =
|
1000 - i 100Q -~ -
T T B00 I -
0 —— e L L E e e e B o e
78 ao 82 a4 a8 as 90 92 78 80 82 84 88 a8 20 92
Year Year
—ROTP ---DEO - OCTP —UTPM ---CFR - OTHER
ENQINEERING MOCS ~ 41.42,43,44.45 ENGINEERING MOCS ~ 41,42,43,44,46

Figure E - 1: Trained Effective Strength
All Commissioning Plans - Engineering MOCs
Ranks - Lt to Col

a. ROTP - an increase of 70 percent, mostly since
1983;

b. DEO - an increase of 109 percent, mostly since
1984;

€. OCTP - a slow steady decrease of 40 percent over

the period;

d. UTPM - an increase of 40 percent, mostly in the
period from 1983 to 1993;

e. CFR - a decrease of 59 percent, primarily in the
periods from 1978 to 1982 and 1986 to 1989; and
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other plans - an infinite percentage increase due
to small numbers, most of it in 1982.

Commiggioning Plan Digtribution

2.

Because there were changes in the composition of the

engineering MOCs, commissioning plan distributions in the
period from 1978 to 1993 were also examined and showed:

a.

for all officers:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

ROTP - a proportion of 46 percent in 1978
increased smoothly to 59 percent by 1993,

DEC - a proportion of 14 percent in 1978
increased to 22 percent by 1993,

OCTP - a proportion of five percent in 1978
decreased to two percent by 1993, and

minor plans combined - a proportion of 35
percent in 1978 decreased to 17 percent by
1993;

for junior officers:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

ROTP - a proportion of 45 percent in 1978
increased to 57 percent by 1993,

DEO - a proportion of 12 percent in 1978
increased to 24 percent by 1993,

OCTP - a proportion of three percent in 1978
decreased to one percent by 1983, and

minor plans combined - a proportion of 40
percent in 1978 decreased to 18 percent by
1993; and

for senior officers all changes in distributions
occurred smoothly between 1978 and 1993:

(1)

(2)

ROTP - a proportion of 48 percent increased to
62 percent,

DEO - a proportion of 20 percent decreased to
19 percent,
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(3) OCTP - a proportion of four percent decreased
to three percent, and

(4) minor pians combined - a proportion of 27
percent decreased to 17 percent.

ROTP - CMC/Civilian Uﬁivergity

3. ROTP numbers in the engineering MOCs increased by 70
percent, and most of the increase was through the CMC system.
Whereas the CMC component increased by 116 percent, the
civilian university ROTP component decreased by 17 percent
(Figure E - 2). Between 1978 and 1993 CMC graduates went from
representing 62 to 79 percent of ROTP engineering officers;
civilian university ROTP graduates decreased their
representation from 38 to 19! percent.

Trained Effective Strength
ROTP Commissioning Plan

Population

2500

QOO0 ~f s o

600 -

o —
78 80 82 84 as 88 Qo0 o2
—CMC ---CivU -~ Total

ENGINEERING MOCS - 41,42.43.44.46

Figure E - 2: Trained Effective Strength
ROTP - Engineering MOCs
Ranks - Lt to Col

! Total is less than 100 percent where uncertain or missing

university type data has not yet been validated/corrected by the
individual officer.
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Eligibility Rates

4. Major Plans Engineering MOC eligibility rates for
OCTP officers have been consistently higher than those for
either DEO or ROTP officers (Figure E - 3). The ROTP and DEO
eligibility rates at the Capt rank have been decreasing, those
for DEO more so than for ROTP. Since 1986 the ROTP rate has
been the lowest at the Maj rank, and the DEO eligibility rate
has been the lowest at the LCol rank. Eligibility rates at
all ranks and for all plans in the engineering MOCs have
increased since the 1990 FRP was introduced.

E - 4/13




ANNEX E
TO D MAN A PR 649 - VOL II
DECEMBER 1993

Elig. Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
Lieutenant-Colonel Rank
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Figure E - 3: Eligibility Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
Engineering MOCs
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5. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University In comparing ROTP

eligibility, the rates for CMC graduates in the engineering
MOCs have been consistently lower at all three ranks, with a
slight increase since 1989 (Figure E - 4).
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Figure E - 4: ROTP Eligibility Rates
5-year Moving Averages
Engineering MOCs
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Promotion Rates

6. Major Plans ROTP promotion rates to the ranks of
Maj and LCol were significantly? different from those for DEO

and OCTP in the engineering MOCs (Figure E - 5). Despite
apparent differences between DEO and. OCTP promotion rates,
especially promotion to the Maj rank, statistical tests on
rates for these two plans were inconclusive at all ranks. The
FRP influenced promotion rates to the Maj rank for both ROTP
and DEO officers, but only influenced rates for ROTP officers
to the LCol and Col ranks.

