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PREFACE 

^is study represents an analysis of the research i 
methodology used by the Air Force Audit Agency Acquisition and c 
Logistics Weapon System Associate Directorate (AFAA/QLW) to 
identify potential issues for audit application. QLW provides 
significant information to Air Force officials on the ways and 
means to improve weapon systems acquisition. The limited audit 
resources available to accomplish this task must be continually 
evaluated to ensure the most important weapon system issues are 
audited in the most efficient manner possible. This report can 
contribute to that evaluation process. 

Lany individuals contributed to the analysis that resulted 
in this report. They include Mr. Jackie Crawford, his QLW staff, 
and audit managers. Considerable thanks are also due to Major 
William Furr of the Air Command and Staff College for his 
thoughtful comments and suggestions during the project. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Part of our College mission is distribution of the 
students’ problem solving products to DoD 
sponsors and other interested agencies to 
enhance insight into contemporary, defense 

Q related issues. While the College has accepted this 
product as meeting academic requirements for 

^ graduation, the views and opinions expressed or 
implied are solely those of the author and should 
not be construed as carrying official sanction. 

‘insights into tomorrow' 

REPORT NUMBER 35-2350 

AUTHOR(S) »'IS • EARL J. SCOTT 

TITLE AIR force audit agency weapon system research methodology 

Audit reHoarch provides the information uned to determine 
the necessity and framework for audit effort within weapon 
systems. vfhether weapon system audita successfully provide 
meaningful information to the Secretary depends on the Air Force 
Audit Agency's capability to quickly assess potential problems 
during the research phase. While Agency weapon system 
evaluations have led to significant improvements in Air Force 
capabilities, opportunities exist to increase audit efficiency 
and effectiveness. Specifically: 

- Research objectives should be better defined for success¬ 
ful accomplishment within time constraints. Research 
objectives did not provide auditors with sufficient 
guidance to focus on potential problem areas and research 
time was inadequate to perform in-depth evaluation of an 
entire weapon system (Chapter 4). 

- Criteria for the type of issues most important to weapon 
system audits should be defined. First line weapon system 
audit supervisors neither agreed among themselves nor with 
Air Eorce Audit Agency practices regarding the most 
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CONTINUED 

meaningful audit auccees factors, such as monetary oavin/'S 
(Chapter 5). ^ o 

- Critical weapon system functional areas that require 
increased audit emphasis should be identified. Audit 
manager's research focused on weapon system functions 
that first line supervisors believed less important. On the 
other hand, areas considered most important by program 
managers were not always researched (Chapter 6). 

- Important weapon system issues should be specified by 
priority. Program managers defined 40 specific issue areas, 
such as Training Requirements, that should usually be 
reviewed during the research phase. However, audit managers 
indicated little preference in performing research for 29 of 
those areas (Chapter 7). 

When compared to other audit organizations, the results 
expected from Air Force Audit Agency research is not 
proportionate to the resources applied. For example, haval Audit 
Service research is performed by teams consisting of one GM-13 
and two GS-12s, the Department of Defense Inspector General for 
Audit employs teams headed by GM-15s and GM-14s, and the General 
Accounting Office also uses a research team concept. To offset 
the resource imbalance, increased emphasis on the situations 
above would direct Air Force audit managers toward more important 
weapon system issues. However, improved audit manager 
performance will require more pre-research effort to specifically 
define research phase objectives. 
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Introduction 

I 'Lir'Pi P««ski i 

WEAPON OYSTEÎ-i AUDITS 

The complexity of performing an audit can be measured by tue 
difficulty of understanding the subject audited. Weapon systems 
are complicated. In 1968, former Deputy Secretary of Defense 
David Packard stated, "there had been bad management of many 
defense programs [weapon systems] in the past...[and] 
frankly...we have a real mess on our hands" (3:0;. Another 
leading study several years later by J. Ronald Pox concluded that 
until the acquisition process was restructured, there would not 
be responsible weapon system management (3:--). Finally, a 1983 
study sponsored by the Council of Economic Priorities found that 
the Department of Defense had made virtually no progress in 
solving the problems of weapon system management addressed by hr. 
Packard and Mr. Fox (1:20). 

Ouch claims show that weapon system management problems are 
no secret, but the cures have been elusive. These same 
complications confront an auditor attempting to evaluate the 
weapon system process. System complexity coupled with the 
requirement to evaluate real time program results make weapon 
systems a most difficult area for audit. Unfortunately, many 
auditors do not recognize the intricacies of performing weapon 
system reviews. Included among these auditors are the Air Porce 
/hidit Agency’s (AFAA) policy makers. As a result, the research 
methods used to structure a weapon system audit do not differ 
from techniques used in simpler areas. 

Research forms the foundation for effective audit and 
ensures that limited resources are placed where most urgently 
needed. Under normal circumstances, research effort provides the 
basis for every subsequent audit step and the information 
necessary to predict final audit results. Research improperly 
executed will reduce auditing efficiency and decrease the 
probability of detecting any significant management problems 
(9î3^)» V/hile traditional financial audits routinely report 
favorable conditions, operational program results audits costine, 
up to *^0,000 require a return on investment (9:38). To ensure 
an equitable return, an organization must proviae sufficient 
research opportunities and have capable research auditors. 
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Tn response to the difficulty of understanding and auditing 
weapon systems, this project was designed to evaluate the 
problems audit managers have in defining potential management 
problems during the audit research phase. 

The first three chapters provide some insights to the 
complexities surrounding weapon systems' management, weapon 
system audit methodology and the Air Force Audit Agency's 
organizational structure. The final five chapteru ohow how theue 
complications obstruct the auditor's attempt to research weapon 
systems. 
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AHALYTICAL METHOD AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Three survey questionnaires were used to evaluate weapon 
system research procedures within the AFAA Acquisition and 
logistics Weapon System Associate Directorate (QLW). One survey 
measured the weapon system knowledge of QLW audit managers, 
another assessed the weapon system areas most important to QLW 
program managers (first line supervisors), and the final survey 
provided the weapon system research procedures used by other 
audit agencies. A total of nine audit managers, three program 
managers, and four audit agencies were surveyed with a response 
rate of 100 percent. Appendix A provides the survey 
questionnaires and Appendix B the survey analyses. 

There were several inherent assumptions to this study, 
^hese were: 

- The questions used to measure variables were reliable. 

- The questions were answered correctly and honestly. 

- The recommendations were within QLW authority limitations, 
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Chapter One 

WFAPOM SYSTEM MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE 

•Í:- 

The overall management hierarchy of a weapon avetem ia more 
complex than moat other Air Force functions (28:5>6;. Two 
principle factors complicate weapon system understanding. One ia 
the management structure and related responsibilities within the 
structure. The other is understanding those functions required 
to effectively develop, acquire, and deploy a weapon system. 
It's best to look at the management structure in two stages: the 
Air Force at large and the program office. The source of 
information for data presented in this chapter was AFR 800-2, 
"Acquisition Program Management" (12:—) and AFSCP 800-3» 
"Acquisition Management" (13:—)• 

WEAPON SYSTEM MANAGEMENT 
WTTTÏTïTÿïïïT TllTTüRÜl 

The ultimate approval for weapon system development and 
acquisition lies with the President and Congress. The Air Force 
function is to identify the needs, sell the ideas, and deliver 
the approved system for operational use. A macro view of weapon 
system management within the Air Force (Figure 1) shows a very 
large horizonal and vertical linkage in the chain of command. 
This linkage provides a series of checks and balances to ensure 
systems in the development pipeline represent legitimate user 
needs. The primary participants of weapon system development are 
listed below. 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE (USAF). All major weapon systems in 
the developmen^*ph"ase have a representative at HO USAF. The 
program element monitor (PFM) serves as the HO USAF (Pentagon) 
focal point and is generally the program sponsor during final 
budget decisions and Congressional inquiries. The PEM is 
responsible for developing program management directives, 
identifying system specifications, and documenting any other user 
requirements. Program directives provide system development and 
production authority as well as any constraints. 
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AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND (APM) . The maintainability arm 
supportability requirements for alT"weapon systems must be 
coordinated through HQ AFLC. In addition, a plan exists for the 
transfer of major weapon system program responsibility to an ALC 
system program manager once development effort is complete,

USER COMMAND. The user command is responsible for ensuring 
the system meets current and projected needs within the ttireat 
spectrum. In addition, the user command must agree t)iat tlie 
system will perform within given operational constraints.

AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMlAhD (AFSC) . Program manat^ers act as 
implemenTing officers for and must coordinate the ultimate
system requirements between participating commando. In 
accordance with AFR 800-2 "Acquisition Program Management,” the 
manager is responsible for executive planning, organizing, 
directing, and controlling all executive program activity 
outlined in the program management directives.
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AIR TRAINING COMMAND (ATC). ATC coordinates on training 
concepts ari^ rêquíTeraents. ÄfC also assesses the relationships 
and potential trade-offs involving cost and risk in meeting 
initial operational capability milestones. 

AIR FORCE OFFICE OF TEST AND EVALUATION CENTER (AFOTEC). 
A FOT F C provTíes ongõTríg independent'weapon systems ass'essments 
during the development phase. The Center’s responsibilities 
include planning, directing, conducting, controlling, and 
evaluating system performance. 

PROGRAM OFFICE 

Direct management responsibility, authority, and 
accountability for attaining program objectives rests with the 
program manager. AFR 800-2 defines the concepts used for 
establishing a system program office and has resulted in a matrix 
management format. As shown on Figure 2, two primary flows of 
authority exist within the matrix format. Vertical authority 
flows from functional managers to the individuals temporarily 
assigned to program offices. Project authority flows 
horizontally (26:6). The primary functional responsibilities 
within a program office are listed below. 

PROGRAM CONTROL. Program control has responsibility for 
scheduTing programs, budgeting and managing funds, evaluating 
contractor status, estimating life cycle cost, and maintaining 
the central depository for all program documentation. 

PROCUREMENT. Procurement has responsibility for contract 
management:, negotiations, and contractor performance evaluation 
reports. 

ENGINEERING. Engineering has responsibility for integration 
of the system'and subsystems, system technical evaluation, and 
specialty programs (i.e., safety, reliability, survivability, 
quality assurance, human factors, and trade-off studies). 

CONFIGURATION MANAGEMENT. Configuration management has 
r es po ns ibi TfEy~fo r establishing and implementing policies and 
procedures for weapon system configuration (i.e., engineering 
drawings, specifications, and hardware configuration status). 
'’’his office manages engineering changes to documentation and 
hardware and also receives, reviews, and processes engineering 
change proposals to affected agencies. 
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r TEST AND EVALUATION. Test and evaluation has responsibility 
for test'prannfnc, 'system and subsystem testing, and flight 
testing.

LOGISTICS. Logistics has responsibility for logistic 
supportability, life cycle cost decisions, and provisioning for 
operational support.
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Overall, fourteen functional areas were evaluated in this 
study. Weapon system audits generally focus on one or two of 
l.hesc! functional areas. Furthermore, audit coverage does not 
encompass an entire area, but concentrates on selected issues 
within each function. The primary functional areas are presenten 
below, the issues are presented in the audit manager's survey. 
Fart I. 

A. Program Control 
B. Procurement 
0. Engineering 
I). Conf iguration 
E. Testing 
F. Manufacturing 
0. Logistics 

V. Interface 
I. Data 
J. Intelligence 
K. Communications 
L. Deployment 
M. Contracting 
N. Training 

MATRIX MANAGEMENT 

Although used for weapon system development, matrix 
management has limited use because of implementation 
difficulties. The indirect superior/subordinate relationship and 
lateral decision network create personnel resistance, increased 
internal conflict, and problems with establishing a power balance 
(26:6). Yet, these problems are outweighed by the need to have a 
management system flexible enough to overcome technically complex 
programs through the dynamic weapon system phases (conceptual, 
validation, full-scale development, and production) (26:7). 

Air Force willingness to use matrix management in lieu of 
the more traditional direct command approach provides some 
insight to the difficulty of managing a weapon system. These 
same problems confront the weapon system auditor. 

Auditors must understand the interrelation of the program 
office and commands. The difficulty comes in matching a problem 
to the related cause. In many cases a system problem in one 
command is caused by the actions of another command. For 
example, development specifications may require built-in 
detection and isolation of system failures in circuit caras of 
electronic components. Accordingly, the using command's 
operational plan calls for minimal test equipment, lower 
maintenance personnel skill levels, and circuit card replacement 
spares. However, if the built-in test capability does not 
perform as planned , the operational plan may not be workable. Fo* 
the weapon system auditor, a multi-fronted issue has also 
developed: what went wrong with contractor development; what are 
the correction costs; why did the testing procedures fail to 
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detect, the problem; are spares' requirements affected, et cetera. 

Answers to these questions require cross communications and 
examination of the actions between all participating commands and 
HO USAP. Furthermore, the auditor must develop a recommended 
solution that also prevents recurrence. The audit methods used 
to evaluate weapon systems are briefly discussed in the following 
chapter. 



