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Honorable Sam Rayburn 
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Dear Mr. Speakert 

Enclosed is our report on review of management within 
tha Department of the Air Force of replacement equipment 
subject to the Air Force Unit Authorization List (UAL) re­
porting system. This review was made for the purpose of 
examining into the effectiveness and efficiency of Air Force 
management of auch equipment. 

Our review disclosed that millions of dollars* worth 
of replacement equipment was needlessly purchased in fiscal 
year I960 because the Air Force does not have an effective 
means of knowing the quantity and location of the equipment 
it already owns. Our review was limited to about 1 percent 
of the Items and 12 percent of the value of the $2.8 billion 
inventory reported. In this review we established that 
about $1DM- million worth of the items selected for examina­
tion had been previously procured but was neither included 
by using organizations in the inventory reports used in com­
puting the requirements nor otherwise accoiuited for. 

On the basis of our review, we estimated that over 
$6.7 million worth of replacement equipment purchased in 
fiscal year I96O could have been avoided, and requirements 
for another $20,8 million, on which procurement waa de­
ferred principally for lack of funds, could have been elim­
inated had the Air Force maintained effective control over 
the equipment procured and received in the supply system. 
For example, in our selected review of family grouping 
6115AA1W—generator set, we foimd that 852 sets, valued at 
approximately $l̂ • million, were not accounted for in re­
ported inventory data. At: organizations visited, our re­
view disclosed that eight generator set's which should have 
been reported were not included in the UAL data used by the 
Sacramento Air Materiel Area (SMAMA) in the fiscal year 
i960 computation. The computation made by SMAMA showed a 
buy requirement for fiscal year I96O of 266 units. As no 
adjustment was made for the 852 unaccounted-for assets, and 
purchase of 101 units was deferred, procureraent action was 
initiated for an additional l65 units at an estimated cost 
of $2,8 million. Had the Air Force maintained effective 
control over the units procured and received Into the supply 
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system, there would not have been 852 unaccounted-for units, 
and a sufficient number of such units should have been avail­
able for use so that procurement of the additional 165 units 
at an estimated cost of $2.8 million would have been unnec­
essary while requirements for another 101 units at an esti­
mated cost of $1.7 million could have been eliminated. 

Since our review was very limited, we are of the opin­
ion that there are substantially more unaccounted-for equip­
ment and substantially more unnecessary procurement than we 
estimated on the basis of ô x̂  findings. 

We brought our findings and conclusions to the atten­
tion of agency officials. In a letter dated January 23> 
1961, the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Materiel) 
agreed, generally, that the products of the Air Force UAL 
system are incomplete and inaccurate and do not adequately 
support the Air Materiel Command in the computation of equip­
ment procurement requirements. The Assistant Secretary in­
formed us of a number of actions already taken and others 
proposed which in the opinion of the Air Force should mate­
rially alleviate the deficiencies in UAL reporting that now 
exist. 

The success of the actions taken, as well as those 
planned, is largely prospective in nature and their effec­
tiveness will depend upon the manner in which they are car­
ried out. Accordingly, we are not prepared to say whether 
the acticna taken and planned by the Air Force will success­
fully overcome the serious and widespread problems observed 
by us. 

In su'jsequent reviews of Air Force supply management 
activities, we plan to make further inquiries into the Alr 
Force's management of replacement equipment and the effec­
tiveness of the proposed improvement program. 

This report is also being sent to the President of the 
Senate. Copies are being sent to the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of Defense, and the Secretary of the 
Air Force. 

Sincerely yours, 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 

Enclos\u*e 
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REPORT ON REVIEW 

OF MANAGEMENT 

WITHIN 

THE DEPARTMENT QF THE AIR FORCE 

Sl 

RKPLAfftSMEHT EOUIPMEaiT 

The General Accounting Office has made a review of management 

within the Department of the Air Force of replacement equipment 

subject tb the Air Force Unit Authorization List (UAL) reporting 

system. This review was made pursuant to the Budget and Account­

ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53)» and the Accounting and Auditing Act 

of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). The purpose of our review was to examine 

into the effectiveness and efficiency of Air Force management of 

such equipment. The scope of our review is described on page -̂3, 

IWTBQDUgJip^ 

Replacement equipment, consisting of such items as airplane 

ground handling equipment, test equipment, shop machinery, and 

generators, is equipment which has a long service life, does not 

lose its Identity during periods of use, and Is generally not.in­

corporated as a component into other units. It is in itself ca­

pable of performing a function in support of individual Alr Force 

organization missions. Approximately 5C>000 Items of the 1,5 mil-

lion items in the Air Force supply system are classified as re­

placement equipment items, and requirements are calculated on the 

basis of authorizations and asset inventories. This equipment 

constitutes an integral part of the Air Force supply system 



managed by the Air Materiel Command (AMC) with headquarters at 

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. AMC is now known as the 

Air Force Logistics Command. 

Headquarters, AMC, manages a logistics system including nine 

Air Materiel Areas (AMAs) and three Alr Porce Depots in the United 

States, as veil as overseas logistic installations. World-wide 

logistics management for assigned classes of property is the re­

sponsibility of the AMAs and depots in the Tftiited States. Logis­

tic management includes the determination of world-wide require­

ments, procurement, distribution and redistribution, repair and 

overhaul, the determination of excesses, and disposal. 

The unit Authorization List reporting system is the medium by 

which world-wide authorizations and inventory data of replacement 

equipment items have been periodically collected and used by the 

Alr Porce since 1952 as the basis for determining the equipment^ 

requirements, procurements, and Issues necessary to support Air 

Force activities. The UAL is a document listing quantities of re­

placement equipment which are authorized for individual Air Force 

units and for which the units should account. Authorizations for 

Air Force units are established through the use of allowance docu­

ments which prescribe the types and quantities of Items that Alr 

Force units require to perform their mission. Authorizations es­

tablished on equipment allowance documents are reviewed and, when 

approved through command review activities, are Included in the 

organizational UAL. These lists cover about 80 percent of all Alr 

Force replacement equipment requirements. The other 20 percent 

comprises the equipment required to support the Air National Guard 
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activity, the Military Assistance Program, the War Reserve Mate­

riel requirements, and special one-time requirements. 

In fiscal year 1955> the Air Force established a family group­

ing program to obtain the maximum utilization of replacement equip­

ment in the computation of requirements and the distribution of us­

able assets. Under this program the 50?000 replacement items have 

been classified into I5j330 family groupings on the basis of being 

fiinctionally interchangeable or substitute items capable of render­

ing the same or comparable perforniance for a given requirement. 

The using organization has the responsibility of maintaining 

its UAL so that it will show only those items and quantities of 

replacement equipment needed to perform its misalon. It alro has 

the responsibility of adding to or deleting from its UAL such 

items and quantities as may be necessary because of changes in or­

ganization composition and mission. In addition, it is required 

to keep a record of the quantity and location of all items for 

which the organization is accountable, until turned in for reissue 

or condemnation or until otherwise disposed of, and to make an an­

nual reconciliation of these items with a physical inventory taken 

prior to each September 30 cutoff date. Although the UAL Itself 

is not an accounting list, the quantities for which an organiza­

tion is responsible are periodically transferred to the UAL and 

these figures, together with the latest authorizations, make up 

the organization's report used In requirements computations and 

for redistribution purposes. 

The major and intermediate commands have the responsibility 

of reviewing organizational UALs, approving UAL change requests 
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submitted by organizations for revision of UALs, conducting on-the-

spot surveys of organizational equipment and property records, and 

exercising over-all management control of the UAL system. Each 

major air command maintains punched accounting machine cards or 

magnetic tapes for the items shown on its organizations* UALs. 

The commands accumulate the organizational UAL data by stock num­

ber showing the quantities authorized and the quantities reported 

by its organizations. These data are submitted to the AMC elec­

tronic data processing (EDP) center for consolidation and inclu­

sion with other data submitted by AMA inventory managers for use 

in computing requiroments. Theae oomputationa are made annually 

at AMC Installations between March and June from the data con­

tained in the September 30 UALs of the preceding year. 

The commands also have the responsibility of establishing 

controls to assure that the distribution and use of equipment as­

sets by their organizations are approved and accurately reported 

and that assets in excess of organizational needs are promptly ahd 

properly redistributed. Using organizations are required by Air: 

Force regulations to turn in excess material to base supply for 

redistribution to other organizations on the base having unfilled 

requirements. Base supply by matching tiirned-ln assets against 

requisitions on hand determines redistribution on the base. The 

command directs redistribution of excesses, not distributed by 

base supply, to the command's units located at other bases. Ex­

cesses not redistributed by commands and bases are to be ret\irned 

to depot stock for redistribution by AMC to organizations of other 

commands In need of such excesses. 

- J . 



At the EDP center the consolidated UAL data received from the 

various major air commands are edited in an attempt to insure that 

authorizations and equipment data for all using organizations have 

been reported and that any improporly identified and unrelated re­

ported data have been eliminated from processing. The EDP runs of 

edited data are submitted to the appropriate AMA inventory man­

agers for review and correction prior to incorporation with other 

data in the mechanical computation of requirements. Final require­

ments computations are also reviewed by the inventory managers and, 

after such adjustment as may appear to be necessary, are used as a 

basis for prociurement actions aa well as other actions at the com­

modity depots. Headquarters, AMC, and Headquarters, united States 

Air Force (USAF). 

Each level of command in the reporting cycle is responsible > 

for the validity of the data it receives and transmits. At succes­

sive levels within the using commands vested with managerial con­

trol of UALs, the screening of data is accompanied by management 

reviews to make certain that the listed items and quantities are 

actually required and are being fully utilized. However, in these 

reviews the responsibility of the Inventory managers at the AMAs 

for the accuracy of the UAL data Is limited to editing the consol­

idated data for completeness and realism but does not include re­

view to determine the validity of reporting on the part of individ­

ual organizations. Since the authorizations and inventory data 

reported by the using organizations are essential In the computa­

tion of procurement requirements for replacement equipment, 
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Incomplete and Inaccurate reporting by these organizations can re­

sult in unnecessary procurement of replacement equipment or in 

procurement of insufficient quantities to accomplish the assigned 

missions of the using organizations. 