? All statements on statistical significance are tested at the
95 percent confidence level.
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s - Major Plans (56 yr avg)
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7. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University In comparing ROTP
promotion rates, those for CMC were generally higher, except
at the Maj rank since 1988 (Figure E - 6). FRP influences are

apparent at all ranks.

Promotion Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)
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Figure E - 6: ROTP Promotion Rates
5-year Moving Averages
Engineering MOCs

E - 9/13




ANNEX E
TO D MAN A PR 649 - VOL II

DECEMBER 1993

Retention

8. Minor Plans The retention curves reveal that the
average length of service for engineering officers was 13.2
YCS (24.2 Y0S) for UTPM, 10.6 YCS (27.6 YOS) for CFR, and 2.8
YCS (27.0 YOS) for those commissioned under,thé '‘other' plans

(Figure E - 7).

Retention Curves for Minor Plans
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9. Major Plans Although ROTP attrition increased
after three YCS, following obligatory service, neither DEO nor
ROTP retention levelled off until the start of the IE (Figure
E - 8). OCTP retention was significantly different, but the
proportion of OCTP engineering officers has been negligible.
On the YOS curves about 55 percent of ROTP and 60 percent of
DEO engineers completed the IE. The average length of service
was 14.5 YCS (18.6 YOS) for ROTP officers, 15.5 YCS (16.7 YOS)
for DEO officers, and 20.8 YCS (24.3 YOS) for OCTP officers.
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10. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University The YCS retention
curves for engineering ROTP officers are identical through
obligatory service (Figure E - 9). Attrition for officers
from civilian universities continued to be high until the
retention levelled slightly between six and nine YCS under the
influence of the gratuity offer. About 57 percent of CMC and
: 52 percent of civilian university engineering officers served
through the IE, although ROTP officers from both backgrounds
had similar retention patterns while on IPS. The average
length of service was 14.6 YCS (19.0 YOS) for ROTP officers
from CMC; for officers from civilian universities it was 14.2

YCS (17.8 YOS).
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11. Civilian Univergity - ROTP/DEOD Of engineering

officers that attended «civilian universities retention
differences were significant between three and nine YCS. DEOD
officers showed earlier attrition and ROTP officers responded
to the offer of the gratuity at nine YCS (Figure E - 10).
DEOD and ROTP officers had similar retention through the IE,
with retention for both near 52 percent at 20 YOS. The
avefage length of service was 14.2 YCS (15.4 YOS) for DEOD
officers; for ROTP civilian university officers it was 14.2
YCS (17.8 YO0S).
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ENGINEERING OCCUPATIONS LESS MARE

Strength

1. The non-maritime engineering officer population grew
by 26 percent in the period from 1978 to 1993. For individual
commissioning plan populations the changes, as illustrated in
Figure F - 1, were:

Trained Effective Strength - Major Plans Trained Effective Strength - Minor Plans
All Ranks All Ranks
2000 Population 2000 Population
1500 - ///__/_ 1800 4
/_A—
1000 1000 4~ + . ) .

OO e 8004

[} —t 1 ] s e S e B SR B R pee
78 80 82 84 86 as 90 a2 78 80 82 84 a8 as 20 92
Year Year
—ROTP ---DEO '~ OCTP ——UTPM ---CFR - OTHER
ENGINEER MOGCS LESSB MARE ~ 41,62,43,45 ENGINEER MOCS LESS MARE ~ 41,42,43.40

Figure F - 1: Trained Effective Strength
All Commissioning Plans - Engineering MOCs Less MARE
Ranks - Lt to Col

a. ROTP - an increase of 55 percent, mostly since
1983;
b. DEO - an increase of 76 percent, all the growth

since 1984;

c. OCTP - a continuous decrease of 43 percent, though
the numbers are small;

d. UTPM - an increase of 27 percent, all since 1983;

e. CFR - a decrease of 54 percent, primarily in the
periods from 1978 to 1982 and 1984 to 1989; and
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f. other plans - an infinite percentage increase from
none in 1978 to 36 officers by 1993.