Chapter Two 

WEAPON SYSTEM 
Ann it mftfopoloctY 

Weapon system audits evolved from the need to align 
management evaluations to program results. These system audits 
place emphasis on determining '’whether (a) the desired results or 
benefits established by the legislature or other authorizing body 
[were] being achieved and (b) whether the agency has considered 
alternatives that might yield desired results at a lower cost” 
(11 :12). While this process ensures full accountability, the 
concepts and areas of audit coverage are evolutionary for the 
auditing profession (6:82). The auditing is generally more 
difficult and requires a level of expertise beyond the standard 
accounting framework used by traditional auditors (9:38). 

MEASURING ACCOUNTABILITY 

Traditional financial audits measure the accuracy of 
objective historical data and determine the effectiveness of 
management's planning and controlling functions (^:44). The 
methodology allows auditors to equate good accounting controls to 
good management (5:44). Whether good management decisions 
resulted from the .ata is irrelevant. On the other hand, program 
results audits use historical data to evaluate and analyze 
management actions beyond planning and controlling (6:80). 
Emphasis is placed on determining whether effective decision 
making procedures exist to ensure final results will match 
predetermined objectives. More specific comparisons between 
traditional and program results auditing are presented on Table 
1 . 

PROBLEM DETECTION 

Unlike traditional audits that rely on true/false conditions 
from accounting inaccuracies or noncompliance events, operational 
audits have no clearly defined standards or magic formula to 
identify significant system problems (7:110). Within weapon 
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TRADITIONAL FINANCIAL AUDIT 

The auditor is expected to: 

- Determine the adequacy of 
the system of internal control, 

- Investigate compliance with 
procedures. 

- Verify the existence of 
assets, see that proper safe¬ 
guards for assets are main¬ 
tained, and prevent or dis¬ 
cover fraud. 

- Check on reliability of the 
accounting and reporting 
system. 

- Report results of operations 
and/or of financial position. 

MANAGEMENT AUDIT 

The auditor is expected to: 

- Assure that plans (as set 
forth in statements of objec¬ 
tives, programs, budgets, and 
policies) are comprehensive, 
efficient, effective, consis¬ 
tent, and understood at the 
operating levels. 

- Provide objective informa- 
tic n on how well plans and 
policies are being carried 
out. 

- Assure that all operating 
reports can be relied on as 
a basis for action and are 
timely and accurate. 

- Furnish information on weak¬ 
nesses in administrative con¬ 
trols, particularly as to 
possible sources of waste. 

- Provide aid in measuring the 
efficiency of operations by 
feedback of appropriate 
information. 

- Report the existence, 
adequacy, and implementation 
of management controls and 
decision-making procedures. 

TARLR 1 FINANCIAL AND MANACEMENT AUDITS (?:—; 4:9-3) 
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syatema, such problems generally result from complex issues 
requiring multiple command interaction. Consequently, experience 
is essential. Only the best and most experienced auditors are 
capable of detecting operational problems where intuition is 
usually the best guide (9 08). Inexperienced auditors may not 
recognize a problem or could be talked out of the issue by 
management (9:38). 

Program results audits usually link sensitive issues to 
management decisions rather than internal control weaknesses. 
T*o concerns emerge from such linkage. One, the final audit 
report should connect potentially significant problems to 
specific individuals and program directors. Absence of this 
linkage usually indicates poor audit work or an attempt to avoid 
direct confrontation by the auditor (8:22). On the other hand, 
managers do not wish to appear inept and will rarely agree to 
audit conclusions (10:38). As a result, management does not 
regard weapon system auditors as part of the Air Force team and 
will attempt to conceal significant problem areas (25:29). This 
leads to the more important second concern, how are problems 
detected and supported? 

•:i'••l'i-ivl'•• .1 



Chapter Three 
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AIR FORCE AUDIT AGENCY STRUCTURE 

ORGANIZATION 

The Air Force Audit Agency's (AFAA) mission is to evaluate 
managerial effectiveness in: 1) fairly presenting the financial 
position; 2) economically and efficiently utilizing resources; 
and 3) achieving desired program results (11:—). AFAA uses a 
centralized organization structure as shown in Figure 3 to 
accomplish this mission. The Acquisition and Logistics (QL) and 
Forces and Support Management (FS) directorates manage all 
centrally directed audits. Each has five associate directorates 
(ADs) with specific audit responsibilities. 



[ Most QL ADs audit major functional areas. Por example, QLh 
has responsibility for maintenance audits while QLS has 

j responsibility -"or supply audits. These functional audit areas 
are usually traditional internal control reviews of financial 

; management and economy/efficiency reviews. QLM and QLS auditor 
expertise and experience center primarily on their respective 

i; functional areas. 
I 
I The QLW AD audits weapon systems. Areas of QLW 

responsibility include maintenance, supply, and all other weapon 
I . system management functions. While QLW may examine financial 

records, most audits focus on either economy/efficiency reviews 
; or program result assessments. Figure 4 illustrates the 
I responsibility differences between QLW and other QL ADs. For 
I example, QLW evaluates the interrelations between maintenance, 
j supply, and acquisition to determine system effectiveness. QLM, 

on the other hand, evaluates the maintenance program of a single 
I system or the Air Force procedures involving several systems. 

■ 
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AUDIT APPROACH 

AFAA uses a six phased approach to auuitiu^ (14:-). 
Initial phases are used to identify major issues us possible 
audit candidates while intermediate phases encompass the aetuileu 
audit evaluation process. The final phases culminate into the 
report of audit. Specific phases are addressed below. 

ISSUE SELECTION. Associate directors and program managers 
compile information from such sources as congressional documents, 
the Five-Year Defense Program, and audit manager input to 
identify potential audit issues. Selection of an issue is based 
on its related magnitude, resource commitment, mission impact, 
internal and external interest, and so forth. 

VALIDATION RESEARCH. Audit managers normally work alone 
during a to 90 day research phase. Research results provide 
the basis for AFAA management's decision to either proceed with a 
full audit or go to another area. Successful research should 
identify specific potential problems, develop an approach for 
further in-depth audit work, and determine audit resource 
requirements. 

wVlV 

For all potential problems the researcher must also estimate 
the underlying causes and potential corrective recommendations. 
Enough information must be gathered to define the issues, related 
systems, and command interplay. Such information is essential to 
develop an audit plan and coordinate the activities oi auditors 
working different segments of an issue in separate major 
commands. For weapon system audit managers, such research effort 
falls only slightly short of audit application because analysis 
concentrates on management decisions. On the other hand, 
functional area audits usually focus on transaction analysis 
through sampling techniques to locate problems. The sample 
results are then used to project the problem across the Air Force 
spectrum. 

Once potential problems are defined an audit plan must be 
formulated. Audit plans for functional type audits may simply 
duplicate the sampling processes used during research. While 
some duplication is possible for weapon system audits, the plan 
must focus primarily on those analytical processes that must be 
used to evaluate command interaction. 

Developing resource and milestone requirements is the third 
major research objective. The audit manager must coordinate 
issue difficulty with the capabilities of available field 
auditors. An inadequate match will impact the audit schedule ana 
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the number of complex iuauen that cun be addressed. The weapon 
nyHtern audit manager must aleo ensure that auditors at the 
various commands provide integrated results. For example, audit 
data fron, the user location may feed logistic's auditors who in 
turn provide data to the program office auditors (14:3—). 

? ROC R AF? n.KVFLOPMFKT PHASE. The program development phase 
provides audTt* manageri 50“îaÿs to document the audit objective 
and task requirements. The audit program ensures a fully 
coordinated effort and defines the responsibilities of each field 
auditor (14:5-1). 

APPLICATION PHASE. The purpose of audit application is to 
gat lier detáfleí information to either substantiate or disprove 
research conclusions. The application phase runs from 90 to 120 
days and usually requires 3»000 to 4»000 audit hours to complete 
(14:4-1). 

I 
*. 
% 
ï 
3 

VALIDATION PHASE. To ensure the accuracy of facts gathered 
during" audit “application, all potential findings and supporting 
evidence are outbriefed to Air Force management. Thirty days are 
provided for the validation phase (14:7-1). 

REPORTING PHASE. Once all facts have been validated the 
report wrfETng"process starts. Audit managers have 30 days to 
prepare a draft audit report (14:7-1). 

» 

i h 
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RESEARCHER'S CAPABILITY 

As readily evident, research providtj the foundation for all 
other audit effort. However, the research phase is not a simple 
task. While no formal penalty exists for audit managers 
misjudging potential problem areas, pursuing ill-defined issues 
creates resource waste. 

Audix manager research success depends on understanding the 
subject area and in establishing reasonable research objectives. 
As outlined in previous chapters, weapon system audits encompass 
the combined difficulty of measuring weapon system program 
results across multiple functional areas. As a result, on a 
comparative basis weapon system research significantly increases 
the scope of responsibilities for auditors, yet no corresponding 
adjustment to the organizational structure or audit phases have 
occurred. 

13 
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PFFFAFCF TIMF CONSTRAINTS 
AND GUIDANCE 

The potential problems identified during research ao not 
provide an.adequate basis for weapon system audit application. A 
random sample from six research efforts found that about half the 
anticipated problems were disproved during audit application 
(15: —î 18: — ; 19: — ; 20: — ; 21:—; 24:-). While the actual 
cost associated with auditing false problems was not measurable, 
a correlation should exist between the anticipated hours required 
to perform an audit and the number of potential findings that 
must be reviewed. Using such a relationship, up to half the 
hours of a typical audit may have been used to evaluate 
management areas where no real problems existed. Although the 
Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA) has no criteria to determine 
whether a 50 percent ratio is considered satisfactory, the QLW 
program managers indicated that weapon system research was only 
marginally effective on question 3 of their survey. Two 
interrelated causes contributed to the inadequate research: 
unrealistic time constraints and poorly defined objectives. 

RESEARCH TIME 

Program managers rated the capabilities of audit managers in 
each of the five major audit phases. As shown on the bar chart 
in Figure 5, audit manager research capability was rated onij 
marginal and well below program development, application ana 
validation. However, the sharp contrast between audit manager 
research and application capabilities was most significant. Both 
phases rely on the use of similar audit techniques to help 
achieve successful results. Primarily, an auditor must examine 
management's decision processes and gather evidence lor analysis 
during each phase. While research evidence may indicate the 
existence of potential problems and related causes and effects, 
application evidence should further substantiate that problems 
exist. Auditors with the expertise to provide acceptable 
application results should perform reasonably well during 
research. Therefore, the marginal research phase ratings 
attributed to audit managers were not based on their 
inexperience. The other primary variable during research is 



time. Indeed, pro/',ram manadera confirmed through aurvey queation 
4 that audit manadera viere not provided enough time to adequately 
research weapon systems. Fowever, research time criteria is not 
controlled by program managers. 

FIGURE 5 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN QLW AUDITOR 
EXPERIENCE AND PROGRAM MANAGER 
TIME USE 

To overccrae time constraints, program managers increased 
their interaction with audit managers during the research phase. 
The time line on Figure 5 was developed from survey question 2 
and illustrates the magnitude of program manager’s interface 
during research. As shown, the research phase consumed as much 
of the program manager's time as the program development and 
application phases combined. While increased program manager's 
support during research provides some benefits, it did not 
clarify the audit manager's task nor offset the time limitations. 
For example, audit milestones authorize an audit manager up to 
GOO hours for research during a 6,000 hour project. However, in 
response to survey question 2, the majority of audit managers 
indicated this 10 to 1 ratio did not provide enough time to 
successfully complete audit research. The problem audit managers 
have with research time constraints is in determining what should 
be accomplished. 

15 
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RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

Survey question 1 found that research phase objectives did 
not provide adequate guidance to limit or direct the audit 
manager's scope of effort. Planning and budgeting documents wert 
used by program managers as the primary source for most research 
objectives but only provided visibility to the most costly and 
important weapon systems. Program managers were unable to 
identify specific management problems because they had not 
performed any in-depth evaluation at the weapon system decision 
making levels. Referring back to Figure 5» program managers were 
able to devote only about 2 percent of their time to independent 
research activities. As a result, program managers had only 
minimal information regarding a weapon system before audit 
managers entered the research phase. 

The lack of research guidance was reflected in the most 
recent audit manager assignments. In response to survey question 
1t eight of the nine audit managers stated that research guidance 
addressed only the weapon system or the weapon system and general 
areas of interest (Table 2). The impact on audit managers can be 
seen by comparing their objectives and responsibilities during 
the research and application phases. Audit application usually 
requires 3,000 to 4(000 man hours over a 3 or 4 month period. The 
application phase is preceded by up to 600 hours of research and 
160 hours of program development planning. These planning phases 
are used to establish specific parameters and focus on central 
potential problems during audit application. As a result, audit 
application effort was narrowly defined with a limited scope. On 
the other hand, research objectives were broadly scoped ana 
required audit managers to use a trial and error approach in 
locating significant management problems within a weapon system 
area. This significantly increases the audit managers' 
responsibilities. 

