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\ Abstract

’/\Muliiple Tincar regression techniques were employed to examine source
selection in an Air Force procurcment division. The experimental data
was derived from an exercise which examined a part of the source selection
process. Each exercise contained identical Request for Proposals. Sub-
jects were asked to rate proposals with and without a policy (prioritizing
evaluation criteria). The results of the exercize viere grouped three
ways: (1) by organization, (2) by supervisory level, and (3) by experi-
ence with source selection. Al1l possible pairings within the above three
categories were then compared to identify any significant differences
between sub-category members. All groupings were investigated to deter-
mine whether or not each evaluation criteria contributed significantly
to the rating a proposal received. Assimilation of the policy (priori-
tizing evaluation criteria) was examined. Last, the linear model was

compared to a non-linear model to determine whether or not the linear

model was adequate. —~ it fuy

The linear model was proven to be acceptable in modeling this source
selection decision. Significant differences in how each organization
rated proposals were discovered. Supervisory level did not yield any
significant differences in rating proposals. There were differences in
how those who had participated in source selection and those who had
not rated proposals. All of the evaluation criteria did not contribute
significantly to proposal ratiﬁg when subjects were given a prioritized
listing of evaluation criteria or policy. There was no difficulty in

assimilating a policy and no significant difference in degree of policy (
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assimilation. Thews results suggest that source selection decisions are

not similar across organizations within the Air Force division. Further-
more, subjects did not utilize all the information available to them in
making decisions. People often chose to utilize only a part of the

available information in arriving at a decision.
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A CRITICAL APPRAISAL OF SOURCE SELECTION PROCEDURES

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Source selection is an activity performed by many systems progran
managers. While it represents only one of tihe tasks associated with
program management, it is perhaps one of the most interesting aspects of
the job. When accomplishing a procurcment linited to a less than "major"
dollar amount, the source selection process affords program managers the
opportunity to exercise judgment and exert influence. This opportunity
is not available in some of the other tasks associated with program
management. The authority is vested in higher levels of management as
the dollar amount of a program increases.

This thesis will examine actions of program managers and supervi-
sors in the Deputy for Aeronautical Equipment (AE), Acronautical Systems
Division (ASD), Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. Major concentra-
tion will be on examining how source selection decisions are made when
authority has been delegated as far downward as possible. The area of
interest is source selection decisions under conditions of maximum
freedom. Maximum freedom is attained where less than "major" programs
are to be procured. In Table I, the threshoids, which determine the

delegation of source selection authority (SSA) for AE, are presented.

Source Selection
Source selection specifically ircludes ". . . soliciting and eval-

uating offerors' proposals and . . . selecting sources for development

§
!
2
:
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Delegation of Source Selection Authority*

Potential Progrem Cost

$0 - $500,000 RDT&E and/or
$0 - $5,000,000 Production

$500,001 - $1,000,000 RDT&E
and/or $5,000,001 -
$7,500,000 Production

$1,000,001 - $12,500,000
RDT&E and/or $7,500,001 -
$25,000,000 Production

$12,500,001 - $25,000,000
RDT&E and/or $25,000,001 -
$50,000,000 Production

*AE Operating Instruction 70-2

Source Selection Authority
Procuring Contracting Officer (PCO)
without power of redelegation

Chief of the Procurement Division

of the 3 letter organization

without power of redelegation
Director/Deputy Director/Assistant
Director of the 3 letter organi-
zations without power of redelegation

Deputy/Assistant Deputy
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and production of major defense systems, subsystems, and components as
well as other major programs or projects competitively procured by the
Department of the Air Force" (AFR 70-15, 1976:1). Source Selection
Policy and Procedures, AFR 70-15, establishes policy, assigns authority
and responsibilities, and prescribes implementing procedures for scurce
selection (AFR 70-15, 1976:1).

AFR 70-15 establishes procecures for "major" programs. A major
program requires $75 million or more Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation (RDT&E) funds or is projected to require $300 million or more
producticen funds (including support) (AFR 70-15, 1276:1-1). There are
other dollar threshclds which, when exceeded, require the application
of AFR 70-15. This thesis will consider source selection requiring funds
which do not excecd these AFR 70-15 thresholds.

An explanation of terms is now presented in order to enhance an
overall understanding of the source selection process. A complete
explanation of terms will not be attempted. However, AFR 70-15 contains
all terms and can be used as a reference.