In fiscal year I960, the Air Force authorized the procurement 

of approximately $210 million worth of replacement equipment and 

at September 30, 1958, the cutoff date for the UAL data used in 

the computation of that year's requirements, had a reported inven­

tory of over $2.8 billion. Approximately 70 percent of this inven­

lory was in the hands of the using organizations which have the 

responsibility of accounting for the equipment until it is turned 

in for reissue or for condemnation. Our review, while limited to 

less than 1 percent of the number of replacement family groupings, 

included about 12 percent of the total dollar amount of the re-' 

ported inventory. 

The names of policy-making and other Interested principal bf-

ficials of the Department of Defense and the Department of the Air 

Force during the period of this report are listed in appendix V. 
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HIGHLIGHTS 

Millions of dollars' worth of replacement equipment was need­

lessly purchased during fiscal year i960 because the Air Force did 

not have an effective means of knowing the quantity and location 

of replacement equipment It already owned. Lack of this informa­

tion also resulted in the failure to supply items of equipment re­

quired in that year to support Air Force organizations. Very lim­

ited tests by us have established conolusively that substantial 

quantities of equipment actually on hand at Alr Force organizations 

at September 30, 1958, were omitted from inventory reports used to 

determine procurement requirements for fiscal year I960. Our re­

view was limited to about 1 percent bf the 15>330 family grouping 

items and about 12 percent of the value of the inventory reported. 

This review disclosed that about $l6^ million worth of these Items 

had been previously procured but were neither included by using 

organizations inthe inventory reports used in computing require­

ments nor otherwise accounted for. 

In order to determine whether significant amounts of the un­

reported and unaccounted-for $l6h million worth of equipment were 

actually available, and whether the failure to report this equip­

ment resulted In actual overprocurement, we visited 6*+5 of the more 

than 6,700 reporting organizations. At these organizations we 

found that over $9 million worth of equipment on hand, of the items 

we were testing, had not been reported to Inventory managers. Had 

these items at these organizations been considered, procurement 

would have been reduced by more than $1 million. 



We estimated that, had the $164- million worth of unaccounted-

for assets at these and other organizations been properly reported 

and considered in computing fiscal year i960 requirements, pur­

chases of over $6.7 million could have been avoided. In addition, 

we estimated that, if these unaccounted-for assets had been prop­

erly reported and considered, the requirements computed for fiscal 

year i960 could have been further reduced by $20.6 million. Theae 

overstated requirements had not resulted In overprocurement princi­

pally due to a lack of funds. 

Since our review covered only 12 percent of the $2.8 billion 

Inventory of replacement equipment reported, we believe that there 

is substantially more unreported equipment than the $16̂ - million 

disclosed in our review and that there is substantially more un­

necessary procurement Included in the $210 million authorized for 

fiscal year 1960 than the estimated $6.7 million of purchases that 

could have been avoided with respect to the items we tested. 

(See pp. 13 to 22.) 

The overstatement of replacement equipment requirements, as ' 

well as the needless procurements that result therefrom, can be at­

tributed primarily to an almost complete reliance upon a syst«n of 

reporting assets on hand in. relation to authorizations without the 

necessary Inventory controls designed to assure the completeness ' 

and reliability of the data reported. In this system of reporting, 

management is also without the appropriate authority needed to exer­

cise proper control of the equipment that is reported, Including ex­

cess equipment available for redistribution. There is no central 
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point or points where records of units procured for and shipped to 

using organizations are accumulated and controlled. Without such 

central control, It becomes virtually inevitable that deficiencies 

in reporting will occur which will go undetected because reconcil­

iation.̂  cannot be made between units reported and those for which 

using organizations should account. Without such reconciliations 

there can be no assurance of the accuracy of the reports or of the 

underlying records upon which the data are based. 
I 

Typical of the weaknesses that can occur in a system of re­

porting without adequate managerial and inventory controls over the 

data reported was a general failure on the part of persons at all 

levels directly concerned with the operation of the UAL system to 

perform in accordance with prescribed procedures, and we found that 

this failure contributed to the Incompleteness and unreliability of 

the reported data. We found also that excess equipment, which had 

been included in Inventory reports, was sometimes retained by the 

using organizations for unreasonable periods of time before it was 

made available for redistribution. (See pp, 23 to 3̂ -.) 

The Alr Force has been aware of the general failure of all 

levels to perform in accordance with prescribed procedures since 

the UAL system was put Into effect in 1952 but has been unsuccess­

ful in Its efforts to substantially improve conditions. At the 

time of otur review, the principal attempts at resolving the prob­

lems Involved in managing replacement equipment had been directed 

to- changing and refining the methods of processing the data fur­

nished by the using organizations rather than to eliminating the ' 

basic deficiencies in UAL reporting. (See pp. 35 and 36.) 
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We believe that the ultimate effectiveness of any UAL inven­

tory system necessarily will be dependent upon (1) the capability 

of reliable property records, which are reconciled with annual 

physical Inventories and maintained under appropriate managerial 

controls, to provide management with adequate and accurate knowl­

edge of the quantity and location of all replacement equipment in 

the UAL system, (2) the complete understanding of the objectives 

of the system at all supervisory levels by those persons respon­

sible for processing the basic data upon which the system depends, 

at least of those phases for which they have responsibility, and a 

realization by these persons of the effect that deviations from 

the established procedures have on the management of replacement 

equipment, (3) an Air Force-wide emphasis "by all commands on accu­

racy, and on maximum compliance with the procedures established by 

AMC and Headquarters, USAF, which must base important management 

decisions on the data submitted, and {h) the solution by the Alr 

Force of its basic problem of poor reporting discipline. (See 

pp. 37 to 39.) 

In commenting on our findings and conclusions, the Assistant 

Secretary of the Alr Force (Materiel) agreed, generally, that the 

products of the Alr Porce UAL system are incomplete and inaccurate 

and do not adequately support the Alr Materiel Command in the com­

putation of equipment procurement requirements. The Assistant Sec­

retary Informed us of a number of actions already taken and others 

proposed which in the opinion of the Air Force should materially • 

alleviate the deficiencies in UAL reporting that now exist. 
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Subsequently at a conference which was arranged at our re­

quest, USAF officials expressed complete agreement with our conclu­

sions, stating that they also had recognized that centralized mana­

gerial control is essential to proper management, and had included 

in the planned Improvements a project designed to provide improved 

management and control of the "USAF Equlpment-Allowance-

Authorlzatlon-Heporting Program." We were advised that this proj­

ect calls for (1) the establishment of a Central Equipment Manage­

ment Office at each base and the internal and external audit tech­

niques necessary to insure the validity of data reported, (2) the 

standardization of equipment review and authorization activities 

at base and command levels and refinement of allowance and author­

ization procedures, and (3) more effective direction and control ' 

of the program by USAF and the Air Force Logistics Command. 

The success of the actions taken, as well as those planned, 

is largely prospective in nature and their effectiveness will de-' 

pend upon the manner in which they are carried out. Air Force of­

ficials estimate that about 12 to l8 months will be needed for 

proper evaluation of the results of the centralized manageriient proj­

ect. Accordingly, we are not prepared to say whether the actions 

taken and planned by the Alr Force will successfully overcome the 

serious and widespread problems observed by us. The Air Force's 

official comments on its proposed Improvement program are expressed 

in such general terms that they do not clearly identify the Air 

Force's position and Intentions as to whether its program will in­

clude recognition of the basic features which we have described as 

essential to provide reasonable assurance of success In overcoming 
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the serious weaknesses disclosed in our examination. We believe 

these features to be of such fundamental Importance that they 

should be made unmistakably clear to avoid misunderstanding by 

those responsible for devising the detailed program and implement­

ing it. 

In subsequent reviews of Air Force supply management activi­

ties, we plan to make further inquiriea into the Air Force's manage­

ment of replacement equipment and the effectiveness of the proposed 

improvement program. (See pp. 39 to ^2.) 

12 
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FINDINGS AND AGENCY COMMENTS 

SUBSTÂ JTIAL UNNECESSARY PROCUREMENTS DUE TO 
LACK OF KNOWLEDGE OF EQUIPMENT ALREADY OWNED 

Millions of dollars' worth of replacement equipment was need­

lessly purchased during fiscal year I960 because the Air Force did 

not have an effective means of knowing the quantity and location 

of replacement equipment it already owned. Lack of this informa­

tion also resulted In the failure to supply items of equipment re­

quired to support Alr Force organizations. Very limited tests by 

us have established conclusively that substantial quantities of 

equipment actually on hand at Air Porce organizations at Septem­

ber 30, 1958, were omitted from Inventory reports used to deter­

mine procurement requirements for fiscal year I960, Our review 

was limited to about 1 percent of the 15»330 family grouping items 

and about 12 percent of the value of the Inventory reported. This 

review disclosed that about $16^ million worth of these Items had 

been previously procured but were neither Included by using organ­

izations in the Inventory reports used in computing requirements 

nor otherwise accounted for. 

In order to determine whether significant amounts of tha unre­

ported and unaccounted-for $l6̂ - million worth of equipment were 

actually available, and whether the failure to report this equip­

ment resulted in actual overprocurement, we visited 6̂ 5 of the 

more than 6,700 reporting organizations. At these organizations 

we found that over $9 million worth of equipment on hand, of the 

items WQ were testing, had not been reported to inventory managers. 
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Had these items at these organizations been considered, procure­

ment would have been reduced by more than $1 million. 