WS ONLY 
WS & GENERAL AREA 
WS & SPECIFIC PROBLEMS 

AUDIT MANAGERS nnrx -t-7 
. . X X . . . X . 
X . . . X X X . X 

TABLE 2 EXTENT OF RESEARCH OBJECTIVES DEFINED 
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?he responsibilities of weapon system audit managers in 
other audit organizations was not so singularly focused. For 
example, in response to survey questions 7 through 10, the Imval 
Audit Service, non 10 and GAO all specified that audit teams led 
by OM 1 ;»n, Mn, and lbs performed renoarch. Among other 
m.<Iv.-uil.n/'en, the team concept provides a larger experience base 
and concentrates more resources toward problem detection. While 
the use of teams helps to quickly focus research objectives, QLW 
does not have the authority to consistently use such a concept. 
Therefore, audit managers must have clearly defined research 
piiase objectives. Prior to commencing any research effort, 
objectives should be established between QLW management and the 
audit manager. 

SUMMARY 

To increase research effectiveness, research objectives must 
be established and attainable within the given time constraints. 
Since time constraints are established by higher organizational 
controls, QLW should place more emphasis on defining pre-research 
objectives. Easily said, but program managers already average 
more than 40 hours per work week and audit managers' research 
capabilities are limited. Furthermore, the current practice of 
using generalized research objectives also affects the types of 
findings pursued. Although audit managers were left to their own 
ingenuity in focusing on potential problems, the next chapter 
shows that audit managers were unaware of the relative importance 
among potential weapon system problems. 
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Chapter Five

PROELFMS AFFECTING 
THE AIR FORCE

I
i
r
»*•

Audit managers had no standards or guidelines to determine 
which problems were of the most significance to the Air Force. 
Furthermore, survey question 5 showed that program managers 
disagreed on the types of problems most critical to weapon system 
audit success, V<ithout a uefinition to assess the relative 
importance of potential problems, an audit manager's research 
phase objectives has no structured focus towards issues ol most 
importance.

The measure of research effectiveness can be related to 
whether the final audit report had a significant positive eifect 
on Air Force operations. The difficulty for an auait manajjer is 
to distinguish primary Air force concerns from seconuar^ 
problems. While neither the Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA) nor 
OLW had formally defined the types of audit issues believed most 
important, weapon system program managers were asked to define 
and rate the factors associated with significant audit findings. 
Five audit success factors were identified from survey question 
and the average results are presented in Figure 6.

I
I

F KUfS 6 F ACTORS PMS RATED MOST 
CRITCAl FOR AUDIT SUCCESS

11%

OUAUTY or esuES

■ MIESTOMS

CREATIVITV&
ORCMALITY

□ DaiARS

□ EFFECTIVENESS

FIGU.IE 6 PROGRAlvi i>4ANAGHRS AUDIT SUCCESS 
FACTORS
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Oanual review of the program managers' averages shows three 
r.-ictors of primary importance to audit success. Two factors, the 
Quantity of Issues and Creativity/Originality, directly relate to 
the AKAA impact on Air Force operations. The other factor 
affecting success centered on completing the audit assignment 
within prescribed milestones. Milestone requirements do not 
directly contribute to Air Force effectiveness but focus on 
internal AFAA evaluation procedures. 

While average data pointed to three primary factors for 
audit success, analysis of individual program manager's responses 
found little agreement on the importance of each factor. None of 
the program managers believed all five factors played a role in 
audit success. Two program managers indicated that only two 
factors were important, while the other program manager believed 
four factors were important. The program managers' ratings for 
each factor are provided in Table 3» As shown, no factor 
received unanimous program manager agreement over whether it 
affected audit success. The degree of program managers' 
differences was significant. For example, the Creativity/ 
Originality factor was rated the most important factor 
by one program manager, the second most important by another 
program manager, but of no importance by the third program 
manager. 

CRITICAL AUDIT SUCCESS 
FACTORS : 

PM PM PM 

J. JL 

Dollars Involved 
Qty of Issues 
Creat/Orig of Issues 
Milestones 
Affectiveness 

10# 
50# 10# 

30# 75# 
50# 50# 

25# 

■V 

TABLE 3 IMPORTANCE OF CRITICAL FACTORS, AS 
RATED BY PROGRAM MANAGERS 
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To understand the impact of these critical factors, one aust 
’inderstand their meaning and related importance to AFÀA. The 
description below also provides the rationale for program 
managers’ ratings. 

DOLLARS INVOLVED. The dollars associated witn a lindin^ 
align audit success with claimed monetary savings for the Air 
Force. Monetary savings have been of historical importance tc 
AFAA as evidenced by special internal procedures used to track 
all claimed dollar savings. In addition, there is special 
emphasis to ensure Air Force management takes the action 
necessary to realize those savings. Surprisingly, QLU program 
managers basically disregarded dollars as a critical tactor tor 
weapon system audit success. The difterence between the QLU ana 
AFAA positions rests with the type of audits performed. As 
explained in earlier chapters, weapon system audits measure 
program results against a stated mission capability. Such 
evaluations may have significant impact on the Air Force but are 
impossible to measure monetarily. For example, cost savings 
would be immeasurable for an audit finding associated with poorly 
defined system specifications. However, the probable degradation 
of mission capability would require a costly contractor "get 
well" effort. 

QUANTITY OF ISSUES. The quantity of issues associates audit 
success with the number of findings reported. The rationale 
appears fairly simple. Since all QLW reports address issues 
resolved only at major command or HQ USAF levels, all have 
considerable importance. While one program manager considered 
the quantity of issues as a primary factor in audit success, 
another program manager felt this factor was of marginal 
significance. Yet, the third program manager did not believe a 
correlation existed between audit success and the quantity oí 
issues. 

CREATIVITY/ORIftINALITY OF ISSUES. The Creativity/ 
Originality factor measures audit success with developing ideas 
or concepts new to either Air Force weapon system managers or to 
auditors. For example, several years ago an audit report 
identified a multi-million dollar savings potential through 
component breakout (22:14). Component breakout is still 
frequently audited even though the approach has little 
Creativity/Originality. Creativity/Originality received the 
highest average among program managers, however, a significant 
range existed between the three ratings. One program manager 
rated Greativity/Originality as 75 percent of the basis for 
achieving audit success. Another showed Creativity/Originality 
as a major factor (35/) in audit success while the third program 
manager believed there was no relationship between audit nueces» 
and this factor. 
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MILESTONES. Milestones are developed for each of the five 
major äudit pfiãoes (research, program development, application, 
validation, report writing). AEAA places great importance in 
accomplishing audits on schedule and continuously monitors audit 
progress. There are two primary reasons for milestone 
importance. One, audit plans must be carefully coordinated with 
field offices to ensure personnel are available to accomplish 
every project. Overrunning scheduled completion dates disrupts 
resource plans and future audits. The second reason revolves 
around audit production. Overrunning milestones means a delay in 
starting the next audit project. Two program managers indicated 
that milestones attributed to half the .¿access of an audit. Yet, 
the third program manager disregarded milestones as a lactor oi 
success. 

AFFECTIVEhESS. Affectiveness aligns audit success to 
whether management is convinced a real problem exists and takes 
the appropriate corrective action. One program manager 
identified Affectiveness as a major factor of success while the 
other two program managers placed no value in this area, (hote: 
Affectiveness was not listed as a critical factor for program 
managers to assess. The program manager noting Affectiveness as 
a major factor of success listed it under the "Other” catagory.) 

SUMMARY 

Differences of opinions can be expected whenever 
professionals attempt to evaluate subjective data. However, OLW 
program managers, the first line supervisors for weapon system 
audits, appear to have completely divergent philosophical 
concepts rather than opinion differences. For example, not one 
critical success factor was identified by all three program 
managers as having any significant impact on audit success. These 
responses show a lack of unity within weapon system audit 
management and indicate the best audit approach has not been 
defined. As a result, program managers could degrade overall 
audit manager performance because of the inherent influence in 
the supervisor/subordinate relationship. Audit managers could 
meet the expectations and desires of their supervisor, yet fail 
to receive recognition as a top performer by higher level AFAA 
management. More importantly, audit managers do not have clearly 
defined indicators to use in determining where research emphasis 
should be placed. 
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Chapter Six 

r.v. 

r.y. 

WEAPON SYSTEM 
FUNCTIONAL AREA PRIORITIES 

The previous chapter found that audit manafeeru were proviueu 
significant flexibility in selecting research objectives. 
However, audit managers' responses to Part I of the survey sho^ea 
they were unaware of the weapon system functional areas moat 
important to program managers. As a result, audit managers 
minimized their research effort in the most important weapon 
system functional areas. Figure 7 shows the importance of each 
weapon system functional area to program managers anú auuit 
managers. 

•V« 

7 FUNCTION AL ANCA 

ALWAYS S 

USUALLY 4 

40DCRATE S 

■O* AM 

RARELY 2 

NEVER i 

A B C D E FOMIJKIMN 

FIGURE 7 PROGRAM MANAGERS ANO AUDIT MANAGERS 
FUNCTIONAL AREA AVERAGES 
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All functional areas were rated higher by program managers 
than audit managern. The high ratings by program managers should 
indicate thone functional areas where potential problems would 
rnnl. Ili'cly occur, fuch a conclusion is supported by the fact 
Uiol. ¡ ltd i V id unit.’, were selected program managers because ol their 
greater experience and expertise in weapon system auditing. 11 
so. then program managers' ratings should also indicate the areas 
of greatest weapon system importance. 

TVen though program managers' ratings were higher, 
comparison of the relative rank order lor each lunctionai area 
has significant importance. For instance, the area rated number 
one by program managers should also be a very highly rated area 
by audit managers. The area of least importance to program 
managers should be of little interest to audit managers, and so 
forth, ^his relationship is important because most audits must 
focu-j on one of the primary functional areas represented in 
"figure 7. For example, program managers rated Integrated 
Logistics Support (issue G) as an area that should usually be 
evaluated during research. Audit managers rated Integrated 
Togistics Support only moderately important. However, of the 
fourteen functional areas reviewed Intergrated Logistics Support 
received the highest rating among audit managers. Therefore, 
audit managers would most likely include Integrated Logisxics 
Support in their research effort. In this instance, the high 
rank order relationship between program managers and audit 
managers has more importance than the actual rated values. 

Analysis of the other weapon system functional area 
relationships does not always find such a favorable correlation. 
There were four areas where audit manager research would not be 
performed in proper relation to program managers' ratea 
importance. 

T?ATHIMG. Program managers regarded Training as the most 
impie-laut weapon system research area along with Integrated 
Logistics rapport, however, audit managers had nominal expertise 
in this area and indicated little preference to addressing 
Training as an audit research topic. Overall, Training was the 
third least likely area for research by audit managers. A review 
of the results from nine randomly selected research efforts 
supports this conclusion (15: — ; 16: — ; 17: — ; 18: — ; 19: — ; 
20:—; ?1: — ; 2?; — ; 24:—). These nine research efforts had a 
total of thirty-eight potential findings, however, the Training 
area vmo addressed only once. 

HWimiCATIONF AFP FIFCTFPNIC8. Program managers identifica 
Co mm uni cations '¿rid Ülécffoñics ãs fhe sixth most important 
research area. On the other hand, audit managers rated 
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Communications and Flectronics the least important area in weapon 
system audits. The indications that audit managers would not 
research Communications and Electronics was confirmed in actual 
practice. Of the thirty-eight potential findingu sampled, none 
involved Communications and Electronics. 

PROGRAM CONTROL. Program managers rated Program Control in 
the bottom half of priorities. However, audit managers rated 
Program Control the second most likely urea to concentrate 
research effort. Of the thirty-eight sampled potential research 
findings, six involved Program Control. 

RATA MANAGEMENT. Program managers rated Rata Management as 
one of the two areas of least importance. On the other hand, 
Data Management was among the audit managers' top priorities. Lue 
to the peculiar nature of data and its relatea impact on issuer 
such as component breakout, the actual involvement ol Lata 
Management as a research issue could not be determined from 
research summary data. 

ATTnrrn ma *r Ar iw d nonti am MANAGER 

Recalling that program managers have considerable interface 
with audit managers during the research phase (see Figure 5), 
then why was there such marginal control over the weapon system 
functional areas researched? The answer lies in the program 
managers' method of interface. Because of their limited in-depth 
knowledge of a particular weapon system, program managers mostly 
review the ongoing research efforts of audit managers to 
determine whether results were significant enough for audit. As 
such, program managers could terminate further research in any 
area without specifically addressing where the research effort 
should have been redirected. 

In the absence of formal direction, audit managers usually 
research those functional areas where they have the most 
knowledge. This pattern was identified in Part I of the audit 
managers' survey and is shown graphically in Figure tí. In almost 
all cases, audit managers' knowledge and willingness to research 
a functional area were rated about equal and had a very close 
relationship. In only two areas did audit managers show a 
significant inability to accomplish the desired research. These 
were the Intergrated Logistics Support (issue C) and Deployment 
Management (issue L) areas. Of worthy note, these two areas were 
highly rated by program managers and indicate a positive 
information flow to audit managers. It could be concluded that 



w 

if aurl î fc laanagerB remained in place long enough to gain 
experience comparable to program managers, then t^e moot 
important functional areas would receive audit research coverage. 
However, the current turnover rate of one audit manager every six 
months has not provided the required stability. 