1. Source Selection Process. The formaiized process employed
in competitive, negotiated procurements for programs. The source selec-
tion process is designed to insure an impartial, equitable, and econocmic
evaluation, and comparative analysis of competing offerors' proposals
and their capabilities. This provides an objective basis for the SSA
to select the source(s) which best satisfies the government's require-
ments.

2. Request for Proposal (RFP). The RFP is the formal docu-

ment used to invite contractors to submit proposals for required




supplies and services. It is the medium by which potential sources
are introduced to the job and sets the stage for the proposals, eval-
uation, and contract definitization (ASD Reserve Project Number 78-017-
B1, 1979:1).

3. Evaluation Criteria. The standards used in the source
selection process to imeasure proposal acceptability in regard to the
government requirements stated in the Request for Proposal.

4. Source Selection Authority (SSA). The official designated
to direct the source selection process, approve the source selection
plan, select the source(s), and announce the contract award.

5. Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC). A group of
senior military or government civilian personnel designated to serve as
the staff and advisors to the SSA during the source selection process.
They analyze, for the SSA, the results of the Source Selection Evalua-
tion Board (SSEB).

6. SSAC Analysis Report. A formal report which contains the
overall analysis of the SSAC in the form of relative strengths, weak-
nesses, and risks, prices or costs, overall technical effectiveness,
risk analysis, offerors' capabilities, energy effectiveness, environ-
mental awareness, negotiation results, and other appropriate factors.

7. Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB). A group of
military and/or government civilian personnel, representing the various
functional and technical discip]ines for a procurement appointed by
the SSAC to direct, control, evaluate proposals, and develop summary

facts and findings.




8. SSEB Evaluation Report. This report, prepared by the
SSEB, contains cvaluation standards, detailed narrative assessments of
each proposal against these stendards, numerical scores when used, and
summary appraisals of significant strengths, weaknesses, and risks of
each proposal. It forms the basis of the SSAC analysis.

9. Source Selection Officer. A staff officer who advises the
organization conmander on source selection policies and procedures. He
also advises the Program Manager, SSA, SSAC, or SSEB on how to properly
conduct a course selection.

10. Procurement Evaluation Panel (Review Board). A group of
highly qualified government officials that review Requests for Proposals
and other documentation for selected procurements to assure that exces-
sive or nonessential technical, management, and/or procurement related
requirements are eliminated, that the RFP scts forth clearly what the
government plans to buy, and that business management considerations are
assessed (AFR 70-15, 1976:1-1 - 1-3).

These definitions apply to major source selection where structured
procedures are required. AFR 70-15 permits considerable flexibility
for those programs falling below the major program financial thresholds.
The following quote emphasizes this fact. "Policies and procedures con-
tained in this regulation are sufficiently flexible to accomodate a
wide range of requivements. They, therefore, may be used as a guide
to formally evaluate competitive proposals and to select sources for

other programs/projects below the dollar thresholds prescribed above"

(AFR 70-15, 1976:1-1).




Small dollar procurements are usually involved in projects/programs

in AE, and are also typical of many other program offices. This moti-
vated ASD to publish ASD Pamphlet 800-7. Its objective is to "stream-
line, simplify, and improve the effectiveness of Lhe source selection
process" (ASDP £00-7, 1978:1-2). It specifies procedures which are to
be employed for less than major source selections. Although less for-
malized, small source selections utilize procedures similar to those
in major source selections.

The Procurement Evaluation Panel was mentioned in the definitions.
As authority is delegated downvard, the SSA eventually rests with the
Procuring Contracting Officer (PCO). In small programs typical of AL,
the PCO assumes the responsibilities of the Procurement Evaluation
Panel. The PCO has three responsibilities: (1) control all communica-
tion between the goveriment and offeror, (2) assure that the basis for
fully acceptable contracts are negotiated with responsible offerors,
and (3) assure sound procurenent practices are adhered to throughout
the entire source selection process (AEQI 70-2, 1978:5).