We estimated that, had the $l6l4- million worth of unaccounted-

for assets at these and other organizations been properly reported 

and considered in computing fiscal year 196O requirements, pur­

chases of over $6.7 million could have been avoided. In addition, 

we estimated that, If these unaccounted-for assets had been prop­

erly reported and considered, the requirements computed for fiscal 

year 196O could have been further reduced by $20,8 million. These 

overstated requirements had not resulted in overprocurement princi­

pally due to a lack of funds. 

Since our review covered only 12 percent of the $2.8 billion 

inventory of replacement equipment reported, we believe that there 

is substantially more unreported equipment than the $l6̂ - million ' 

disclosed in our review and that there is substantially more unnec­

essary procurement Included in the $210 million authorized for fis­

cal year 196O than the estimated $6,7 million of purchases that 

could have been avoided with respect to the items we tested. 

We reviewed 130 family groupings of equipment items for which 

total known procurement had exceeded $636 million. Ve found that 

the reported inventory used in the fiscal year 196O requirements 

computations for these 130 family groupings was only $337 million, 

or a decrease from total known procurement of over $299 million. ' 

Air Force records disclosed that about $135 million of this de­

crease could be attributed to normal losses to the system, such as 

condemnations, disposals, or shipments to nonreporting activities 

such as Mutual Security Program countries. Thus, $16^ million 

u 
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worthjOr more than 25 percent, of the equipment procured and re­

ceived into the supply system was not accounted for by reported i 

UAL and other Inventory data and was lost from the control of in­

ventory managers for requirements computations and for distribu­

tion purposes. 

The inventory data reported through the UAL system are gener­

ally considered by the Air Porce to be so inaccurate and unreli­

able as to require considerable refinement and clarification. In­

ventory managers are authorized by AMC instructions to adjust re­

ported inventories, when appropriate, on the basis of personal ex­

perience and knowledge. However, our tests showed that such ad­

justments have not precluded serious overstated requirements and 

unnecessary purchases. 

The effect of adjusting reported inventory data, to account 

for quantities which have been procured but not reported, is a re­

duction In the quantity that must be bought to meet current re­

quirements. Such adjustments presume that the additional unre­

ported assets are available and can be located and used to meet 

existing demands. 

On the other hand, the use of unadjusted Inventory informa­

tion Ignores the iacknowledged inadequacies in the reported data 

and has the effect of falling to offset current requirements with 

assets which have already been procured and delivered. We have 

estimated that, Just with respect to the Items we examined, pro­

curements costing over $6.7 million which were initiated In fiscal 

year i960 might have been avoided if assets In the system had been 

accurately reported or if inventory managers had adjusted the 

15 
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reported inventory data to approximate total prior procurement 

less known losses. However, our recognition that these adjust­

ments might have avoided the unnecessary procurement of substan­

tial amoimts of replacement equipment already in the system should 

not be construed to mean that we sanction this method, or any 

other method, of arbitrarily adjusting reported Inventories. Such 

adjustments necessarily could not be regarded by us as an adequate 

substitute for realistic adjustments based on actual knowledge de­

rived through the maintenance of reliable records and the exercise 

of proper Inventory control. In addition to Inducing needless 

waste and extravagance through the unnecessary procurement of 

equipment already in the system, an inability to locate equipment 

otherwise available for use could seriously impair the discharge 

of the mission responsibilities of a imit needing but not supplied 

with the equipment. ' 

Appendix I shows for each of the I30 family groupings se­

lected for review (1) the unit procurement cost based on the unit 

price used in the fiscal year I96O computation, (2) the number of 

xinits procured prior to fiscal year I960, (3) losses recognized 

for those units furnished to nonreporting activities or lost 

through condemnation and disposal, (h) the number of units re­

ported as actually on hand, (5) the number and coat of the units 

unaccounted for in the system, (6) the adjustment made by the In­

ventory managers for imaccoimted-for units, (7) the unit require­

ments for fiscal year I960, (8) the number of imlts procured in 

fiscal year i960, (9) the number and cost of those units which 

were tmnecessarlly procured in fiscal year I960, (10) the number 

16 
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and cost of those unprocured fiscal year I960 unit requirements 

that could have been eliminated, and (11) the number and cost of 

those units which we foimd at the 6̂-5 using organizations we 

visited. 

Following are examples which are typical of what our review 

disclosed with respect to the items in appendix I and which illus­

trate the impact of lack of Inventory control and of inaccurate re­

porting on the management of replacement equipment in terms of sub­

stantial avoidable procurement or incapability of meeting the 

needs of using activities. 

1. Family grouping 6llgAAlW—generator set 
(appendix Î  line 65) 

Within this family grouping, 852 generator sets,.-Valued at 

approximately $1̂ - million, were not accounted for in reported in­

ventory data. At organizations visited, our review disclosed that 

eight generator sets which should have been reported were not in­

cluded in the UAL Inventory data used by Sacramento Air Materiel 

Area (SMAMA) in the fiscal year I960 computation. The computation 

made by SMAMA showed a buy requirement for fiscal year I960 of 266 

units. As no adjustment was made for the 852 unaccounted-for as­

sets, and purchase of 101 units was deferred, procurement action 

was initiated for an addltlonal l65 units at an estimated cost of 

$2,8 million. 

Had the Alr Force maintained effective control over the imits 

procured and received into the supply system, there would not have 

been 852 unaccounted-for units, and a sufficient number of such 

units should have been available for use so that procurement of 

the additional 165 units at an estimated cost of $2.8 million 

17 
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would have been unnecessary while requirements for another 101 

units at an estimated cost of $1.7 million could have been ellml-

rated. 

2. Family grouping tf<?20AFlA/B—gas/electric heater 
(appendix Î  line 76 T ^ 

Within this family grouping, 2,665gas/electric heaters, val­

ued at more than $h million, were not accounted for in reported in­

ventory data. At organizations visited, our review disclosed that 

269 heaters recorded as on hand at September 30, 1958, were not in­

cluded in the UAL Inventory data used by the Mobile Alr Materiel 

Area (MOAMA) in the fiscal year I960 computation. The computation 

made by MOAMA resulted in a buy quantity for fiscal year i960 of 

830 imits. As no adjustment was made for the 2,665 unaccounted-

for heater units, and purchase of ̂ 30 units was deferred, M)0 addi­

tional units were procured at an estimated cost of $707,000, 

There were approximately 38O unfilled orders on hand at the time 

that procurement action was Initiated. 

Had the Alr Force maintained effective control over tho heat­

ers procured and received into the supply system, there would not 

have been 2,665 unaccounted-for units, and a sufficient number of' 

such units should have been available for use so that procurement 

of the additional ^0 units at an estimated cost of $707,000 could 

have been avoided while requirements for another 4-30 units at an 

estimated cost of $760,000 could have been eliminated. Moreover, 

the 380 unfilled orders also could have been satisfied from exist­

ing a^aaeta* 
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3. Family grouping 6II7AAIX—generator set 
(appendix I, line ̂ -6) 

Within this family grouping we found that 5j687 generator 

sets had been procured prior to fiscal year I96O at an estimated 

cost of $6h million but that only ̂ ,825 units had been accounted 

for by reported inventory data used in the fiscal year I960 re­

quirements computation. After allowance for losses through condem­

nations and for assets furnished to nonreporting activities, there 

remained 531 units valued at approximately $5.8 million which were 

noc accounted for. At organizations visited, our review disclosed 

that 100 units, on hand as at September 30, 1958, were not in­

cluded in the UAL inventory data furnished for the fiscal year 

150O computation. 

The fiscal year i960 computation of requirements by the inven­

tory manager, after adjustment, resulted in a buy quantity of 27 

units, the procurement of which was deferred. 

Although substantial additional procurement was avoided in 

this case by adjustment of reported data, had the Alr Force main­

tained sufficient control over the units procured and received ' 

Into the supply system, this equipment could have been redistrib­

uted to satisfy numerous unfilled orders. 

h. Family grouping 662^A01I--oscllloscope 
(appendix Iy line h^) 

At Dayton Air Force Depot (DAFD) there were unfilled requisi­

tions for over 1,500 oscilloscopes, although the fiscal year 196O 

requirements computation showed that excess oscilloscopes were in 

the supply system. The 5>911 units reported as total assets ex­

ceeded the total computed requirement by 5h7 units. In addition. 
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3,6l6 units, previously procured but unaccounted for by reported 

Inventory data, could not be readily located for redistribution. 

DAFD supply offlcials, while aware of the missing assets, did not 

know their location and attributed the situation to deficiencies 

In the UAL reporting system, particularly to the failure of using 

activities to report all assets in their possession. At organiza­

tions visited, our review disclosed that 202 oscilloscopes re­

corded as on hand at the UAL cutoff date of September 30, 1958, 

were not included in the UAL inventory data furnished to DAFD for 

the fiscal year I960 computation. 

In fiscal years 1958 and 1959, the situation was similar in 

that many unfilled orders were on hand while the computations 

showed that excess assets were in the supply system. Moreover, in 

fiscal year 1958, DAFD procured 303 oscilloscopes costing approxi­

mately $300,000 to meet unfilled orders on hand or anticipated 

even though reported assets exceeded requirements by 829 units. ' 

Had the Air Force knowledge of the location of the excess units In 

the system to permit their redistribution, the unfilled orders of 

the using activities could have been satisfied and the expenditure 

of about $300,000 in fiscal year 1958 could have been avoided, 

5. Family grouping ^ilOAAlG--air compressor 
(appendix 1, line 67) 

Within this family grouping, 5Mf compressors, valued at ap­

proximately $725,000, were not accounted for in reported inventory 

data. At organizations visited, our review disclosed that 2M- com­

pressors on hand at September 30, 1958, were not included in the 

UAL inventory data used in the fiscal year i960 requirements 
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Had the Alr Force maintained effective control over the units 

procured and received into the supply system, there would not have 

been ^ imaccounted-for test stands, and auch units should have 

been available for use so that only 9 units would have been re­

quired to support the full fiscal year i960 computed requirement 

for 55 units and the expenditure of about $717,000 for 33 imits ! 

could have been avoided. Moreover, the deferred purchase require­

ment of 13 units would not have been necessary. 
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Overstated reouirements and resultant overprocurements 
due primarily to deficiencies in UAL reporting ŝ ystem 

The overstatement of replacement equipment requirements, as 

well as the needless procurements that result therefrom, can be at­

tributed primarily to an almost complete reliance upon a system of 

reporting assets on hand in relation to authorizations without the 

necessary Inventory controls designed to assure the completeness 

and reliability of the data reported. In this system of reporting, 

management is also without the appropriate authority needed to ex­

ercise proper control of the equipment that is reported, including 

excess equipment available for redistribution. 