Commissioning Plan Digtribution

2. - Because there were changes in the composition.of the
non-maritime engineering MOCs, distributions of commissioning
plans over the period from 1978 to 1993 were also examined and

showed:

a. for all officers:

(1) ROTP - a proportion of 48 percent in 1978
increased smoothly to 59 percent by 1988, and
levelled there,

(2) DEO - a proportion of 15 percent in 1978
increased to 20 percent by 1993, after
dropping to 13 percent in 1984,

(3) OCTP - the small proportion of five percent in
1978 decreased to two percent by 1993, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion of 33
percent in 1978 decreased to 19 percent by
1993;

b. for junior officers:

(1) ROTP - a proportion of 46 percent in 1978
increased to 56 percent by 1993, having
reached 58 percent in 1989 and 1990,

(2) DEO - a proportion of 13 percent in 1978
increased to 23 percent by 1993, having been
as low as ten percent in 1984,

(3) OCTP - the small proportion of three percent
in 1978 decreased to one percent by 1993, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion of 39
percent in 1978 decreased to 20 percent by
1989, where it generally remained until 1993;
and

c. for senior officers:
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(1) ROTP - a proportion of 51 percent in 1978
increased to 63 percent by 1993,

(2) DEO - a proportion of 18 percent in 1978 held
until 1986, then it dropped to 16 percent by
1993, '

"(3) OCTP - a proportion of eight percent in 1978
decreased to three percent by 1993, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion of 24
percent in 1978 decreased to 17 percent by
1993.

ROTP - CMC/Civilian Univergity

3. ROTP numbers in non-maritime engineering MOCs
increased by 55 percent. The change was a 101 percent
increase for the CMC component whereas it was a 24 percent
decrease for civilian university graduates (Figure F - 2).
Between 1978 and 1993 CMC graduates went from representing 62
to 80 percent of ROTP non-maritime engineering officers;
civilian university ROTP graduates decreased their
representation from 38 to 19! percent.

! Total is less than 100 percent where uncertain or missing
university type data has not yet been validated/corrected by the
individual officer.
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Trained Effective Strength
ROTP Commissioning Plan .
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Figure F - 2: Trained Effective Strength
ROTP - Engineering MOCs Less MARE
Ranks - Lt to Col
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Eligibility Rates

4. Major Plans " ocrp does not produce 'many non-
maritime engineers; nevertheless eligibility rates for OCTP
officers have been higher than those for either DEO or ROTP
(Figure F - 3). ROTP eligibility .ratés have been most
consistent and have generally been the lowest. Eligibility
rates for all plans have increased slightly since the 1990 FRP
was introduced.
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Figure F - 3: Eligibility Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
Engineering MOCs Less MARE
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5. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University In comparing ROTP
eligibility rates, rates for CMC graduates have been
consistently lower at all three ranks (Figure F - 4). The
eligibility rates for ROTP Majs and LCols from both sources

increased since the 1990 FRP introduction.
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Figure F - 4: ROTP Eligibility Rates
5-year Moving Averages
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Promotion Rates

6. Major Plans For the non-maritime engineers ROTP

promotion rates have been generally higher, while OCTP
promotion rates have been most erratic due to small numbers
(Figure F - 5). The 6nly significant? difference in promotion
rates was between ROTP and DEO officers to the LCol rank. FRP
influences are apparent at all ranks in the latter years.

2 All statements on statistical significance are tested at the
95 percent confidence level.
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Promotion Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
To Colonel Rank )

Rate
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Figure F - 5: Promotion Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
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7. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University In comparing ROTP

. promotion rates, CMC rates were generally higher at all ranks
examined, however the statistical tests on differences were
inconclusive (Figure F - 6). A recent decline in rates
apparent for all ROTP officers is possibly related to the FRP.
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Retention

8. Minor Plans The minor plan retention curves for

non-maritime engineering officers reveal that the average
length of service was 12.8 YCS (23.8 YOS) for those
commissioned under UTPM, 10.4 YCS (27.8 YOS) for CFR, and 2.7
YCS (28.8 Y0S) for the 'other' plans (Figure F - 7).

