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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON 28
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JUN 20 15614

Honorable Sam Rayburn
8peaker of the House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Speaker:

Enclosed is our report on review of mansgement within
the Department of the Alir 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 effectivenesa and efficlency of Air Force
management of such equipment.

Our review disclosed that millions of decllars! worth
of replacement equipment was needlessly purchased in fisgocal
year 1960 because the Alr Force does not have an effective
means of knowing the quantity and location of the equipment
it already cwns. Our review was limlted to about 1 percent
of the items and 12 percent of the value of the $2.8 billion
Inventory reported. In thls review we established that
about $164 million worth of the ltems 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 accounted for.

On the basls of our revlew, we estimated that over
$6.7 million worth of replacement equipment purchased in
fiscal year 1960 could have been avoided, and requirements
for another $20,8 million, on which procurement was de-
ferred prinecipally for lack of funds, could have been elim-
inated had the Alr Force malntalned effective.control over
the equlipment procured and received in the supply system,
For example, 1n our selected review of family grouplng
6115AA1W--generator set, we found that 852 sets, valued at
approximately $14 million, were not accounted for in re-
ported inventory data. AE organizations visited, our re-
view dlsclosed that elght generator sets which should have
been reported were not included in the UAL data used by the
Sacramento Alr Materiel Area (SMAMA) in the fiscal year
1960 computation. The computation made by SMAMA showed &
buy requirement for fiscal year 1960 of 266 units. As no
ad justment was made for the 852 unaccounted-for assets, and
purchase of 101 units was deferred, procurement action was
initiated for an additional 165 units at an estimated cost -
of $2.8 million. Had the Alr 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.

8ince our review was very limited, we are of the opin-
lon that there are subsatantially more unaccounted-for equip-
ment and substantlally more unnecessary procursment than we
estimated on the basis of our 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 Alr Force UAL
system are incompieta 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 deflciencles in UAL reporting that now

exlist,

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

by us. '

In su’sequent 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 1s also being sent to the President of the
S8enate. Coples are being sent to the President of the United
Eiat;s, the Becretary of Defense, and the Secretary of the

r Force. :

8incerely yours,

.. Gtk

Comptroller General
of the United States

Enclosure
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REPORI ON REVIEW
QK MANAGEMENT
WITHIN
‘IHE DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
QOF
REPLACEMENT EQUIPMENT
The General Accounting Office has made a review of management.
within the Department of the Alr Force of replacement equipment
subject to the Air Force Unit Authorization List (UAL) reporting
system. This review was made pursuant to the Budget and Account-
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.8.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 aof .

such equipment. The scope of our review 1s described on page 43,

INTRODUCTION

Replacement eQuipment, consisting of such items as airplane
ground handling equipment, test equipment, shop machinery, and
generators, is_equipment which has a long servlice 1life, does not
iose its identity during perlods of use, and 13 generally not.in-
corporated as a component into other units. It i1s in itself ca-
pable of performing a function in support of individual Alr Force
organization missions. Approximately 50,000 1teﬁs of the 1.5 mi}—
lion items in the Alr Force supply system are classified as re-
placement equipment items, and requirements are calculated on the
basis of authorlzatlons and asset inventorles. This equipment

constitutes an integral part of the Air Forde supply system



managed by the Alr Materlel Command (AMC) with headquarters at
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. AMC 1s now known as the
Air Force Logisties Command.

Headquarters, AMC, manages a logistics system including nine
Air Materiel Areas (AMAs) and three Alr Force Depots in the United
States, as well as overseas loglstic installationg. World-wide
logistlcs management for assigned classes of property is the re-
sponsibility of the AMAs and depots in the United 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 perlodlically collected and used by the
Air Force ;ince_l952 as the basls for determining the equipment
requirements, procurements, and 1ssues necessary to support Alr
Force activitles. 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. Authorizatlons for
Alr Force units are established through the use of allowance docu-
ments which prescribe the types and quantitles of items that Ailr
Force units require to perform their mission. Authorizations es-
tablished on egqulpment 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 Natlonal Guard
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activity, the Mllitary Assistance Program, the War Reserve Mate-
riel requlrements, and speclal one-time requirements.

In fiseal year 1955, the Air Force established a family group-
ing progrém to obtaln 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 15,330 family groupings on the basls of being
funcetionally interchangeable or substitute items capable of render-
ing the same or comparable performance for a given requirement.

The using organization has the responsibility of maintaining
1ts UAL so that 1t will show only those items and quantities of
replacement equipment needed to perform its mission. It alco has
the responsibility of adding to or deleting from i1ts DAL such
items and quantities as may be necessary because of changes in or-
ganization compqsition and mission, In addition, it 1s required
to keep a record of the quantity and location of all items for
which the organization 1s 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 1itself
.1s not an accounting 1list, the quantities for which an organiza-
tion 1s responsible are periocdically transferred te 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 responsibllity

of reviewing organizational UALs, approving UAL change Trequests
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submitted by organizations for revision of UALs, conducting on-the-
spot surveys of orgaanlzational 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 quantitles 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-

slon with other data submitted by AMA 1inventory managers for use

in compgting requiremsnta. These computations aré 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 distributlon and use of equipment as=-
sets by thelr organizations are approved and accurately reported
and that assets in excess of organizationasl needs are promptly and
properly redistributed. Using organizétiohs are required by Air:
Force regulations to turn in excess material to base supply for
redistribution to other organizations on the base having unfllled
requirements. Base supply by matching turned-in assets against
requisifions on hand determines redistribution on the base., . The
command directs redis;ribution of excesses, not-distriputed by
base supply, to the command's units located at other bases. Ex~
cesses not redistributed by commands and bases are to be returned
to depot stock for redistribution by AMC to organizationg of other

commands 1n need of such excesses.



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 réported and that any improperly 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 mechanlcal computation of requirements. Final requiré-
ments computations are also roiiewed by the inventory managers and,
after such adjustment as may appear to be necessary, are used as a
basis for procurement actions as well as other actions at the com-

modity depots, Headquarters, AMC, and Headquartera,_united States

Alr Force (USAF).

Fach level of command in the reporting cycle 1s 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 ls accompanied by management
reviews to make certaln- that the listed_Items.and quantities are
actually required and are being fully utilized. However, in these
reviews thelresponsibility of the inventory managers at the AMAs
for the accuracy of the UAL date is limited to'aditing the consol-
idated data for dompleteness and realism but does not include re-
view to determine the validity of reporting on the part of individ-
ual organizations. 8Since the authorizations and inventory data

reported by the using'orgahizations are essential in the computa~- '

tion of procurement requirements for replacement equipment,



incomplete and inaccurate reporting by these organizations can re-
sult in unnecessary procurement Of reprlacement equipment or in
procurement of insufficlent quantities to accomplish the assigned

missions of the using organizations.