There is no central point or points where records of units 

procured for and shipped to a using organization are accumulated 

and controlled. Without such central control, it becomes virtu­

ally inevitable that transfers between using organizations, or' 

other changes in accountability, such as losses or turn-Ins, will 

go unrecorded} that individual pieces of equipment will be omitted 

from periodic inventory reports; or that other deficiencies in re­

porting will occur which will go undetected because reconcllia-' 

tions cannot be made between units reported and those for which 

the using organizations should account. Without such reconcilia­

tions there can be no assurance of the accuracy of the reports or 

of the underlying records upon which the data are based. 

Typical of the weaknesses which can occur in a system of re­

porting without adequate managerial and inventory controls over 

the data reported was a general failure on the part of persons at 

all levels directly concerned with the operation of the UAL system 
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to perform in accordance with prescribed procedures. Deficiencies 

existed at the organizational level and at the major command level. 

These deficiencies contributed to the Incompleteness and unrelia­

bility o f the reported data and Included (1) the Improper mainte­

nance of property records by using organizations, (2) the failure 

of over 700 out of more than 6,700 reporting units to submit any 

UAL reports, (3) the failure of organizations tc take the required 

physical inventories of equipment on hand, (h) the failure to proc-. 

e s s UAL change requests, and (5) the issuance of Inatructlons by 

major commands in conflict with established procedures, resulting 

in the omission of excess equipment from inventory reports and the 

use o f unauthorized cutoff dates for reporting UAL data. 

In addition, we found «̂hat excess equipment, although in- ' 

eluded in the inventory data reported to AMC, was sometimes re­

tained by the using organizations for unreasonable periods of time 

before it was made available for redistribution, apparently be­

cause there was no central manager with authority to control and 

order the turn-in of such equipment to base supply or its redistri­

bution to such using organizations as might be in need of tha 

equipment. 

Improper malntenanoe of property records 

We found that property records were Improperly maintained at• 

many of the organization^ visited and in some instances property 

record cards were not established for equipment on hand. Improper 

maintenance of property records, which is indicative of a lack of 

proper managerial as well as inventory control, resulted in submis­

sion of Inaccurate UAL data. 
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in discussing inaccurate reporting with officials in the or­

ganizations visited, lack of qualified personnel was cited as an 

important contributing factor. These officials agreed that with­

out qualified people the UAL reporting system could not produce ac­

curate data for use in requirements computations. Unit commanders 

said that they were aware of the Importance of accurate UAL re­

porting and in most cases agreed to take action necessary to im­

prove organizational reporting. 

Failure of organizations to submit UAL reports 

Air Porce records disclosed that 782 organizations failed to 

submit required UAL data for use in determinations of equipment re­

quirements for the fiscal year I960, Thus, the inventory managers, 

lacking requisite managerial authority and control over the assets 

in the system, did not know how much equipment waa required, how 

much equipment was in the supply system, or where it was located. 

During our base visits we identified 32 of the 782 organiza­

tions that failed to submit UAL reports for the fiscal year I96O 

requirements computation cycle. Of these 32 organizations, 7 had 

equipment items within the family groupings selected for our re­

view. The amount of property in these groupings which had not 

been reported by the 7 organizations totaled over $2^-0,000. 

Personnel at the bases we visited gave us various reasons for 

not submitting UAL reports used in computing the fiscal year I960 

requirements. The most coramon was that the organization was re­

ceiving new-type equipment at the time the UAL report was due and 

supply personnel were too busy to complete the report. Another' 

reason given was that the organization was transferred from one ' 
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base to another and did not have time to make the report. At the 

time of our review, AMC officials were aware that a number of or-

ganizations had not reported UAL data for the fiscal year I960 re­

quirements computation cycle, and they were taking follow-up ac­

tion to obtain reports from these organizations. 

The Assistant Secretary advised us that a new procedure was 

subsequently adopted in July I960 which he believes will provide 

positive assurance that all organizations submit required reports. 

Failure to phvaicallv inventorv equipment on hand 

Air Force instructions covering the preparation of the annual 

UAL report direct that a physical inventory of material on hand 

will be taken at least once each year. However, we foimd that 

many organizations had not taken an inventory during the year pre­

ceding September 30, 1958, and had relied solely on their property 

record cards for accountable asset data. This practice, again evi­

dencing the absence of proper managerial control, resulted in the 

submission of inaccurate asset data for use.in the fiscal year 

I960 computations. 

For example, in a maintenance squadron, we found 16 gasoline 

heaters valued at $63,000 which had not been reported because.they 

were not shown in the property record cards. We found also a 

fighter interceptor squadron carrying 11 generators on the prop­

erty record under the wrong stock number. Since the squadron did 

not take an inventory, this error was not discovered and $122,000 

worth of generators were reported in its UAL report under the 

wrong stock number. As a result, the asset quantities used In the 
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requirements computations for two different generator items were 

in error—one overstated, the other understated. 

Failure to process UAL change requests 

The failure of the Alr Defense Command (ADC) and the organiza­

tions under its jurisdiction to process change requests revising 

UAL Inventory data has resulted in the nonreporting of millions of 

dollars' worth of replacement equipment to the inventory managers. 

The following examples of such failures illustrate a typical weak­

ness in a reporting system that is without adequate property rec­

ords and appropriate accounting controls, 

ADC maintains a record of authorizations and accountable as­

sets of each organization under Its jurisdiction. PriCr to the es­

tablished annual UAL reporting date of September 30, ADC forwards 

to each organization for updating and verification a listing of 

Its authorization and the equipment for which it is accountable. 

The organizations then update and revise these data by showing cor­

rections on the listings or by submitting change requests to show 

the actual quantities authorized and on hand as of September 30. 

If the organizations fall to submit these changes, or if ADC falls 

to promptly record them, the data submitted to the inventory man­

agers for use In requirements determinations and distribution will 

be neither current nor accurate. 

In an ADC fighter interceptor squadron, we found 36 units of' 

equipment from our selected list of items which were not on the or­

ganization's September 30, 1958, UAL report. This same equipment, 

valued at about $216,000, was not included on the organization's 

UAL a year later because the squadron did not amend the UAL 
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listings nor submit the necessary UAL change request. In the same 

squadron, we found a flight simulator, valued at $^57,000, which 

had been unreported for the same period of time. Squadron supply 

personnel told us there were so many changes in the UAL that they 

did not have time to process the required change requests. 

A review of other ADC fighter interceptor squadrons disclosed 

that many items of equipment were on hand but had not been in­

cluded in unit UAL reports. We were informed by unit supply per­

sonnel that, although much of the equipment had been reported on 

UAL change requests for as long as 9 months, command headquarters 

had not processed the change requests and, thus, the equipment had 

not been included in the UAL reports. We found that similar situa­

tions existed in other types of squadrons. 

ADC officials told us that at one time there was a backlog of 

13,000 UAL change requests awaiting processing at Statistical Serv­

ices, Headquarters, ADC, and that this could account for the delay 

in Including data on the change requests In UAL reports. We were 

informed that processing change requests at ADC division level 

rather than at command level would eliminate the backlog of change 

requests. 

In commenting on this finding, the Assistant Secretary of 

the Air Force (Materiel) stated that the change request procedure 

only applied to changes in equipment authorizations and had no Im­

pact on asset reporting. In this Instance, however, we found that 

ADC had devised its own change request form and, at the time of 

our review, ADC organizations were using the change request as a 
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means of reporting changes in both authorizations and assets. 

This is another instance where the lack of effective managerial 

control made possible an unauthorized departure from established 

Air Force procedures. 

Issuance of instructions by maior ̂9"'̂'̂li?i'̂" 
contrary to established procedures 

The issuance of instructions by major commands contrary to es­

tablished UAL procedures prevented the proper functioning of the 

system and further illustrates the need for improvement In the au­

thority and control that Inventory managers are able to exert 

under the existing reporting system. The instructions provided 

for the omission of excess equipment from reported inventories and 

for the use of unauthorized cutoff dates for reporting UAL data. 

1. Omission of excess equipment 
from Inventorv reports 

Our review disclosed that many organizations did not Include 

in their UAL reports assets held in excess of their authorizations. 

Thus, inventory managers did not know of the existence or location 

of large quantities of equipment which were-available for redlstri-

bution to organizations with valid needs. 

Instructions issued by the Air Defense Command for prepara­

tion of the September 30, 1957, UAL report provided that quanti-

ties of assets held in excess of authorized quantities were not to 

be reported. For the September 30, 1958, UAL report, ADC instruc­

tions were not clear on the reporting of excess quantities. Conse­

quently, supply personnel in many ADC units operated under the 

same procedures they followed in September 1957 and did not report 

excesses on the September 30, 1958, UAL report. Por example, we 
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found that, although 1 fighter Interceptor squadron had on hand 28 

excess units of 8 different types of equipment valued at $103,000, 

none of the excess equipment appeared on the command's consoli­

dated report for September 30, 1958* The situation was worsened 

by the failure of many organizations to report any quantity of an 

item if an excess was on hand. In some cases organizations accu- : 

rately reported the excess quantities but the reports were reduced 

at command level. In other cases we were told that excesses were 

not reported because they were to be turned In in the near future. 