Retention Curves for Minor Plans Retention Curves for Minor Plans
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Figure F - 7: Minor Plan Retentiorn Curves
Engineering MOCs Less MARE
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9. Major Plans ROTP attrition increased after three
YCS following obligatory service (Figure F - 8). After four
YCS DEO retention was siénificantly better than that for ROTP.
DEO early retention levelled off between five and seven YCS,
possibly influenced by obligatory service after post-graduate
courses. Increased ROTP attrition at.seven YCS corresponds to
ten YOS, a point where pre-OCDP officers tended to leave. DEO
retention was about 65 percent, and ROTP retention about 57
percent to the end of the IE at 20 YOS. All three plans
showed increased attrition at the start of the IPS, but DEO
attrition rates were the greatest. The OCTP curve revealed
little because of small numbers, but there was significantly
different retention. For non-maritime engineering officers
commissioned under ROTP the average length of service was 14.9
YCS (19.2 YOS), 16.4 YCS (17.7 YOS) for DEO, and 23.4 YCS
(26.9 YOS) for OCTP.

Retention Curves for Major Plans Retention Curves for Major Plans
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Figure F - 8: Major Plan Retention Curves
Engineering MOCs Less MARE
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10. ROTP - CMC/Civilian Universgity The YCS retention
curves for non-maritime ROTP engineers are similar for the
initial period of obligatory 'service, but CMC officer
retention was better until 15 YCS, and throughout on the YOS
curves (Figure F - 9). Retention of officers from civilian
universities was significantly lower when it levelled Off
slightly between seven and eight YCS, possibly to accept the
offered gratuity. About 57 percent of CMC and 51 percent of
civilian university officers served through the IE, and both
YCS and YOS curves indicate similar IPS retention. The
average length of service was 14.8 YCS (19.6 YO0S) for cMC
officers, and 14.1 YCS (17.9 YOS) for civilian university ROTP

officers.

Retention Curves for ROTP Officers Retention Curves for ROTP Officers
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Figure F - 9: ROTP Retention Curves
Engineering MOCs Less MARE
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11. Civilian University - ROTP/DEOD Of those non-
maritime engineering officers that attended civilian
universities, DEOD officers showed earlier attrition than did
ROTP, but only ROTP officers responded to the nine YCS
gratuity (Figure F - 10). About 53 percent of DEOD and 51
percent of ROTP officers completed 20 YOS, then DEOD retention
subsided. The average length of service was 14.1 YCS (17.9
YOS) for civilian university ROTP officers and 14.4 YCS (16.2
YOS) for DEOD officers.

Civilian University Retention Curves Civilian University Retention Curves
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Figure F - 10: Civilian University Retention Curves
Engineering MOCs Less MARE

F - 13/13




P148716.PDF [Page: 114 of 143]




ANNEX G
TO D MAN A PR 649 - VOL II
DECEMBER 1993

SUPPORT OCCUPATIONS

Strength

1. - The population of officers in the support MOCs grew
by 41 percent in the period from 1978 to 1993. For individual
commissioning plan populations the changes, as illustrated in
Figure G - 1, were:

Trained Effective Strength - Major Plans Trained Effective Strength - Minor Plans
All Ranks All Ranks

Population
800 Population 800 P!

8O0 ~ - e e
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Year Year
— ROTF ---DEO ocTP —=UTPM ---CFR ' OTHER
PADM & LOQ - 68,89 PADM & LOG - 82,09

Figure G - 1: Trained Effective Strength
All Commissioning Plans - Support MOCs
Ranks - Lt to Col

a. ROTP - an increase of 40 percent over the period,
with most of it occurring prior to 1985;

b. DEO - an increase of 183 percent, most of it having
taken place since 1986;

c. OCTP - a decrease of 43 percent over the period,
mostly between 1983 and 1987;

d. UTPM - an increase of 48 percent over the period,
with most of it from 1978 to 1980;

e. CFR - a decrease of 12 percent over the whole
period, but having increased by over 50 percent by
1985; and
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f. other plans - an infinite percentage increase from
none in 1978 to 36 officers by 1993.

