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I YEAR 2001 Custoner Satisfaction Data Summary
I ntroducti on:

Pur pose: Know edge is the fuel that drives today s gl oba

i nformati on technol ogy busi nesses. Therefore, our continued
success or failure depends on our ability to |earn what our
custoners really want and need. To successfully achieve this
purpose, it is inperative that we gain a “custoner-val ued”

per spective of how well we are doing in nmeeting customer
expectations. In other words, do we provide the kind of products,
services and customer care that conpels custonmers to choose us
rat her than other avail abl e sources? To ensure that we gain this
requi site know edge, the 2001 Custoner Satisfaction Survey, Part
1 of the two part survey process, was specifically designed to
neet the follow ng know edge objectives:

- To inprove customer relations

- To determine the quality of custoner care and support

- To track the effects of change in product and service
qual ity

- To indicate staff and process strengths and weaknesses

- To determne the perceived quality of products, services
and web pages

Part 2 of the 2001 survey process will neasure the sane
attributes as Part 1 but target DTIC s Top Users. Therefore, Top
200 Users were not surveyed in the 2001 Custoner Satisfaction
Survey. Core custonmer’s input will not appear until the

conmpl etion of the Top 200 Survey in June 2001. Once conpl ete,
Parts 1 and 2 will be conbined for a nore bal anced | ook at DTIC s
overal | service perfornance.

| nportant Note: Wien considering the results of Part 1 of the
survey process, it is inportant to recogni ze not only the
characteristics of the core custoners not yet surveyed, but also
the 56 percent of registered users who chose not to respond. W
hypot hesi ze that those who did not respond are nore likely not to
consi der thensel ves DTIC users, or not to perceive thensel ves as
having a sufficient stake in DIIC to take the time to respond.
Anal ysis of the survey results will always need to be tenpered by
consi derations of who did and who did not respond, and to what
extent those who responded have the sane characteristics or views
as those who did not respond.

Met hodol ogy: Web-based, email and one-on-one tel ephone
interviews were the collection nmethods selected for this effort.
These multiple collection paths were selected not only to offer
our users a variety of survey response options, but also to

i ncrease response rates. Those users not having an enail|l address
and/ or web access were contacted and surveyed via one-on-one

t el ephone interviews.



A total of 2,100* users were randomly selected to participate in
the survey. 1,799 were selected to participate by web or enai
and 301 for tel ephone interviews.

After an intense email and call effort, the survey popul ation

uni verse was reduced to a total of 1,664 users. 726 or 44 percent
of the popul ati on universe responded and were qualified as

“val id” participants.

Conpar ati ve Benchmarki ng: Results obtained fromthe 2001 Custoner
Satisfaction Survey have been neasured agai nst individual and
conposite results of 31 federal governnent agencies which
participated in the 2000 and 2001 American Custoner Service |ndex
(ACSI) process. In addition, 10 common customer/ product/service
quality factors were neasured against the best results of 5
conpar abl e federal agencies as determ ned by the Anerican
Custoner Service Index (ACSI) study. The 2000 study conm ssioned
by GSA and the President’s Managenent Council (PMC), established
t he benchmark and the baseline for federal governnment agencies at
68.6. Atotal of 31 federal agencies (agencies selected serve 95%
of all federal governnment custoners) participated in the study.

I ndex scores detailed in Part 11l of this study do not include
Top 200 users. Top 200 users will be surveyed in May 2001 and

t hen aggregate scores will be integrated and the 2001 total index
score conputed. (See Appendi x F)

Overal I Findings

User Denographics

The majority of users responding cane from four user groups:
Research Anal ysts, Engineers, Librarians and Scientists
respectively.

Nearly half of all respondents were new users (6 nonths or
| ess).

Communi cati on/ Access

Hal f of all users responding have contacted DTIC by phone in
t he past 12 nonths.

The majority of users want inproved tel ephone access to DTIC
In addition, the vast majority of custoners reported that it
is very inportant to extrenely inportant to speak to

a “live person” when calling DTIC

Mar ket i ng Communi cati on



Users are satisfied that DTIC does a good job comuni cati ng

(transmtting/mailing) information about new products changes
in

and/ or enhanced product and service offerings, training

opportunities, and submtting docunents, but order status stil

rates | ow.

The majority of users would recormend DTIC to a col |l eague.