FunctionAL MICA AM 
AVCRA8C8 

•- PM 

USUALLY 4 WPORTANCI ..+ 4 Mmv 
LARGE 

i. 

MODERATES 
°S MODERATE 

RARELY 2 
2 MRNMAL 

NEVER 1 1 NONE 
abcdefghijklmn 

r'IGURS 9 FUNCTIONAL AREA AVERAGES 

SUMMARY 

The review of functional areas provides useful data for 
developing general trends and showing where future research 
effort will be directed. However, the variance in audit 
managers' expertise creates an overly positive bias in the trend 
data. Four audit managers rated their overall knowledge level 
above the moderate level, whereas four others rated their 
knowledge level as very limited. While these differences were 
reflected as average data, the less skilled audit managers may 
have significantly more difficulty in directing research effort 
towards the critical issues. Furthermore, even those audit 
managers with higher expertise levels showed weaknesses in their 
ability or willingness to research the audit issues judged most 
important by program managers. To account for this bias, a 
review of issue areas and related audit managers' research 
capabilities is presented in the following chapter. 
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Chapter Seven 

WEAPON SYSTEM 
ISSUE PRIORITIES 

Audit managers were unaware of the issue areas considered 
most important by program managers. Analysis of the weapon 
system issues identified on Part I of the survey found that over 
half of the audit managers would not research the 40 areas rateu 
most important by program managers. 

Given a choice of weapon system issues to research, audit 
managers' decisions should be predicated on two constraints. One 
constraint is whether the audit manager believes an area will 
produce any tangible results for further audit application 
effort. The rationale for this constraint is based nn the 
overall objective of weapon system audits, to find significant 
management weaknesses. Those areas producing relatively 
insignificant problems would not result in a report. Also, under 
most circumstances audit managers would focus research effort on 
those areas QLW management believed most important. As 
previously discussed, however, such direction is neither provided 
with assignment notices nor available as QLW policy guidance. 

The other constraint is expertise. As previously noted, the 
research period does not provide adequate time for both learning 
a new functional area and also evaluating the adequacy of weapon 
system management in the related area. To attempt such a verture 
would most likely result in milestone slippage, one of the more 
critical factors leading to less than successful audit manager 
performance. These two constraints show that research of the 
most important weapon system issues depends on the audit 
manager's understanding of the importance and knowledge of each 
issue area. 

A comparison of the issues considered most important b^ 
program managers to the research constraints of audit managers is 
shown on Figure 9. The Y axis represents program managers' 
relative values of importance. For example, a factor of 3*0 
indicates an area that should be given occasional research 
attention; a factor of 3.5 indicates an area of significance and 
worthy of audit research in many instances; 4.O indicates an area 
that should usually be researched; and so on. The X axis ranges 
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from 0 to 9 and repreaents the number of audit managers 
constrained from researching areas regarded most important by 
program managers. The data (numbers) within the chart represent 
issue areas. For instance, the X, Y coordinate 7, 4.0, has a 
value of 3. Interpreted, seven audit managers were incapable of 
researching throe issue areas designated by program managers 
important enough to almost always review. 

FIGURE 9 AUDIT MANAGER'S ABILITY TO ACHIEVE AUDIT 

SUCCESS IN AREAS MOST IMPORTANT TO 

PROGRAM MANAGERS 

From Part II of their survey program managers rated 40 of 73 
issue areas with a relatively high rating of 3.3 or greater. 
Such a rating indicates that those areas should be researched. 
However, the audit managers’ responses to Part I of their survey 
showed that a majority would not focus audit research effort on 
P.9 of the 40 high priority areas. These numbers are represented 
on Figure 9. The sura of all data numbers is 40 and represent the 
program managers' high priority issues. The numbers to the right 
of the dashed line represent those issues where a majority of 
audit managers were constrained from any likely research. 
Analysis of where audit managers place research emphasis and 
their expertise provides some insight on the constraints 
restricting review of the most important issue areas. 
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AUDIT MANAGER’S RESEARCH EMPHASIS 

Audit managere appeared unaware of the issue areas most 
important to program managers. This becomes evident when 
comparing the 40 issues most important to program managers to the 
number of instances where five or more audit managers would not 
research those areas. For example, program managers believed 
audit research should usually include evaluation of weapon system 
Training Requirements (issue 71). however, audit managers placea 
only minimal value on this issue. One audit manager indicated 
Training Requirements would not be researched while five others 
stated the issue would receive little attention. In another 
instance, program managers highly valued the need to review 
Computer Hardware and Software Acquisition (issue 15). On the 
other hand, one audit manager would exclude this issue from 
research while four others would give it little attention. 
Overall, there were 14 issue areas where 5 or more audit managers 
believed the relative research value was insignificant even 
though program managers rated the areas very important. 

Audit managers' research emphasis usually corelated with 
their expertise as shown on Figure 8 (Chapter 6). however, 
instances were noted where audit managers expressed a great deal 
of knowledge, yet resisted the idea of researching those areas. 
For example, Configuration Control (issue 31) was regarded as an 
important area by program managers. However, five audit managers 
with adequate knowledge to research Configuration Control did not 
believe the issue worthy of research effort. Better 
communications between program managers and audit managers would 
have corrected this problem. Overall, better audit manager's 
understanding of the critical issues would move nine additional 
issue data items to the left of the dashed line on Figure 9. The 
remaining 20 issue areas on the left side of Figure 9 present a 
more difficult problem. 

AUDIT MANAGER EXPERTISE 

Audit manager inexperience was the primary factor preventing 
research of the issue areas considered most important by program 
managers. For example, program managers considered the 
evaluation of weapon system Test Result Assessment (issue 38) the 
number one audit research issue. However, audit managers lacked 
the basic knowledge to review test assessments during research. 
Of the nine audit managers, seven had little knowledge of the 
issue. In another example, program managers belicvod Training 
Equipment (issue 72) should generally be a research subject. 
However, five audit managers expressed having absolutely no 
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knowledge of the area. Overall, five or more audit managers 
lacked the expertise to research half of the 40 primary issue 
arcan identified by program managers. 

The lack of expertise was not restricted to just a lew audit 
managers. Although four audit managers had high average 
knowledge factors, these individuals still showed a lack of 
expertise in 25 percent of the 40 most important issues. The 
other audit managers showed an expertise gap in about 80 percent 
of the important issues. Furthermore, the lack of expertise was 
not limited to just a few functional areas. Instead, audit 
managers' inexperience involved issues within ten of the fourteen 
major weapon system functional areas. The breadth of these 
limitations reduces the opportunity for a speedy training program 
to cure the problem. On the other hand, a gradual learning 
process to bring up the expertise levels will be difficult 
because of the audit manager turnover rates. 

SUMMARY 

Since audit manager research capability had never been 
previously evaluated, no standard existed to assess QLV» staff 
performance or identify positive or negative changes. However, 
another significant question is whether the current research 
process provides positive or negative motivation for audit 
managers. While this study did not attempt to evaluate the 
effects of job security on motivation, a 1981 study on the causes 
of high AFAA turnover found that job security was the highest 
auditor need deficiency. AFAA auditors rated the lack of job 
security 2.5 times great'.* than any other group of charted 
government accountants ¿iAO, etc.). The study concluded that 
since both groups were ' protected in their positions by civil 
service provisions, the differences between the scores assumes 
major proportions” (27:99). A 1983 follow-up study found marked 
improvement for AFAA, but not for weapon system auditors (29:--). 
Unfortunately neither study evaluated the combined effects of 
audit managers' capabilities, the audit process, and the area of 
audit responsibility to determine why selected auditors rated job 
security extremely low. However, examining job security in light 
of the weapon system research process shows an interesting 
relationship. The research process matches an audit manager's 
least effective capability to the most important audit phase, 
thus maximizing the risk of not detecting problems and ultimate 
project failure. Audit managers may link project failure to job 
security. 

29 



■■uni*J1 mmm^ JW amP«M HWUil 'ill VL IT» <4 J f wry 

Chapter Eight 

CONCLUSION 

The Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA) QLW superviaory staff is a 
highly professional group averaging 10 to 15 years of experience in 
managing weapon system audits. Audit managers are not so 
experienced. The AFAA reorganized in 1981 and placed great emphasis 
on increasing the number of weapon system audits performea annually. 
To satisfy the increased level of effort, individuals with three 
years or less experience in weapon system auditing were promoted to 
audit manager positions. While their auditing capabilities wore 
outstanding, their awareness of the most important weapon system 
functions and issues was insufficient to provide a high percentage 
of correct and essential conclusions within the normal research 
policy time period. 

AFAA policy justifiably restricts infinite or lengthy research 
time periods. To do otherwise would stretch the information 
delivery date of significant problems to Air Force officials. 
Therefore, the task for QLW should be to provide audit managers with 
enough guidance and direction to successfully complete research 
within available time constraints. Yet, the consumption of program 
managers’ time on other responsibilities provides no opportunity to 
develop specific research objectives. Consequently, the 
responsibility to identify weapon system problems rests almost 
exclusively with audit managers, while program managers accept, 
modify or reject the research input. While this approach produces 
audit reports, the efforts are not necessarily resource efficient 
nor do they always focus on weapon system problems considered most 
important by QLW supervisors. 

Comparison of AFAA research techniques and policies to other 
audit organizations shows contrasting approaches to identifying 
weapon system problems. The AFAA policy calls for a single audit 
manager to evaluate a weapon system and identify significant 
problems within about 45 days. Other audit organizations allocate 
more resources to the research task. The Naval Audit Service, DOD 
IG, and GAO weapon system directorates each employ a team concept 
that runs up to 30 days. The research team, headed by GM-15s, 14a, 
and 13s also performs the application effort. The approach used by 
rther audit organizations greatly increases their expertise base and 
ability to draw weapon system research conclusions. While the AFAA 
organizational structure does not provide QLW with an opportunity to 
form research teams, alternatives in staffing the research effort 
can offset the resource limitations. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

OT.W should consider restructuring research activities to 
provide a weapon system analysis prior to audit manager research 
tasking. The analysis should be of enough depth to establish 
specific research objectives, including: 

- a research plan with scheduled completion dates 
- the criteria required to establish the existence of a 

significant problem 
- the functional areas of research responsibility within the 
weapon system 

- an issues priority list 

The comprehensive research plan could be developed from one of 
two sources. Program managers could perform initial research 
effort. Currently, program managers allocate about 20 percent of 
their effort to reviewing audit managers’ research results. However, 
such a review does not provide audit managers with sufficient 
research direction. Most program manager research effort would 
occur prior to audit managers commencing research. This would allow 
program managers to maintain supervisory control over audit managers 
and also ensure the most important weapon system functional areas 
are reviewed and adequately evaluated. To offset any increased 
workload, administrative and report writing responsibilities should 
be transferred to audit managers. 

As an alternative, an audit manager of senior experience could 
he used as a research specialist. This approach would require 
several management changes. One, each program manager would be 
required to deal directly with the research specialist to ensure 
each future weapon system audit focused on the desired functional 
activities and results. Otherwise, the research specialist would 
control the entire flow and direction of all QLW audits. Second, 
the research specialist must be evaluated separately from audit 
managers. The current personnel evaluation process closely aligns 
audit success with audit results, yet a research specialist would 
have no audit reports. Therefore, an alternate evaluation process 
for the research specialist would be necessary. 

Weapon system audit research is a developing art that will 
continuously change and evolve in an effort to capture the greatest 
payoffs possible for the Air Force. The purpose of this analysis 
was to highlight potential methods and procedures that could further 
this growth process. As such, the critical evaluation should 
neither detract nor question the overall professionalism and 
dedication of the QI-W supervisors and staff. Their earnest efforts 
to consistently produce high quality audit reports clearly 
demonstrates the present merits of QLW. 

31 



APPENDIX 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES 
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DEPARTMENT OP THE AIR FORCE 
AM COMMAND AND STAFF COLLEOC (AU) 

MAXWELL AM FORCE BASE. AL 36112 

Btpi Ÿ tn Earl J. Scott 
ATTN Of (c/o .4aJ. W. Furr/EDOWC) 

SUBJtCT Questionnaire Pac (cage ( APAA Research Prooess 

io ûr. Jackie R. Crawford (QLW) 

1. The enclosed package contains nine audit manager and three 
program director questionnaires. These will hopefully form a 
baseline to compare audit manager experience levels with broad 
weapon system research responsibilities and also identify 
program manager research expectations. The questionnaires 
should take about 10 minutes to complete. In addition( each 
letter contains instructions and a voluntary participation 
statement. 

2 Sorry, but I don't have any questions for you* Thanks for 
your support 

fid j/JcStr- 
Earl J. Scott 
Audit Manager at ACSC 

Oficlosurss 
12 Questionnaires 
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«flV TO 
ATTN Of 

SUBJECT 

TO 

Earl J. Scott 
(c/o Maj . W. Furr/EDOWC) 

Questionnaire, APAA Research Process 

OLW Program Manager 

1. The purpose of the attached questionnaire is to acquire data 
in order to determine the adequacy of weapon system research 
activities. With your help, I hope to make some assessments on 
how we go about researching weapon systems and whether this 
process can be improved. 