Commiggioning Plan Digtribution

2. Because there were changes in the composition of the
support MOCs, commissioning plan distributions in the period
from 1978 to 1993 were also examined and showed:

a. for all officers:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

ROTP - a proportion of 34 percent in 1978,
decreased to 31 percent in 1979, increased to
33 percent by 1985 and has since remained at
that level,

DEO - a proportion of 18 percent in 1978
increased smoothly to 36 percent by 1993,

OCTP - a proportion of 24 percent in 1978
decreased to a proportion of 10 percent by
1893, and

minor plans combined - a proportion of 24
percent in 1978 decreased to 21 percent by
1993, having been as high as 29 percent in
1982/83;

b. for junior officers:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

ROTP - a proportion of 39 percent in 1978
decreased to 28 percent by 1993,

DEO - a proportion of 13 percent in 1978 more
than tripled to 44 percent by 1893,

OCTP - a proportion of 20 percent in 1978
decreased to seven percent by 1993, having
been as low as four percent in 1987, and

minor plans combined - a proportion of 28
percent in 1978 decreased to 21 percent by
1993, having been as 'high as 35 percent
between 1982 and 1986; and "

c. for senior officers all changes in distributions
occurred smoothly between 1978 and 1993:
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(1) ROTP - a proportion of 22 percent doubled to
44 percent, A

(2) DEO - a propbrtion of 28 percent decreased to
21 percent,

(3) OCTP - a proportion of 33 percent decreased to
15 percent, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion. of 17
percent increased to 20 percent.

ROTP - CMC/Civilian University

3. ROTP numbers in the support MOCs increased by 40
percent. Whereas the number of ROTP officers from both
sources was about equal until 1984, between 1978 and 1993 the
increase was 73 percent for the CMC component while it was
only one percent for graduates from civilian universities
(Figure G - 2). Over the full period CMC graduates went from
representing 51 to 64 percent of ROTP support officers;
civilian university ROTP graduates decreased their
representation from 48! to 35! percent.

! Total is less than 100 percent where uncertain or missing
university type data has not yet been validated/corrected by the
individual officer.
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Trained Effective Strength
ROTP Commissioning Plan
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Figure G - 2: Trained BEffective Strength
ROTP - Support MOCs
Ranks - Lt to Col
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Eligibility Rates

4. Major Plans 'Eligibility rates for OCTP officers
in the support MOCs have generally been higher at the Capt and
Maj ranks, and on par with DEO at the LCol rank. The ROTP
eligibility rates have been the lowest except at the. Capt
rank. ROTP Capt eligibility has been fairly constant, while
DEO and OCTP rates have decreased since 1984 (Figure G - 3).

Elig. Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
Lieutenant-Colonel Rank
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Figure G - 3: Eligibility Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
Support MOCs
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5. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University Eligibility rates
for CMC graduates have been consistently lower at the Capt and
Maj ranks (Figure G - 4). LCol eligibility rates were lower
for officers from civilian universities prior to 1985 and for
CMC graduates since 1986.

Eligibility Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)
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Figure G - 4: ROTP Eligibility Rates
5-year Moving Averages
Support MOCs
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"Promotion Rates

6. Major Plans ROTP promotion rates for officers in
the support MOCs have generally been the highest (Figure G -
5). The differences were significant? for promotion rates to
the rank of Maj. |

Promotion Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
To Colonel Rank
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Figure G - 5: Promotion Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
Support MOCs

2 All statements on statistical significance are tested at the
95 percent confidence level.
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7. ROTP__- CMC/Civilian University Civilian
university and CMC promotion rates to all ranks examined for
officers in the support MOCs have been similar (Figure G - 6).
The effects of the FRP are visible at all ranks as a drop in

promotion rates since 1990.
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Figure G - 6: ROTP Promotion Rates
5-year Moving Averages
Support MOCs
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Retention

8. Minor Plans o The minor plan retention curves
reveal that in the support MOCs the average length of service
was 13.2 YCS (24.7 YO0S) for officers commissioned under UTPM
and 10.0 YCS (26.3 YOS) for CFR (Figure G - 7). There were
too few officers from 'other' plans for analysis.
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9. Major Plans ROTP attrition increased in the YCS
plot foilowing obligatory service, but between nine and 16
YCS, retention of officers from the support MOCs for all three
plans was indistinguishable (Figure G - 8). The average
length of service was 15.0 YCS (18.5 YOS) for ROTP officers,
~16.2 YCS (17.2 YOS) for DEO, and 15.9 YCS (16.5 YOS) for OCTP.