Cust oner Service |ssues

The majority of users reported docunent delivery tinmes net
their expectations, but order status (tracking) was rated | ow

The majority of users agreed that DTIC did a good job of

i nform ng users about registration issues. However, coll ateral
i ssues not directly controlled by DTIC Registration, |ike the
DD Form 55 process and | ack of response by COTR/ Sponsor
personnel in the DD Form 1540 signature process were nentioned
as user difficulties.

Users found notable differences in the |evels of custoner
support afforded by individual staffers.

Users were annoyed at the |level of customer service afforded
and the lack of timely responses to their needs.

Users want quick responses to their voice, enmail and fax
i nquiries.

Users find our products and services are of high quality.

Onli ne Servi ce/ Honepage

The majority of users rated our honmepage as average with | ow
ratings for navigation, content and organization.

Users find that the majority of their information needs are
nmet by searching DTIC s collections. However, they do express
concern for the ease of use and availability of docunents for
downl oadi ng.

The majority of users have accessed the DTIC Honepage within
t he past 12 nonths.



| ssues for Further Study

After carefully exam ning the quantitative and qualitative data,
three key issues were identified as requiring further study.

Cust oner Services | ssues:

Timely Access: User difficulties in accessing designated DTIC
per sonnel .

Timel y Response: User questions, inquiries and probl enms not
addressed in a tinmely manner.

Docunent Ordering Processes: User dissatisfaction with
exi sting order placenent, confirmation and tracking processes.

Commruni cation Process: User denmand preference for speaking to
a “Live Person” versus the voice mail process.

I nt er personal Comuni cation/ Custoner Care Skills: Marginal
| evel of Custoner Service — unfriendly or non-responsive staff
behavi or.

Acqui sition |ssues:

Col l ection: Users expressed concern for the availability and
gual ity (docunment and M crofiche) of the collection.

Col | ateral |ssues:



DD Form 55: Despite noted inprovenents, users want and need an
el ectronic version of the formwi th a nmatchi ng source database
for timely subm ssion and tracking functions.

DD Form 1540 Authorization: Users are still experiencing real
difficulties in obtaining tinely sponsor/ COIR approvals for
both initial and additional DOD contracts.

PART Il: Gaphical Data Review
(Detailed data anal ysis can be found in Appendi x D)

User Job Position and Organizati on Type

Denogr aphi ¢ data contained in this section is based on conposite
responses fromthe 726 users who participated in the custoner

satisfaction process.

Job/ Position Status: 1 in 6 users reported their current job
position as “Librarian” which includes Acquisition, Head,

Ref erence, Research and Technical Librarians. 1 in 12 users
reported “Technical Information Specialist” and 1 in 5 as
“Researcher/Analyst.” 1 in 6 users reported “Engineer,” and 1 in
7 Scientist.”

The 2001 User Satisfaciton
Survey Demographic Data

FY 2001 Customer FY 2000 Top 200
Satisfication Survey% Survey%
O Librarian 16 TAE
O Technical Information 8
Specialist
Research/Analyst 18
O Engineer 16

O Scientist 14




Percentage

Fig 1l

Fig 1l

User Organi zation Type: 1 in 2 users reported their organizations
as DOD, 1 in 3 as Governnent Contractor, Industry or Small
Business, 1 in 10 as Academia and 1 in 100 non- DOD Feder al
Gover nnent .

The 2001
Organizational Status

Academia:

T College/Univ |
T i

Government
1%

Fig 2
Obt ai n/ Di stri bute STI for others

DOD MIlitary, Agencies, Labs & Schools: 6 in 10 reported
distributing STI to others, 1 in 4 reported “No” and 1 in 7 “Not
Sure.” Industry/ Governnment Contractors: 8 in 10 reported “Yes”
and 1 in 4 reported “No.”




Time as Regi stered DTIC User:

Overall, 1 in 2 (469 users have been registered "less than 6
nmonths." 1 in 5 for "7 nonths to 2 years,” 1 in 5 for "3 to 5
years" and 1 in 8 for "6 or nore years."

DOD: 1 in 2 reported "less than 6 nonths,” 1 in 5 as "7 nonths to
2 years", 1 in 5 reported "3 to 5 years"” and 1 in 10 as "6 or
nore years."

I ndustry/ Government Contractor: 1 in 2 reported “less than 6
months,” 1 in 6 “7 nonths to 2 years,” 1 in 6 “3 to 5 years,” and
1in 5 reported “6 or nore years.”

Order Status and Delivery Processes:

Delivery Processes

2 in 3 users reported receiving their orders “Mst of the tine”
to “Every tinme” and 1 in 3 users stated “Never” to “Generally
neet.”

