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xEarr:vE SIM-IARY

The development and produc tion of major defense sys tems is

• 
- accomplished for the Depar~nent of Defense by a team of highly

skilled specialists under the control of a Program Manager. While

the Program Manager has total management responsibili ty for his

program he must depend on a contracting offi cer to obligate Gov-

em inent funds and complete the necessary interface with private

industry .

The authority of the Program Manager is expressed in general

terms in LOD Directive 5000.1 and is s tated defini tively in the

Service implementing directives. Although Service directives

attempt to clarify the relationship of the PM to the PCO there

still exists a potential conflict between them. The purpose of

this study is to examine the working relationship between Program

Managers and Procuring Contracting Office rs in system acquisition

offices in the Amy , Navy , and Air Force and to evalua te its eff ect

on program management .

Data for this study was collected through a questionnaire that

4 was mailed to Program Managers and Procuring Contracting Office rs in

the three serv ices who were selected at random from the official files

-
. of the Defense Systems Management School . Seventy-six percent of the

Program Manage rs and ninety - two percent of the Contracting Office rs

who were ori g inal addressees responded to the questionnaire . In

compliance with toy letter of requc3t some addressees reproduced the

quest re i~r r c :fl)ie ion by other F~ ~s on I P~Ds to provide me wi th

i
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(
additional input.

The responses frcin both groups indicated that there exists a

positive working relationship between PMs . and PCOs and this relation-

ship has favorable effect on program management. The two groups were

not in complete agreement in their responses to every questions . The

PMs felt that they should have some control over the performance rating

of the PCI) whereas the PCOs generally opposed this . A majority of the

PMs felt that with a POD warrant a PM could manage his program better.

Several of the PCOs and PMs we re concerned that with such a desire for

a successful program a PM might exercise a warrant improperly. They

also coninented that a PM might lose his overall effectiveness if he had

to divide his attention between PM and PCI) responsibilities.

The P(X)s indicated that Program Managers generally require and

posse ss a high level of procurement Rnowledge to perfonn their manage-

inent function. The PMs likewise rated their PCOs high in terms of skill

and professional knowledge. There appears to be a high level of coor-

clination between PMs and PCOs on procurement matters. The PMs also

indicated that their procurement functions are generally resp ons ive to

their program requirements .

The results of this survey indicate that the majority of P’Is and

PODs see no great conflict in their roles and they feel that PCI)

authority is not excessive in caTiparision to that of the program manager.

11
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PROGRAM MANAGER - PROCURING
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• 

• 

I-DW IT AFFECTS PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

INTRODUCTION

The acquisition of a major weapon system for the Depar tment of

Defense is accomplished by a team of highly skilled people. The head

of this team is the Program Manager whose effectiveness is largely

dependent on the working relationship he can maintain with those who

support him. The Contracting Officer is a key member of the acquisi-

tion team with whom the Program Manager must maintain a positive working

relationship.

The Pro gram Manager is primarily dependent upon civilian industry

for the ultimate attainment of his programs objectives and the Con-

tracting Officer is the agent of the Government with the authority to

formalize the relationship with industry in a contract. In exercising

authority in their respective roles the Program Manager (PM) and the

Procurin g Contracting Officer (PCO) of ten find themselve s in confl ict.

*~~STAI~~R

This study represents the views , conclusions and recoimnendations of the
author and does not necessarily reflect the official opini on of the
Defense Systems Man agement School nor the Department of Defense.

1
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In LXDD Directive 5000.1 the Department of Defense established the

PM’s authori ty in broad terms . In their implementing directives , how-

ever , the Services specifically stated PM authority with respect to

that of the Contracting Officer and clarified their relationship.

In SECNAVINST 5000. 1 the Navy stated that the Program Manager has

authority to:

Make necessary technical and business management decisions
on all matters within the scope of the charter, other than
those for which an appropriate Contracting Officer is respon-
sib le. 2

The Department of the Army was somewhat less definitive in ex-

pressing PM authority in its implementing directive AR 70-17. The

Army states that the PM will:

Approve, consistent with the Armed Services Procurement
Regulation and the Army Procu remeht Procedure , all contrac-
tural actions requi red for the accomplishment of the project.

• The Air Force was the least definitive of the Services in express-

ing the limits to the Program Manager in its directive to implement the

IOD acquisition management policy. AFR 300-2 states that the Program

Manager:

Makes technical arid business management decisions within
the approved program to accomplish program objectives. Such
decisions will be directive on all participating organizations.

Several acti ve PMs and Senior LOD offici als in guest lectures to

P~~ Class 73-2 at DSMS have indicated a desire to place more procure-

ment authority in the charter of the Program Manager. One of the

Services is considering giving their Program Managers a Pa) warrant in

addition to a charter. Others have placed t h e  Contracting Off ice r  in

the o~rc~i~:o office uid ~r the direct co;’~ t o l  of the P~ .