We noted also that instructions issued by the Continental Alr 

Command (CONAC) for the preparation of the 1958 UAL report were 

similar to those of ADC, in providing that quantities of assets 

held In excess of authorizations were not to be reported. 

By directing organizations to omit the reporting of excesses, 

the major alr commands show a complete lack of understanding of 

the fundamentals of the UAL system. Failure to report organiza­

tional excesses not only prevents redistribution of needed equip­

ment within the command, or to organizations in other commands, 

but also defeats the basic purpose of the system by invalidating 

the reported data on the basis of which the accuracy of the re­

quirements computation depends. Adopting such reporting proce­

dures makes the UAL system unreliable as the basis for require­

ments computations and redistributions. The understatement of 

available assets results in the overstatement of requirements and 

i:i*useless purchases, a waste which could be avoided if proper 

managerial control were an integral part of the reporting system. 
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We discussed this problem with Air Force officials at various 

levels. They agreed that, if organizational units failed to re­

port excesses, the commodity managers' ability to redistribute ma­

terial and compute valid requirements was substantially affected. 

Personnel at ADC Informed us that it was not the intent of the 

1958 UAL instructions to omit the reporting of excesses and they 

were not aware that these instructions had been misunderstood at 

the organization level, 

2. Unauthorized cutoff dates used 
for reporting UAL data 

The Alr Force has established September 30 as the cutoff date 

for the annual reporting of UAL asset data for requirements compu­

tations. However, we found that Headquarters, Tactical Air Com­

mand (TAC), Issued a regulation on August 12, 1958, which provided 

for the segregation of its organizations into three groups with 

each group reporting UAL data on a different cutoff date. 

Housekeeping organizations were instructed to report as of 

September 30, 1958, while aircraft mission units and supporting el­

ements for mission aircraft were to report as of August 3I and Oc­

tober 31, 1958, respectively. As a result, in the case of mission 

unit organizations, assets received after August 31, even though 

on hand at September 30, the authorized cutoff date, were errone­

ously omitted from the UAL data reported by such organizations, 

while assets on hand at August 31, but redistributed or otherwise 

disposed of between then and September 30, were erroneously in­

cluded in the reported data. Conversely, In the case of support­

ing mission unit organizations, assets on hand at October 31, even 
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though not received until after September 30, were erroneously in­

cluded in the UAL data reported by such organizations, while as­

sets on hand at September 30, but redistributed or otherwise dis­

posed of between then and October 31) were erroneously excluded 

from the reported data. 

Headquarters, TAC, on June 26, 1959, issued identical instruc­

tions for preparation of the September 30, 1959, UAL report. 

These UAL data were to be used in the fiscal year 1961 require­

ments determinations. 

The use of unauthorized cutoff dates for reporting UAL data, 

in the absence of any adjustment, advaraely affects the validity 

of the yearly requirements computation which necessarily is depend­

ent on the accuracy of the reported Inventory data used in making 

the computation. This is one of the weaknesses inherent in an un­

controlled reporting system. 

In order to prevent recurrence of this reporting deficiency 

in the fiscal year 1961 computations, we brought this matter to 

the attention of AM2 in September 1959- AMC immediately notified 

TAC as well as other command headquarters that September 30 was 

the only cutoff date authorized for reporting UAL data. Head­

quarters, TAC, revised its Instructions to comply with the Septem­

ber 30, 1959, reporting date. 

Retention of reported excesses 
for unreasonable periods of time 

At a number of organizations, we found that quantities of 

equipment excess to needs as of the September 30, 1958, UAL report­

ing date, although Included in the Inventory data reported by 
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using organizations to AM^, were retained for unreasonable periods 

of time thereafter. In some Instances, excesses were unnecessar­

ily retained by the using organizations for over a year before 

such material was turned In to base supply and made available for 

redistribution to other Air Force command organizations which had 

requirements for the excess equipment. 

For example, on September 30, 1958, a bomb squadron located 

at an overseas base had an excess of six generators costing 

$11,000 each. The six generators were held by the squadron until 

November 1959, at which time they were turned in to base supply* 

During the period of retention, another squadron located at the 

same overseas base was authorized 15 of these generators but had 

none on hand. 

In another instance, we found that a flight line maintenance 

squadron located at a base within the United States had on Septetm-

ber 30, 1958, an excess of 30 maintenance platforms costing $300 

each. The squadron transferred 17 platforms to other squadrons 

but still had 13 excess units on hand a year later while another 

squadron at the same base had a requirement for 2h maintenance 

platforms. In addition, the inventory manager had numerous un­

filled requisitions on hand during this period. 

While Air Force regulations require using units to turn in 

excess material, unit supply officials furnished various explana­

tions for not promptly turning In excess equipment to base supply 

or-making such material available to other organizations. In some 

cases, we were informed that supply personnel were so busy with' 
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more urgent matters that they did not get around to making up an 

excess listing or turning in the excess equipment. 

Unit commanders and supply personnel with whom we discussed 

the prolonged retention of excesses stated that the practice de­

prived other organizations of needed equipment. In most instances, 

they Informed us that the necessary action would be taken for the 

turn-in of such excess equipment. 

We believe that the retention of reported excesses for unrea­

sonable periods of time is due to the lack of a central manager 

with authority to control and order the turn-in of excess equip­

ment or its redistribution to using organizations that need the 

equipment. 
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Alr Force awareness of deficiencies in the UAL system 
and plans for improving its effectiveness 

The reliability and validity of UAL data have been a matter 

of concern to the Air Force since the UAL system was established 

in 1952. Each year, substantially the same errors In the report­

ing of authorizations and assets held by the using organizations 

have been called to the attention of the commands at Air Force-

wide UAL conferences. For instance, at the 1958 UAL conference, 

an example of inaccurate reporting of assets was cited wherein 

over $6 million worth of type H-1 heaters was not reported in the 

prior year's UAL reports. The commands were informed that, in 

some instances, bases reported authorizations but did not report 

assets; in other instances, assets equal to authorizations were re­

ported but excess assets were not reported; and, in still other in­

stances, some bases did not report either authorizations or assets. 

Again, at the last Major Command UAL Committee Meeting held 

in April I960, USAP and AMC officials stressed the poor quality of 

data reported in the September 30, 1959, UAL and advised of the un­

desirable and often embarrassing position in which the USAF staff 

was placed in defending budget estimates based upon erroneously re­

ported inventories. 

The USAF Inspector General also has stated that UAL reporting 

is inaccurate and that discrepancies in the UAL system are mani­

fested at all levels of command and Include the failure of com­

manders and supervisors at all echelons to screen UAL reports to 

assure accuracy. 

We found that Alr Force officials at the depot level have 

been aware of the Inadequacies in the UAL reporting system caused 
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by activities' not reporting assets and that from time to time ac­

tions have been taken to locate and redistribute excess and imre-

ported assets, in order to alleviate serious short supply posi­

tions. Individual stock item surveys at Air Force commands and 

bases have been instituted by inventory managers for items of ma­

jor significance when it was known that assets were not properly 

reported; Por example, a special inventory covering 100 selected 

it^ms of test equipment was made to obtain excess assets to sat­

isfy unfilled orders at Dayton Air Force Depot. This inventory re­

sulted in the recovery and redistribution of over $^ million worth 

of equipment. Other special projects within the Air Force have re­

sulted in the recovery and redistribution of substantial quanti­

ties of imreported material. 

Although aware of Its serious problems in managing replace­

ment equipment, our findings Indicate that the Air Force at the 

time of our review had not provided the needed centralized manage­

rial control over the recording and reporting of replacement equip­

ment Inventories and had been otherwise unsuccessful in substan­

tially improving the basic deficiencies existing in UAL data re­

porting. Aside from calling attention to Inaccuracies and defi- ' 

ciencies in reporting at annual UAL conference and committee meet^ 

ings, we found that the principal attempts at Improvement had beeri 

directed to changing and refining the methods of accumulating, 

processing, and interpreting the data furnished by the various or­

ganizations. 
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Conclusions 

We believe that the overstatement of replacement equipment re­

quirements, as well as the needless procurements that result there­

from, can be attributed primarily to an almost complete reliance 

upon a system of reporting assets on hand in relation to authoriza­

tions without the necessary supporting inventory records and con­

trols designed to assure the completeness and reliability of the 

data reported. In thissystemof reporting, management Is also 

without the appropriate authority needed to exercise proper con­

trol over the equipment that is reported, including excess equip­

ment available for redistribution. 

There is no central point or points where records of units 

procured for and shipped to using organizations are accumulated ' 

and controlled. The validity of the procurement requirements com­

puted each year necessarily must be dependent upon the accuracy of 

reported inventory data, on the basis of which the annual computa­

tions are made. Where there is no central accumulation and con­

trol of the data, we believe it becomes virtually inevitable that 

deficiencies In reporting will occur which will go undetected be­

cause reconciliations cannot be made between units reported and 

those for which using organizations should account. Without such 

reconciliations there can be no assurance of the accuracy of the 

reports or of the underlying records upon which the data are based. 

We believe also that the deficiencies we found are due In 

large part to typical weaknesses of a reporting system without ade­

quate centralized managerial and inventory control of the data re­

ported, including (1) the lack of systematic management of what • 
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the system presently produces, (2) the failure of persons at all 

levels directly concerned with the operation of the UAL system to 

comply with the established procedures, (3) the lack of an effec­

tive means by which inventory managers can identify unacceptable 

performance by Individual organizations upon which to Initiate cor­

rective action, and (h ) the lack of managerial authority to con­

trol equipment excess to needs and order the retum of such equip­

ment to stock or its redistribution to organizations that need the 

equipment. 