4 in 10 Engineers reported receiving orders “Mdst of the time” to
“Every tinme” and 6 in 10 reported “Never” to “Generally neet.” 1
in 3 Scientists reported “Myst of the tinme” to “Every tinme” and 2
in 3 reported “Never” to “Cenerally nmeet.” 8 in 10 Librarians
reported "Most of the tine" to "Every tine" and 1 in 8 reported
“Never” to “Generally neet.” 6 in 10 Research Anal ysts reported
“Most of the tinme” to “Every tinme” and 4 in 10

reported “Never” to “Cenerally neet.”

Order Status

4 in 10 users reported “Agree” to “Strongly agree” when

guesti oned about inform ng users of order status. 1 in 8 reported
they “Disagree” or “Strongly disagree” and 1 in 2 rendered “No
Qpinion.” 1 in 3 Engineers “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” that DTIC
does a good job inform ng them about order status while 1 in 4
reported they “Disagree” to “Strongly D sagree” over order status
issues. 1 in 4 Scientists report they “Agree” to “Strongly Agree”
over order status while 1 in 6 “Disagree” or “Strongly D sagree.”
1in 2 Librarians reported they “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” and 1
in 8 reported they “Disagree” or “Strongly disagree.” 1 in 4
Research Anal ysts reported “Agree” to “Strongly Agree” and 1 in 5
reported they “Disagree” to “Strongly Di sagree.”

Cor porate Access, Media Preferences and Contact Data

Preferred Access Medi um When asked whi ch contact comruni cation
channel users nost preferred, they responded as foll ows:



1in 3 reported “Comercial Tel ephone/DSN’', 1 in 3 reported
“Email” and 1 in 4 reported using “Internet/Online.” Only 1 in 25
used “Fax” and “Qther” access. 1 in 4 Engineers prefer

“Commer ci al Tel ephone/DSN', and 1 in 3 reported Email, 1in 3
preferred “Internet/Online” and 1 in 15 reported “Fax” or
“Gher.” 1in5 Scientist preferred “Conmercial Tel ephone/ DSN, ”
1in 2 prefer “Email,” and 1 in 4 reported “Internet/Online.” 1
in 2 Librarians prefer “Conmercial Tel ephone/DSN,” 3 in 10
reported “Email,” and 1 in 10 reported “Internet/Online.” 1 in 4
Resear cher/ Anal ysts reported using “Comercial Tel ephone/DSN,” 3
in 10 reported using “Email,” 4 in 10 prefer “Internet/Online,”
and 1 in 10 “Fax” or “Other.”

The 2000 Top 200 Survey revealed that 9 in 10 respondents
preferred accessing DTIC by Conmercial Tel ephone/DSN, 1 in 25
preferred “Internet/Online service,” Email, and Fax respectively.

The 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey reveal ed that respondents
favored the following: 6 in 10 users preferred “Conmmrercia

Tel ephone” and “Defense Switched Network (DSN) Line." 1 in 8
preferred “Email” and 1 in 8 preferred “Internet/Online
Services.” 1 in 12 preferred “Fax.”

Comparative Analysis of Access

Medium
Q
g
c
8
@
o
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FY 2001 Customer FY 2000 Top 200 FY 99 Customer
Satisfication Survey% Survey% ey
Telephone (Commercial/DSN) 36
@ Internet/Online 25
O Email 35
O Fax 3
Fig 3

| mportance of Talking to a “Live Person”



8 in 10 of all respondents reported “Very Inportant” to
“Extremely Inmportant,” 1 in 6 as “Ilnportant,” and 1 in 20 as
“Somewhat Uni nportant” to “Not at Al Inportant.” 7 in 10

Engi neers reported “Very Inportant” to “Extrenely Inportant,” 1
in5 as “lnportant,” and 1 in 12 as “Somewhat” or “Not at All
inmportant.” 7 in 10 Scientists reported “Very Inportant” to
“Extremely Inmportant,” 1 in 4 as “lnportant,” and 3 in 100
reported “Somewhat Uninportant” to “Not at Al Inportant.” 9 in
10 Librarians reported “Very Inportant” to “Extrenely Inportant,”
and 1 in 10 as “Inportant.”

8 in 10 Researchers/ Anal ysts reported “Very Inportant” to
“Extrenely Inportant,” 1 in 10 as “Inportant,” and 1 in 10 as
“Somewhat Uninportant” to “Not at Al Inportant.”