Organizational arrangements are altered as stated in ASDP 800-7.
Significant changes have been successfully instituted where the SSA
has been delegated to the division commander. The SSAC and SSEB are
deleted. Instead, a small group of evaluators are carefully selected
to participate as members of an evaluation body designated as the
Evaluation Committee (EC) (ASDP 800-7, 1978:7). ASDP 800-7 describes
the duties of these evaluators. "Evaluators are responsible to the

Chief of the EC and, in turn, to the SSA for their contributions and




conduct during the course of the preparation of the RFP, proposal
cvaluation, and completion of the selection process" (ASDP 800-7,
1978:7).

As the cdollar amounts are further reduced, the EC is dispensed
with. The following quote, from a Systecmns Command Supplement to
AFR 70-15, explains why. "Formalized source selection procedures for
procurements with a projected contract dollar value below $1 million are
discouraged. Rather, regular ASPR award procedures (3-805 and 4-106)
are encouraged for procurements where the complexities and risks do not
require the use of formalized source selection .procedures" (AFR 70-15,
AFSC Sup 1, 1977:1). An attempt will be made to examine scurce selec-
tion in this relaxed atmosphere.

In this thesis an exanination of a part of the source selection
process will be undertaken. Program managers and their supervisors
will be administered an exercise requiring them to evaluate an RFP.
Each proposal will have been rated in relation to five evaluation
criteria when presented for evaluation. This task of evaluating a pro-
posal is representative of the type of decision required of progran
managers and supervisors in source selection.

A typical program/project in AE might be below $1 million. Thus,
the theoretical source selection in this research will be of such a
size; a $400,000 program for RDT&E. The SSA will be the Procuring
Contracting Officer in accordance with AEOI 70-2. This $400,000 figure
is below the $500,000 threshold for RDT&E. Thus, the SSA is delegated
to the lowest possible level of authority within AE. Such a delegation

often occurs.




In Appendix A, a list of source selection actions is provided for
information. It states actions required when vsing an Evaluation Com-
mittee. An Evalation Committec will not be required for the theoretical
$400,000 source selection. However, even when not using an Lvaluation
Committee, it is desirable for the program mznager to follow as closely
as possible the actions which the committee would have taken. Maximum
effort went into design of the formal procedures associated with major
programs. Past crrors were considered when constructing the formal
regulations.

Criteria for evaluation of proposals arc stated differently in
AFR 70-15, ASPR 3-501, and ASPR 4-10G.4. The significant factors,
regardless of how they are statced, continually recur. The following five
criteria are a distillation of statements in AFR 70-15 and ASPR: (1)
technical, (2) opcrational, (3) logistics, (4) managemant, and (5) cost.
These five criteria will be used to evaluate source selection decision

making.

Statement of the Praoblem

There are five organizational units within AE which utilize program
managers. These are Avionics and Aircraft Accessories Systems Progrem
Office (SPO)-AEA, Life Support SPO-AEL, Reconnaissance/Strike SPO-AER,
and Electronic Warfare SPO-AEW. The specific intent is to evaluate
source selection decision making within these organizations. In addi-
tion, an examination and comparison of decisions by program managers and

their immediate supervisors will be undertaken.




The part of source sclection to be exemined is one of the actions
which would normally be performed by the Evaluation Committee; cval-
uating proposals which have already becn rated in relation to specific
evaluation criteria. In a less than major source selection, the progran
manager or his direct supervisor could be responsible for accomplishing
this task. By choosing to evaluate decision making in less than major
source selections, resecarch is constrained to an area representative of
AE. A1l of AE's prograim managers ave familiar with this type of source
selection.

Specific hypotheses to be tested are:

H1: Evaluation criteria are weighed consistently by
personnel within AE.

H2: There are no differences among AE three letter groups
with respect to source selection decisions.

H3: There is no difference in source selection decisions
made by program managers and their direct supervisors.

H4: Source selection decisions, in the aggregate, are
highly predictible using only two or three of the
five evaluation criteria.

H5: Program managers and their direct supervisors will be
able to assimilate a policy prioritizing evaluation
criteria.

H6: Program managers.and their immediate supervisors will
assimilate and apply a policy to the same degree.

H7: Three letter groups will assimilate a policy to the

same degree.
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H8: There is negligible difference in the amount of

variance explained by linear and non-lincar models.

Assumptions

The assumption is made that correct or representative evaluation
criteria have been identified prior to conducting the source selection
decision making exercise. This is necessary for the results of the

analysis to be meaningful.