In fiscal year 1960, 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 thié inven-
rory 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 feplacement famlly groupihga,
included about 12 percent of the total dollar amount of the re~’ |
ported inventory.

The names of policy-making and other interested principal of-
ficials of the Department of Defense and the Department of the Air
Force during the period of this report are listed in appendix V.



HIGHLIGHTS
Millions of dollars'worth of replacement equipment was need-

lessly purchased during flscal year 1960 because the Alr Force did
not ﬁéve an effective means of knowing the quantity and location
of rsplacement equipmeht it alrgady owned. Lack of this informa-
tion also resulted in the failufe to supply items of equipment re-

quired in that year to support Air Force organizations. Very lim-
ited tests by us have established concluslively that subatantial

quantities of equipment actually on hand at Air Force organizations:
at September 30, 1958, were omitted from inventory reports used to
determine procurement requirements for fiscal year 1960. Our re-
view was limited to about 1 percent of the 15,330 famlly 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 ﬁere neither included by using
organizations:hithe inventory reports used in computing require-
ments nor otherwlse accounted for.

In order to determine whether signifilcant amounts of the un-
reported and unaccounted-for $164 million worth of equipment were
actually availablé, and whether the failure to report thls equlp-
ment resulted in actual overprocurement, we visited 645 of the more
than 6,700 reporting organlizations. At these organizations we
found that over $9 million worth of equipment on hand, of the items
we were testlng, had ﬁot been reported to inventory managers. Had
these items at these organizations beeq considered, procurement

would have been reduced by moere than $1 milliocn.



We estimated that, had the $164 million worth of unaccounted-
for assets at these and other organizations been properly reported
and conslidered iln computing fiscal year 1960 requirements, pur-
chases of over $6.7 million could have been avolded. In addition,
we estimated that, if these unaccounted-for assets had been prop-
erly reported and considered, the requirements computed for fiscal
year 1960 could have been further reduced by $20.8 million. These
overstated requireménts 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 repiacement equipment reported, we believe that there
1s substantially more unreported equipment than the $164% million
disclosed in our review and that there 1is 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 system of
reporting assets on hand in relation to authorizations without the
necessary lnventory controls designed’fo assure the completeness '
and rellability of the data reported. In this system of reporting,
management is also withouﬁ the approprlate authority needed to exer-
cise proper control of the equipment that 1s reported, inclﬁding ex-

cess equlpment 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-
lations 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.

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 incomplétenesa and unreliability of
the reported data. We found also that excess equipment, which had
been included 1n inventory reports, was sometimes retained by the
using organizations for unfeasonablé periods of time before it was
made available for redistribution. (Sée pp. 23 to 34,) *

The Air 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 our review, the principal attempts at resalving 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.)



We believe that the ultimate effectiveness of any UAL inven-
tory system necessarlly will be dependent upon (1) the capability
of rellable 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 objlectives
of the gystem at all supervisory levels by those persons respon-
gible for processing the basic data upon which the system depends,
at least of those phases for which they have responslbility, and a
realization by these persons of the effact that deviations from
the establishad prbcedures have on the managemenﬁ of replacement
equipment, (3) an Alr Force-wide emphasis by all commands on accu-
racy, and on maximum compliancq with the procedures established by
AMC and Headquarters, USAF, which must base important menagement
decisions on the data submitted, and (4) the solution by the Air
Force of 1ts basic problem of poor reporting discipline. (See
pp. 37 to 39.) '

In commenting on our findings and conclusions, the Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force (Materiel) agreed, 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 com-~
putation of equipment procurement réquirements. The Assigtant Sec-
retary informed us of a number of actions already taken and others
proposed which in the opinion of the Air Force should materiaslly !

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 officlals expressed complete agreement with our conclﬁ-
slons, stating that they also had recognizad that centralized mana-
gerial control is essential to proper management, and had included
in the planned 1lmprovements a project designed to provide improved
management and control of the "USAF Equipment-Allowance-
Authorization-Reporting 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 audlit tech-
niques necessary to insure the validlty 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. Ailr Force of -
ficials estimate that about 12 to 18 months will be needed for
proper evaluatlon of the results of the centralized management proj-
‘ect. Accordingly, we are not prepared to say.whether the a-tions
t,aken and planned by the Alr Force will successfully overcome the
serious and widespread problems observed by us. The Air Force's
officlal comments on 1ts proposed improvement program are expressed
in such general terms that they do not clearly identify the Alr
Force's position and intentions as to whether its program will in-
clude recognition of the basic features which we have described as
essentlal to provide reasonable assurance of succéss in overcoming

11
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the serious weaknesses disclosed in our examination. We belleve.
these features to be of such fundamental importance that they
shou;d_be made unmistakably clear to avoid misunderstanding by
those responsible for devising the detailed program and implement~-
ing 1t.

In subsequent reviews of Air Force supply management activi-
ties, we plan to make further inquiriea into the Air Force's manage-

ment Qf replacement equipment and the effectiveness of the proposed

improvement program. (See pp. 39 to 42,)
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FINDINGS AND CY COMMENT
SUBSTANTIAL UNNECESSARY PROCUREMENTS DUE TO

SUBSTANTIAL UNNECESS.
LACK OF KNOWLEDGE OF EQUIPMENT ALREADY OWNED

Millions of dollars' worth of replacement equipment was need-

lessly purchased during filscal year 1960 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 Air Force organizations. Very limited tests by
us have establiéhed conclusively that substantial quantities of
equipment actually on hand at Air Force organizations at Septem-
ber 30, 1958, were omitted from inventory reports used to deter-
mine procurement requirements for fiscal year 1960, Our review
was limited to about 1 pércent of the 1%,330 fﬁmily grouping items
and about 12 percent of the value of the inventory reported. This
review disclosed that about $164% million worth of these items had
been previously procured but were neither included by using organ-
l1zations in the inventory reports used in computing requirements
nor otherwlse accounted for.

In order to determine whether significant amounts of the unre-
ported and unaccounted-for $164 million worth of equipment were
actually available, and whether the fallure to.report this equip-
ment resulted in actual overprocurement, we visited 645 of the
more than 6,700 reporting orgﬁnizations. At these organizatlons
we found that over'$9 million worth of equipment on hand, of the

items we were testing, had not been reported to inventory managers.

13
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Had these 1tems at these organizations been considered, procure-
ment would have been reduced by more than $1 millien.

We estimated that, had the $164 million worth of unaccounted-
for assets at these and other organlzatlions been properly reporteh
and considered in compuﬁing fiscal year 1960 requirements, pur-
chases of over $6,7 million could have been avolded. In addition,
we estimated that, i1f these unaccounted-for assets had been prop-
erly reported and considered, the requirements computed for fiscal
year 1960 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 $164 million"
disclosed in our review and that there 1is substantially more unnéc-
essary procurement included in the $210 million authorized for fis-
cal year 1960 than the estimated $6.7 million of purchases that
could have been avoided with respect to the items we tested.