7 in 10 Top 200 users reported “Extrenely Inportant,” 1 in 4
“Very Inportant,” 1 in 12 “Inportant” and only 1 in 50 users
reported “Not Very Inportant” and/or "Not At Al Inportant.”

The 1999 Custoner Satisfaction Survey disclosed that 7 in 10
users reported “Extrenmely Inmportant,” 1 in 6 users “Somewhat
Important,” 1 in 12 “Inportant” and 1 in 25 rated either
“Somewhat Uni nportant” or “Not Very Inportant.”

Comparative Analysis on Importance of
Talking to Live Person

c & 50 +
(o))
S 40—
@
2] 20—
()
o 20—
10—
2 FY 2001 Cust FY 2000 Top 200 S FY 99 Cust
ustomer op urvey ustomer =
Satisfaction Survey% % Satisfaction Survey% =
W Very to Extremely Important 80 90 88
O Important 16 8 ==
O Not Very Important and/or Not At All 4 2 __ //
Important 2
Fig 4



Ef fecti veness of Corporate Comruni cations: Wen asked how
wel | DTI C comruni cates (inforns) users about specific issues,
2001 Customer Satisfaction, 2000 Top 200 users and 1999 Cust oner
Sati sfaction Survey responded as foll ows:

FY 2001 Customer Satisfaction Strongly Agree or Strongly Disagree or No Opinion %

Survey Agree % Disagree %
Product /Service Changes 81 4 15
Training Opportunities 63 5 32
Submitting Documents 46 9 45
Online Service 70 6 24
Order Status 40 14 46
Annual Conference 57 2 41
FY 2000 TOP 200 Strongly Agree or Strongly Disagree or No Opinion %

Agree % Disagree %
Product /Service Changes 94 4 2
Training Opportunities 75 3 22
Submitting Documents 48 4 48
FY99 Customer Satisfaction Strongly Agree or Strongly Disagree or No Opinion %
Survey Agree % Disagree %
Product /Service Changes 71 9 20
Training Opportunities 60 8 32
Submitting Documents 50 9 41

Fig 5

Overall Product/Service Quality Rating

Users participating in the 2001 Custoner Satisfaction Survey
reported as follows: 7 in 10 users rated “Product/ Service
Quality”

as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 4 as “Good,” and 1 in 15 as
“Fair” to “Poor.” 1 in 2 Engineers rated product/service quality
as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 4 in 10 as “Good,” and 1 in 15

“Fair” to Poor.” 6 in 10 Scientists rated product/service
quality as “Very Good,” to “Excellent,” 1 in 4 as “Good,” and 1
in 10 as “Fair” to “Poor.” 3 in 4 Librarians rated them “Very
Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 5 as “Good,” and 1 in 25 as “Fair” to
“Poor.”

10



6 in 10 Researchers/ Anal ysts rated product/service quality “Very

Good” to “Excellent,”
" Poor.”

1in 3 as “Good,”

and 1 in 25 as

“Fair to

Users participating in the 2000 Top 200 Survey reported as
follows: 8 in 10 users rated Product/ Service Quality as “Very

Good” to “Excellent,”
“Fair” to “Poor.”

1in 5 users reported “Good” and 1 in 50

Users participating in the 1999 Custoner Satisfaction Survey
reported as follows: 7 in 10 rated Product/Service Quality as

“Very Good” to “Excellent,”

“Fair" to "Poor.”

1in 4 as

“ G)Odn

and 1 in 25 as

Users responding in the 1998 Top 200 Survey reported as foll ows:

7 in 10 rated overal

product quality as “Very Good” to

“Excellent,” 1 in 4 as “Good” and 1 in 25 as “Fair” to “Poor.”
g = Comparative Analysis of the
Product/Service Quality
& 40 1+—
o
N 30—
20 +—
10 +—
0 ~Z |
FY 2001 FY 99 Customer .
Customer 2 25(312?/;—0& 290 Satisfaction FYS%iJ:pO/ZOC& //
Satisfaction y Survey % ,/y// 2
W Very Good to Excellent 70 80 70 70
O Good 23 18 25 5
O Fair to Poor 7 2 5
o =
= /
Fig 6
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Accessi ng the DTIC Honepage

When 2001 survey respondents were asked if they had accessed the
honepage in the past 12 nonths, they responded as follows:

7 in 10 reported “Yes,” 1 in 15 as “Not Sure” and 1 in 5 reported
“No.” Engineers reported 8 in 10 “Yes”, 1 in 7 “No” and 1 in 10
“Not Sure.” Librarians reported 7 in 10 “Yes,” 1 in 5 “No” and 1
in 10 “Not Sure.” Scientists reported 7 in 10 “Yes,” 1 in 4 “No”
and 1 in 20 “Not Sure.” Researchers/Analysts reported 8 in 10
“Yes”, 1 in 7 “No” and 3 in 100 “Not Sure.”