The need for improvement in property inventorying, accounting, 

reporting, and management at all levels is confirmed by the re­

sults of a special test conducted by the Air Force during 1957; 

When especially close management control was exercised on four se­

lected replacement items (one compressor and three models of air­

craft engine trailers), more than $1 million worth of previously 

unreported compressors and trailers was found cmd reported to in­

ventory managers. 

In our opinion, the ultimate effectiveness of any UAL inven­

tory system necessarily will be dependent upon (1) the capability 

of reliable property records, which are reconciled with annual 

physical Inventories and maintained imder appropriate managerial 

controls, to provide management with adequate and accurate knowl­

edge of the quantity and location of all replacement equipment 'in 

the UAL system, (2) the complete understanding of the objectives 

of- the system at all supervisory levels by those persons respon­

sible for processing the basic data upon which the system depends, 

at least of those phases for which they have responsibility, and a 
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realization by these persons of the effect that deviations from 

the established procedures have on the management of replacement , 

equipment, (3) an Alr Force-wide emphasis by all commands on accu­

racy, and on maximum compliance with the procedures established by 

AMC and Headquarters, USAF, which must base important management , 

decisions on the data submitted, and (h) the solution by the Air 

Force of Its basic problem of poor reporting discipline. 

We brought our findings and conclusions to the attention of 

agency officials. We proposed (1) that the Alr Force take a world­

wide inventory of replacement equipment to provide a firm basis 

for establishing accurate UAL records, (2) that the Secretary of 

the Air Force resolve the basic problem of nonperformance by empha­

sizing to all commands the Importance of accurate UAL data and by 

vigorous policing action at all levels to assure that the UAL rec­

ords be maintained accurately and in accordance with established 

procedures, and (3) that Inventory managers be provided with an ef­

fective means of identifying unacceptable performance by individ­

ual organizations upon which to initiate corrective action. 

General comments bv the Air Force 

In a letter dated January 23, 1961 (see appendix II), the As­

sistant Secretary of the Alr Force (Materiel) stated that the Alr , 

Force agrees, generally, that the products of the Alr Force UAL 

system are incomplete and inaccurate and do not adequately support 

the Alr Materiel Command in the computation of equipment procure­

ment requirements. The Assistant Secretary informed us of a num­

ber of actions already taken and others proposed which in the opin­

ion of the Alr Force should materially alleviate the deficiencies 

in UAL reporting that now exist. These corrective actions are 



directed principally toward initiating a world-wide inventory of 

selected items from which to establish accurate inventory records, 

emphasizing the Importance of UAL data, and accomplishing vigorous 

policing actions at all levels of commands. Included in the 

planned improvements was Project FAST (Futuristic Automated Sup­

port Technique) which the Assistant Secretary described as "a com­

prehensive system centralizing data management of organizational 

equipment at Alr Force bases and AMC depots." 

Subsequently, at a meeting with USAF officials, arranged at 

our request, we reiterated our belief that, on the basis of the 

conditions disclosed by our examination, proper management of re­

placement equipment cannot be based on Information which places' ma­

jor reliance on periodic reporting of needs and assets without the 

necessary supporting records and controls to assure the complete­

ness and reliability of such reports. On the contrary, for effec­

tive management, the reports necessarily must be based on a system 

of property records which are reconciled with annual physical invento­

ries and maintained under suitable managerial controls designed to as^ 

sure the accuracy and reliability of those records and to enable an ef­

fective check on the completeness and reliability of reporting to higher 

management levels. The systemmust also include effective means and 

top^management support to assure that weaknesses in the system so 

identified are corrected promptly and that failures to observe its 

requirements receive vigorous management attention. 

Air Force officials expressed complete agreement with us ahd 

advised that, in their later reevaluation of Project FAST, they^ 

too had concluded that the project did not go to the heart of the 
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problem and that centralized managerial control was essential to 

proper management. Accordingly, Project FAST was abandoned and re­

placed with Project GRASP which, we are advised, has been designed 

to do what Project FAST would not do. Project GRASP was a study 

made by a selected "USAF C-.r-oup for Reevaluation of Authorization 

Systems and Policies," ' 

In a second letter de.l;ed May 5, 1961 (see appendix III), the 

Assistant Secretary stated that Project GRASP was established "to 

analyze and evaluate the current equipment authorization and re- , 

quirements systems in the Air Force with a view towards improving 

the accuracy of equipment assets reporting and validity of authori­

zations." The study disclosed that "continuity of equipping opera­

tions and adequate management and surveillance are wholly depend­

ent upon effective top level direction and control and a greater 

standardization of program components." In a letter dated 

March 29, 196I, the recommendations in the GRASP report which, we 

are told, "constitute the approved Air Force policy for the im­

proved management and control of the USAP Equipment Allowance-

Authorization-Reporting Program, " were sent to Headquarters, AMC 

[now the Air Force Logistic Command (APLC)] for implementation. 

The Assistant Secretary advises that these recommendations includes 

"(a) the establishment at each base of a Central Equip­
ment Management Office which will maintain at one 
location complete and current authorization-asset 
reporting records. ***; 

"(b) the establishment of internal and external audit 
techniques to insure accuracy and validity of data 
reported. **+•, 

"(c) *•*•, 
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"(d) the more effective direction and control of the pro­
gram by USAF and AFLC; 

"(e) the standardization of functions and operations of 
Equipment Review and Authorization Activities (ERAA) 
at base and command level and the refinement of cer­
tain allowance and authorization procedures." 

The success of the actions taken, as well as those planned, 

is largely prospective in nature and their effectiveness will de­

pend upon the manner in which they are carried out• Air Force of­

ficials, while informing us that Project GRASP was not a new sys­

tem but rather a modernization of the existing system, were of the 

opinion that about 12 to 18 months will be needed for the proper 

evaluation of the results of the GRASP reconmiendations. Accord­

ingly, we are not prepared to say whether the actions taken and 

planned by the Alr Force will successfully overcome the serious 

and widespread problems observed by us. The Air Force's official 

comments on its proposed Improvement program are expressed in such 

general terms that they do not clearly identify the Air Force's 

position and intentions as to whether Its program will include rec­

ognition of the basic features which we have described as essen­

tial to provide reasonable assurance of success in overcoming the 

serious weaknesses disclosed in our examination. We believe theae 

features to be of such fundamental importance that they should be 

made unmistakably clear to avoid misunderstanding by those respon­

sible for devising the detailed program and implementing it. 

In subsequent reviews of Air Force supply management activi­

ties, we plan to make further Inquiries into the Alr Force's man­

agement of replacement equipment and the effectiveness of the pro­

posed improvement program, ^p 

-J ̂
 



SCOPE OF REVIHrf 

Our review, which was completed in August I960, covered ap­

proximately 650 replacement equipment items in 130 family group­

ings out of 50,000 items belonging to 15,330 family groupings in 

the supply system. At four Air Force commodity depots, we re­

viewed requirements computations for fiscal years 1957 through 

I960 and other related records. At 37 Air Force bases within the 

Unit;ed States and overseas and under the Jurisdiction of the vari­

ous major air commands, we conducted a review of UAL reports and 

property records of 6̂-5 out of more than 6,700 organizations and 

made physical inventories to determine whether or not assets had 

been reported. We examined into the causes for failure to accu­

rately report assets on hand in UAL reports. We also discussed 

UAL reporting procedures at Headquarters, AMC, and Headquarters, 

ADC, and consolidation practices and procedures at the AMC elec­

tronic data processing center at Memphis, Tennessee. A schedule 

of those organizations visited or contacted during our review is 

summarized In appendix IV, 
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APPENDIX I I 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
W A S H I N O T O N 

OPFjca OP THB •BCRerARV 

Dear Mr, BeU: 

With reference to your letter of October 28, i960, forwarding 
a draft report on the review of maziageznent of replacement equip­
ment within the Department of the Alr Force, the following are our 
comments and summaries of corrective action on the deficiencies 
cited in the report . 

We agree, generally, that the products of the Alr Force Unit 
Authorization Lis t (UAL) system are incomplete and inaccurate, 
and do not adequately support the Air Materiel Command in the 
computation of equipment buy/budget programs. 

We further agree that the system itself is essentially sounH, 
The problem Is to improve reporting discipline rather than to develop 
new methods of reporting. 

However, we do not agree with the Implication In the report that 
the Air Force has failed to recognize this aspect of the problem and 
that it has been more concerned with effecting narrow procedural 
improyements to the UAL system than with attacking the substantive 
reasons for unsatisfactory UAL reporting. 

At a recent conference in Caltfprnia attended by the Materiel 
Deputies of all major air commands, the Deputy Chief of Staff, 
Materiel specifically directed that greater s t ress be placed on 
tightening supply discipline and, in part icular , on reporting disci** 
pUne, A few days later, the Vice Chief of Staff strongly emphasized 
the same points at a conference of all major air commanders. To 
preclude this effort from becoming a "one-shot" or sporadic attempt 
at Improvement, the Alr Force has established Project Money Tree, 
a continuing world-wide exercise aimed at more effective and austere 
materiel management. Money Tree does not establish or rely on any 
new "gimmicks". It calls rather for rigorous compliance vrith exist­
ing policies and procedures. All commands a re required to report 
to Headquarters USAF on progress attained under Money Tree; the 
first report of command projects Is due January 15, 1961, 
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The Atr Fo rce has been deeply and aggressively concerned with 
effecting Imprpvements lo the overall UAL sys tem. While we do not 
underrate the importance of adequate report ing. It must be recognized 
that report ing is but one element of an entire management sys tem. 
The effectiveness of this management system is dependent upon, and 
can be no better than, all of its major program components, i . e . , the 
functions of allowance, authorization, requirements computations, and 
control and direction* 

In March I960, the Deputy Chief of Staff, Materiel established the 
Headquarters USAF UAL Management Review Team to look into the 
sys tems and methods employed by the major a ir commands in the 
Implementation of the allowance-authorization program, and to determine 
the basic reason for reporting inaccuracies . After visiting TAC, ADC, 
ARDC, and USAFE, the team concluded that the commands were (I) 
committing manual and mechanical reporting e r r o r s , (2) employing 
faulty data, (3) not properly performing tt e authorization and review 
function, (4) not employing adequate reeources , (5) not applying the 
degree of required command emphasis, and (6) not complying with 
existing di rec t ives . (These conclusions, which go considerably 
beyond those cited in your draft repor t , were noted severa l months 
pr ior to receipt of your repor t by the Air F o r c e , ) Hq USAF advised 
each command yisited of the deficiencies found by the team and the 
commands undertook immediate interim measures to implement 
correct ive action. 