2. "Acquisition Management: A Guide For Program Management" 
(AFSCP 800-3) was used to develop the questionnaire. The 
questions generally cover the development, production and 
deployment stages on a weapon system. Your responses should 
reflect your opinion, attitudes and perceptions on whether QLW 
adequately and effectively accomplishes research in the specified 
areas within the normal 30 day research cycle. 

3. You are requested to provide a response for each question. Of 
course, your participation in this research is voluntary. 

4. This project has been approved by Mr. Crawford and is 
intended for QLW internal use only. Your responses to the 
questions will be held strictly confidential and I have also 
excluded demographic questions that could connect you with your 
response. 

5. Please seal the completed questionnaire in the accompanying 
envelope and return mail it within 1 week after receipt. 

Ku /¿/d i &ÍL 
'Vir I ,1 . îîcott 
AC8C f!indent 

AT (!ll 
1. Quosj Lionnal rc 
2. Return envelope 
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QUESTIONNAIHK 

PAH? I. PlöHfle circle or provide your response as indicated. 

1. How many hours a week do you work? _ 

2. What percentage of your time is spent doing the following: 
a. Miscellaneous Administration  % 
b. Out Year Planning 
c. Audit Manager Review 

ll Research # 
?) Program Development % 
3) Application ' ' 
4) Validation & Out brief £ 

d. Rewriting Draft Reports % 
e. Your Own Research of Issues % 
f. Other (please specify) _ # 

3. How would you characterize the level of audit manager 
experience in the following areas: 

MARGINAL ACCEPTABLE EXCELLENT 
Research 
Program Development ” 
Application 
Valid/Out Brief ^ “ 
Writing 

4. a. Do you believe the time allotted for audit manager 
research is sufficient? Yes / No 

b. If no, how much time is necessary? _ days 

5. What do you regard as the most critical factors used in 
assessing whether an audit is successful? (Note: if more than 
one, please apply a percentage weight.) 

a. Dollars Involved 
b. Quantity of Issues ~ 
c. Creativity/Originality of Issues 
d. Meeting Milestones 
e. Other (please specify) _ 
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PART II. Please Indicate the decree of audit coverage that 
should be provided in each on the issue areas shown below based 
on the following scale: 

A. No research necessary 
B. Rarely research 
C. Occasional research 
D. Should generally research 
E. Always research 

FUNCTIONAL AREA 

RESEARCH 
üiTOÍÁG'É 

( Â Thru ~É) 

A. Program Control 
1 . Cost Estimating 
2. Forecasting 
3. Budgeting 
4. Scheduling 
5. Financial Planning 
6. Financial Reporting 

B. Procurement 
1. Acquisition Authority 
2. Contract Type Selection 
3. Acquisition Strategy Plan 
4. Advanced Procurement Plan 
5. Pre-award: The Source 

Selection Procedures 
6. Negotiation Process 
7. Contract Changes 
8. Performance Measurement 
9. Computer Hardware/Software 

Acquisition 

C. Engineering 
1. Data Selection 
7. Technical Planning ft Reviews: 

System Design Review 
Preliminary Design Review 
Critical Design Review 
Functional Configuration Audit 

3. Design/Development Integration 
4. Decision Risk Analysis 
5. Reliability 
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C. Engineering (cont.) 
6. Maintainability ft Maintenance 

Engl nooning 
7. Electromagnetic Compatibility 
8. Survivability/Vulnerability 
0. ^yotems Safety 

10. Laboratory Support: 
Interface 
Technology Neeclo 

L. Configuration Management 
1. Raseline Management: 

Functional Baseline 
Allocated Baseline 
Production Baseline 
Configuration Items 

3. Interface Control 
4. Product Specifications/ 

Requirements 
5. Class I ft II Changes 
6. Configuration Control Board 
7. Life Cycle Management 

E. '’’est and Evaluation 
1. Program Manager 

Responsibilities 
2. AFTEC Responsibilities 
3. User Responsibilities 
4. Funding 
5. Test Support Documentation 
6. Test Results Assessment 

R. Manufacturing and production 
Management 

1. Producibility 
?. Production Planning: 

Production Capability Estimate 
Production Feasibility 

Assessment 
Production Readiness Reviews 

3. Manufacturing Technology 
4. Industrial Preparedness Planning 

C. Integrated Logistics Support 
1. Planning Process 
2. Program Management Responsibility 

Transfer 
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G. Integrated Logistics Support (cont.) 
3. Repair Capability; 

Optimum Repair Level 
Analysis (LRUs, SRUs, etc.) 

Spares Requirements (ISSL, 
WRSK, MSK, HPMSK, etc.) 

facilities Planning 

H. Interface Management 
1. Interface Control Working Group 

I. Data Management 
1. Identification of Data Requirements 
?.. Data Substantiation 
3. Types of Data 
4. Data Acquisition 
5. Reprocurement Data 
6. Scientific ft Technical Information 
7. Computer Program Data Acquisition 

J. Intelligence 
1. Intelligence Requirements 

Assessment 
2. Threat Impacts 
3. Approved Intelligence 

K. Communications and Electronics 
1. Budgeting and Funding 
2. CCC 

L. Deployment Management 
1. Criteria 
?.. Activation Planning 
3. Initial Operational Capability 

Supportability 

M. Contract Administration 
1. Mission 4 Interface with AFCMD 
?.. Engineering: 

Quality Assurance 
Manufacturing Support 

3. Cost Reporting Analysis 
4. Subcontract Management 
5. Flight Operations ft Related 

Surveillance 
6. Negotiations: 

Billings ft Rates 
Cost Treatments 

7. Terminations 
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M. Contract Administration (cont.) 
3. Prices <% Agreements for 

Provisioning Items 

N. Training (Woujmn gyntera Users) 
l. Training Concepts 
?. Training Requirements (Types) 
5. Equipment Requirements 
4. ATC Mission Support Requirements 

I have no other questions. Your help is greatly appreciated. If 
you have any other comments on the audit research process, please 
feel free to write them down or give me a call. Thank you. 
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DEPARTMENT OP THE AIR FORCE 
AM COMMAND ANO STAFF COLLIQC (AU) 

MAXWIU AM FOROS SASC, AL SS112 

Earl J. Scott 
(c/o Maj. W. Furr/EDOWC) 

Questionnaire, APAA Research Process 

QLW Audit Manager 

1. The purpose of the attached questionnaire is to acquire data 
in order to compare OlVf auditor experience with the areas of 
responsibility required for weapon system research. I believe 
research is the most important phase of an audit and has the moist 
impact on your success as an audit manager. With your help, I 
hope to make some assessments on how we go about researching 
weapon systems and whether this process can be improved. 

2. "Acquisition Management: A Guide For Program Management" 
(AFSCP 800-3) was used to develop the questionnaire. The 
questions generally cover the development, production and 
deployment stages on a weapon system. Your responses should 
reflect your opinion, attitudes and perceptions on whether you 
could adequately and effectively research the specified areas 
within the normal 30 day research cycle. 

3. You are requested to provide a response for each question. Of 
course, your participation in this research is voluntary. 

4. This project has been approved by Mr. Crawford and is 
intended for QLW internal use only. Your responses to the 
questions will be held strictly confidential and I have also 
excluded demographic questions that could connect you with your 
response. 

3. Please seal the completed questionnaire in the accompanying 
envelope and return mail it within 1 week after receipt. 

Earl J. Scott ATCH 
ACSC Student 1« Instructions 

2. Questionnaire 
3. Return envelope 
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INHTRUCTIOMH POR AHSWRRINO QUESTIONNAIRE 

I PART I 
0 

Two reoponsea are required for each question in Part I. Out oí 
' necessity, the areas noted are very broad and encompass many 

subfunctions. 
;• a. 't’he first response indicates your knowledge in a given 
•I area. nry to visualize the breadth of these areas and relate it 

to your experience. Indicate your knowledge based on the 
? following scale: 

-. 

1. None 
2. A small amount 
3. A moderate amount 
4. A fairly large amount 
5. A great amount 

b. The second response indicates whether you would attempt 
to focus research effort on the given area if given the option of 
your choice. Your response should be based on what you would do 
in the normal 30 day research phase. Obviously, you could not 
research all the areas during any one project research phase, 
therefore treat each area independently. Indicate your response 
on the following scale: 

A. Would not research 
B. Would receive little attention 
C. Would receive moderate attention 
P. Would receive much attention 
E. Would definitely research 

PAKT II 

Please circle your responses on the questionnaire. 



QUESTIONNAIRE 

PART I 

FUNCTIONAL AREA 

YOUR 
KNOWLEDGE 
OF AREA 
(A thru 5) 

YOUR 
RESEARCH 
ATTEMPT 
(A thru E) 

A. Program Control 
1 . Cost Estimating 
?, Forecasting 
3. Budgeting 
4. Scheduling 
5. Financial Planning 
6. Financial Reporting 

B. Procurement 
1. Acquisition Authority 
2. Contract Type Selection 
3. Acquisition Strategy Plan 
4. Advanced Procurement Plan 
5. Pre-award: The Source 

Selection Procedures 
6. Negotiation Process 
7. Contract Changes 
8. Performance Measurement 
9. Computer Hardware/Software 

Acquisition 

C. Engineering 
1. Data Selection 
2. Technical Planning 4 Reviews: 

System Design Review 
Preliminary Design Review 
Critical Design Review 
Functional Configuration Audit 

3. Design/Development Integration 
4. Decision Risk Analysis 
5. Reliability 
6. Maintainability 4 Maintenance 

Engineering 
7. Electromagnetic Compatibility 
8. Survivability/Vulnerability 
9. Systems Safety 

1Ò. Laboratory Support: 
Interface 
Technology Needs 
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D. 
1. 

?. 
3. 
4. 
3. 
6. 
7. 

3. 
4. 

3. 

Configuration Management 
baseline Management: 
functional faoeline 
Allocated Tiuneline 
Production Baseline 
Configuration Items 
Interface Control 
Product Specifications/ 
Pequiremento 
Class I & II Changes 
Configuration Control Board 
Life Cycle Management 

^est and Fvaluation 
Program Manager 
Responsibilities 
AFTEC Pesponsibilities 
User Responsibilities 
funding 
Test Fupport Pocumentation 
Test Results Assessment 

Manufacturing and Production 
Management 
Producibillhy 
Production Planning: 
Production Capability Estimate 
Production Feasibility 
Assessment 

Production Readiness Reviews 
Manufacturing Technology 
Industrial Preparedness Planning 

Integrated Logistics Support 
Planning Process 
Program Management Responsibility 
Transfer 
Repair Capability: 
Cptimum Repair Level 

Analysis (LRTTs , CPFs, etc.) 
Spares Requirements (ISSL, 
WPSK, MSK, HPMSK, etc.) 

Facilities Planning 

P. Interface Management 
1. interface Control Working Croup 



-. 

i 
/ 

y 

w ^.1 

I. Pata Management 
1. Identification of Pata Requirements 
2. Pata Substantiation 
3. Types of Pata 
4. Pata Acquisition 
5. Reprocurement Pata 
fi. Scientific ft Technical Information 
7. Computer Program Pata Acquisition 

J. Intelligence 
1. Intelligence Requirements 

Assessment 
2. Threat Impacts 
3. Approved Intelligence 

K. Communications and Electronics 
1. Budgeting and Funding 
2. CCC 
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L. Peployment Management 
1. Criteria 
2. Activation Planning 
3. Initial Operational Capability 

Supportability 

M. Contract Administration 
1. Mission ft Interface with AFCMP 
2. Engineering: 

Quality Assurance 
Manufacturing Support 

3. Cost Reporting Analysis 
4• Subcontract Management 
5. Flight Operations ft Related 

Surveillance 
6. Negotiations: 

Billings ft Rates 
Cost Treatments 

7. Terminations 
8. Prices ft Agreements for 

Provisioning Items 

N. Training (Weapon System Users) 
1. Training Concepts 

Training Requirements (Types) 
3. Equipment Requirements 
4. ATC Mission Support Requirements 

44 



PAPT jj (pleaoe circle your answer) 

1. Ui-on uuni^muent of your ±>rior Huuita, to wkiut extent wort tue 
rcfiourch olijoct i v«f;j tlefined? 

n, T’he Weapon System only 
b. The Weapon System and general areas of interest 
c. The Weapon System and specific problems 

Was the time allotted for research sufficient to identify the 
most critical Weapon System problems? 

a. 'The time allotted was adequate 
b. Additional time would have been beneficial 
c. More time was necessary 
d. More time was essential 

3. Would you be willing to terminate an audit on the basis of 
no problems identified during research? 

» 

a. No 
b. Not more than once 
c. Not more than twice 
d. however often as necessary 

I have no other questions. Your help is greatly appreciated. If 
you have any other comments on the audit research process, please 
Peel free to write them dovn or give me a call. Thank you. 
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TO 

DEPARTMENT OP THE AM FORCE 
AM COMMAND AND STAFF COUSQC (AU) 

MAXWKLL AMF0NC8SASC, ALS0112 

Earl J. Scott 
(c/o Maj. W. Purr/EDOWC) 

Air Force Audit Agency Research Process 

1. I would appreciate your help in attaining some information on 
your organization's audit process. I'm an audit manager with the 
Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA) currently attending Air Commana ana 
Staff College at Maxwell AFB. With the agreement of AFAA, while 
at the college I am conducting a study on the audit research 
process used by our agency to identify issues for indepth audit 
of aircraft and missile weapon systems. My purpose is to 
determine whether a more effective research approach is possible. 
As part of this study, I hope to compare the research process 
used by AFAA to the processes used by other agencies auditing ROD 
weapon systems. 