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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C,
As a warranted Contracting Office r who is about to enter the field

of Program Management I am keen ly aware of the potential conflict that

exists between the two authorities. My purpose in making this study

was to examine the working relationship between Program Managers and

Procuring Contracting Officers in sys tem acquisition offices in the

Army , Navy , and Air Force and to evaluate the effect on program manage-

ment.

1~

3
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r ~~~~~~RELATED RESEARGI

In the course of researching my topic I discovered two related

studies that are concerned with the relationship of the PM to the pro-

curement function. The first of these is a Student Study Paper written

by a student at DSMS in Class 73-1. It is entitled “An Evaluation of

the Relationship Between DOD Program/Project and Contract Administration

Offices.”

The purpose of the referenced study was “to evaluate the working

relationship between a selected n~uriber of Program Management and CAS”6

(Contract Administration Service Offices) . The author believed that

the relationship the PM established with a supporting CAS , after con-

tract award, could have a significant impact on his p rogram.

Through a questionnaire he attempted to determine the degree of

utilization of the CAS by the Program Managers and the respons iveness

of the CAS to PM requests . Ill s ques~tions were in the areas of: (1) the

routing of correspondence between the program office , the CAS and the

prime contractor; (2) the frequency wi th which CAS personnel were

invited to program review meetings ; (3) the delegation of authority to

the GAS for the negotiation of contract modi fications .

Due to widely vary ing data inputs the author could not cc~ p 1etely

evaluate the working relationship between the PM and the GAS organi:a-

tion hut he did p ropose reconmiendations for improvements , in selected

areas , of the GAS support to the Program Manager.

The second study that I encountered in the course of my research

d c T1~~ in  part wi t1~ !~ I - P(~~~ re ln t i o~~hi p .  Tt  vns C CndU C tCd ~

4
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• Logistics Management Institute, Washing ton , D. C., pursuant to a DOD

contract. This report was published in August 1972.

This study reviewed the management of six major weapon system

acquisition programs and the authority and responsibilities of those

program managers . The programs studied were F-lS , F- 14 , SAFEGUARD, AX

(now designated A-lU) , S- 3A, and Armored Reconnaissance Scout Vehicle .

The research was intended to determine the degree of implementation of

the new DOD policies directed by DODD 5000.1 and to identif y problems

arising from their current implementation. The LMI researchers collec-

• ted data through interviews of program office personnel , a search of

pertinent literature , including GAO reports , Congressional Record, etc. ,

and on site review of the six program offices .

• The LMI study report reflects some of the attitudes of the program

managers toward collocating the contracting officer with the program

office . The report also addresses the issue of responsiveness of the

functional personnel to the program office and the degree of contro l ,

through effectiveness/performance reports, the PM exercised over these

specialists .

While the referenced Student Study Paper deals specifically with

the relationship of the Program Manager to a contracting function it

focuses on the period following the award of a contract. I believe

that the more critical period is prior to contract award.

-

. The LMl study covers the broad perspective of the PM’ s working

relationship with all of the functional support organizations and g ives

a limited coverage to the contracting effort. The LMI f indings wi th

5
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respect to the contracting function are summarized here:

LJ’1I found that program office personnel usually prepare
or partici pate in the preparation of requests for proposals.
The Program Managers and some of their key personnel are

- usually members of Source Selection Evaluation Boards . The
• Program Managers believe they have satisfactory authority with

- respect to the contracting function .5

In contras t to the LMI study my research was intended to measure

the attitudes of PMs and PCOs working with each other on both maj or

• and minor acquisition programs . If there was a significant conflict

between these two elements I intended , through my study , to expose it

so that it may be dealt wi th .  If the conflict did not exist I hoped ,

through my report , to bring this to the attention of those involved in

program management.

6
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DATA COLLECTION

Data for this study was collected through a questionnaire that

• was mailed to Program Managers and Procuring Contracting Officers in

the Army , Navy , and Air Force . The Program Managers were selected

first from an established universe of programs listed in the Official

files of the Defense Systems Man agement School.

The questionnaire was structured so that each respondent was

• assured of almost complete anonymity. That is , individual and Service

Component identification was precluded however, responses of Program

Managers were distinguishable from those of the Procuring Contracting

Officers . The two categories of questionnaire were separately addressed

and included my self-addressed return envelope. Through this method

of inquiry i intended to insure the credibility of my data. That is ,

I hoped to measure the true attitudes of the senior people who are

involved in program management.

Programs to be surveyed were classified in both the major and • •

minor categories according to the applicability of TODD 5000.1 and

Service Component criteria.

A. Major programs were : -

1. U. S. Air Force - Programs. subject to the Program Assess-
ment Review (PAR) .

2. U. S. Army - Programs for which a General Office r was
authori zed as Program Manager.

3. U. S. Navy - Programs for wh i ch a Flag Office r was a~ tho-
ri zed as Progra m Man~ger or for which the bi l le t  was
designated as Conmiand equivalent.

I
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B. Minor programs were the remainder of the universe of programs

that were not designate d as major.