There are approximately 122 program managers, 30 of which are super-
visors. An attempt will be made to administer the exercise to each of
them. Thus, full coverage or representative coverage will be obtained
for a specific organizational unit within Aeronautical Systems Division.

In the next chapter, Methodology, the construction of an exercise
to analyze source selection is discussed. Then, the techniques used in

evaluating the results of the exercise are presented.

10
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CHAPTER J1

METHODOLOGY

Modeling the Source Sclection Decision

In Chapter I, the judgment to be modeled was identified. In addi-
tion, five evaluation criteria, henceforth cues, were presented. The
next problem is how to construct an exercise using these cues to analyze
a source selection decision. Multiple linear regression is a very power-
ful tool which can be used to accomplish this task.

The first use of linear models was proposed by Benjamin Franklin
in 1887. 1In a letter to his friend, Joseph Priestly, Franklin advocated
the use of what he called noral or prudential rules in arriving at deci-
sions. He specified how to apply a linear technique in making decisions
(Dawes & Corrigan, 1974:95). 1In 1923, Henry A. Wallace proposed building
a linear model to represent a corn judge's actions (Dawes & Corrigan,
1974:100). Brunswik (1940) proposed the use of multiple regression as
a model for human use of information. Hoffman proposed that linear
models could be used to represent expert judgment (Hoffman, 1960:116).

Since the time of Brunswik, linear analysis has been applied to
depth perception, person perception, clinical inference, and conflict
resolution. The regression technique has also served as a model for
examining ability to detect and usc correlations in quantitative pre-
diction tasks (Beach, 1967:277). Slovic and Lichtenstein cite over 30
studies illustrating the tremendous diversity of judgmental tasks to

which thc model has been applied (Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1971:677).
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In the Air Force, multiple regression has been applied in a variety
of situations. The difficulty level of jobs within the Medical Materiel
Carcer Ladder was adequately determined using a three-variable regres-
sion equation (Mead, 1970:1ii). Multiple regression was also used to
evaluate the job difficulty of Accounting and Finance supervisors (lMead
and Christal, 1970:1). Multiple regression was also used at the United
States Air Force Academy to evaluate and improve the cadet rating system

(Taylor, 1976:217). It has also been used in several AFIT thesis efforts.

Applicability of the Linear Model

Bottenberg and Ward (1963) state that:

If it is possible to obtain all the information availeble
to decision-makers and an adequate sample of their deci-
sions, we usually can formulate a regression model that
satisfactorily accounts for the decisions.

This process of weighting and cembining information (often referred to

as cues) can be represented by an equation of the form

Y = by +boXo £ .. .+ bX, \

where Y is the judgment, Xi is the value of the ith cue, and bi
represents the importance of the ith cue (Slovic and Hoffman, 1969:2).
The bi are often called beta weights.

Even if it were possible to obtain all information availabie to E
the decision maker, often the decision is made in the face of uncer- |
tainty. The question then arises, can multiple linear regression do
an adequate job under these circumstances. Beach (1967) makes the

assumption that men must attempt to function effectively in an environ-

12
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ment about which they receive only equivocal information. He states
that when faced with this type of situation, "Multiple regression is
used as the model for optimal use of the equivocal information"

(Beach, 1967:278). In further support of nultiple linear regression,
Dawes and Corrigan state that, "It is not surprising that linear models
outperform intuitive judgment" (Dawes and Corrigan, 1974:105). Thus,
the literaturec provides a strong support for the application of lincar
models (o decision making processcs. This model has been used in

describing decisions or as a substitute for the decision maker.

The Use of Cues

Most of the important stimuli about which judgments are made are
multidimensional. A cue, information bit, component attribute, or
dimension characterizes this muitidimensional stimulus (Slovic and
Hoffman, 1269:1). Thus, in simple language, a cue is a piece of infor-
mation to be utilized by the decision maker.

A question which often arises is how many cues to provide the deci
sion maker. Another concomitant question is how many levels or dimen-

sions to provide each cue. Slovic and Lichtenstein warn against using

too many cues. In their study, increased nuibers of cues led to dccreas

accuracy. The following quote emphasizes this:

In summary, there is a small amount of evidence that
increasing the amount of information available to the
decision maker increases his confidence without
increasing the quality of his decisions and makes his
decisions more difficult to predict. (Slovic and
Lichtenstein, 1971:687)

13
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Linear vs. lNon-linecar Models

Numerous examples citing the strength of the Tinear model have been
presented. At this point, some questions about non-linearity will be
examined. The questionis: Do subjects coumbine cues in a linear or non-
linear fashion? Brehmer states there is little evidence that humans
use information is any other then the lincar, additive (or averaging)
one. He further asserts that "“Still, the majority of the studies indi-
cate that most or all the variance in his (the subject's) response system
can be accounted for by a linear multiple-regression equation" (Brehmer,
1969:491).