Althi'.agh the team was not satisfied with command performances, 
their evaluation also indicated that certain basic deficiencies did in 
fact exist within the USAF/AMC equipment management a r ea . The 
Deputy Chief of Staff, Materiel accordingly expanded the team char te r 
(September 1960) to include the review and analysis of equipment 
(1) Allowances, (2) Authorization, (3) Reporting, (4> Requirements 
Computations, and (5) Control and Direction, and the relationshLp of 
these components to basic equipment management groups, i . e . , L P , 
CP, Hi**Valu, e tc . The investigation is expected to resul t in far-
reaching revisions of Air Force policies and procedures pointed toward 
producing more accurate and manageable reporting products . Action 
has already been initiated by Hq USAF to effect the necessary changea. 
It i s anticipated that program improvements will be implemented to 
produce measurable resul t s within 12 to 18 months. These improve-* 
ments , it should be ) noted, will lie pr imar i ly in a reas other than 
reporting; however, bet ter reporting; will be a major end product. 
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With regard to the specific deficiencies cited in your repor t : 

1, Unauthorized cut-off dates used for reporting UAL data. 

Correct ive action taken by AMC (in response to your advice 
of September 1959) is adequate, AdditionaUy, the mat ter was empha­
sized by the Deputy Chief of Staff, Mater iel at the Materiel Conference 
mentioned ea r l i e r . 

2, Omisaion of excese equipment from inventory r epo r t s . 

As a resul t c£ a visit by the Hq USAF UAL Management Reviev.r 
Team, the Commander, ADC was advised by Hq USAF le t t e r on July 5, 
1960 that ADC units were not reporting asse t s on hand which were 
g rea te r than those authorized, Hq ADC promptly reminded all echelons: 
'*It is mandatory that all UAL asse ts be reported including unauthorized 
UAL on**hand equipment. The importance of complete reporting cannot 
be over-emphasized. Fai lure to repor t all asse t s distorts world-wide 
asse t s and requirements information and. in turn, causes overstatement 
and understatement of the Procurement and Budget eatlmate.^^ Hq USAF 
will m.onitor this a rea to preclude repetition of the e r r o r in other 
commands. 

3 , Fai lure to process UAL change reques t s . 

We a r e in some doubt as to what is meant by this, since a 
change request has no impact on the reporting of asse t s - it is a 
procedure for changing authorizations only. The definition of in-use 
a s se t s in the Air Force governing directive (paragraph 5a (23), Chap­
te r 1, Volume XXX, AFM 67-1) provides for the reporting of all 
a s se t s , regard less of condition or requirement , 

4, Fai lure to physically Inventory equipment on hand. 

Contrary to the s tatement on page 18 of the repor t . Air Po rce 
Instructions do not require that a physical Inventory of mater ia l on hand 
be taken annually at the time of the UAL repor t . Indeed, as the draft 
repor t s tates la te r in another connection, such a requirement would 
be unrealist ic and wholly Unposeible to Implement. Jt la Alr Force 
policy (expressed tn paragraph 11, AFR 67-83, and in paragraph 7, 
Section 7, Volume rV, AFM 67-1) only that a physical Inventory be 
made annually; no specific cut«»off date is given other than, of course, 
that It be completed pr ior to September 30, 
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5, Improper maintenance of property r e c o r d s . 

We agree that there is a causal relationship between improper 
maintenance of property records and inaccurate UAL data. The Air 
Force hopes that recent emphasis on report ing discipline will eliminate 
this as a problem a r e a . In any case , it will be aggressively monitored 
by Hq USAF and AMC. 

8, Fai lure of organizations to submit UAL r e p o r t s . 

This is probably the most ser ious and far-reaching of all the 
deficiencies cited in your repor t , and has long been of concem to the 
Air F o r c e , In July 1960^ the Alr Force established a PCAM manage­
ment fUe to provide a single identification for a^ in-being and programmed 
A F organizations. Known a s the Reporting Organization FUe (ROF), it 
should completely resolve the problem and effectively prevent i ts 
repeti t ion. ROF procedures a r e a systematic method for relating 
repor ted authorizations and asse ts to the specific unit for which they 
a r e required and/or in-use; they provide positive assurance that repor ts 
a re submitted for aU programmed units , 

7, Retention of reported excess for unreasonable periods of t ime. 

The Air F o r c e , as noted in the repor t , has been aware that 
a lack of responsiveness is one of the major deflciencies of the UAL 
syatem. In May 1959, in response to direction from Hq USAF, AMC 
began development of Project FAST (Futurist ic Automated Support 
Technique), a comprehensive system centralizing data management 
of organizational equipment at Air Fo rce bases and AMC depots, 
FAST is a long-range plan and has yet to be serv ie - tes ted . Its cen t ra l ­
ized operation, when implemented, wiU provide autom.atic distribution 
and redistribution by unit precedence. Transaction data for UAL i tems 
wlU be submitted electronicaUy to the AMC depot concerned, where it 
Win serve as a requisit ion, notice of excess , or other required action, 

FAST data wlU flow through the COMLOGNET to appropriate 
depots from Industry (due-ins), storage s i tes (inventory), AF bases 
(transaction data), and Hq USAF (programming changes). The AMC 
depots wUl accumulate and process this data by EDPE for Inventory 
manage r s . Thus, FAST will accomplish considerably more than 
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automatic distribution and redistribution. Because it wUl enable the 
depots to rapidly evaluate and comply with program changes affecting 
weapon system management, PAST should provide the degree of 
responsivesness demanded by tomorrow's Alr Force logist ic support 
sy s t em. 

Of course, FAST contains no buUt-ln assurance that a 
reported exciess wiU not be retained for an unreasonably long t ime. 
It will^ however, guarantee that the existence of such excess wUl 
be highlighted so that redistribution action can occur quickly and 
adequately. A s with aU systems relying upon EDPE, the quality of 
the product wUl be only as good as the quality of the Input; aggressive 
management wiU be required. 

Until FAST becomes operational, UAL reporting of aiuthoriza-
tlons and assets wiU continue under the present sys tem. However, 
the Air Force expects that the high-level attention given to UAL 
reporting wUl greatty aUeviate this deficiency long before FAST is 
formaUy initiated. 

With regard to the recommendations proposed in your report: 

I . A complete world-wide Inventory be made of replacement 
equipment in the hands of using organizations. 

The Air Force recenUy (September 1, 1960) initiated 
Project Big Divide, a controUed world-wide inventory and redistri ­
bution program designed to reduce test and ground support equipment 
shortages. Big Divide i s limited to those equipment items that are 
in a buy situation and are in the inventory in sufficient quantities to 
permit meaningful redistribution. By the time it is completed on 
September 30, 1961, Big Divide will have reviewed items In approxi­
mately 1000 FamUy iSroups. (It should be noted, however, that aU 
of the specific i tems cited in your report, and simUar high value 
i tems, wUl be included In Big Divide,) Phase I of the Project was 
completed on December 9, 1960, and Included a physical inventory 
of 18 selected items covering (1) UAL/MRAL in-use/ in-place as se t s , 
(2) Base Supply assets , (3) Weapon System Storage Site asse ts , and 
(4) Depot a s se t s . Adjusted authorizations and inventoried assets for 
the selected items were reported to the Inventory Managers concemed 
by December 9, 1960. The Inventory Managers are now evaluating 
the data and, where appropriate, wlU forward by mid-January 
recommended adjustments to the FY 1961 buy program to Hq AMC. 
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In view of this intensive, selected inventory now underway, we 
do not beUeve that a complete world-wide inventory such as that 
recommended is In order at, this t ime. However, your recommendation 
wiU be carefuUy reconsidered next faU when we evaluate the results 
of Big Divide. 

2 , Emphasizing the importance of UAL data and vigorous 
policing action. 

We agree completely with this recommendation which, 
in fact, has already been effectively Implemented by the Air Force , 
(The Vice Chief of Stafif at the Commanders" Conference, the Deputy 
Chief of Staff, Materiel at the World-Wide Materiel Conference, and 
the Hq USAF UAL Management Review Team, aU of which are 
referenced above, AdditionaUy, there have been a number of emphatic 
Hq USAF communications to the major a i r commands pinpointing 
deficiencies noted In conunand equipping programs. For example, 
the Vice Chief advised the commands on August 5, 1960: 

Each year the Air Force "loses" from the 
materiel record system, many Items that 
were procured and distributed. It is 
apparent that items issued to meet an 
anticipated need that did not noaterlalize 
are being "squirreled away" in the operating 
imlt rather than returned to supply channels, 
• , , 
This Headquarters re-emphaslzes that support 
equipment requirements must be austere and 
that the efficiency of the Alr Porce system 
depends upon Conunand supervision to Insure 
that the UAL/MRAL reports are accurate, 
timely and reflect essential needs only • , , , ) 

3 , Providing Inventory managers with authority to discipline 
operating organizations. 