Overal |l Honmepage Perfornmance Rati ngs:

Users participating in the 2001 Custoner Satisfaction Survey were
asked to rate the DTIC Honepage via five (5) quality factors.

Accessibility: 8 in 10 Users rated Access to the Honepage site as
“Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 6 as “Good,” and 3 in 100 as
“Fair” to “Poor.”

Ease of Use: 6 in 10 Users rated Ease of Navigating the site as
“Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 3 as “CGood,” and 1 in 6 as “Fair
to “Poor.”

Content: 6 in 10 Users rated Honepage content as “Very Good” to
“Excellent,” 3 in 10 as “Good,” and 1 in 6 as “Fair” to “Poor.”

Organi zation: 5 in 10 Users rated Honepage organi zation as “Very
Good,” to “Excellent,” 3 in 10 as “Good,” and 1 in 5 as “Fair” to
1] Poor."

Usability: 5 in 10 User rated Honepage information useful ness as
“Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 3 as “CGood,” and 1 in 10 as
“Fair” to “Poor.”

Overall Homepage Performance
Rating

_ 9%
Usabilty hjl%_lsgo/
0

L 18%
Organization Y
51%
— Poor to Fair
Content Fﬂ%—l O Good
56%

OVery Good to Excellent
— 110/



Fig 7
Fig 7
DTI C Product Usage Profile

Users participating in the 2001 Custoner Satisfaction Survey
reported using the follow ng DTIC products:

ADD: 2 in 100 Users reported “Yes” as subscribing to ADD, 4 in 10
reported “No,” and 1 in 2 users were “Not Sure.” No Engineers,
Scientists or Researcher/ Anal ysts responding to the survey
subscribe to ADD. 1 in 16 Librarians reported subscribing to ADD.

CAB: 1 in 15 Engi neers reported subscribing to the CAB program 1
in 100 Scientists, 1 in 6 Librarians, and 4 in 100
Resear cher s/ Anal ysts subscribe to CAB

ECAB: 1 in 5 Engineers, Scientist, and Librarians and 1 in 6
Resear cher s/ Anal ysts subscribe to the ECAB program

Research Summaries: 1 in 7 Engineers subscribe to Research
Summaries as well as 1 in 4 Scientists, 3 in 10 Librarians, and 4
in 10 Researchers/ Anal ysts subscribe to Research Summari es.

AMID:  No respondents reported subscribing to the Automatic
Magnetic Tape Distribution program

TR Dat abase on CO-ROM 1 in 20 Engineers, No Scientists, 1 in 6
Librarians and 1 in 12 Researchers/ Anal ysts subscribe to the TR
Dat abase on CD- ROM

Ret rospective Bi bliography Magnetic Tape: No users responding to

t he survey reported subscribing to the program
The DTIC Review. 1 in 4 Engineers, 4 in 100 Scientists, 3 in 10

Librarians and 1 in 3 researchers/ Anal ysts subscribe to the
product .

DTIC Online Service User Profile

Users responding to the 2001 Custoner Satisfaction Survey
reported using the follow ng DTIC Online Services:

Overall Usage Profile: 6 in 10 Users reported using Public
STINET, 4 in 10 subscribe to Secure STINET, 1 in 4 subscribe to

13



VWED- DROLS and 5 in 100 reported subscribing to C assified DRCOLS.

Public STINET: 2 in 3 Engineers, 1 in 2 Scientists, 2 in 3
Li brarians, and 2 in 3 Researchers/ Anal ysts reported using Public
STI NET.

Secure STINET: 2 in 3 Engineers, 4 in 10 Scientists, 1 in 2
Li brarians and 1 in 3 Researchers/Anal ysts subscri be to SSTI NET.

WED-DROLS: 1 in 6 Engineers, 1 in 5 Scientists, 1in 2

Li brarians, and 3 in 10 Researchers/ Anal ysts subscribe to WVED.
Classified DROLS: 1 in 12 Engineers, No Scientists, 1in 8

Li brari ans, and No Researchers/ Anal ysts subscribe to Cassified
DROLS.