2. To help you understand the type of information needed, I have 
enclosed the followings Attachment (1), a simplified AFAA 
organization chart and brief discription of how we perform our 
research effort; and Attachment (2), twelve questions to 
highlight the differences between our research processes and to 
get your opinion on how well your system works, i.e. strengths 
and weaknesses. 

3. Your help in this project would be greatly appreciated and 
also provide very meaningful data. If you have any questions, I 
may be reached at (AUTO) 875-6794. Also, the AFAA Associate 
Pirector of Weapon System Audits, Mr. Jack Crawford (GM-15)» is 
aware of this request and may be reached at (AUTO) 787-5433. 

Earl J. Scott 
Audit Manager; Student ACSC 

ATCH 
1. AFAA Research Process 
2. Questionnaire 
3. Return envelope 
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1. ;1. Til Ulcro ri (Uroctorate or dWlnlon reaponiUble for
nerf'ortnicu’: weapon nystera audits In your orf»anization. Yoa—/—^Nq 
Pleano use the or>»anizatlon chart on Atch 1 to compare your 
organization structure.

h. If no, does your organization perform audits directed to 
review only functions within a single weapon system? Yes—[_Jo_

2, a. V/hat percentage of the weapon systems audits are 
initiated;

- Internally _____ %
- Tixternally _____^

b. I’or internally generated audits, what process is used to 
identify weapon systems that will be audited?

3. ’iow large is the audit manager/supervisor resource pool 
available for weapon system audits? __________ _______________

A. ttow many weapon system audits are performed annually?

5, What is the average duration of weapon system audits?

months

6. Is the research process a separate identifiable phase of your 
audit or0cess? Yes / No

ATCH ?



r
7. a. Who performs the research in your organization?

h. To what extent are issues or specific areas identified to 
the researcher? Also, who provides this information?

R. a. Is there a standard period of time for accomplishing 
research, and if so, what is the standard?

Yes / No Standard Time;

b. Is the research standard ustially met? Yes / No

9, a. Does the researcher also perform the audit? Yes / No

b. If not, what is the organizational relationship between 
the researcher and audit manager?

10. a. What are the grade levels of researchers?

b. What are the grade levels of audit managers?

11, How would you characterize the weapon system experience level 
rf your organization's weapon system researchers and audit 
managers?

High Moderate Low
Researchers ____ ____ ____
Audit Managers ____





APPENDIX 

ANALYSIS LATA 

Table 4: Audit Manager and Program Manager 
Functional Area Recognition ----------- 51 

Table 5: Summary of Averages, Audit Manager 
and Program Manager Functional Area 
Recognition - -- -- -- -- -- -------- - 60 

Table 6: Average Comparison of Program Manager 
Importance to Audit Manager Knowledge 
and Attempt - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 64 

Table 7: Average Comparison of Audit Manager 
Attempt to Program Manager Importunen 
and Audit Manager Knowledge - 66 

Table 8: Average Comparison of Audit Manager 
Knowledge to Program Manager Importance 
and Audit Manager Attempt --------- - - 67 

Table 9: Summary of Functional Area Averages ------- 68 

Table 10ï Audit Manager Questionnaire, Part II ------ 69 

Table 11: Program Manager Questionnaire, Part I-70 

Table 17: Other Audit Agencies Questionnaire - 71 



Table 4 

AUDIT MANAGER AND PROGRAM MANAGER 
FUNCTIONAL AREA RECOGNITION 

Key Tor Answers : 

AM Knowledge - 1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

None 
A small amount 
A moderate amount 
A fairly large amount 
A great amount 

AM Attempt - 1. 

2 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Would not research 
Would receive little attention 
Would receive moderate attention 
Would receive much attention 
Would definately research 

PM Importance- 1, 
2. 
3' 
4. 
5. 

No research necessary 
Rarely research 
Occasional research 
Should generally research 
Always research 

A. PROGRAM CONTROL 

2 
2 

1. Cost Estimating 
AM Knowledge 2 
AM Attempt 3 
PM Importance 3 

2. Forecasting 
AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 2 

3. Budgeting 
AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 4 

. Scheduling 
AM knowledge 3 
AM Attempt 3 
PM Importance 2 

3. Financial Planning 
AM Knowledge 4 
AM Attempt 3 
PM Importance 4 

O 
L. 

4 
3 

2 
3 
3 

2 
2 

2 
4 

4 
3 

2 
4 

2 
4 

3 
3 
3 

2 
2 

2 
4 

3 
2 

2 
1 

3 
3 

2 
3 

5 
3 
3 

2 
3 

2 
4 

4 
3 

2 
2 

•X 

4 
4 
3 

2 
2 

2 
4 

4 
3 

4 
4 

2 
5 

4 
4 
4 

2 
2 

2 
4 

4 
2 

3 
2 
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3 
3 

3 
3 

2 
2 

3 
3 

4 
4 

3 
3 

4 
4 

3 
A 
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Table 4 (Cont.) 

A. PROGRAM CONTROL (Cont.) 

6. Financial Reporting 
AM Knowledge 5 2 
AM Attempt 3 5 
PM Importance 3 5 

B. PROCUREMENT 

« na ■■ 1 w i if i P* r1 'r1 r i » Li » ■ ■ ■ » m mmmm m i1 

4 2 2 4 3 4 
5 2 4 3 3 4 
4 

4 
1 

7. Acquisition Authority 
AM Knowledge 433 
AM Attempt 332 
PM Importance 222 

8. Contract Type Selection 
AM Knowledge 433 
AM Attempt 342 
PM Importance 323 

9. Acquisition Strategy Plan 
AM Knowledge 424 
AM Attempt 353 
PM Importance 445 

10. Advanced Procurement Plan 
AM Knowledge 3 2 3 
AM Attempt 252 
PM Importance 324 

11. Pre-awards The Source 
Selection Procedures 

AM Knowledge 3 2 3 
AM Attempt 242 
PM Importance 323 

12. Negotiation Process 
AM Knowledge 433 
AM Attempt 344 
PM Importance 343 

13. Contract Changes 
AM Knowledge 423 
AM Attempt 355 
PM Importance 454 

14. Performance Measurement 
AM Knowledge 524 
AM Attempt 355 
PM Importance 324 

15. Computer Hardware/Software 
AM Knowledge 223 
AM Attempt 245 
PM Importance 255 

2 2 
1 3 

3 2 
1 3 

2 4 
2 3 

2 1 
2 1 

2 2 
1 1 

2 2 
1 2 

3 4 
5 3 

2 3 
3 4 

Acquisition 
1 1 
2 2 

4 
3 

4 
2 

4 
5 

1 
1 

3 
1 

3 
2 

4 
5 

4 
5 

4 
5 

3 
3 

3 
2 

5 
3 

2 
2 

4 
3 

3 
2 

4 
4 

5 
5 

2 
2 

2 4 
1 3 

3 4 
3 4 

2 4 
2 4 

2 4 
2 4 

2 4 
2 3 

3 4 
3 2 

4 4 
4 4 

4 5 
4 4 

1 3 
1 5 

52 
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Table 4 (Cont.) 

C. «NGINEEHING 

16. 

17. 

19 

24 

Û 

2 
4 
4 

3 
2 
3 

Data Sélection 
AM Knowledge 2 
AM Attempt 3 
PM Importance 3 

Technical Planning ft Reviews: 
System Design Review 
Preliminary Design Review 
Critical Design Review 
Functional Configuration Audit 

AM Knowledge 2233 
AM Attempt 3323 
PM Importance 324 

18. Design/Development Integration 

4 
3 

2 
2 

4 
5 

AM Knowledge 2 2 
AM Attempt 3 4 
PM Importance 3 2 

Decision Risk Analysis 

3 
3 
3 

2 
1 

4 
5 

AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 

20. Reliability 
AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 

2 
2 
3 

2 
4 
2 

2 
1 

3 

3 
3 

3 
3 
4 

3 
5 
4 

4 
3 
4 

2 
4 

21. Maintainability ft Maintenance Engineering 

22. 

AM Knowledge 324 
AM Attempt 344 
PM Importance 443 

Electromagnetic Compatibility 
AM Knowledge 1 1 3 
AM Attempt 222 
PM Importance 352 

23. Survivability/Vulnerability 

1 1 3 
4 

4 
3 

AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 

Systems Safety 
AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 

2 
3 
4 

2 
3 
5 

3 
2 
3 

1 
4 

PM Importance 1 

1 
2 
2 

3 
1 
2 

2 
2 

53 

3 
1 

4 
3 

3 
2 

2 
3 

2 
3 

3 
4 

3 
2 

3 
1 

V
J1

 V
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Table 4 (Cont.) 

C. ENGINEERING (Cont.) 

25. Laboratory Support: 
Interface 
Technology Needs 

AM Knowledge 1 
AM Attempt 2 
PM Importance 2 

2 
2 
2 

2 
1 
3 

1 
2 

I). CONFIGURATION MANAGEMENT 

26, 

27. 

28. 

Baseline Management: 
Functional Baseline 
Allocated Baseline 
Production Baseline 

AM Knowledge 4 
AM Attempt 3 
PM Importance 2 

Configuration Items 
AM Knowledge 3 
AM Attempt 2 
PM Importance 3 

Interface Control 
AM Knowledge 2 
AM Attempt 2 
PM Importance 3 

3 
3 
3 

4 
5 

2 
4 
5 

3 
4 
3 

4 
5 

1 
2 

3 
1 
3 

3 
3 

1 
4 

29. Product Specifications/Requirements 

30. 

AM Knowledge 3 2 
AM Attempt 3 4 
PM Importance 4 4 

Class I & II Changes 
AM Knowledge 3 2 
AM Attempt 3 4 
PM Importance 3 5 

2 
2 

2 
3 

3 
1 
3 

4 
5 

31. Configuration Control Board 

32 

AM Knowledge 4 2 
AM Attempt 2 4 
PM Importance 3 4 

Life Cycle Management 
AM Knowledge 3 2 
AM Attempt 3 4 
PM Importance 2 5 

4 
5 

2 
3 

3 
1 
4 

2 
3 

2 
3 

E. TEST AND EVALUATION 

3'^. Program Manager Responsibilities 
AM Knowledge 223 
AM Attempt 2 5 1*- 
PM Importance 344 

2 
3 

54 

2 
2 

3 
3 

3 
2 

4 
4 

2 
2 

4 
3 

3 
4 

2 

2 
? 

2 
? 

3 
3 

3 
2 

3 
5 

4 
3 

4 
2 

3 
2 

4 
3 

2 
2 

3 
2 

3 
3 

2 
2 

3 
3 

3 
2 

2 
2 

2 

3 
3 

3 
4 

3 
4 

4 
4 

4 
2 

4 
2 

3 
2 

(V
 CM

 



Table 4 (Cent.) 

E. TEST AND EVALUATION (Cont.) 

M. Al'TEO RonporiHlb1.iltie» 
M Knowledge ?' 2 'j 
AM Attempt 242 
PM Importance 344 

33. User Responsibilities 
AM knowledge 2 2 3 
AM Attempt 242 
PM Importance 244 

36. Funding 
AM Knowledge 234 
AM Attempt 2 4 1 
PM Importance 3 1 3 

3T. Test Support Documentation 
AM Knowledge 222 
AM Attempt 2 5 1 
PM Importance 255 

3S. Test Results Assessment 
AM Knowledge 2 2 2 
AM Attempt 2 5 1 
PM Importance 455 

? 3 3 
2 3 3 

2 1 3 
2 2 2 

2 2 2 
2 2 1 

2 2 3 
2 4 1 

2 1 2 
3 4 2 

5 
3 

5 
3 

3 
2 

4 
3 

4 
5 

2 
2 

1 
1 

3 
3 

2 
3 

2 
3 

3 
2 

3 
2 

3 
3 

3 
3 

4 
3 

F. MANUFACTURING AND PRODUCTION MANAGEMENT 

39. 

40. 

41 

Producibility 
AM Knowledge 2 2 3 1 
AM Attempt 2511 
PM Importance 324 

Production Planning: 
Production Capability Estimate 
Production Feasibility Assessment 
Production Readiness Reviews 

AM Knowledge 223 
AM Attempt 2 4 1 
PM Importance 325 

Manufacturing Technology 
AM Knowledge 2 2 3 
AM Attempt 242 
PM Importance 242 

2 
3 

42. Industrial Preparedness Planning 
AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 2 
PM Importance 3 

1 
4 
2 

3 
1 

3 

1 
4 

2 
3 

2 
4 

2 
4 

2 
1 

2 
1 

2 
3 

2 
2 

2 
2 

1 3 
1 3 

2 3 
2 4 

2 2 
2 2 

1 2 
2 2 

55 
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Table 4 (Cont.) 