We reviewed 130 famlly groupings of equipment items for which
total known procurement had exceeded $636 million. We found that
the reported inventory used in the fiscal year 1960 requirehents
computations for these 130 family groupings was only $337 million,
or a decrease from total known procurement of over $299 million.
Alr Force records disclosed that about $13% million of this de-
crease could be attributed to normal losses tuv the system, such as
condemnations, disposals, or shipments to nonreporting activities

such as Mutual Securlity Program countries. Thus, $16% million

14
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worth,or more than 25 percent, of the equipment procured and re-
celved into the supply system was not accounted for by reported
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 Force 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 approprilate, on the basis of personal ex-
perlence and knowlnge. However, our teéts showaed 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 procﬁred 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 avallable and can be located and used to meet
exlsting demandé. |

On the other hand, the use of unadjusted inventory informa-
tion 1gnores the acknowledged inadequacics in the reported data
and has the effect of failing to offset current requirements with
assets which have already been procured and dellvered. We have -
estimated that, Just with respect to the ltems we examined, pro-
curements costing over $6.7 million which were initlated in fiscal
year 1960 might have been avoilded if assets in the system had been

accurately reported or if inventory managers had adjusted the
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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-
tlal amounts 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 remlistic adjustments based on actual knowledge de-
rived through the maintenance of rellable records and the exercise
of proper inventory contrbl. In addition to inducing needless
waste and extravagance through the unnecessary procurement of
equipment already in the system, an 1nability to locate equipment
.otherwise available for use could seriously impair the discharge

of the mission responsibilities of a unit needing but not supplied

with the equipment.
Appendix I shows for each of the 130 family grouplngs se-

lected for review (1) the unit procurement cost based on the unit
price used in the fiscal year 1960 combutation, (2) the number of
units procured prior to fiscal year 1960, (3) losses recognized
for those unlits furnished to nonreporting aciivities or lost
through condemnatlon and disposal, (4) the number of units re-
ported as actually on hand,'(S)'the number and cost of the units
unaccounted for in the system, (6) the adjustment made by the in-
ventory managers for unaccounted-for units, (7) the unit require-
ments for fiscal year 1960, (8) the number of units procured in
fiscal year 1960, (9) the number and cost of those units which
were unnecessarily procured in fiscal year 1960, (10) the number
16

"J__{.



and cost of those unprocured fiscal year 1960 unit requirements
that could have been eliminated, and (11) the number and cost of
‘those units which we found at the 645 using organizations we
visited.

Following are examples which are typical of what our review
disclosed with reapect to the items in appendix I and which 1llus-
trate the impact of lack of inventory control and of lnaccurate re-
porting on the management of replacement equipment in terms of sub-
stantlal avoidable procurement or incapability of meefing the

needs of using activities.

l. Fa oupl 6 A - tor se
endix .

Within this family grouping, 852 generator sets,s¥alued at
approximately $1% million, were not accounted for in reported in-
ventory data. At organizations vlisited, our review disclosed that
elght generator sets which should have been reported were not 1in-
ciuded in the UAL inventory data used by Sacramento Air Materilel
Area (SMAMA) in the fiscal year 1960 computation. The computation
made by SMAMA showed a buy requirement for fiscal year 1960 of 266
units. As no adjustment was made for the 85é unaccounted~for as;
sets, and purchase of 101 units was deferred, procurement action.

was initiated for an additional_165 units at an estimated cost of

$2.8 million.

Had the Air Force maintained effective control over the units
procured and recelved into the supply system, there wouid not have
been 852 unaccounted-for units, and a sufficient number of such '
units should have been available for use so that procuremesnt of

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

2. Famil ouping 4520AF - alectric heate
a dix I ine .

Within this family grouping, 2,665 gas/electric heaters, val-
ued at more than $4 million, were not accounted for in reported in-
ventbry data. At organizatiocns 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 Moblle Alr Materilel
Area (MOAMA) in the fiscal year 1960 computation. The computation
made by MOAMA resulted in a buy quantity for fiscal year 1960 of
830 units. As no adjustmant was made for the 2,665 unaccounted-
for heater units, and purchase of %430 units was deferred, 400 addi-
tional units were procured at an estimated cost of $707,000,

There were approximately 380 unfilled orders on hand at the time
that procurement action was initiated.

Had the Alr Force maintalned effective control over the 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 400 units at an estimated cost of $707,000 could
have been avoided while requirements for another 430 units at an
estimated cost of $760,000 could have been oliminated. Moreover,
the 380 unfilled orders also could have been satisfied from exist-

ing assets.
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3. Familx'grouping 6115A31X--gane;g§ r _set
appendix I, line

Within this family grouping we found that 5,687 generator
sets -had been procured prior to flscal year 1960 at an estimated
cost of $6% million but that only 4,825 units had been accounted
for by reported 1nventoryldata used in the fiscal year 1960 re-
qulrements computation., After allowance for losses through condem-
nations and for assets furnished to nonreporting activities, there
remained 531 units valuéd at approximately $5.8 million which were
not accounted for. At'organizations vigited, our review disclosed
that 100 units, on hand as at September 30, 1958, were not in-
cluded 1n the UAL inventory data furnished for the fiscal year
100 computation. |

The fiscal year 1960 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 avolded in
this case by adjustment of reported data, had the Alr Force main-
tained sufficlent control over the units procured and received '
into the supply system, this equipment could have been redistrib-

uted te satlsfy numerous unfilled orders.

4, Fami rouping 6625A01I--0Sc cope
(appendix I. 1ine )

At Dayton Alr Force Depot (DAFD) there were unfilled requisi-
tioﬁs for over 1,500 oscilloscopes, although the fiscal year l9§0
requirements computation showed that excess oscllloscopes were 1in
the supply system, The 5;911 unlts reported as total assets ex-

ceeded the total computed requirement by 547 units. In additlon,
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3,616 units, previously procured but unaccounted for by reported|
inventory data, could not be readlly located for redistribution.
DAFD supply officials, while aware of the missing assets, did not
know their location and attributed the situation to deficienciles
in the UAL reporting system, particularly to the fallure of using
activities to report all assets in thelr possession. At organiza-
tions visited, our revliew disclosed that 202.oscilloscopes re-
‘corded as on hand at the UAL cutoff date of September 30, 1958,
were not included in the UAL lnventory data furnished to DAFD for
the fiscal year 1960 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 anticlpated
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 yeaf 1958 could have been avoided.