DTIC Online Service Quality Perfornmance

Users responding to the 2001 Custoner satisfaction Survey were
asked to rate the level of online service using the foll ow ng
qual ity measurenent factors:

Accessibility Overall Ratings: 7 in 10 Users rated accessibility
as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 4 as “Good,” and 5 in 100 as
“Fair” to “Poor.”

7 in 10 Engineers, 6 in 10 Scientists, 3 in 4 Librarians and 2 in
3 Researchers/ Anal ysts rated accessibility as “Very Good” to
“Excellent.” 1 in 4 Engineers, 4 in 10 Scientists, 1in 6

Li brarians, and 1 in 3 Researchers/Analysts rated accessibility
as “Good.” 1 in 100 Engineers, 1 in 16 Scientists, 1 in 10

Li brarians, and 1 in 100 Researchers/ Anal ysts rated accessibility
as “Fair” to “Poor.”

Ease of Use (Navigating the site) Overall Ratings: 1 in 2 Users
rated ease of use as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 4 in 10 as
“Good,” and 1 in 10 as “Fair.” 4 in 10 Engineers, 5 in 10
Scientists, 6 in 10 Librarians, and 2 in 3 Researchers/Anal ysts
rated navigation as “Very Good” to “Excellent.” 4 in 10

Engi neers, 4 in 10 Scientists, 1 in 4 Librarians, and 1 in 3
Resear chers/ Anal ysts rated navigation as “Good.” No Engi neers or
Scientists reported but 1 in 100 Librarians and 1 in 25

Resear chers/ Anal ysts did rate navigation as “Fair’ to “Poor.”

Content Overall Rating: 6 in 10 Users rated content as “Very
Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 3 as “Good,” and 1 in 12 as “Fair” to
“Poor.”

4 in 10 Engineers, 6 in 10 Scientists, 6 in 10 librarians, and 6

14



in 10 Researchers/ Analysts rated content as “Very Good” to
“Excellent.” 1 in 2 Engineers, 1 in 4 Scientists, 4 in 10

Li brarians, and 1 in 3 Researchers/ Anal ysts rated content as
“Good,” 1 in 13 Engineers, 1 in 9 Scientists, 1 in 15 Librarians,
and 1 in 12 Researchers/ Anal ysts rated content as “Fair” to
“Poor.”

Organi zation Overall Rating: 1 in 2 Users rated organi zati on as
“Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 3 as “Good,” and 1 in 10 as
“Fair” to “Poor.”

4 in 10 Engineers, 6 in 10 Scientists, 6 in 10 Librarians and 6
in 10 Researchers/ Anal ysts rated organi zation as “Very Good” to
“Excellent.” 1 in 2 Engineers, 3 in 10 Scientists, 4 in 10

Li brarians, and 3 in 10 Researchers/ Anal ysts rated organi zati on
as “Good.” 1 in 16 Engineers, 1 in 10 Scientists, 1 in 16

Li brarians, and 1 in 8 Researchers/Anal ysts rated organi zation as
“Fair” to “poor.”

Usability Overall Rating: 6 in 10 Users rated usability as “Very
Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 3 as “Good,” and 1 in 16 as “Fair” to
“Poor.”

5 in 10 Engineers, 6 in 10 Scientists, 6 in 10 Librarians and 6
in 10 Researchers/ Analysts rated usability as “Very Good” to
Excellent.” 4 in 10 Engineers, Scientists, and Librarians and 3
in 10 Researchers/Analysts rated usability as “Good.” 1 in 10
Engineers, 1 in 16 Scientists, 1 in 100 Librarians, and 1 in 12
Resear chers/ Anal ysts rated usability as “Fair” to “Poor.”

Custoner Support Overall Rating: 1 in 2 Users rated customner
support as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 3 Users as “Good,”
and 1 in 16 as “Fair” to “Poor.”

4 in 10 Engineers, 6 in 10 Scientists and Librarians and 5 in 10
Researchers/ Anal ysts rated custonmer support as “Very Good” to
“Excellent.” 4 in 10 Engineers, 1 in 4 Scientists, 1in 4

Li brarians and 4 in 10 Researchers/ Anal ysts rated custoner
support as “CGood.” 1 in 100 Engineers, 1 in 5 Scientists, 1 in
100 Librarians, and 1 in 12 Researchers/ Anal ysts rated custoner
support as “Fair” to “Poor.”