MMOR MINOR

Army 10 28

Navy 29 26

Air Force 10 37

1DTAL 49 91

Program selection was accomplished by applying the following

decision rules: -

A. Twenty-five major programs were selected by choosing every
second pr ogram from a list of for ty-nine .

B. Twenty-five minor program officers were selected by choosing
every fourth program office plus three at random from a list
of ninety-one .

C. To-reach the contracting officers most likely to affect the
selected programs , questionnaires were mailed to the senior
procurement officer in the offices supportIng these programs.
This method of contact was chosen to insure independent Pa)
and PM replies .

Some of the minor program offices were in reality “basket SPOs”;

Offices with more than one Program/Project Manager. Likewise , many of

• the procurement offices were staffed with more than one P0) and some

PWs supported more than one program. In these cases I asked the

addressees to have my questionnaire reproduced and completed by appro-

pria te personnel. This was accomplished as evidenced in the hi gh
a

• response that I received.

-

. The exact universe of Program/Project Managers and Procuring Con-

tracting Off i cers cannot he readily determined with the data available

at DSMS due to the existence of the “ba~ke~. SPOs ” and the fact that

8
I.
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some PMs are supporte d by P(Ds frcm functional organizations . I will ,

therefore , express my findings in terms of percentages of the 38 PMs

and 48 PCOs who responded to my questionnaire .

Suninary of Questionnaires

PM POD

50 Mailed 13

34 Originals Returned 12

76% Percent Originals Returned 92%

38 Total Returns 48

I
a’

• I

9
I.
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ANALYSES

The objectives of this study were to determine how Program

Managers arid Procuring Contracting Officers involved in system acqui-

sition perceive their working relationship and how this relationship

affects program management.

The working relationship:

1. (Duestions were asked to determine how much control (through

performance reporting) each group thought the PM had over the Pa) who

supported him and what amount of control they thought was necessary .

Seventy - two percent of the PMs responded that they had some control ,

direct or othenqise , over the performance/effectiveness reports of

their P(Ps. Only twenty-five percent of the PC) responses reflect an

awareness of such control. This may indicate that Program Managers

have acquired Pa) support through more subtle means than di rect

influence over performance ratings.

Eighty-nine percent of the PMs responded that they should have

some control over the rating of the PCOs ; forty-two percent of the P0)s

concurred. In addi tional comments both grouns stated that this arrange-

ment would make the PC) more responsive to the nrograrn . A coTruiori

reason given by PMs and P0)s who did r~ot concur with such control was

that it would destroy a necessary system of checks and balances by

subjecting the PCO to direct pressure from the P~1. The replies are

-

. 

summari zed as follows :

On the program wi th  which I am involve 1 the PM has ________ control

10
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over the performance/effectiveness rating of the POD.

PM • 28% 33% 1~ % [ 11% 14%
- POD 75% 8% 15% 0% 2 %

• FULL

The Program Manager should have 
_______ 

control over the per-

formance/effectiveness rating of the POD.

PM 11% 0% 40% 23% 26%
POD 56% 16% 16% 4% 8%

NO FULL

2. The following questions were asked to determine if the PMs

and PODs saw an inherent conflict in their respective roles in system

acquisition :

The PCO authority is

PM 7~ 100 730 00
Pa) - 

—0% ‘~~ 52% 24% 20% ~
TOO - TOO
GREAT 

• 

LITTLE

The warrant authority of the POD and the authority granted the

Program Manager in the Charter of Program Management Directive are in:

D~.A 1~~~~ ~~O )‘70 ~~O. ,1 00• .LJO U O  L .I0  U O  9 0 0

Pa) 12% 4% 2G% 20% 44%
CONFLICT UAR~ONY

These results indicate that the majority of PMs and PODs see no

great conflict in their roles and they feel that POD authority is not

1k  excessive when compare d to that of the PM. Conm ients from both groups

indicated that a potential conflict exists but that it is supressed

-

. by the desire of both the PM and the PC) to attain the objective s of

the program . Some of the respondents believed that a slight conflict

in roles was necessary to restrai.n the Program Manager. Some respon-

11
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dents , including one POD, stated that the principle cause of conflict

was that the acquisition system was too greatly influenced by the

Procurement bureaucracy

3. The following questions were asked to suggest an alternative

means of changing the balance of authority between the PM and the POD.

With the POD warrant  a Program Manager could negotiate a

PM 17% I 14% 39% 19% 11%
PCO 12% 32% 4% $~Worse Bet ter

Contract Contract

• If the Program Manage r had PC) authori ty he could manage his

program .

PM 14% 11% 28% 22 % 25%
• POD 42% 27% 19% 0% 12%

- 
Less More-
Effectively Effectively

• The resul ts indicate that a hi gh percentage of PM’ s would pre fe r

to have PCO authority including auth~rity to negotiate their contracts.

Those commenting stated that , based on a more intimate knowledge of the

program requi rements the PM could negotiate a better contract. Many

• conditioned their responses on the PM having the time and a P0) as staff

assistant. Several of the PODs and PMS believed that the PM would have

such a desire to have a successful program that he would negotiate a

wors~ contract.