Retention Curves for Major Plans Retention Curves for Major Plans
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Figure G - 8: Major Plan Retention Curves
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10. ROTP - cMC/Civilian University The YCS retention
curves for ROTP officers from the support MOCs are similar for
the first three YCS, but CMC attrition rates following
obligatory service were higher (Figure G - 9). Officer
retention from both backgrounds converged around nine YCS.
Retention levels at 20 YOS were about 59 percent for CMC and
about 58 percent for civilian university officers. The YOS
curves indicate that officers from civilian universities had
slightly higher post-IPS attrition than CMC officers. The
average length of service was 14.4 YCS (18.9 YO0S) for CMC
officers; and for civilian university ROTP officers it was
15.7 YCs (18.2 YOS).

Retention Curves for ROTP Officers Retention Curves for ROTP Officers
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11. Civilian Univergity - ROTP/DEOD Of those officers
in the support MOCs that attended civilian wuniversities
significantly different retention patterns were observed for
the early period: DEOD officers showed earlier attrition while
ROTP officers had higher attrition following obligatory
service. From then on retention was almost identical (Figure
G - 10). The average length of service was 16.8 YCS (17.5
YOS) for DEOD officers and 15.7 YCS (18.2 YOS) for civilian
university ROTP officers.

Civilian University Retention Curves Civilian University Retention Curves
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MINOR OCCUPATIONS

Strength

1. The population of officers in the minor‘Msz grew by
43 percent in the period from 1978 to 1993. For individual
commissioning plan populations the changes, as illustrated in
Figure H - 1, were:

Trained Effective Strength - Major Plans Trained Effective Strength - Minor Plans
All Ranks All Ranks
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Year Year
—ROTF ---DEO -~ OCTP ——UTPM ~---CFR - OTHER
MINOR MOCS - 83,04,81.02 . MINOR MOCS - 63,84,3182

Figure H - 1: Trained Effective Strength
All Commissioning Plans - Minor MOCs
Ranks - Lt to Col

a. ROTP - an increase of 107 percent over the period,
mostly since 1986;

b. DEO - an increase of 93 percent, most of it having
taken place since 1986;

¢. OCTP - an increase of 94 percent over the period,
the increase coming after a stable period from 1978
to 1981;

d. UTPM - an increase of 145 percent over the period,
but small numbers are involved;

e. CFR - a decrease of 68 percent over the period; and
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" f. other plans - an infinite percentage increase due

to an introduction of three officers in 1981,
reaching a strength of .30 by 1993.

Commissioning Plan Digtribution

2. Because there were changes in the composition of the
minor MOCs, commissioning plan distributions in the period
from 1978 to 1993 were also examined and showed:

a. for all officers:

(1) ROTP - a proportion of 11 percent in 1978 and
1986 increased to 16 percent by 1993,

(2) DEO - a proportion of 18 percent in 1978
increased to 24 percent by 1993, having been
17 percent between 1984 and 1986,

(3) OCTP - a proportion of 32 percent in 1978
increased to 43 percent by 1993 with a high of
45 percent in 1987, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion of 39
percent in 1978 decreased to 17 percent by
1993;

b. for junior officers:

(1) ROTP - a proportion of 12 percent in 1978
eventually increased to 14 percent by 1993,
but the figures wvaried through the period
reaching a low of eight percent,

(2) DEO - a proportion of 16 percent in 1978
increased to 26 percent by 1993, having been
as low as 15 percent in 1985,

{3) OCTP - a proportion of 31 percent in 1978
increased to 45 percent by 1993, having been
as high as 50 percent in 1987, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion of 41
percent in 1978 decreased to 15 percent by
1989, where it remained until 1993; and

c. for senior officers:

H - 2/13




ANNEX H
TO D MAN A PR 649 - VOL II
DECEMBER 1993

(1) ROTP - a proportion of nine percent in 1978
increased to 20 percent by 1987, where it
remained,.

{(2) DEO - a proportion of 22 percent in 1978

decreased to 20 percent by 1993, with lows of
18 percent in 1982/83 and 1991/92,

(3) OCTP - a proportion of 32 percent in both 1978
and 1993, with a low of 28 percent in the
middle of the period, and

(4) minor plans combined - a proportion of 37

percent in 1978 decreased from a high of 42
percent in 1980/81 to 22 percent by 1993.

ROTP - CMC/Civilian University

3. The number of ROTP officers in the minor MOCs
increased by 104 percent; the CMC component increased by 182
percent and the civilian university component increased by 30
percent (Figure H - 2). Between 1978 and 1993, CMC graduates
went from representing 48 to 65 percent of ROTP officers in
the minor MOCs; civilian university ROTP graduates decreased
their representation from 52 to 33! percent.