15



(FY2001) Mean | Favorable | Neutral | Unfavorable
DTIC's Online Service (norm.) % % %
Performance Rating %

Accessibility (Access to site) 74 71 24 5

Ease of Use (Navigating the site) 65 55 34 11
Content 68 60 33 7
Organization 65 56 34 11
Usability (Information useful) 68 59 35 7
Customer Support 70 61 33 7

[OverallRating | 68% | 60% | 32% [ 8% |
Fig 8

Warfighter Profile
General :

Qur target audience, the Warfighter conmunity included the
unifornmed mlitary, DOD Labs, DOD Agencies, DOD Col |l eges,
Universities, and Schools. 1 in 2 or 52 percent of all
respondents reported “Warfighter” status. 6 in 10 obtain and/or
distribute Scientific and Technical information for others.

Job/ Position Status and Longevity:

1 in 5 DOD respondents reported job/position as Engineer, 1 in 6
as Researcher/Analyst, 1 in 8 as Librarian, 1 in 12 as Scientist,
1 in 13 as Technical Information Specialist and 1 in 20 as
Security O ficer/Specialist. 1 in 2 DOD users have been
registered with DTIC for “less than 6 nonths,” 1 in 5 for “7
months — 2 years,” 1 in 5 for 3 — 5 years, and 1 in 10 for “6 or
nore years.”

Product and Service Usage and Quality Rating:

6 in 10 DOD custoners use Public STINET, 4 in 10 subscribe to
SSTINET, 1 in 4 use VWED DROLS and 1 in 15 use Cassified DROLS. 1
in 25 subscribe to ADD and/or CAB, 1 in 6 to ECAB, 1in 3 to
Research Summaries, 1 in 9 to the TR Database on CO-ROM 1 in 100
to Retrospective Bibliography on Magnetic Tape and, 1 in 3
subscribe or use the DTIC Review. 3 in 4 DOD users rate our
product/service quality as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 5 as
“Good,” and 1 in 16 as “Fair.”

16




Custoner Satisfaction Rating:

3 in 4 DOD custoners rated the quality of customer service as
“Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 5 as “Good,” and 1 in 50 as
“Fair.” Measuring the 10 targeted areas established by the
American Custoner Satisfaction Index (ACSI), DOD customers

wei ght ed score was 74.8 (75). The ASCI benchmark for the Federal
Government is 68.6. 9 in 10 DOD respondents woul d recomrend DTIC
to a col |l eague.

(FY01) Mean
Warfighter Customer Service (norm.) %
Performance
Accessibility (Easy to access staff) 72
Accuracy (Provided correct info) 77
Courtesy 83
Helpfulness 80
Knowledge 79
Professionalism 82
Responsiveness (Timely response) 73
Sieed of Service 71
Fig 9

I ndustry Profile

CGeneral :

I ndustry respondents conmprised 1 in 3 (35% of all survey
respondents. This category included government contractors, sub-
contractors, small businesses and other private firns engaged in
governnent contract work.

Job Position Status and Longevity:

Five Industry job positions dom nated the overall responses:

1in 5 users reported as Librarians, 1 in 5 as
Researcher/Analyst, 1 in 6 as Engineers, 1 in 6 as Security
Oficer/Specialist, and 1 in 8 as Scientists. 1 in 2 Industry
respondents have been registered users for 6 nmonths or less, 1 in
6 as 7 nonths — 2 years, 1 in 6 as 3 — 5 years, and 1 in 5 as 6
or nore years.

Products and Services Usage and Quality Rating:

6 in 10 Industry custonmers use Public STINET, 1 in 2 use SSTI NET,
1 in 3 use WED-DRCLS and 4 in 100 subscribe to C assified DROLS.
No I ndustry respondents subscribe to ADD, Automatic Magnetic Tape
Di stribution, or Retrospective Bibliography on Magnetic Tape. 1
in 8 Industry respondents subscribe to CAB, 1 in 5 to ECAB, 3 in
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10 to Research Summaries, and 1 in 5 the DIIC Review. 2 in 3
Industry users rated DTIC s Product/ Service quality as “Very
Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 4 as “Good,” and 1 in 10 as “Fair” to
13 PO()rl ”

Custoner Satisfaction Ratings:

2 in 3 Industry respondents rated the quality of custoner service
as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 4 as “Good,” and 1 in 12 as
“Fair” to “Poor.” Industry users rated DTIC service quality as
74.75. When neasuring the 10 targeted areas established by the
Ameri can Custoner satisfaction Index (ACSI), Industry custoners
wei ghted quality score was 71.32. The ACSI benchmark for the
Federal Governnent is 68.6. 9 in 10 Industry would reconmend DTIC
to a col |l eague.