Numerous studies have uncovered instences of interactions among
cues. Even when these interactions are present, Slovic and Lichtenstein
assert that "The linear model accounts for all but a small fraction of
predictable variance in judgments across a remarkably diverse spectrum
of tasks" (Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1971:681). Thus, a minimum of time

will be spent on non-Tlinear considerations in this research effort.

Relative Weights

Hoffamn identified three limitations with using beta weights in
multiple regression. These are (1) direct comparisons of sets of betas
between subjects is not meaningful, (2) beta coefficients do not account
for all the predictable variance, and (3) beta coefficients do not allow
for the assessment of the independent contribution of each predictor
(Hoffman, 1960:120). Therefore, he advocated the use of relative
weights and defined them as

Gl s My

iy RZ
y
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where

= the beta cecefficient for the ith predictor

10

o, 8 the validity coefficient (correlation with judgment)
Y of the ith predictor

R; = the squared multiple corvelaticn coefficient for

subject Y (Hoffman, 1960:121).

Slovic and Lichtenstein point cut that "Since the sum of the rela-
tive weights is 1.0, Hoffinan's index describes the relative contribution
of each of the predictors as a proportion of the predictable lincar
variance” (Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1971:658).

To the researcher who is primarily interested in relative weights,
orthogonal designs often seem preferable to designs in which the cues
are correlated in a representative manner. "One device used to insure
orthogonality has been to construct stimuli by producing factoria

combinations of the cues" (Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1971:658). Such a

design was employed when constructing the source selection exercise for

this thesis. With this design riy = biy so the equation for computing
the relative weights reduces to
(b, )?
R_ = _1L
i REL e
y

Identification of the Problem

Interviews, with three lefter chiefs within AL, were conducted to
learn more about problems within the source selection process. In addi-
tion, all the source selection regulations and documents utilized by

personnel within AE were obtained. Five evaluation criteria were
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identified from intervicws and from the regulations. FEach cue was
provided two levels; adequate or excellent. Lieutenant Colonel David
L. Welton (AEA) offercd particulerly strong support on all phases of
this stage of the research. He assisted in identifying and clarifying
i the cues. Also, he provided the contacts within AL necessary to ohtain

permission to conduct the source selection exercise.

Application of the Cues
The next task was to construct a source selection exercise utiliz-
ing the evaluation criteria. The intent was to model how program mana-

< gers and supervisors cvaluate proposals which have been rated in relation

to the evaluation criteria. Since only five evaluaticn criteria were

identified a full factorial design was employed in constructing the
exercise. A design which exhausts all possible combinations of the cues
is often called full factorial. Each cue was coded either excellent ov
adequate. Thus, the full factorial design required 2°, or 32, decisions
to exhaust all possible combinations of the cues. The exercise is pro-
vided for examination in Appendix B.

In a Request for Proposal (RFP), evaluation criteria are listed in
a prioritized manner. The specific intent is for offerors to incorporate
this priority when preparing proposals. One measure of how well an RFP
met objectives is the degree to which the proposal incorporates the
prioritized critiera. Program managers are often involved in examining
this facet of a proposal.

In the first part of the exercise demographic questions were asked.
The second part of the exercise required that the 32 decisions be made

with no stated priority. Thus, the intent was to caplure the policy of
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each individual with no guidance. In the third part of the exercise,
a priority of the cues was provided. Then, each individual was asked
to evaluate 32 additional proposals. This allowed comparison of each
individual's decisions with and without a policy.

To insure that each individual would not be able to recognize a
pattern between the same 32 decisions in parts two and three, a random
number table was used to determine the order of the 32 combinaticns of
the cues. A different randem number generator was used for parts two
and three of the exercise.

The appropriate linear model for this study is

Y = by¥ + byXy + baXs -+ byXy + beXs

where Xy through Xs are the evaluation criteria, as follows:

X; = Technical
X, = Operational
Xs = Logistics
Xy = Management
Xs = Cost.