5. Fag;;x grouping 4310AA1G--air compressor
appendix I, line 325 _

Within this family grouping, 5%+ compressors, valued at ap-
proximately $725,000, were not azcounted for in reported inventory
data. At organizations visited, our review disclosed that 2k com-
pressors on hand at September 30, 1958, were not included in the

UAL inventory data used in the flscal year 1960 requirements
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Had thé Alr Force maintained effective control over tha units
procured and received into the supply system, there would not have
been 46 unaccounted-for test stands, and such units should have
been avallable for use so that only 9 units would have been re-
guired to support the full fiscal year 1960 computed requirement
for 55 units and the expenditure of about $717,000 for 33 units !
could have been avolded. Horeover, the_defefred purchase reguire-

ment of 13 units would not have been naceasary.
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erstate equirement d resulta overprocuraments
due primarily to_def;c;encias in UAL reprrting system

The overstatement of replacement equipment requirements, as
wall 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-
ércise 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 céentral contrel, it becomes virtu- |
ally inevitable that transfers between using organiéations, or’
other changes in accountability, such as losses or turn-ins, will
go unrecordedj that individual pleces of equipment will be omitted
from periodic inventory reports; or that other deficlencies in re-
~porting will occuf whioh will go undetacted.ﬁecause reconcilia-
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 fhe 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 fallure on the part of persons at

all levels directly concerned with the Operatioh of the UAL system
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to perform 1n accordance ﬁith prescribed procedures. Deficlenciles
exlsted at the organizational level and af the major command level.
These deficlencies contributed to the incompleteness and unrellia-
bility of the reported data and included (1) the improper mainte-
nance of properfy 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, (4) the failure to proc-
ess UAL change requests, and (5) the iasuance of instructions by
major commands in conflict with established procedures, resulting
in the omission of excess equipment from ipventory'reports-and the
use of unauthorized cutoff dates for reporting UAL data.

In addition, we found *hat excess equipment, although in-
cluded in the inventory data reported to AMC, was sometimes re-~
tained by the using organizations for unreasonable perlods of time
before 1t was made available for redistribution, apparently be-
cause there was no central manager with authorlity to.control and
order the turn-in of such equipment td base supply or its redistri-
bution to such using organizations as might'be in need of the

equipment.

Improper mgintenance of pfogartx'reeords -

We found that property'recbrds were improperly malntained at:

many of the organizations visited and 1n some instances property -
record cards wers not established for equipment on hand. Improper
maintenance of property records, whiech is indicdtive of a lack of
proper managerial as well as inventory control, resulted in submis-

sion of inaccurate UAL datasa.,
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In discussing inaccurate reporting with officials in the or-
ganlzations visited, lack of qualified personnel was clted as an
important contributing factor. These officials agreed that withr
out qualified people the UAL reporting system could not produce ac-
curate data for use in reguirements 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.

iure of orgsan tlons to s 1t UAL reports

Alr PForce records disclosed that 782 crganizations falled to
submit required UAL data for use in determinations of equipment re-
quirementa for the fiscal jear 1960, Thus, the inventory managers,
lacking requisite managerial authority'an& control over the assets
in the system, did not know how much equipment was required, how
mich 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 1960
requirements computation éycle. 0f 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 ﬁy the 7 organlzatlona totaled over $2%0,000.

Personnel at the bases we visited gave us various reasonsg for
not submitting UAL reports used 1n computing the fiscal year 1960
requlrements. The most common was tgat 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 glven was that the organization was transferred from one i
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base to another and did not have time to make the report. At the
time of our review, AMC offlicials were aware that a number of or-
ganizations had not reported UAL data for the fiscal year 1960 re-:
quiréments 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 1360 which he belleves will provide
positive assurance that all organizations submit required reports.

e to p ¢ : ory e o) d

Alr Force instructions covering the preparation of the annual
UAL report direct that a physical 1nventory'or material on hand
will be taken at least once sach year. Hoﬁavar, we found that
many organizations had not taken an inventory during the year preQ
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 inaccuraté asset data for use. in the fiscal year
1960 computations,

For example, in a maintenance sguadron, we found 16 gasoline
heaters valued at 363,000.which had not been reported because they
were not shown in the property record cards. We found also a
fightef interceptor squadroncarrying 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 1n its UAt report under the

wrong stock number. As a result, the asset gquantitles used in the
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requirements computations for two different generator ltems were
in error--one overstated, the other understated,.

Fallure to procegs UAL change requests

The failure of the Air Defense Command (ADC) and the organiza-
tions under its jurisdiction to process change requeats 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 fallures 1llustrate a typical weak-
ness in a reporting system that is without adequate property rec-
ords and approprlate accounting controls.

ADC maintains a record of authorlzations and.accountable ag-"

sets of each organization under its jufisdiction. Prior to the es-
tablished annual UAL reporting date of September 30, ADC forwards
to each organizatlion for updgting 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 requesta to show
the actual quantities authorized and on hand as of September 30.
- If the organlizations fail to submit these changes, or 1f ADC falls
to promptly record them, the data submitted to the inventofy'man-
agers for use in requirements determinations and.distfibution will
be neither current nor accurate.

In an ADC fighter interceptor squadron, we found 36 units of
equipment from our selected 1list of ltems 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 $457,000, which
had been unreported for the same periocd of time. Squadron supply
personnel told us thers were so many changes In the UAL that they
did not have time to process the regquired change requests,

A review of other ADC fighter interceptor squadrons disclosed
that many items of equipment were on hand but had nof been in=-
cluded in unit UAL reports. We were informed by unit supply per-
sonnel that,'althbugh much of the equipment had been reported on
UAL change requests for as long as 9 months, command headquarters
had not processed the change Tequests and, thus, the eqﬁipment 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 awalting processing at Statistical Serv-
ices, Headquarters, ADC, and that this could acecount for the delay
in including data on the change requests in UAL reports. We were

informed that processing change requests at ADC division level

e e e -

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 requeat procedure
only applied to changes in equipment authorizations and had no im-
pact on asset reporting. In this instance, howefer, we found that
ADC had devised 1ts own change request form and, at the time of

our review, ADC organizations were using the change request as &
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means of reporting changes in both authorizations and assets,
This 18 another instance where the lack of effective managerial

control made possible an unauthorized departure from established

Alr Force procedures,

gsuance o g ctiong' b or ¢ 8
ont to . bl 8 edures

The issuance of instructions by majJor commands contrary to es-

tablished UAL procedures prevented the proper functioning of the

system and further 1llustrates 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.

l. Omlission of excess equipment
from Iinventory reports

Our review disclosed that many organizations did not include
in their UAL reports assets held in exceéss of their authorizations.
Thus, inventory managers did not know of the existence or location

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

bution to organizations with valid needs.

Instructions issued by the Alr Defense Command for prepara-
tion of thé September_30, 1957, UAL report ﬁrovided that quanti-
ties of assets held ih excess of authorized quantities were notlto
be reported. For the September 30, 1958, UAL report,.ADC instruc-
tions were not dlear on the repofting of excess quantities. coﬁse-
quently, supply perqonnel 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. For 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 consoll-
dated report for September 30, 1958. The situation was worsened
by the fallure of many organizatlons to report any quantity of an
item if an excess was on hand. In gome cases organizations accu~
rately reported the excess quantities but the reports were reduced
at command level. In other cases we wera toid that excesses were
not reported because they were to be turned in in thé near future.