This idea is completely foreign to Alr Force command 
philosophy. Vigorous USAF "poUclng" action within the system is 
required by existing directives. Compliance with these directives 
should do much co resolve the problems cited. We agree that it 
would be helpful if Inventory managers could identify unacceptable 
performance by individual organizations; however, the UAL system 
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has not yet reached the state-of-the-art where this i s poss ible . There 
will be no reaUy adequate resolution ot thie problem untU Project PAST 
becomes operational. 

A number of management innovations Initiated by the 
Alr Force to improve and faciUtate equipment program reporting should 
be of Interest to you. It should be noted that these are aU comparatively 
recent and thus it is difficult to determine as yet their degree of s u c c e s s . 
Excluding the already-mentioned Reporting Organization PUe, Project 
FAST, and Project Big Divide, these innovations Include: 

AMC Stock Number and FamUy Group Conversion (May 1960), 
This program insures that both authorization and asset data i s provided 
to the inventory managers. The purpose i s to eliminate the statement 
of non-existent equipment overages and/or shortages with the resulting 
inaccurate computation of requirements, 

101 Machine Edit Check (July 1960). This machine 
process i s intended to verify (by rejecting Inaccurate cards) the 
correctness of data elements reflected in UAL/MRAL card fUes, i . e . , 
stock number, aUowance source code, and other management codes. 
The procedure does not, however, verify or validate authorization and 
asset quantitative data. 

Project Requirements (July 1960). This procedural change 
^^ovides a method for the reporting of projected increases or decreases 
in existing UAL item authorizations when such changes result from 
organizational conditions not reflected in the USAF Program (PD), 

We should like to thank you and your staff for this report, 
which has been most helpful to us . Stronger and more effective supply 
discipline is one of our primary goals , and corrective actions arising • 
from reports such as this aid us considerably in attaining that goal. 

We would appreciate your Including these comments in 
the final version of this report. 

Sincerely yours. 

Mr. HaeseU B. BeU . ' • • , , . n - o 
Associate Director ••'••• "̂ ^̂ '"' '•'' 
Defense Accounting & Auditing Division 
General Accounting Office 
Washinton 25, D, C, 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

OTFICK OF THE SECRETARV 

MAY 5 1961 

Dear Hr. BeUt 

Referencei (a) Mr. Taylor's letter of January 23, I96I, relating 
to your review of the management of replacement equipment within the 
Department of the Alr Force, (b) meeting of Harch 30ff 196lf conceming 
your request that a statement be provided pert.alning to recent actions 
taken by the Air Force to improve the management of the USAF Equipnent 
Allowance-Authorization Reporting Program, 

USAF letter, subjects Management Improvement of the Equipment 
Allowance-Authorization Reporting Programt Harch 29t 1961 (Tab A) has 
been dispatched to Headquarters AMCt now the Air Force Logistic Command 
(AFLC). This communication directs the implementation of the reconmen-
dations made by the USAF Group for Re-evaluation of Authorization Systems 
and Policies (GRASP), GRASP was established to analyze and evaluate the 
current equipment authorization and requirements systems in the Air Force 
with a view towards improving the accuracy of equipment assets reporting 
and validity of authorizations. Essentially, this letter directive advises 
that the GRASP report constitutes the approved Air Force policy for the 
improved management and control of the USAF Equipment Allowance-Authori­
zation-Reporting Program; and directs the implementation of GRASP recommen­
dations through the development of an organizational equipment data system 
project (AFR 400-29) and related supply procedures (AFM 67-1), 

Basically, CHIASP recc^omendations (now policy) encompass: (a) the 
establishment at each base of a Central Equipment Management Office which 
will maintain at one location complete and current authorization-asset 
reporting records. A command consolidation of these i*ecoi-ds is maintained 
for reporting at various specified intervals to the AFLC report collection 
point; (b) the e8tc,blishment of internal and extemal audit techniques to 
insure accuracy and validity of data reported. Further, the AFLC colleotion 
point will develop the capability to promptly refer back to reporting commands 
an accurate evaluation of reports as well as an analysis of error causes; 
(c) the discontinuance of dual reporting for vehicles and industrial 
production equipment (IPS) under both the UAL system and their individual 
serialized reporting systems. In the future, each of these items will be 
reported under only ona system, which will provide both requirements and 
serialized inventoxy data; (d) the more effective direction and control of 
the program by USAF and AFLC; (e) the standardization of functions and 
operations of Equipment Review and Authorization Activities (ERAA) at 
^a^a mui. CQomand level and the refinement of certain allowance and 
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authorization procedures. 

The findings of GR^S? appear to parallel your report and the report 
of the USAF Inspector General (IG) as they relate to report accuracy and 
validity; standardization of data systems and procedures; and program 
direction and control. It is believed that the CHIASP policy recommen­
dations will produce a flexible program that provides more timely and 
accurate data compatible with the needs of the AFLC computation of 
requirements, when coupled with other USAF program improviement actions 
(Tab B). 

In view of the foregoing it is requested that the proposed revisions 
to the conclusions of the final report be amended to reflect the actions 
being taken tiy the Air Force. 

Since 

JOSEPH S. IMIRIE 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

^ Xnclosures 
1. Tab A 
2. Tab B 
3. Tab C 
4. Tab D 

Mr. Hassell B. Bell 
Associate Director 
Defense Accounting & Auditing Division 
General Accounting Office 
Washington 25* D.C 
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SCHEDULE OF ORGANIZATIONS AND INSTALLATIONS 
VISITED OR CONTACTED DURING GAO REVIEW 

Our review encompassed appropriate examinations of 

replacement-type equipment management functions at each of the fol­

lowing Air Force headquarters or installations: 

Headquarters, Alr Materiel Command, Wright-Patterson Air 
Force Base, Ohio 

Headquarters, Alr Defense Command, Ent Air Force Base, Colo­
rado 

Headquarters, Tactical Air Command, Langley Air Force Base, 
Virginia 

Dayton Air Force Depot, Gentile Air Force Station, Dayton, 
Ohio 

Mobile Air Materiel Area, Brookley Air Force Base, Alabama 

Sacramento Air Materiel Area, McClellan Alr Force Base, Cali­
fornia 

Warner Robins Air Materiel Area, Robins Air Force Base, 
Georgia 

Memphis Air Force Depot, Mallory Alr Force Station, Memphis, 
Tennessee 

Altus Air Force Base, Oklahoma 

Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana 

Bunker Hill Air Force Base, Peru, Indiana 

Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 

Carswell Air Force Base, Texas 

Castle Air Force Base, California 

Davis-Monthan Alr Force Base, Arizona 

Donaldson Air Force Base, South Carolina 

Dover Alr Force Base, Delaware 

England Air Force Base, Louisiana 

George Air Force Base, California 
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Hamilton Air Force Base, Califomia 

Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii 

Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 

Lincoln Air Force Base, Nebraska 

Little Rock Air Force Base, Jacksonville, Arkansas 

Lockbourne Air Force Base, Ohio 

McChord Air Force Base, Washington 

Moody Air Force Base, Georgia 

Otis Air Force Base, Massachusetts 

Perrin Air Porce Base, Texas 

Sevart Alr Force Base, Tennessee 

Shaw Alr Force Base, South Carolina 

Tyndall Air Force Base, Florida 

Westover Air Force Base, Massachusetts 

RAF Bentwaters, England 

RAF Sculthorpe, England 

RAP Wethersfield, England 

Toul-Rosiere Air Base, France 

Bitburg Air Base, Germany 

Sembach Alr Base, Germany 

Spangdahlem Alr Base, Germany 

Ashiya Air Base, Japan 

Itazuke Air Base, Japan 

Mlsava Air Base, Japan 

Tachikawa Air Base, Japan 

Yokota Alr Base, Japan 
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APPENDIX V 

LIST OF POLICY-MAKING 
AND OTHER INTERESTED PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS 

OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AND THE DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
DURING THE PERIOD OF THIS REPORT 

Secretarv of Defense 

Nell Ha McElroy 
Thomas S- Gates, Jr. 
Robert S. McNamara 

Deputy Secretary of Defense 

Donald A. Quarles 
Thomas S. Gates, Jr. 
James H. Douglas 
Roswell L. Gilpatrlc 

Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Supply and LoglstlcsJ 

Perkins McGuire 

Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Logistics) 

Thomas D. Morris 

Secretary of the Air Force 

Donald A. Quarles 
James H. Douglas 
Dudley C. Sharp 
Eugene M. Zuckert 

Under Secretary of the Alr Force 

Malcolm A. Maclntyre 
Dudley C. Sharp 
Joseph V. Charyk 

Assistant Secretary of the Alr Force 
(Materiel) 

Dudley C. Sharp 
Philip B, Taylor 
Joseph S. Imirie 

Commander, Air Force Logistics Command 
(formerly Alr Materiel Command) 

Gen. Edwin W. Rawlings 
Gen» Samuel E. Anderson 

Tenure 

9/57 to 12/59 
12/59 to 1/61 
1/61 to date 

5/57 to 5/59 
6/59 to 12/59 
12/59 to 1/61 
1/61 to date 

1/57 to 1/61 

1/61 to date 

8/55 to h /57 
5/57 to 12/59 
12/59 to 1/61 
1/61 to date 

6/57 to 7/59 
8/59 to 12/59 
1/60 to date 

10/55 to 1/59 
•̂/59 to 2/61 
^/61 to date 

7/51 to 2/59 
3/59 to date 
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APPENDIX V 

LIST QF POLICY-MAKING 
AND OTHER INTERESTED PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS 

OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSg 
AND THE DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
DURING THE PERIOD OF THIS REPORT (continued) 

Tenure 

Commander y Air Defense nrnnmand 

Lt. Gen. Joseph H. Atkinson 9/56 to 3/61 

Lt, Gen, Robert M. Lee 3/61 to date 

Commander. Tactical Â T• r.mnmand 

Gen. Otto P. Weyland V/5^ to 7/59 
Gen, Frank: F. Everest 8/59 to date 
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