In Appendix B each of the evaluation criteria is defined.
Each of the 32 proposals can be represented mathematically by

orthogonal vectors. This is presented in Appendix C. Orthogonality

assures that the evaluation criteria will be uncorrelated in the regres-

sion. Thus, the usefulness of the evaluvation criteria in arriving at
the proposal evaluation is strictly measured by the intercorrclation
between cach evaluation criteria and the decision (Darlington, 1962:

162). Each of the 32 evaluations made by the experimental subject is
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strictly characterized by the numerical value (0, 1, . . . , 10) of
his evaluation and one of 32 orthogonal predictor vectors, cach of
which represents a unique proposal state. It is thus simple to deter-
mine the importance the subject places on each of the five evaluation

criteria with and without a policy.

Significance of R

R?, the squared multiple correlation coefficient for the regression,
provides information as to how well an individual's decision process was
modeled. It is one of the printed outputs of Lieutenant Colenel Charles
W. McNichols' computer program. The following quote defines R: "The
multiple correlation (R) provides a measure of control because it mca-
sures the correspondence between an individual's judgments and predictions
from a specific model" (Hammond,et al, 1977:279). Jones, et al (1976)
providé an F-test to evaluate whether or not R 1is statistically signi-
ficant. For this test,

bl 2
FO = _(_rl:}\_]‘)ﬁ_.
k(1-R?)

where the terms mean the following:

n = the number of decisions (32)
k = the number of cues (5)
R? = the squared multiple correlation coefficient. F is

distributed with p and n-p-1 degress of freedom
This test was used to evaluate an individual's R in order to determine

whether or not any individual's model was statistically valid.
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Pre-test

In order to assess the effectiveness of the source selection
exercise, a pre-test was conducted. Five subjects, one each from the
five divisions within AE, participated. Four subjects completed all
parts of the exercise; with and without a policy. Within one day after
compieting the exercise, each subject was asked to imake recomnendations
for improvements. None of the subjects had any difficulty in under-
standing the directicns and accomplishing the exercise. One recomien-
dation which was incorporated was a change to the size of the theoretical
proposal. It was changed from $10,000 in the pre-test to $400,000 in the

actual exercise.

Pre-Test Results -

Four of the five people who took the pre-test completed all sections
of it. In Table II the individual and average of the individual R?'s for

the four are presented.

TABLE I1T

Pre~Test R*'s

Case R? - No Policy R? - With Policy
1 .880 +855
2 .466 <837
3 .550 <ol
4 .930 .957
Average .707 794

An F-test to test the sianificance of R? was mentioned earlier.
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At the five percent significance level an F-value was extracted from
tables (F = 2.59). One can then solve for the R? value which would
have caused rejection of this statistic, R? = .322. Nonc of the indi-
viduals and none of the average R values fall below this figure.

A comment about responses received during the interviews after
the exercise is now appropriate. The overall exercise did make sense
to the test subjects. They undersiood what they were asked to do. The
instructions werc adequate and understandable. The definition of each
evaluation criteria was clear. In their opinion, the evaluation cri-
teria were typical of scurce selections within AE. There are not any
other evaluation criteria which should be included or were thought to
be more relevant than those which were used. It was not felt that an
example was necessary in the instructions. Last, the decision that the
subjects were asked to make was meaningful as compared with the overall
kind of judgment in source selection.

The interviews after the pre-test uncovered a possible problem with
the completion of the source selection exercise. A wide diversity of
levels of experience exists within AE. Some program mahagers have
never accomplished a source selection while others have accomplished
many. However, all the program managers are somewhat familiar with the
process. Because of the wide degree of difference in experience, two
additional demographic questions were added to the exercise: (1) Have

you ever been involved in an actual source selection? and (2) If so,

about how many?
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Administration of the Exercise

After incorporating accepteble rccomacndations, the exercise was
distributed to 96 personnel within AE on 9 June 1979. The five parti-
cipants in the pre-test vere excluded. Because the initial response
rate was low, a letter extending the cutoff date was distributed. The
letter was writien only after it was detcrmined that leave, excessive
TDY, and heavy June workloads had interferred with completing the
exercise. A copy of this Tetter is presented in Appendix D for refer-

ence.

Coding of the Data
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