We noted also that instructions issued by the Continental Air
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 fto omit the reporting of excesses,
the major air 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 basle purpose of thé sjatem by invalidating
the reported data on the basis of which the accuracy of the re-
quirements computafion depends. Adopting suchlreporting proce- -
dures makes the UAL system unreliable as the basis for require-
ments eomputationa'and-redistributions. The underatatement of
avallable assets resaults in the overstatement of requirements and
in‘useless purchases, a waste which could be avoided if proper

managerial control were an integral part of the reporting system.

.y



We discussed this problem with Alr Force officials at various
levels. They agreed that, 1f organizational units failed to re-
port excesses, the commodlty managers' abllity to redistribute ma-
terial and compute valid requirements was substantially affected.
Parsonnel at ADC informed us that 1t was not the intent of the
1958 DAL instructions to omit the reporting of excesses and they

woere not aware that these instructions had been misunderstoocd at

the organizatiocn level,

2. Ugauthorized cutoff dates uged
for reporting UAL datg

The Air Force has established Septembsr 30 as the cutoff date
for the annual reporting of UAL asset data for requirements'compq- |
tations. However, we found that Headquarters, Tactical Alr Com-l
mand (TAC), 1ssued a regulation on August 12, 1958, which provided
for the segregation of 1ts organizations into three groups with
each group reporting UAL data on a different cutoff date.

Housekeeplng 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 31 and Oc-
tober 31, 1958, respectifely. As a result, in the case of mission
unit organlzations, assets received afﬁer 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,

whlle assets on hand at August 31, but redistributed or otherwise
disposed of between then and September 30, were erroneously in-

c¢luded 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 erroneocusly 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 excluﬂed
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, adveraely 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 ia 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 AMC in September 1959. AMC immediately notified
TAC as well as other command headquarters that September 3C was
the only cutoff date authorized for reporting UAL data. Head-

quarters, TAC, revised 1its 1instructions to comply with the Septem-

ber 30, 1959, reporting date.

Retention of reported excessges

o reaggonable perlod time
At a number of organizations, we found that quantities of
equipment excess to needs as of the September 30, 1958, UAL repoft-
ing date, although included in the inventory data ;eported by



using organizations to AMC, were retained for unreasonable pericds
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 avallable for
redistribution to other Air Force command organizations which had
requlrements for the excess equlpment.

For example, on Sentember 30, 1958, a bomb squadron located
at an overseas basa had an excesa of s81x generators costing
$11,000 each. The 3ilx 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 Septem-
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 24 maintenance
platforms. In addition, the inventory manager had numerous un-
filled requisitions on hand during this period.

While Alr Force regulations require using units to turn in
excess materlal, unit supply offlicials furnished various explana-
tions for not promptly turning in excess equipment to base supply
or'making such material available t. 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 diseusséd
the prolonged retention of excesses stated that the practice dp-
prived other organlzations of needed equipment. In most 1nstaﬁces,
they informed us that the necessary action would be taken rqr_the
turn-in of such excess eguipment.

We believe that the retention of reported excesses for unrea-
sonable perlods of time is due to the lack of a central manager
with authority to contrel and order the turn-in of excess equip-

ment or its redistribution to using organizations that need the

equipment.

34

B
!



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 Alr 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 attentlon of the commands at Air Force~

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

an example_df 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 dld not report elither authorizations or assets.
“Again, at the last Major Command UAL Committée Meeting held

in April 1960, USAF and AMC officials stressed the poor qualitj of

data reported in the Séptember 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 inventoriles.

The USAF Inspector (eneral alsoc 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 suﬁervisors at all echelons to screen UAL reports to
assure accuracy.

We found that Air Force offilclals at the depot level have

been aware of the 1lnadequacies 1in the UAL reporting systém 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 unre-
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 lnventory managers for items of ma~-
Jor significahce when 1t was known that assets were not propérly-
reported. For example, a speclal inventory covering 100 selected
it=ms of test equipment was made to obtaln excess assets to sat-
1sfy unfilled orders at Dayton Air Force Depot. Thls invontory re-
sulted in the recovery and redistribution éf over #+ million worth
of egquipment. Other special projects within the Air Force have re-
sulted ln the recovery and redistribution of substantial qﬁanti-"
tles of unreported materlal.

Although aware of 1ts serlous problems in managing replace-
ment equipment, our findings indicate that the Air Force at the
time of our feview had not provided the needed_cehtralized manage-
rial control over the recording and reporting of replacemént equip~

ment inventories and had been otherwise unsuccessful in substan-

tially improving the bhaslc deficliencles existing in UAL data re-

rorting. Aside from calling attention to 1naccuracies and defi-
ciencies 1n reporting at annual UAL conference and committee meet<
ings, we found that the principal attempts at improvement had been
dlrected to changling and refining the methods of accumulating,

processing, and interpreting the data furnished by the various or-

ganizations.
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Conclusions

We beliéve that the overstatement of replacement equipment re-
quirements, as well as the needless procurements that result there~
from, can be attributed primurily 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 Lo assure the completaneas and reliabllity of the
data reported. In this systemof reporting, management is also
withouf the appropriate authority needed to exerclse proper con-
trol over the equipment that is reported, including excess equip-
ment avallable for redistribution.

There 1s no dentral poinf or points where records of units
procured for and shipped to using organizatlions are accumulated :
and controlled. The validity of the procureﬁent requirements com~
puted each year necessarily must be depenﬂént upon the accuracy of
reported invehtory 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 belleve it becomés virtually inevitable that
deficlencles 1in reporting will occur which ﬁill go undetected be-
cause reconciliations cannot be made between units reported and
those for which using organizations should acqount. Without such
reconclliations there can be no assurance of the accuracy of the
reports or of the underlying records upon which the data are based,

We belleve also that the deflclencles we found are due in
large part to typlcal 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



the system presently produces, (2) the fallure 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 (%) the lack of managerial authority to con-
trol equipment excess to needs and order the return of such Qquip-
ment to stock or its redistribution to organizations that need the
equipment.