In the case of overall management o f the program most PMS indicated

that a warranted Program Manager would have onl y the interest of his

program to consider and could b~.~tter meet his requi rements . One PM
J

dis j d  - t i t  , I would ‘‘probably be f~ red i f I had PC) a t it hor i tv

because the check and balance reuuirc d for  procurement vs. Progrs~

12

-~~----~~~~~~~-~~~- ~~~~~~~~~~
.
‘~~~— ——— 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ - • . j •  •• ~~~~~-



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

objectives would not exist.”

Many of the P0)s felt that even if warranted a PM would still

have to comply with all of the regulations , laws , policies and con-

straints that are applicable to government procurement. Additionally ,

if the PM had to d i v i 1~ is attention between PM and PC) respons i-

bilities he would losc h i ~~~ overall effectiveness.

4. PODs were asked to evaluate the level of procurement knowledge

of their Program Managers and to express their attitude as to what level

is requi red.

As the result of fo rmal training and/or experience I consider that

my Program Manage r ’s knowledge of procurement is

16% 21% I 25% J_ 13% I 25%
Extensive Minimal

To be effective a Program Manage r ’s formal knowledge of procurement

should be

f lO  1 7 0  A O O ~ I ~~ 0
,J O  1 ( 0  ‘~Oo  -‘° ( J o

Extensive Minimal

The PODs indicate that Program Managers generally require and have

a high level of procurement expe rtise to perform their management func-

tion .

In answering these questions several PODs commented that the more

1a~owledgeable the PM was in the procurement function the more easily

he would recognize constraints on the POD .

5. Program Managers were asked to rate their PODs in terms of

skills and professional know1ed~~ . As a basis for evaluating their

responses they were also asked to rate thomselvcs as to procurement

13
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kn~~ledge . 

-

As the result of formal training and/or experience I conside r

my knowledge of procurement

11% I 19% I 46% 1 13% I 11%
Extensive Minimal

With respect to skill and professional knowledge I would rate

my POD as

50% 34% 8% 8% I 0%
Well Marg inal
Qualified

The Program managers in general stated that they were being

supported by well qualified PCOs . Some PMs commented that their PCOs

were exceptionally well qualified with degrees in engineering and

related technical areas. There is a high co.rrelation between responses

from PMs and PODs concerning the procurement knowledge of the Program

Managers .

Responses to the following question provi des a final measure of

the working relationship between PMs and PODs .

If you had a choice of Program Managers (PODs ) to work with , would

you choose the one you have now ?

PM 80% PM 20 %
POD POD T7~Yes No

The hig h percentage of positive responses to this question from

both the Program Managers and the PODs indicates that there is a mutual

acceptance of their roles under the current system . This conclusion

is supported by the hi gh correlat i on bctweeu their responses concerning

t i e  1ci ~t t  ions~. i p o t~~i~~ PC~ ~n rran t to the I charter. (h e r  ci gu t
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percent of both groups stated that they saw no conflict . They also

agreed as to the adequacy of the POD authority although some criticized

the procurement bureaucracy. The majority of Program Managers indicated

that they could be more effective with a POD warrant but I interp ret

this to mean that they want authority over the POD on their programs .

The PODs in contrast feel that the acquisition system requires the

checks and balances penuitted by the separation of the functions ,

therefore , they should not be di rectly under the control of the Program

Manager.

How the PM - POD relationship affects Program Management.

To achieve effective management of his program the PM mus t inte-

grate support elements as well as program office elements into a

Government team. The POD , whether located in the Program Office or

the functional organization, must support and be responsive to the

Program Man ager. The PM likewise must support and cooperate with the

POD so that the government may present a single face to the contractor

and better attain the program objectives .

The following questions were asked to determine if either group

considered the interpretation of procurei~ent directives :

My POD interprets procurement di rectives

PM 8% I 16% 50% 13% j 13%
Liberal ly Conservatively

The Prog iam Managers feels that I interpre t procurciw~nt directives

POD BLL13~ I 41~ 22 % I 1~jLiberally (Tonservativolv

Mos t 0 the co;~~ ’nt5 Ivo~ the I’ ro~ r :n ~:inaeer s iii r~i ca~c 1
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that POD interpretation of directives was realistic and proper. One

PM re fe rred to his POD as , “middle-of-the-road...  and we ’re lucky; most

PODs are ULTPA-CONSERVATTV E.” PCO comments re flect a concern that the

PMs do not underst and delays caused by procurement approvals and reviews .

The following questions were asked to determine the extent to

which PMS and PCOs are concerned wi th functioning as a team and present-

ing a single face to the contractor:

I solicit comments/recommendations from my PCO in program manage-

ment decisions that have procurement implications .

(The Program Manager solicits my comments/recommendations)

PM 550 46° 5° 40 0°
POD £5~o 4S~~ f 1Z~o 1U~ U

Always Never

It is - important that the Program Officer coordinate official  con-

tractor correspondence with the POD.