1 “ ™ ^ r r'1^ w » T*' 3«â«vai"."^l 

G. IfiTHGRATED LOGISTICS SUPPORT 

43. 

44. 

45 

46. 

51 

2 
2 

3 
4 

4 
5 

4 
3 

3 
3 

Planning Process 
AM Knowledge 324 
AM Attempt 353 
PM Importance 345 

Program Management Responsibility Transfer 
AM Knowledge 323314 
AM Attempt 241 343 
PM Importance 323 

Repair Capability: 
Optimum Repair Level Analysis (LRUs, SRUs, etc.) 
Spares Requirements (ISSL, WRSK, MSK, HPMSK, etc.) 
Facilities Planning 

AM Knowledge 4 2 4 3 
AM Attempt 3444 
PM Importance 454 

2 
4 

3 
4 

3 
5 

K. INTERFACE MANAGEMENT 

Interface Control Working Group 
AM Knowledge 2 13 1 
AM Attempt 2511 
PM Importance 3 1 3 

4 
4 

3 
2 

2 
1 

I. DATA MANAGIMENT 

47. Identification of Data Requirements 

2 
3 

AM Knowledge 3 
AM Attempt 3 
PM Importance 3 

48. Data Substantiation 
AM Knowledge 3 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 

49. Types of Data 
AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 

50. Data Acquisition 
AM Knowledge 3 
AM Att empt 3 
PM Importance 3 

Reprocurement Data 
AM Knowledge 3 
AM Attempt 3 
PM rmportanoo 3 

2 
5 
2 

1 
3 
3 

4 
2 

3 
5 

3 
2 

3 
3 

1 
5 
2 

2 
1 
2 

2 
3 

2 
1 

2 
1 

2 
3 

3 
3 

3 
2 
3 

2 
5 
2 

3 
1 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

4 
2 

2 
2 

2 
5 
4 

3 
1 
3 

2 
2 

3 
2 

4 
4 

4 
5 

2 
2 

5 
3 
2 
3 

3 
3 

2 
0 

3 
3 

3 
3 

56 

3 
4 

4 
3 

3 
4 

3 
2 

4 
4 

4 
3 

4 
3 

4 
3 

3 
3 
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Table 4 (Cont.) 

I. DATA MANAGEMENT (Cont.) 

I ') J'. 

59 • 

60 

nelenti Tic •% Teohnliatl Information 
3 
1 

2 
2 

AM Knowledge '5 1 
AM Attempt 2 4 
PM Importance 223 

53- Computer Program Data Acquisition 
AM Knowledge 3131 
AM Attempt 3 5 3 2 
PM Importance 353 

2 
1 

1 
2 

J. INTELLIGENCE 

34. Intelligence Requirements Assessment 

55. 

1 
2 
4 

AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 

Threat Impacts 
AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 

56. Approved Intelligence 
AM Knowledge 1 1 
AM Attempt 2 5 
PM Importance 3 2 

1 
1 1 

2 
3 

1 
2 
3 

3 
1 
5 

3 
1 
3 

K. COMMUNICATIONS & ELECTRONICS 

57. Budgeting <% Funding 

58. 

AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 

CCC 
AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 

1 
2 
3 

1 
3 
2 

2 
2 

1 
2 
3 

1 
4 
2 

3 
2 
4 

2 
2 

L. DEPLOYMENT MANAGEMENT 

Criteria 
AM Knowledge 2 
AM Attempt 3 
PM Importance 4 

Activation Planning 
AM Knowledge 2 
AM Attempt 3 
PM Importance 4 

2 
1 
1 

1 
2 

1 
4 

3 
2 
1 

1 
4 

57 

4 
2 

4 
4 

5 
4 

5 
3 

5 
3 

4 
2 

3 
2 

2 
4 

2 
4 

5 
5 

5 
5 

4 
2 

3 
3 

3 
3 

5 
3 

4 
3 

2 
2 

1 
2 

1 
2 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

4 
3 

2 
1 

2 
1 

2 
1 

2 
1 

2 
1 

2 
2 

3 
2 
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Table 4 (Cont.) 

L. DEPLOYMENT MANAGÎMENT (Cont.) 

61 . Initial Operational Capability Supportability 
AM Knowledge 3 
AM Attempt 3 
PM Importance 4 

2 
5 
5 

2 
4 

3 
4 

M. CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION 

62. Mission ft Interface with APCMD 
2 
2 
2 

63. 

AM Knowledge 3 
AM Att empt 2 
PM Importance 2 

Engineering: 
Quality Assurance 
Manufacturing Support 

AM Knowledge 3 1 
AM Attempt 3 3 
PM Importance 3 2 

64. Cost Reporting Analysis 
AM Knowledge 3 2 
AM Attempt 3 5 
PM Importance 3 4 

65. Subcontract Management 
AM Knowledge 2 2 
AM Attempt 3 5 
PM Importance 3 4 

4 
1 
3 

2 
1 

2 
2 

2 
1 

3 
1 
5 

2 
2 

2 
3 

3 
4 

4 
4 
5 

2 
3 

4 
4 

4 
4 
3 

2 
3 

3 
4 

66. Plight Operations ft Related Surveillance 

67. 

AM Knowledge 2 
AM Attempt 2 
PM Importance 2 

Negotiations: 
Billings ft Rates 
Cost Treatments 

1 
3 
2 

3 
1 

2 
3 

2 
2 

68. 

AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 

Terminations 
AM Knowledge 
AM Attempt 
PM Importance 

3 
3 
4 

2 
4 
5 

3 
2 

1 
3 

3 
3 

3 
2 
3 

2 
4 
2 

3 
1 

2 
3 

3 
2 

69. Prices ft Agreements for Provisioning Items 
AM Knowledge 3 
AM Attempt 3 
PM Importance 4 

3 
5 
5 

3 
1 

2 
3 

2 
3 

3 
4 

58 

4 
4 

3 
2 

5 
5 

3 
3 

4 
4 

2 
2 

2 
4 

3 
3 

3 
3 

2 
2 

3 
4 

2 
3 

3 
4 

2 
1 

3 

4 
5 

2 
3 

3 
4 

2 
3 

2 
2 

4 
5 

3 
2 

3 
3 



Table 4 (Cent.) 

N. TRATWtNU (WEAPON SYSTEM USERS) 

70. Training Concepts 
AM Knowledge 1 1 4 
AM Attempt 2 2. 1 
PM Importance 244 

71 . Training Requirements (Types) 
AM Knowledge 1 1 4 
AM Attempt 2 2 1 
PM Importance 554 

72. Equipment Requirements 
AM Knowledge 1 1 4 
AM Attempt 2 2 1 
PM Importance 354 

73. ATC Mission Support Requirements 
AM Knowledge 1141 
AM Attempt 2212 
PM Importance 344 

1 
2 

1 
3 

1 
3 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
4 

5 
3 

1 
2 

1 
2 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 



Table 5 

SUMMARY OP AVERAGES 
AUDIT MANAGER AND PROGRAM MANAGER 

FUNCTIONAL AREA RECOGNITION 

GROUP AVERAGES 

INDIVIDUAL AVERAGES: 
Person 1 
Person 2 
Person 3 
Person 4 
Person 5 
Person 6 
Person 7 
Person 8 
Person 9 

FUNCTIONAL AREA AVERAGES: 

A. PROGRAM CONTROL 

1 . Cost Estimating 
2. Forecasting 
3. Budgeting 
4. Scheduling 
5. Financial Planning 
6. Financial Reporting 

B. PROCUREMENT 

1. Acquisition Authority 
2. Contract Type Selection 
3. Acquisition Strategy Plan 
4. Advanced Procurement Plan 
5. Pre-award: The Source 

Selection Procedures 
h. Negotiation Process 
7. Contract Changes 
8. Performance Measurement 
9. Computer Hardware/Software 

Acquisition 

AM AM PM 
KNOWLEDGE ATTEMPT IMPORTANCE 

2.5 2.8 3.2 

2.5 2.5 3.0 
1.8 4.1 3.2 
3.2 2.0 3.4 
1.8 2.2 
1.7 2.8 
3.1 3.0 
3.3 3.0 
2.1 2.3 
3.2 2.9 

2.9 hi hi 

2.4 3.2 3.0 
2.3 2.6 2.3 
3.0 3.3 3.3 
3.0 3.2 2.3 
3.1 3.2 3.3 
3.6 3.6 4.0 

hQ. hO hi 

3.0 2.4 2.0 
3.2 2.7 2.7 
3.4 3.6 4.3 
2.2 2.3 3.0 

2.8 2.1 2.7 
3.0 2.6 3.3 
3.6 4.2 4.3 
3.8 4.2 3.0 

2.1 2.9 4.0 
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Table 5 (Cont.) 

(\ BN(rINK>JHIN6 

1. 
O 

• 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

7 

8. 
9. 

in. 

nata Selection 
Technical Planning <% Reviews 
System Design Review 
Preliminary Design Review 
Critical Design Review 
Functional Configuration Audit 
Design/Development Integration 
Decision Risk Analysis 
Reliability 
Maintainability ft Maintenance 
■Rngineering 
Electromagnetic Compatibility 
Survivability/Vulnerability 
Systems Safety 
laboratory Support 
Interface 
Technology Reeds 

D. CONFIGURATION MANAGEMENT 

3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 
7. 

Baseline Management 
functional Baseline 
Allocated Baseline 
Production Baseline 
Configuration Items 
Interface Control 
Product Specifications/ 
Requirements 
Class I ft II Changes 
Configuration Control Board 
Life Cycle Management 

E. TEST AMD EVALUATION 

1. 

3. 
4. 
5 
6. 

Program Manager 
Responsibilities 
AFTEC Responsibilities - 
User Responsibilities 
Funding 
Test Support Documentation 
Test Results Assessment 

61 

AM AM PM 
KNOWLEDGE ATTEMPT IMPORTANCE 

2.2 

2.3 
2.8 

2.3 
1.9 
2.3 

2.4 
2.0 
2.6 
1 .8 
1.7 

2.8 

2.6 

2.8 
2.7 

2.6 
2.8 
3.3 
2.8 

2.4 
2.7 
2.4 
2.7 
2.4 
2.3 

2.1 
2.9 

2.9 
2.4 
3.3 

3.4 
1.9 
3.3 
1.3 
1.8 

lã 

3.0 

3.1 
3.1 

2.9 
3.0 
2.7 
2.7 

2.6 

2.7 
2.6 
2.2 
2.2 
2.7 
3.1 

3_.J. 

3.3 
3.0 

2.7 
2.7 
4.0 

3.7 
3.3 
4.0 
1.7 
2.3 

lã 

2.3 

3.7 
2.7 

3.7 
3.7 
3.3 
3.7 

3.7 
3.7 
3.3 
2.3 
4.0 
4.7 
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Table 5 (Cont.) 

AM AM PM 
KNOWLEDGE ATTEMPT IMPORTANCE 

F. MANUFACTURING AND PRODUCTION 
MANAGEMENT hi 

1. 
?.. 

3. 
4. 

Producibility 
Production Planning 
Production Capability Estimate 
Production Feasibility 

Assessment 
Production Readiness Reviews 
Manufacturing Technology 
Industrial Preparedness Planning 

1.9 
2.1 

2.0 
1.6 

G. INTEGRATED LOGISTICS SUPPORT 

1. 
2. 

3. 

Planning Process 
Program Management Responsibility 
Transfer 
Repair Capability 
Optimum Repair Level 

Analysis (LRUs, SRUs, etc.) 
Spares Requirements (ISSC, 

WPSC, MSK, HPMSK, etc.) 
Facilities Planning 

2-0 

3.2 

2.9 
3.0 

H. INTERFACE MANAGEMENT 

1. Interface Control Working Group 2.2 

I. DATA MANAGEMENT 2.6 

1. 
?.. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Identification of Data Requirements 3.1 
Data Substantiation 
Types of Data 
Data Acquisition 
Reprocureraent Data 
Scientific & Technical Information 
Computer Program Data Acquisition 

2.3 
2.7 
3.0 
2.9 
2.3 
2.1 

J. INTELLIGENCE 2.2 

1. Intelligence Requirements 
Assessment 

2. Threat Impacts 
3. Approved Intelligence 

2.3 
2.2 
2.1 

62 

2.4 

2.4 
2.9 

2.1 
2.0 

2-6 

3.7 

3.0 
4.0 

2.1 

2/L 

3.1 
2.4 
2.3 
3.0 
3.2 
2.0 
2.7 

2.4 

2.6 
2.4 
2.1 

2.9 

3.0 
3.3 

2.7 
2.7 

hi 

4.0 

2.7 
4.3 

u. 

2.9 

2.7 
2.3 
2.3 
3.3 
3.3 
2.3 
4.0 

hi 

3.0 
3.3 
2.7 
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Table 5 (Cent.) 