! Total is less than 100 percent where uncertain or missing
university type data has not yet been validated/corrected by the
individual officer.
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Trained Effective Strength
ROTP Commissioning Plan

Population
160

420 e

t t t T T
78 80 82 84 88 88 90 02
—CMC ~---CivU Total

MINOR MOCS - 83,04,81,82

Figure H - 2: Trained Effective Strength
ROTP - Minor MOCs
Ranks - Lt to Col

H - 4/13




ANNEX H
TO D MAN A PR 649
DECEMBER 1993

- VOL II
Eligibility Rates

4. Major Plans Between 1980 and 1985 eligibility
rates for DEO officers in the minor MOCs were generally higher
than those for OCTP and ROTP at the Capt and LCol ranks. DEO
Eligibility rates Adropped below the OCTP 'and ROTP rates
between 1986 and 1991.
lowest at the Maj rank (Figure H - 3).

ROTP eligibility rates were generally

Elig. Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
Lieutenant~Colonel Rank

Rate

0.8

0.4

0.2

80 82 €0

78 88 92
Yoar
- ROTP ---DEOC - QCTP
MINOR MOCS - 83,04,8182
Elig. Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg) Elig. Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
Major Rank Captain Rank
' Rate ' ' Rate

0.8

0.6

o8-

0.8 e rn e

.4

0.2

— - 0.2

(] t t t t — t it — —t t 4] L —t et t +— } } t + t
78 88 82 84 86 92
Year Year

- RQTP ---DEO - ROTP -~~~ DEO

MINOR MOCS - 63.64.81.82 MINOR MOCS - 63,64,81,82

Figure H - 3: Eligibility Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
Minor MOCSs
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5. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University Eligibility rates
at the Capt and Maj ranks for CMC and civilian university

graduates were comparable over the first half of the period,
but the rates for CMC graduates were lower thereafter (Figure
H - 4). Conversely, the CMC rates have been consistently
higher at LCol rank. .

Eligibility Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)

Lieutenant-Colonel Rank

Rate

o] 1 } t } 1 t } + } + t t t t
78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92
Year
~—CMG ---GivlU
MIHOR MOCS - 83,64.81.32
Eligibility Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg) Eligibility Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)
Major Rank Captain Rank
Rate Rate
1 1 -
0.8 . 0.8
0.6 o T 7 0.6 v PR et
Coaf T <l 04 e
0.2 4 e o o2
[+] T 1 T T T 1 1 t o- t T T 1 T 1 1
78 80 a2 84 86 a8 80 92 78 80 82 84 a6 a8 S0 92
Year Year
— CMC ==-CivlU - CMC -=-CivU
MINOR MOCSB ~ 83,64,81.82 MINOR MOCS - 83,564,81,82

Figure H - 4: ROTP Eligibility Rates
5-year Moving Averages
Minor MOCs
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Promotion Rates

6. Major Plans ' Except to the Col rank where the
number of promotions for officers in the minor MOCs was too
small to be meaningful, ROTP promotion rates have generally
been thée highest and OCTP rates the lowest (Figure H - 5).
The differences were significant? for promotion rates to the

Maj rank.

? All statements on statistical significance are tested at the
95 percent confidence level.
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Promotion Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)
To Colonel Rank i

Rate

0.4

0.3

0.2 -

0.1

—ROTP ---DEO - OCTP

MINOR MOCS - 63,64,81,82

Promotion Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg) Promotion Rates - Major Plans (5 yr avg)

To Lieutenant-Colonel Rank To Major Rank
Rate Rate
0.4 0.4
084~
T S—
PR DU -
o } '
78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 78 80 82 84 86 88 -1} 92
Year Year
—ROTP ---DEO " OCTP —ROTP --"DEO " OCTP
MINOR MOCS ~ 63,64,81,82 MINOR MOCS ~ 63,64,81,82

Figure H - 5: Promotion Rates - Major Plans
5-year Moving Averages
Minor MOCs
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Where the number
promoted warranted analysis, CMC promotion rates

7. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University
oflofficers
to the Maj
statistical

and LCol ranks were generally higher. However
tests conducted on differences were inconclusive

(Figure H 6).