The need for improvement in property inventorying, accounting,
reporting, and management at al’ levels 1s conflrmed by the re-
sults of a speciai test conducted by the Air Force during 1957.
When especially close management control was exerclsed on four se-
lected replacement items (one compressor and three models of air-
craft engine trallers), more than §1 million worth of previously
unreported compressors and trailers was found and reported to in-
ventory managers. _ |

In our opinion, the ultimate effectiveness of any UAL inven-
tory system necessarily will be dependent upon (1) the capabllity
of rellable property records, which are reconciled with annual
physical inventories and maintained under appropriate manageriél
controls, to provide management with adequate and accurate knowl-
edge of the quantity and location of all replacement equipment'iﬂ
the UAL sysfem, (2) the complete understandiﬁg-of the objectives
of- the system at all supervisory levels by those persons respoﬂ-
sible for processing the basic data upon which the system depeﬂds,
at least of those phases for which they have requnsibility,_anh a
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realization by these persons of the effect that devlations 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 compllance with the proeedureﬁ established by

AMC and Headquarters, USAF, which must base important management
decisions on the data submitted, and (&) the solution by the Alr

Force of its baslc problem of poor reporting dlsclpline.
We brought our findings and conclusions to the attention of

agency officials. We proposed (1) that the Alr Force take a world-
wlde 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 prqblem'of nonperformance by empha-
slzing to all'commands the 1mportancelof accuréte UAL data and by
vigorous policing actlon at all levels to.assure that the UAL rec-
ords be maintained accurafely and in accordance with established
procedures, and (3) that inventory managers be provided with an ef-
fective means of ildentifying unacceptable performance by individ-
ual organizations upon which to initiate corrective action.
General comments by the Alr Force

In a letter dated January 23, 1961 (see appendix II), the As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force (Materiel) stated that the Air
Force agrees, generally, that the products of the Alr Force UAL |
system.are incomplete and inaccurate and do not adequately supporf
the Alr Materiel Command in the computation of equipment procure-
ment regquirements. The Assistant Secretary informed us of & num-
ber of actlions already taken and others prqposed_which in the opin-
ion of the Alr Force should materlaliy alleviate the deficiéncies.

in UAL reporting that now exist. These corrective actions are
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directed principally towai-d initiating a world-wide inventory of
selected 1tems 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 organlzational
equipment at Air Force bases and AMC depots."

Subsequently, at a meeting with USAF officials, arranged at
our request, we reiterated our bellief that, on the baslis of the
conditlons 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 complet'é-
ness and rellability 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-
Ties and maigtained under sultable managerial controls desig_ned to ag-~

sure the aceuracy and rellability of those records and to enable anef-~

fective check on the completeness and reliability of reporting to higher

management levels. The systemnmust also lnclude effective means and
top~management support to assure that wealmesses in the system so
ldentified are corrected promptly and that failures to observe its
requirements recaeive .vigorous management attention, '
Air Force officials expressed complete agreement with us arild
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 managerilal control was essentlal 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 Uroup for Reevaluation of Authorilzation

'
1
)

Systems and Policies."
In a second letter deted May 5, 1961 (see appendix III), the

Assistant-Secfetary stated that Project GRASP was established '"to
analyze and evaluate the current equipment authorization and re= .
quirements systems in the Alr Force wilth a view towards improving

the accuracy of equipment assets reporting and valldity of authori-

zatlons.”" The study discloced that "econtinulty of equipping opera-

tions and adequate management and surveillance are wholly depéndé

ent upon effective top level direction and control and a greater

standardization of program components.” In a letter dated

March 29, 1961, the recommendations in the GRASP report which, we
are told, "constitute the approved Alr Force policy for the im- '
proved management and control of the USAF Equipment Allowance~

Authorlzation-Reporting Program," were sent to Headquarters, AMC .
[now the Air Force Logistic Command (AFLC)] for implementation.

The Assistant Secretary advises that these recommendations include:

"(a) the establishment at each base of a Central Equip-
ment Management Offlce which will maintaln at one
location complete and current auvthorizatlon-asset

reporting records., ***;

"(b) the establishment of internal end external audit
technlques to insure accuracy and validity of data

reported, ¥¥*;

"(c) *x%;
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n"{d) the more effective direction and control of the pro-
gram by USAF and AFLC;

"(e) the standardizatlon 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,"

* * x * %

The success of the actions taken, as well as those planned,
is largely prospectlve 1n nature and thelr 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 prdper
‘evaluatlon of the results of the GRASP recommendations, Accord-
ingly, we are not prepared to say whether the actions taken and
planned by the Alr Force wlll successfully overcome the ssrious
and widespread problems observed by us. The Alr Force's official
comments on 1ts proposed improvement program are expressed ln such
general terms that they do not clearly ldentify the Air Force's
position and intentions as to whether its program will include rec=-
ognition of the basliec features which we have described as essen-
tial to provlide reasonable assurance of success in overcoming the
serious weaknesses dlsclosed in our examination. We belleve these
features to be of such fundamental importance that they should be
made unmistakably clear to avold misunderstanding by those respon-~
slble for devising the detailéd'program and implementing 1it.

In subsequent reviews of Alr Force supply management activi-
tles, we plan to make further inquiries into the Air Force's man-

agement of replacement equipment and the effectiveness of the pro-

posed improvement program. 42



SCOPE OF REVIEW

Qur refiew, which was completed in August 1960, 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
1960 and other related records, At 37 Air Force bases within the
United States.and overseas and under the Jjurisdiction of the vari-
ous major air commands, we conducted a review of UAL reports and
property records of 645 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 fallure to accu-
rately report essets on hand in UAL reports. We also discussed
UAL reporting procedures at Headquarters, AMC, and Headquarters,
ADC, and consolldation practides and procedured 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 II

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON

oA

RS | ? “{
OFFICE OF THR SECRETARY . e s €2 00N

Dear Mr, Bell:

With reference to your letter of October 28, 1980, forwarding
a draft report on the review of management of replacement equiy~
ment within the Department of the Air Force, the following are our
comments and summaries of corrective actlon on the deficiencies
cited in the report,

We agree, generally, that the products of the Air Force Unit
Authorization List (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 itaelf is egsentially sound,
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 procedurat
improvements to the UAL system than with attacking the substantive
reasons for unsatisfactory UAL reporting.

At a recent conference in California attended by the Materiel
Deputies of all major air commands, the Deputy Chief of Staff,
Materiel specifically directed that greater stress be placed on
tightening supply discipline and, in particular, on reporting disci»
pline, 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 Air 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", ¥ calls rather for rigorous compliance with exist-
ing policies and procedures, All commands are required to report
to Headquarters USAF on progress attzined under Money Tree; the
firat report of command projects is due January 15, 1961,
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The Air Force has been deeply and aggressively concerned with
effecting improvements to the overall UAL system, While we do not
underrate the importance of adequate reporting, it must be recognized
that reporting is but one element of an entire management system,
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 1980, the Deputy Chief of Staff, Materiel established the
Headquarters USAF UAL Management Review Team to look into the
systems and methods employed by the major air commands in the
implementation of the allowance=-authorization program sind to determine
the basic reason for reporting inaccuracies, After visiting TAC, AD(,
ARDC, and USAFE, the team concluded that the commands were (1)
committing manual and mechanical reporting errors, {2) employing
faulty data, {3) not properly performing the authorization and review
function, (4) not employing adequate resources, (5} not applying the
degree of required command emphasis, and (6) noi complying with
existing directives. (These conclusions, which go considerably
beyond those cited in your draft report, were noted several months
prior to receipt of your report by the Air Force,) Hq USAF advised
each command visited of the deficiencies found by the team and the
commands undertook immediate interim measures to implement
corrective action,