(FY01) Mean
Industry Customer Service (norm.) %
Performance
Accessibility (Easy to access staff) 71
Accuracy (Provided correct info) 75
Courtesy 80
Helpfulness 76
Knowledge 75
Professionalism 80
Responsiveness (Timely response) 70
Sieed of Service 70

Fig 10
Part 111. d obal Customer Service Performance Ratings

Ceneral: The 2001 Custoner Satisfaction Survey did not include
DTIC s Top 200 Users. Top 200 Users will be surveyed separately
in late May 2001. Wen the Top 200 survey is conplete, the
custoner satisfaction data will be incorporated with 2001
Custoner Satisfaction data for a nore realistic |look at DTIC s
service quality. The conbined data will then be used to construct
t he 2001 conparison i ndex nmeasured agai nst the established 2001
Anerican Custoner Satisfaction Index (ACSI) scores for the
Federal Governnent. The ACSI chart displayed in this report is
for general information purposes only and does not reflect the
conpl ete DTIC corporate ACSI index. ASCH information and data can
be found in Appendi x F.

Overal |l Custoner Satisfaction Performance Ratings

Respondents were asked to rate their |evel of satisfaction with
18



DTIC s custoner care in eight (8) distinct quality areas. Those
critical care elenments and response data are displayed bel ow

Accessibility (Easy to access staff by any nmeans): 2 in 3
respondents reported their |level of satisfaction as “Very Good”
to “Excellent,” 1 in 4 rated as “Good,” 1 in 11 as “Fair,” to
“Poor.”

Accuracy (Staff provided correct information): 3 in 4 respondents

rated their satisfaction |level as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1
in5 as “Good,” and 3 in 100 as “Fair” to “Poor.”

Courtesy: 8 in 10 respondents rated their |evel of satisfaction

as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 7 as “Good,” and 2 in 100 as

“Fair” to “Poor.”

Hel pful ness: 8 in 10 respondents reported their |evel of

satisfaction as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 6 as “CGood,” and

4 in 100 as “Fair” to “Poor.”

Know edge: 8 in 10 respondents rated their |evel of satisfaction
as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 5 as “Good,” and 4 in 100 as

“Fair” to “Poor.”

Professionalism 8 in 10 respondents rated their |evel of
satisfaction as “Very Good,” to “Excellent,” 1 in 6 as “Good,”
and 2 in 100 as “Fair" to “Poor.”

Responsi veness (Tinely response): 2 in 3 respondents reported

their level of satisfaction as “Very Good” to “Excellent,” 1 in 4

as “Good,” and 1 in 11 as “Fair” to “Poor.”

Speed of Service (How quickly Perfornmed): 2 in 3 respondents

rated their |evel of satisfaction as “Very Good” to “Excellent,”

1in4as “Good’” and 1 in 10 as “Fair to

“Poor.”

Overal|l Satisfaction: Wien asked to rate the overall quality of

DTIC s custoner service, 3 in 4 respondents reported “Very Good

to “Excellent,” 1 in 5 as “Good,” and 4 in 100 as “Fair” to

“Poor.”

Recomrend DTIC to Friends or Colleagues: 8 in 10 respondents

woul d recommend, 4 in 100 would not and 1 in 8 were undeci ded.
DTIC's Overall Quality Mean Excellentor | Good % | Fair or
Factors (FY2001) (norm) % | Very Good % Poor %
Accessibility (Easy to access 72 68 23 9
staff)
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Accuracy (Provided correct info) 76 77 20 3
Courtesy 81 85 14 2
Helpfulness 79 80 17 3
Knowledge 77 77 19 4
Professionalism 81 82 16 2
Responsiveness(Timely 72 66 24 9
response)

Speed of Service 71 67 2 10

Fig 11

(FY01) Mean
DTIC -vs- ACSI Results Targeted Areas (norm.)
%
Ease of Use (Navigating the site) 65
Content 68
Organization 65
Usability (Information useful): 68
Accessibility (Access to site): 77
Accessibility (Easy to access staff): 72
Courtesy 81
Helpfulness 79
Professionalism 81
Responsiveness (Timely response) 72

Fig 12

Recommendati on

***Pendi ng