Promotion Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)

To Colonel Rank

0.7+ '
08 ; L o
0.8 - ek -
04 .
o3 " - : T
0.2 Y ~ =

0.1~ el -
0 et V/T e —

78 - 80 82 84

a8 92
Year

—CMC ~---CivU

MINOR MOCS -~ 63,64,81.82

Promotion Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)

To Lieutenant-Colonel Rank

Promotion Rates for ROTP (5 yr avg)
To Major Rank

Rate Rate
0.4 0.4
0.3 = 0.3 - ‘ I i
-
s’
,

0.2 - > - 024~ #

w’ ~ / 7 \

’ A ~ — ’

. R . S -~ 7

0.1 N 0.1 \’_/ <
o + t t + } } [} t ¢ t + } +
78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 78 80 82 84 86 88 20 @2
Year Year
== CMC ~==CivU — CMC ~~-CivU

MINOR MOCS - 63,684,81,82 MINOR MOCS - 63,64,81,82

Figure H - 6: ROTP Promotion Rates
5-year Moving Averages
Minor MOCs
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Retention

8. Minor Plans The minor plan retention curves
provide little meaningful information as too few officers in
the minor MOCs have been commissioned under UTPM or the
‘other' plans. The average length of service for CFR officers
was 13.0 YCS (29.2 Y0S) (Figure H - 7).

Retention Curves for Minor Plans Retention Curves for Minor Plans
Retsntion Rstentlon
100% + \\\ - 100% R ==
P e\ it o ' : s0%d
B0% A e L sox
0% e ) A%
0%!!HHHXH.’H!!HHTE‘HH!HH!H 0% -
0 s © 15 20 28 30 35 0 5 © 15 20 25 ao 35
YCs Yos
~—UTPM ~---CFR ' OTHER —UTPM ---CFR -~ OTHER
MINOR MOCS - 63,64,81,82 MINOR MOCS - 63,84,81,82

Figure H - 7: Minor Plan Retention Curves
Minor MOCs
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9. Major Plans ROTP officer attrition increased
following obligatory service, but retention levelled off going
into the IE (Figure H - 8). DEO and OCTP attrition rates were
initially lower and similar; OCTP retention was slightly
higher throughout. The average length of service was 16.1 YCS
(19.5 YOS) for ROTP officers, 13.8 YCS (15.9 YOS) for DEO, and
18.2 YCS (20.2 Y0S) for OCTP.

Retention Curves for Major Plans Retention Curves for Major Plans

Rstention " Retentlon

100%

B0O% - - \A.\.:.‘ -

0% R . .

A0% e e e 2 N N

~ .
FINE O S T T8 O IS TG U0 IS O T T S 3 [T S T S N T T TG O o . WA e N3

0% -ttt e

—ROTP ---DEG - OCTP —ROTP ---DEG -~~~ OGTP

MINOR MOCS - 03,04,81,82 MINOR MOCS - 63,84,8182

Figure H - 8: Major Plan Retention Curves
Minor MOCs
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10. ROTP - CMC/Civilian University  The number of ROTP
officers in the minor MOCs has always been low, never above 50
officers until 1986 so retention.curves here are meaningless
(Figure H - 9). The average length of service was 17.0 YCS
(21.1 YOS) for CMC graduates, and 16.1 YCS (19.9 YOS) for ROTP
officers from civilian universities. :

Retention Curves for ROTP Officers Retention Curves for ROTP Officers
Retentlon Retantion
100% 100% ~
B0% 4 N o I e 00% oS T
woxd PO .
B0% e s e s 20% bttt Sttt
o% o% —+—+—+—++++—+++—+—+— -
0 .1 © 15 20 25 30 35
Yos
-~~~ CMC —ClvuU --- CMC ——=Clv U
MINOR MOCS - 63,84.80182 MINOR MOCS - 63,64,8182

Figure H - 9: ROTP Retention Curves
: Minor MOCs
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Insufficient data

11. Civilian University - ROTP/DEOD
were available for analysis_ of those officers in the minor
MOCs that attended civilian universities (Figure H - 10).

Civilian University Retention Curves

Retention

Civilian University Retention Curves

Retention
0

100% 100%
ao* [ J— e ao‘ L TNy astsseain
80% - RaEE 80% - e
) w— p
¥___':_\
£0% - - 1 L U S S
"
] \
20% e Y 20%
“ \_A
]
0% -t 0% -4
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=—=ROTP --- DEOD

MINOR MOCS - 63,64,81.82 MINOR MOCS - 83,64,81,82

Figure H - 10: Civilian University Retention Curves
Minor MOCs
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