Althuagh the team was not satisfied with command performances,
their evaluation also indicated that certain basie deficiencies did in
fact exist within the USAF/AMC equipment management area, The
Deputy Chief of Siaff, Materiel accordingly expanded the team charter
(September 1960) to include the review and analysis of equipment
(1) Allowances, (2) Authorization, (3) Reporting, (4) Requirements
Computations, and (6) Control and Direction, and the relationship of
these components to basic equipment management groups, i.e., LP,
CP, Hi~Valu, ete, The investigation is expected io resgult 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 changes,
It is anticipated that program improvements will be implemented to
produce measurable results within 12 to 18 months, These improve-
ments, it should be 1noted, will lie primarily in areas other than
reporting; however, better reporting will be a major end product,
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With regard to the Specific deficiencies cited in your report:

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

Corrective action taken by AMC (in response to your advice
of September 1959) is adequate, Additionally, the matter was empha=-
8ized by the Deputy Chief of Staff, Materiel at the Materiel Conference
mentioned earlier.

2, Omisgion of excess equipment from inventory reports.

As a result cf a visit by the Hq USAF UAL Management Review
Team, the Commander, ADC was advised by Hq USAF letter on July 5,
1960 that ADC units were not reporting assets on hand which were
greater than those authorized, Hg ADC promptly reminded all echelons:
"It is mandatory that all UAL assets be reported including unauthorized
UAL on=hand equipment, The importance of compleie reporting cannot
be over-emphasized, Failure to report all assets distorts world-wide
assets and requirements information and, in turn, causes oversatatement
and understatement of the Procurement and Budget estimate,” Hq USAF
will monitor this area to preclude repetition of the error in other
commands,

3, Failure to process UAL change requests,

We are in some doubt as to what is meant by this, since a
change request has no impact on the reporiing of assets - it is a
procedure for changing authorizations only, The definition of in~use
assets in the Air Force governing directive {paragraph 5a (23), Chap=
ter 1, Volume XXI, AFM 67~1) provides for the reporting of all
assets, regardless of condition or requirement,

4, Fallure to physically inventory equipment on hand,

Contrary to the statement on page 18 of the report, Air Force
instructions do not require that a physical Inventory of material on hand
be taken annually at the time of the UAL report, Indeed, as the draft
report states later in another connection, such a requirement would
be unrealistic and wholly impossible to implement. It is Air Force
policy (expressed in paragraph 11, AFR 6783, and in paragraph 7,
Section 7, Volume IV, 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 prior to September 30.
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5. Improper maintenance of property records,

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 reporting discipline will eliminate
this as a problem area, In any case, it will be aggressively monitored
by Hq USAF and AMC. | '

6, Fallure of organizations to submit UAL reports.

This is probably the most serious and far~reaching of all the
deficiencies cited in your report, and has long been of concern to the
Air Force, In July 1960, the Air Force established a PCAM manage-
ment file to provide a single identification for all in=being and programmed
AF organizations, Known as the Reporting Organization File (ROF), it
should completely resolve the problem and effectively prevent its
repetition. ROF procedures are a systematic method for relating
reported anthorizations and assets to the specific unit for which they
are required and/or in~use; they provide positive assurance that reports
are submitted for all programmed units,

7. Retention of reported excess for unreasonable periods of time,

The Air Force, as noted in the report, has been aware that
a lack of responsivenéss is one of the major deficiencies of the UAL
system, In May 1959, in response to direction from Hq USAF, AMC
began development of Project FAST (Futuristic Automated Support
Technique), a comprehensive system centralizing data management
of organizational equipment at Air Force bases and AMC depots.
FAST is a long-range plan and has yet to be servie~tested. Its centralw
ized operation, when implemented, will provide automatic distribution
and redistribution by unit precedence, Transaction cata for UAL items
will be submitted electronically to the AMC depot concerned, where it
will serve as a requisition, notice of excess, or other required action,

FAST date will flow through the COMLOGNET to appropriate
depots from industry {due~ins), storage sites (Inventory), AF bases
{(transaction data), and Hq USAF (programming changes), The AMC
depots will accumulate and process this data by EDPE for inventory
managers, Thus, FAST will accomplish considerably more than
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automatic distribution and redistribution, Because it will enable the
depots to rapidly evaluate and comply with program changes affecting
weapon system management, FAST should provide the degree of

responsiveness demanded by tomorrow!s Air Force logistic support
Bystem,

Of course, FAST contains no built~in assurance that a
reported excess will not be retained for an unreasonably long time,
It will, however, guarantee that the existence of such excess will
be highlighted so that redistribution action can occur quickly and
adequately, Ag with all systems relying upon EDPE, the quality of
the product will be only as good as the quality of the input; aggressive
management will be required.

Until FAST becomes operational, UAL reporting of authoriza~
tions and assets will continue under the present system, However,
the Air Force expects that the high-level attention given to UAL
reporting will greatly alleviate this deficiency long before FAST is
formally initiated.

With regard to the recommendations proposged in your feport:

1. A complete world-wide inventory be made of replacement
equipment in the hands of using organizations. :

The Air Force recently {September 1, 1960) initiated
Project Big Divide, a controlled world~wide inventory and redistri-
bution program designed to reduce test and ground support equipment
shortages. Big Divide is 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 Family Groups. (It should be noted, however, that all
of the specific items cited in your report, and similar high value
items, will be included in Big Divide,) Phase I of the Project was
completed on December 9, 1860, and included a physical inventory
of 18 selected items covering (1) UAL/MRAL in-use/in~place assets,
(2) Base Supply assets, (3) Weapon System Storage Site assets, and
(4) Depot assets. Adjusted authorizations and inventoried assets for.
the selected items were reported to the Inventory Managers concerned
by December 9, 1860, The Inventory Managers are now evaluating
the data and, where appropriate, will forward by mid-January
recommended adjustments to the FY 1861 buy program to Hq AMC,
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In view of this intensive, selected inventory now underway, we
do not believe that a complete world«wide inventory such as that -
recommended is in order at this time., However, your recommendation
will be carefully reconsidered next fall when we evaluate the results
of Big Divide,

2. Empha_sizing_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 Staff at the Commanders" Conference, the Deputy
Chief of Staff, Materiel at the World~Wide Materiel Conference, and
the Hq USAF UAL Management Review Team, 2all of which are
referenced above, Additionally, there have been a number of emphatic
Hq USAF communications to the major air commands pinpointing
deficiencies noted in command 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 materialize

are being "squirreled away" in the operating
unit rather than returned to supply channels,
This Headquarters re~emphasizes that support
equipment requirements must be austere and
that the efficiency of the Air Force system
depends upon Command supervision to insure
that the UAL/MRAL reports are accurate,
timely and reflect essential needs only s«s.)