K. COMMUNICATIONS ANO BbRCTHONICS 

1. Budgeting and Funding 
?. CGC 

AM AM PM 
KNOWLEDGE ATTEMPT IMPOHTANCE 

ili 

2.0 
1 .9 

2._q 

1.9 
2.1 

hl 

3.3 
3.0 

L. DEPLOYMENT MANAGEMENT hl hl hl 

1. Criteria 2.1 
2. Activation Planning 2.2 
% Initial Operational Capability 

Supportabilíty 2.7 

2.9 3.0 
3.2 3.0 

3.3 4.7 

M. CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION 2.8 hl 

1. 
o 

3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 

7. 
S. 

Mission ft Interface with AFCMD 
Engineering 
Quality Assurance 
Manufacturing Support 
Cost Reporting Analysis 
Subcontract Management 
Elight Operations ft Related 
Surveillance 
Negotiations 
Billings ft Pates 
Cost Treatments 
Terminations 
Prices ft Agreements 
Provisioning Items 

2.7 
2.2 

1.9 
2.4 

2.3 
3.3 

3.2 
2.3 

3.9 
3.3 

4.0 
3.3 

2.0 
2.4 

2.1 
3.1 

1 .6 
4.3 

for 
2.3 

2.8 

2.2 

3.3 

2.7 

4.3 

N. TRAINING (WEAPON SYSTEM USERS) 2.1 24 hi 

1. 
2. 

4 . 

Training Concepts 
Training Requirements (Types) 
Equipment Requirements 
ATC Mission Support Requirements 

2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 

2.4 
2.4 
2.4 
2.2 

3.3 
4.0 
4.0 
3.7 

63 
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Table 6 (Cont.) 

PM ÍMOHT ANGE 
AVgV * 'IYER 

3.0 

3.3 
3.0 
3.3 
3.3 
3.3 

3.3 
3.3 
3.0 
•^.0 

? .7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 

° .3 
2.^ 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
2.0 
2.3 
2.3 

1 .7 
1 .7 

60 

70 
1 

65 
5 

12 
17 
50 
61 

3 
14 

41 
42 
68 
56 
11 
19 
18 
8 

28 
44 
47 

25 
46 
49 
52 
62 

2 
48 
36 

7 
26 

4 

24 
66 

Deploy. Mgt. 
Contract Adm. 
Training 
Program Control 
Contract Adra. 
Program Control 
Procurement 
Engineering 
Data Mgt. 
Data Mgt. 
Program Control 
Procurement 

Mfg. ,% Prod. 
Mfg. & Prod. 
Contract Adm. 
Intelligence 
Procurement 
Engineering 
Engineering 
Procurement 
Config. Mgt. 
Logistics 
Data Mgt. 

Engineering 
Interface Mgt. 
Data Mgt. 
Data Mgt. 
Contract Adm. 
Program Control 
Data Mgt. 
Test ft Fval. 
Procurement 
Config. Mgt. 
Program Control 

Engineering 
Contract Adm. 

AM KNOWLEDGE 
TSCôríng 

AVG. 1 or 2 

2.2 
2.2 
2.1 
2.4 
2.3 
3.1 
3.0 
2.8 
3.0 
2.9 
3.0 
3.8 

2.0 
1.5 
2.3 
2.1 
2 .8 
1.9 
2.3 
3.2 
2.7 
2.9 
3.1 

1.6 
2.2 
2.7 
2.3 
2.7 
2.3 
2.3 
2.7 
3.0 
2.6 
3.0 

1 .8 
2.0 

65 

5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
3 
2 
4 
3 
2 
4 
2 

8 
8 
5 
6 
4 
7 
5 
1 
3 
2 
1 

9 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
4 
3 
4 
3 

7 
7 

AM ATTEMPT 
FscWng 

AVG. 1 or 2 

3.0 
2.4 
2.4 
3.2 
3.3 
3.2 
2.6 
2.8 
3.0 
3.2 
3.3 
4.2 

2.1 
2.0 
2.2 
2.1 
2.1 
2.4 
2.9 
2.6 
3.1 
3.0 
3.1 

1.8 
2.1 
2.3 
2.0 
1.9 
2.6 
2.4 
2.2 
2.4 
3.0 
3.3 

1.3 
2.1 

2 
4 
5 
1 
1 
3 
5 
3 
4 
2 
1 

7 
7 
6 
6 
6 
4 
3 
4 
2 
2 
3 

9 
7 
7 
7 
8 
5 
4 
6 
3 
2 
1 

9 
6 

a am 
bCOhlMi 

1 or 2 

7 
7 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
4 
2 

9 
9 
9 
8 
7 
7 
6 
5 
5 
4 
4 

9 
8 
b 
8 
6 
7 
7 
6 
4 
4 
3 

9 
8 
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Table 7 

AVERAGE COMPARISON OP AM ATTEMPT 
TO PM IMPORTANCE AND AM KNOWLEDGE 

j-.'- 
r- 

AVERAGE AM ATTEMPT 
aV'gVTtW- 

AM AVERAGE ATTEMPT 4.0+ 
4.2 13 Procurement 
4.2 14 Procurement 
4.0 45 Logistics 

AVERAGE 
PM 

IMPORTANCE 

4.3 
3.0 
4.3 

AVERAGE 
AM 

KNOWLEDGE 

3.5 
3.7 
3.0 

AM AVERAGE ATTEMPT 3.5 - 3.99 
3.6 6 Program Cont. 4.0 
3.6 9 Procurement 4.3 
3.7 43 Logistics 4.0 
3.9 64 Contract Adm. 4.0 

3.6 
3.4 
3.2 
3.2 

* 
■V 

:¾ 

AM AVERAGE ATTEMPT 3.0 - 3.49 
3.2 1 Program Cont. 3*0 
3.3 3 Program Cont. 3.3 
3.3 4 Program Cont. 2.3 
3.2 5 Program Cont. 3.3 
3.3 20 Engineering 4.0 
3.4 21 Engineering 3.6 
3.3 23 Engineering 4.0 
3.0 26 Config. Mgt. 2.3 
3.1 27 Config. Mgt. 3.7 
3.1 28 Config. Mgt. 2.7 
3.0 30 Config. Mgt. 3.7 
3.1 38 Test & Eval. 4.7 
3.0 44 Logistics 2.7 
3.1 47 Data Mgt. 2.7 
3.2 51 Data Mgt. 3.3 
3.2 60 Deploy. Mgt. 3.0 
3.3 61 Deploy. Mgt. 4.7 
3.3 65 Contract Adm. 3*3 
3.1 67 Contract Adm. 4.3 
3.3 69 Contract Adm. 4.3 

2.4 
3.0 
3.0 
3.1 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.8 
2.7 
2.8 
2.3 
2.9 
3.1 
2.9 
2.2 
2.7 
2.3 
2.4 
2.7 

um* hr m m win ■ m mm 

AM ATTEMPT 
LESS 

KNOWLEDGE 

.7 

.5 
1 .0 

.2 

.5 

.7 

.8 

.3 

.3 

.1 
1 .0 
1 .0 
.8 
.4 
.3 
.4 
.2 
.8 
.1 

.3 
1 .0 

.6 
1 .0 
.7 
.6 



Table 8 

AVERAGE COMPARISON OP AM KNOWLEDGE 
TO PM IMPORTANCE AND AM ATTEMPT 

I TFT 

AM A VO. KNOWLEDGE - 3.99 

6. Financial Reporting 
13. Contract Changes 
14. Performance Measurement 

AM AVG. KNOWLEDGE 3.0 - 3-49 

3. budgeting 
4. Scheduling 
5. Financial Planning 
7. Acquisition Authority 
8. Contract Type Selection 
9. Acquisition Strategy Plan 

1°. Negotiation Process 
31 . Configuration Control Board 
43» Planning Process 
45. Repair Capability 
47. Tdent. of Data Requirements 
50. Data Acquisition 
64. Cost Reporting Analysis 

AVG. AM AVG. PM AVG. AM 
KNOWLEDGE IMPORTANCE ATTEMPT 

3.6 4.0 3.6 
3.6 4.3 4.2 
3.8 3.0 4.2 

3.0 3.3 3.3 
3.O 3.3 3.2 
3.1 3.3 3.2 
3.0 2.0 2.4 
3.2 2.7 2.7 
3.4 4.3 3.6 
3.0 3.3 2.6 
3.3 3.3 2.7 
3.2 4.0 3.7 
3.0 4.3 4.0 
3.1 2.7 3.1 
3.0 3.3 3.0 
3.2 4.0 3.9 

67 



Table 9 

SUMMARY OP FUNCTIONAL 
AREA AVERAGES 

FUNCTIONAL AREA 
AM AM 

KNOWLEDGE ATTEMPT 
PM 

IMPORTANCE 

0. Integrated Logistics Support 
N. Training (Weapon System Users) 
L. Deployment Management 
B. Procurement 
D. Configuration Management 
K. Communications & Electronics 
M. Contract Administration 
A. Program Control 
C. Engineering 
E. Test & Evaluation 
J. Intelligence 
F. Manufacturing & Production 
I. Data Management 
H. Interface Management 

3.0 
2.1 
2.3 
3.0 
2.8 
1 .9 
2.5 
2.9 
2.2 
2.5 
2.2 
1.9 
2.6 
2.2 

3.6 
2.4 
3.1 
3.0 
2.9 
2.0 
2.8 
3.2 
2.5 
2.6 
2.4 
2.4 
2.7 
2.1 

3.7 
3.7 
3.6 
3.3 
3.3 
3.2 
3.2 
3.1 
3.1 
3.1 
3.0 
2.9 
2.9 
2.3 
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Table 10 

AM QUESTIONNAIRE 

AM QUESTIONS 

1 . Extent of Rouearch 
obj. defined 

a. WS only 

b. WS <% General Areas 

c. b Specific Problems 

?.. Was Research Time Adequate 

a. ves 

b. More - Beneficial 

c. More - Necessary 

d. More - Essential 

3. Willingness to Terminate 
Audit During Research 

a. No 

b. Not More than Once 

c. Not More than Twice 

d. As Necessary 

1_ 2 2 4 §. 6 7 8 9 TOTAL 

X X 

XXX 

X X 

XXX 

X 2 

X X 

X X 

69 
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Table 11 

PM QUESTIONNAIRE 

QUESTIONS 
PM PM PM 

1 2__ AV G 

1. Weekly Hours Worked 45 50 45 46.6 

2. Time Allotment 
Mise. Admin. 
Out Yr. Planning 
AM Review 

Research 
Prog. Dev. 
Application 
Val. ft Out Brief 

Rewrite Reports 
Indep. Research 
Other 

25* 15* 20* 20 * 
5* 5% 5?» 5 5*» 

35* 5* 20* 
7* 5* 5* 
4* 10* 25* 

10* 15* 5* 
14* 45* 15* 
-0- -0- 5* 
-0- -0- -0- 

20 £ 
5.6* 

13 * 
10 * 
24.6* 

1.6* 
-0- 

3. Audit Mgt. Experience (Overall Ability) 
Marg.sl, Accept.=3, Excel.=5 

Research 3 
Prog. Dev. 5 
Application 5 
Valid/Out Brief 3 
Writing 3 

1 
3 
3 
3 
1 

TT 

1 
1 

1.6 
3.0 
3.6 
2.3 
1.6 

ÏT.T 

Totals Div. by 5 = Avg. 3.8 2.2 1 .4 2.4 

4. Research Time Reg’d. Days 120 90 30 80 

5. Critical Audit Success Factors 
Dollars Involved 
Qty. of Issues 50* 
Great./Orig. of Issues 
Milestones 50* 
Other (Affeotiveness) 

10* 
10* 
30* 
50* 

75* 

25* 

3.3?» 
20.0* 
35.0* 
33.3* 
8.3* 
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Table 12 

OTHER AUDIT AGENCIES 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

Externai Au«Ut Agencies - WS Audit Mgt. 

GAO PODIS 

1. a. Is there a WS 
Directorate 

2. a. WS audit initiation 
Internal¿y 
Externally 

b. Selection Proc. 

3. ATI/Supervisor 
force size 

4. ft WS annually 
performed 

R. Avg. time frame 
for WS audit 

6. Is research 
separate phase 

7. a. Who performs 
research 

b. Degree of issues 
identified 

R.a. Research time 
frame 

b. Is time frame met 
9.a. Do researchers 

perform audit 

in.a. Researchers 
GS level 

b. AM GS 
11. Experience levels 

Researchers 
AMs 

Yes1 

Unknown 

OM-15 

Large 

Downswing 

No std• 

Yes 

Entire 
Staff 

Self-Gen. 

No std. 

Usually 
w/staff 

14/7 
13/14 

High 
High 

Yes 

.80 

.20 
PD(15) 
research 

8 

16 

2 
6 mos. 

Yes 

PD(15) 

OSD Staff 
Sug. 

30 days 
Yes 

Yes 
vr/staf f 

15 
14 

Moderate 
Moderate 

NAVY 

Yes 

ARMY 

No 

.90 
.10 

8 

6-7 

3 mos. 

Yes 

AIC/ 
journeymen 

Self-Gen. 

2 wks. 
Yes 

Yes , 
Supervisors* 

13/12 
13 

Moderate 
Moderate 

'Reoraanlse -83 ores out groups of WS or mission ares. 

^Excludes 3 months for final s 
3(^/13) with 1 or 2 assistants (5/12). 
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