PM 88% 12% 0% 0% 0%
P0) 92% 0% 8% 0% I 0%

Strongly Strongly
Agree Disagree

These responses indicate a high level of coordination between the

Program Managers and PODs in a critical program management area.

Comments from the PODs reflected an ext ected conce rn over constructive

changes and unauthorized obligations .

One Program Manager conmentod that the P0’) sho uld sign all o f f i c i a l

cor respondence to a con t ractor.

• The effectiveness of the Program Manager is l argely denen dent en

t i e  response th at  ho can elici t from h is  suPport functions . ‘~nre than

n i n~- ty  p~’ • t of both gre~p~ agreed as o the adequacy ol rL ’~~ m— I
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the procurement function. The Program Managers and PODs who did not

feel that the procurement function was adequately responsive blame d

restrictive regulations as the cause. The results are as follows :

On the following scale please rate the responsiveness of the

procurement function to the requirements of the Program Office .

PM 3°- 5° 27~ 30g 35°

~ I ~ I 11%~ 30% i ~~Non-Respons ive Highly Responsive

As a final measure of the current attitudes of the PMs and POD

toward their working relationship they were asked:

The working relationship between the Program Man ager and the POD

has a effect oii the management of this program.

- PM 81% 13% 6% 0% 0%
POD ~76% 20% 4% 0% 0%

Very Very
Positive . Negative

The responses reflect agreement between both groups that a

favorable ~.~orking re l ationship exists bet~:een PMs and PODs in the

Services and this has a positive effect on the management of their cur-

rent programs . One Program Manager commented , “Without this type of

rapport the program suffers.” One POD indicated that a positive

relationship existed on his current program hut he challenged my in-

ference as to its importance in attaining program objectives . His

conmtnt was ; “I think this is an are a of misconception . I can recall an

excellent PM and staff w i t h  an excellent PC) . . .  the program was a total

• fa ilure .” ~‘hst of the PMs and PODs agreed , howeve r , that a positive

relationsip between all of the members of the acquisit ion team was

e~ : n ~~ O1 to ;~rc~,vam s c c~ ;s.
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-
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(X)NCLUSION

The Program Manager is the head of the Government ’s system

acquisition team and has the primary responsibility for the success of

• his program . The authority of the Program Manager is expressed gen-

erally in IX~DD 5000.1 and is stated definitively in the Service imple-

menting di rectives . The PM mus t depend on a niunber of specialist with-

in the Program Office and from various functional organizations . lie is

especially dependent upon the Contracting Officer to execute necessary

contracts with industry .

The working relationship between the PM and the POD has been the

subject of previous study. LM1 found the PMs authority satisfactory

with respect to the contracting function. This study, however , was

bro ader in scope and based on a limited sample of six of the major

we apon system acquisitions . It was my purpose to survey the op inions

of a large percentage the PMs and PODs of both major and minor progrcn~s.

The responses from both groups indicated that there exists generally a

positive working relationship between P~Ls and PODs in the Serv ices and

this relationship has a favorable effect on program management. The

two groups were not in complete agreement on every question . Eigh ty-

nine percent of the Program Managers Indicated that they be lieve the ~~
should have some contro l over PT performance ratings wh ereas a maj or-

ity of PODs felt  they they should be independent of the PM.

• ..\ n aj r r i t v  of the PMs fel t  that wi th  a POD warrant a PM could

~~~~ his  p rogram better.  Several of the i”L~ n~1 Pc~~ we re c c ~ric~ ,

e •

~~~ 
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may exercise a warrant improperly . Additionally , i f the PM had to

divide his attention between PM and POD responsibilities he would

lose his overall effectiveness.

- 
The PODs indicate that Program Managers generally require and

• 
- 

possess a high level of procurement knowledge to perfo rm their manage-

ment function . The PMs likewise rated their PODs hi gh in terms of s k i l l

and professional knowledge . There appears to be a hi gh leve l of coor-

dination between PMs and PCOs on procurement matters and the PMs find

the procurement function generally responsive to their program require-

ments .

The resul ts of this survey indicate that the maj ority of PM5 and

PODs see no great conflict in their roles and they feel that POD autho-

rity is not excessive when compared to that~ of the Program Manager.

4
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• • -:~~~~~~~~ . DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
• 

• 

• 
• DEFENSE SYST EMS M A N AG E M E NT SCHOOL

( - FORT BELVOtR . V IRGINIA 22060

SUBJE CT: Pro gram Mana gemen t Course - Student Ques tionna ire

TO:

1. The Defense Systems Management School requires that each student
in the Program Management Course successfully complete a student
study program. For my research I have elected to examine the Program
Manager (PM) Procuring Contracting Officer (PCO) relationship and how
it affects the management of a program. I am using the enclosed
questionnaire to elicit your opinions of the PM-PCO relationship as
it affects your program.