3. Provid.{ng_inventorjy managers with authority to discipline
operating organizations.

This idea is completely foreign to Air Force command
philosopay. Vigorous USAF ''policing" action within the system ia
required by existing directives, Compliance with these directives
should do much ¢o resolve the problemg 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-rart where this is posaible, There
will be no really adequate resolution of this problem until Project FAST
becomes operational,

A number of management innovations initiated by the
Alr Force to improve and facilitate equipment program reporting should
be of interest to you, It should be noted that these are all comparatively
recent and thus it 18 difficult to determine as yet their degree of success.
Excluding the already-mentioned Reporting Organization File, Project
FAST, and Project Big Divide, these innovations include:

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

101 Machine Edit Check (July 1960), This machine
process is intended to verify (by rejecting inaccurate cards) the
correciness of data elements reflected in GAL/MRAL card files, i.e.,
stock number, allowance source code, and other management codes,
The procedure does not, however,. verify or validate authorizatzon and
agset quantitative data.

Project Requirements (July 1960), This procedural change
provides 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 includi.ng these comments in
the final version of this report.

Sincerely yours,

Mr., Hassell B, Bell
Associate Director :
Defense Accounting & Auditing Division
General Accounting Office ,
Washington 25, D, C.

noe arLattl Sanrebarer of
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APPENDIX III

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

MAY 5 1961

Dear Mr. Bell:

Reference: (a) Mr. Taylor's letter of January 23, 1961, relating
to your review of the management of replacement equipment within the
Department of the Air Force, (b) meeting of March 30, 1961, concerning
your request that a statement be provided pertaining to recent actions
taken by the Air Force to improve the management of the USAF Equipment
Allowance-Authorization Reporting Program.

USAF letter, subject: Management Improvement of the Equipment
Allowance-Authorization Reporting Program, March 29, 1961 (Tab A) has
been dispatched to Headquarters AMC, now the Air Force Logistic Command
(AFLC). This communication directs the implementation of the recommen-
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, GRASP recommendations (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 records is maintained
for reporting at various specified intervals to the AFLC report coliection
point; (b) the est:blishment of internal and external audit techniques to
insure accuracy and validity of data reported. Further, the AFLC collection
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 (IPE} under both the UAL system and their individual
serialized reporting systems, In the future, each of these items will be
reported under only one system, which will provide both requirements and
serialized inventory dataj; (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
base and command level and the refinement of certain allowance and
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authorization procedures.

The findings of GRASP® 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 proceduresa; and program
direction and control. Ii is believed that the GRASP poliey recommen-
dations will produce a flerxible program that provides more timely and
accurate data compatible with-the needs of the AFLC computation of
-iaquir?ments. when coupled with other USAF program improvement 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 by the Alr Force.

Sincefely yours,

JOSEPH S. IMIRIE
Assistant Secretary of the Air Forose
4 Inclosures
1. Tab A
2. Tab B
30 Tab €
4, Tab D

Mr, Hassell B, Bell

Associate Director

Defense Accounting & Auditing Division
General Accounting Office

Washington 25, D.C.
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APPENDIX IV

SCHEDULE OF ORGANTZATIONS AND INSTALLATTONS
VISITED OR CONTACTED DURING GAO REVIEW

Our review encompassed appropriate examinations of
replécement-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 Air Defense Command, Ent Air Force Base, Colo-
rado

Headquarters, Tactical Air Command, Langley Alr 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, Call-
fornia

Warner Roblns Air Materlel Area, Robins Air Force Base,
Georgla -

Memphis Air Force Depot, Mallory Alr Force Station, Memphis,
: Tennessece

Altus Ailr Force Base, Oklahoma

Barksdale Air Force Base; Loulsiana
Bunker Hill Alr PForce Base, Peru, Indiana
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico
Carswell Air Force Base, Taxds

Castle Alr Force Base, Callfornia
Davis-Monthan Alr Force Base, Arilzona
Donaldson Alr Force Base, South Carolina
Dover Alr Force Base,.DelaWare |
England Alr Force Base, Louislana

George Alr Force Base, Callifornia
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Hamilton Alr Force Base, California
Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia
Lincoln Air Force Base, Nebraska

Little Rock Air Force Base, Jacksonville, Arkansas

Lockbourne Alr Force Base, Ohio
McChord Alr Force Base, Washington
Moody Air Force Base, Georgla

Otis Air Force Base, Massachusetts
Perrin Air Force Base, Texas

Sewart 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

RAF Wethersfleld, England
Toul-Roslere Air Base, France
Bitburg Alr Base, Germany

Sembach Air Base, Germany

‘Spangdahlem Alr Base, Germany_

Ashiya Alr Base, Japan:
Itazuke Alr Base, Japan
Misawa Alr ﬁase, Japan
Tachikawa Air Base, Japan
Yokota Alyr Base, Japan

APPENDIX IV
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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

Tenure

Secretary of Defense
Neil H. McElroy 9/57 to 12/59
Thomas S. Gates, Jr. 12/59 to 1/61
Robert S. McNamara 1/61 to date
Deputy Secretary of Defenge _
Donald A. Quarles | 5/57 to 5/59
Thomas S. Gates, Jr. 6/59 to 12/59
James H. Douglas 12/59 to 1/61
Roswell L. Gilpatric 1/61 to date
Assistant Secretary of Defense

zSugplx and Logistics5
Perkins McGuire . 1/57 to 1/61
Assistant Secreta of Daefense

(Installatlons and Loglstics)
Thomas D. Morris 1/61 to date
Secretary of the Air Force '
Donald A. Quarles 8/55 to 4/57
James H. Douglas 5/57 to 12/59
Dudley C. Sharp 12/99 to 1/61
Eugene M. Zuckert 1/61 to date
Under Secretary of the Alr Force
Malcolm A. MacIntyre 6/57 to 7/59
Dudley C. Sharp ' 8/59 to 12/59
Joseph V. Charyk 1/60 to date
Assistent Secretary of the Alr Force

fMaterielS :
Dudley C. Sharp - 10/55 to 1/59
Philip B. Taylor 4/59 to 2/61
Joseph S. Imirie | 4/61 to date
Commander, Air Force lLogistics Command

iformerlx Air Materiel Commaggs
Gen, Edwin W. Rawlings 7/51 to 2/59
Gen, Samuel E. Anderson 3/59 to date
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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 (continued)

enure
Commander, Alr Defense Command

Lt. Gen. Joseph H, Atkinson 9/56 to 3/61
Lt. Gen. Robert M. Lee 3/61 to date
Commander, Tactical Air Command

Gen. Otto P. Weyland ' /5% to 7/59
Gen. Frank F. Everest 8/59 to date
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