2. As a warranted PCO who is entering the field of Program Management
I have more than an academic interest in my study . This study is , how-
ever, a graduation requirement and the questionnaire is my only source
of data . Your response will be summarized statistically and narratively.
No reference will be made to respondents individually or by service

3 component. Please be candid.

3. So that I may receive your data in time to complete my study , request
you complete and return the questi onnaire by 5 October 1973. 1 can be
reached at DSMS , Fort Belvoir , Virginia (703) 664-2602), Autovon 354-2602.
I repeat , my sample size is small so your response is important to the
outcome of my study .

CLARENCE G. THOMPSON
Maj or, USA F

• ,. ~22
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Please answ er the follow i ng questions cons ider i ng program an d
- procurement activity up to and including contract signing that involve

a PCO. Most questions provide for responses on a continuum from 1 to
• 5, negative to positive , p lease pl ace an uxu in the square that fits

your response. Please add any additional comments in the space pro-
vided . No reference will be made to respondents individually or by
serv ice com ponen t, so please be candid.

The data that you provide in response to this questionnaire
will be used to compare the attitudes of PMs and PCOs on a DOD-wide
basis and not for comparisons wi thin individual offices . If your
office is staffed with more than one PM or PCO , please xerox this
questionnaire and ask each to complete it.

Major Clarence G. Thom~son

I~
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With a PCO warrant a Program Manager could negotiate a

Better • Worse
Con tract j 

I 

Con tract

Con~ent:

On the program wi th which I am involved the PM has 
______ 

contro l over the
performance/effectiveness rating of the PCO .

1No 
Full

1

Comment:

The Pro gram Mana ger shoul d have 
______ 

control over the performance!
effectiveness rating of the PCO.

IFUU I • I I 
No

Commen t:

It is important that the Program Office coordinate official contractor
correspondence wi th the PCO .

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

Comment:

•1
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The Program Mana ger know i ngly d irect~y procurement actions that areprohibited by or are contrary to the intent of procurement directives .

1

Frequently

1 J Never

- 

• 

Comment:

On the following scale please rate the responsiveness of the procurement
function to the requ i remen ts of the Program Office.

• Non Highly
~ Responsive

1 I 
1esponsive

Comment:

The PCO authority is:

1

100 great Too little

Commen t:

I

If the Pro gram Mana ger had PCO au thor i ty he could mana ge h is program
Less More

* 

~Effectively 

I 
* Ef

fectivelY]

Commen t:

fr
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The working relationship between the Program Manager and the PCO has
a —— effect on the management of this program.

Very Very
Positive . Negative

- Commen t:

The warrant authority of the PCO and the authority granted the Program
Manager in the charter or Program Management Directive are in:

• conflict Harmony J
Comment:

I

I
t
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My PCO interprets procurement directives

JL
iberally 

i Conservatively

Conren,t:

If you ha d a cho ice of PCOs for your program , would you choose the
one you have now?

Yes 
_________ No 

_________

Comment:

I solicit comments/recommendations from my PCO i n program mana gemen t
decisions that have procurement impl i cations .

Always Never

As the result of formal training and/or experience I consider my knowl edge
of procurement

1 i 
Minimal

Comment:
II

With respect to skill and professional knowledge I would rate my PCO as

[Marginal 

~ 

W1ll Qualifi1~
j

Comment:

Please add any conrner.ts of your own.

27
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( The Program Manager feels that I interpret procurement directives .

ConservatiJely Liberally 

]

Commen t:

If you had a cho ice of Program Mana gers to work with , would you choose
the one you have now?

Yes 
________ No 

________

Coment:

The Program Manager solicits my comments/ recommendations in program
decisions that have procurement implications .

Never 

- 
i 

Always 

]
Comment:

As the result of formal training and/or experience I consider my Program
Manager ’s knowledge of procurement is:

[Ex
tensive 

~ 

M i n imal

Comment:

To be effective a Program Manager ’s formal knowledge of procurement should be

i~1inim al Extensive

I’ 1 1 . 1 1 1
Comment:

Ple3se ~~ ~~ •~ •:r~~~ , . . t c  
~~~ your ~~~

____  •
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1. Colonel Rufus D. 1-lutcheson , USAF
Director
Combat Grande SPO (ODC)
Electronic Systems Division
L. G. Hanscom Field , Massachusetts 01730

2. Brigadier General Doward W. Ogden , Jr.
- Project Manager

DCS (Army) Strategic Communications
Systems (X~1CPM-COM)U. S. Army Electronics Command
Fort Moninouth , New Jersey 07703

3. Colonel Robert J. Cottey
Project Manager
Remately Monitore d Battlefield

- 
Sensor System (P~MCPM-RBS)
U. S. Army Electronic Command
Fort Monmouth , New Jersey 07703

4. Colonel Stewart Shirey
Project Manager
Aircraft Survivability Equi pment (AMCPM-ASE)
U. S. Army Aviation Systems Command
St. Louis , Missouri 62166

5. Colonel Joim P. Dobbins
Projec t Manager
Army Tactical Communications Sys tem (AMCPM-ATC)
U. S. Army Electronics Command -

Fort Moninouth , New Jersey 07703

6. Captain Donald Loranger, USN
Naval Air Systems Command
Yea&iuarters (PMA242)
Washington , D. C. 20361

7. Captain Edward W. Molzan , USN
Naval Ship Systems Command —

Headquarters (VMS 383)
Washin gten , D. C. 20360

8. Captain Alfred Kurzenhauser, US~Naval Shi p Systems Co::mnind
Headquarters (VMS 300)
Washington , 1). C. 20360

9. Colonel Fred M. Kleppsnttel , US~~
Na~a1 Air ~vsteri~ Coriunand

f Hcad~ju-trtr i-~ Ii~’-~ \ 2( 1 ~
V~ishin :t ~~, 

1). C. ~O~ (l
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10. Captain R. S. Donaldson, IJSN
Navy Air Systems Command
Headquarters (P~1& 253)
Washington, D. C. 20361

11. Captain Vernon F. Anderson, USN
Naval Electronic Systems Command• Headquarters (PME 124)
Washington, D. C. 20360

12. Captain W. E. Meyer, USN
Naval Ordn ance Sys teas Command
Headquarters (PM) 403)
Washington , D. C. 20360

13. Captain Edward J. Otth, Jr. , USN
Naval Ship Systems Command
Headquarters (PMS 399)
Washington , I). C. 20360

14. Captain Henry A. Hoffman , USN
Naval Ship Systems Comman d
Headquarters (PMS 396)
Washington, D. C. 20360

15. Captain Robert J. Eus tace , USN
Navy Ship Systems Command

- Headquarters (PMS 392)
Washington , D. C. 20360

16. Captain James T. Burrill , USN
Naval Ship Systems Command
Headquarters (VMS 378)

• Washington , D. C. 20360

17. Captain Edward L. Aldennan , USN
Nava l Ship Systems Command
Headquarters (VMS 302)
Washington, D. C. 20360

18. Captain James T. Timidaiski , USN
Naval Air Systems Conunan d
Headquarte rs (P~L\ 260)
Washington , D. :. 20361

19. Captain G. E. Jessen , IJSN
Naval Air Syste~~ Coi:~m~md -

Headquarters (i~~\ 244)
• • Washington , P. C. 20361
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20. Captain John R. Farrell , USN
Naval Air Systems Command
Headquarters (PMA 240)
Washington , D. C. 20361

21. Captain Ernest R. Seymour , !JSN
Nava l Air Systems Command
Headquarte rs (P~L& 235)
Washing ton , P. C. 20361

22. Captain Franklin H. Roth, USN
Nava l Air Systems Command
Headquarte rs (PM~-\ 2 31)
Washington , D. C. 20361

23. Captain Erving R. McDonald, Jr ., USN
Naval Electronics Sys t ems Conunan d
Headquarters (PME 107)
Washington, D. C. 20361

24. Captain Roger “I. Boh, Jr ., USN
Ship and Air  Systems Integration

Project (PM 15)
• Department of the Navy

Washington, 1). C. 20360

25. Rear Admiral Levering Smi th
Strategic Systems Proj ect O ffice (PM-l)

• Departm ent of the Navy -

Washington , D. C. 20376

• 26. Brigadier General Lee ID. turner
Project Manager
Uti l i ty Tactical Transport Aircraft

System (A\ !CPM- UA)
U. S. Arnrc Aviation Systems Command
St. Louis , Missour 63166

27. Colonel David II. Souser
Project Manac~erSTINcm 1~ (AMCPM—MP )
U. S. Army Miss i le  Command
Redstone Arsenal , Alabama 3S809

28. Colonel John ‘
~1 . Shea• P roje ct ~ in~’~ cr

• I) rac.~on (- ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~
U . S. An. iv ‘ I i  s- . i Ic Comiincl
Rec1s t ci~ •\r~~’na1 , . V! :t~~~~ : i  :~ 8o~
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29. Colone l George R. Relyea
Product Manager , Family of

Mili tary Engineering Construction
and Finiversal Eeg ineering Tractor (N¼ICPM-FM)

Fort Belvoir , Virginia 22060

3Q. Colonel Frank P. Ragane
• - Project Manager

2.75 Rocket System (PJ’ICPM-RK)
U. S. Anny Missile Command
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama 35809

31. Colonel James F. McCluskey
• Project Manager, Mechanized Infantry

Combat Vehicle (AMCPM-MICV)
U. S. Army Tank-Automotive Comriand

• Warren, Michigan 48090

32. Brigadier General Jerry B. Saver
Project Manager
Heavy Lif t  Helicopter (AMCPM-ILH)
U. S. Army Aviation Systems Command
St. Louis , Missour 62166

33. Brigadier General Joseph C. Fimian i
Project Manager
SAM-D (AMCPM-MD)
ii. S. Army Missile Command
Redstone Arsenal , Alabama 35809

34. Brigadier General Albert B. Craw ford , Jr.
Project Manager
Army Tactical Data Systems (AMCPM-TPS)
U. S. Army Electronics Command
Fort Moninouth, New Jersey 07703

35. Brigadier General P.obert J. Baer
Project ~ana~~-r

- 
• XM-l Tank System (AMCPM-CGM)

U. S. Army Tank-Automotive Command
Warren , Michigan 48090

36. Bri gadie r General Lyle W. Came ron , USAP
Director
Advanced Airborne ConuTminci Pos t SIN) (MC)

• Electronic Svs tc ris fl i v i s ion
L. G. I lanscom Field , Massachusetts 0] 730
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37. Colonel Howard M. Estes , Jr. , USAF

Deputy
Re-Entry Systems (TX)
Space and Missile Systems Organization
P.O. Box 92960, Worldway Postal Center
Los Angeles , California 90045

38. Colone l E. A. Coy , USAF
• Deputy

Space Communications Systems (TZ)
Space and Missile Systems Organization
P.O. Box 92960, Workdway Postal Center
Los Angeles , California 90045

39. Mr. M. F. Anderson
Project Manager
436M SEEDCUPS (MC)
Electronic Systems Divi sion
L. G. Hanscom Field , Massachusetts 01730

40. Brigadier General J. F. Albert, USAF
Deputy , Space Defense System (TW)
Space and Missile Systems Organi zation
P O .  Box 92960 , Worldway Postal Center
Los Angeles, California 90045

41. Colonel Melvin F. thubb, Jr. , U&AF
• .. 

• • Director
AGM-65 System Program Office (SO 65)
Aeronauti cal Systems Division
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio 45453

42. Colonel J. R. Brill , USAF
Director
AGM- 86 Program Office (RW 86)
Aeronautical Systems Division
Wri ght-Patterson AFB , Ohio 45453

43. Lieutenant Colonel Kenneth E. Stout, USAI-~
- 

Program Manager
I-lAST (DLQ)
Armament Development Test Center

• Elg in AFB , Florida 32542

44. Mr. Paul Rosen
• 

- Program Manf!ger
• Lincoln Experimental Satellite

Lincoln Laboratory
L. G. Itanscom Fie ld, Massachusetts 07130

34

I

I:

~~~I~_lFL 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

•

- 
• 

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



45. Colonel D. W. Lambrecht, USAF
Director
Over-The-Horizon SPO (00-I)
Electronic Systems Division
L. G. Hanscom Field, Massachusetts 01730

46. Colonel Lloyd H. Giesy , USAF
Director
LOD/AIMS/TRACALS SPO (DCc)
Electronic Systems Division
L. C. Ilanscom Field, Massachusetts 01730

47. Lieutenant Colonel John V. Kleperis
Program Manager
Pave Spike (RWR&)
Aeronautical Systems Division
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio 45453

48. Major General B. N. Bellis, USAF
Deputy for F-l 5/JEPO (YF)
Aeronautical Systems Division
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio 45453

49. Brigadier General Thomas H. McMullen, USAF
• Deputy

A-10 System Program Office (SDX).
Aeronautical Systems Division
Wright-Patterson AFB , Ohio 45433

50. Lieutenant Colonel Ross H. Rogers, USAF
Program Manager
F-40 Wild Weasel (RWET)
Aeronautical Systems Division

• • Wright-Patterson AFB , Ohio 45433
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List of Procurement Di rectorates
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1. Aeronautical Systems Division
ASP/PP
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio 45433

2. Space and Missile Systems Organization
SAN.SO/PP

- Air Force Unit Post Office
Los Angeles , CA 90045

3. Armament Development Test Center
ADrC/PP
Elgin AFB , FL 32542

4. Automatic Data Processing Equipment
Selection Office (ADPESO)
Deparbnent of the Navy
Washington , D. C. 20390

5. Electronic Systems Division
Deputy for Command and Management Systems (MCP)
L. G. Hanscom Field, ~\ 01730

6. Electronic Systems Division
Directorate of APPE Selection (MCSP)
L. C. Hanscom Field, ~~~~~ 01730

7. U. S. Army Electronic Command
Directorate of Production and Procurement
Fort Moninouth , New Jersey 07703

8. U. S. Army Aviation Systems Conunand
Directorate of Production and Procurement
P.O. Box 209
St. Louis , lID 63102

9. Naval Air Systems Command
Directorate of Procurement
Washington , D. C. 20360

I ~

10. Naval Ship Systems Command HQ
Navy Department , Director of Procurement
Washington , P. C. 20390

11. Naval Electroni cs Systems Command , IIQ• Di rector of Procurement
Wash ington, ID. C. 20360

12. U. S. Army Missile Comand
Directorate of Prod! ic t i or~ and Procurc-inen t
Red;toae Ai~-c~al • 
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13. U. S. Amy Tank-Automotive Command
Directorate of ProductioLl and Procurement

• Warran , Mi chigan 48090

4.

(

-

3~
I

~~~~~~~~~~~~ ;-•
~ ~~~~~~~ ~~~~


