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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S IMPROVEMENT NEEDED IN THE RELIABILITY OF
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS . THE NAVY MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT
: INFORMATION SYSTEM B-169031

DIGEST

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

The Navy's automated manpower and personnel management information system
is designed to furnish accurate and timely data on its 1.2 million active
and reserve officer and enlisted personnel. This system costs annually
over $10 million to operate.

Data contained in the system provide information for use in making deci-
sions on personnel assignments, promotions, school selection, etc.

Because the data influence personnel decisions, the General Accounting
Office (GAQ)--using random statistical sampling techniques--tested the
accuracy of selected data in the active duty officer and enlisted person-
nel management portions of the system.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of its sample, GAO estimated that at least 83 percent of

the records of Navy officers and 79 percent of the records of enlisted
men at the activities -GA0 visited conta1ned one or more errors. (See

pp. 6 and 7.)

The system contained inaccuracies in various types of information, such
as data on the qualifications, achievements, and prior assignments of
officer and enlisted personnel on active duty with the Navy. This
could adversely affect the Navy's decisions on individuals' future as-
signments, promotions, etc. (See pp. 6, 7, 24, and 28.)

The Navy had not established, prior to GAO's review, standards reflect-
ing the degree of accuracy that it wanted for data in the system. Con-
sequently, the Navy had no criteria against which it could measure the
reliability of the data. At GAO's suggestion, the Navy established ac-
curacy standards for many data-items. The error rates GAO found on spe-
cific data were considerably higher than those that the Navy standards
indicated were acceptable. (See p. 6.)

GAO believes that factors contributing to the inaccuracies were that

--existing ‘procedures-for.ifinding:and, correcting. errors:were. not fola
slowed (seeip.: Qu)y 4




--there was absence of accuracy standards until GAQ began its review
(at the completion of GAO's review, standards still had not been
established for a few items--see p. 13), and

--internal reviews were not made to inform management on adherence to
procedures and the degree of accuracy attained (see p. 13.)

RECOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS

GAO suggested that the Navy consider taking various actions, such as
-~-strengthening error detection and correction procedures,
--establishing appropriate accuracy standards for all data, and
--requesting that the Navy‘Auditor General make an independent assess-

ment of the validity of system data.

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES

The Navy stated that the significance of the overall error rates that
GAO found in the system was difficult to assess in the absence of an

established cr1ter1on or f r compar1son w1th other automated personnel
data systgms;wﬂf oligh=t

LT )

The Navy also stated that it seldom made critical decisions on assign-
ments and promotions without referring to original personnel documents.
To the extent that the Navy refers to original personnel documents be-
cause of the presence of erroneous data in the system, or concern that
erroneous data may exist, GAO believes such action is unnecessarily time
consuming and costly. (See pp. 15 and 16.)

The Navy has indicated that it believes its existing error detection and
correction procedures will be adequate when complied with and that the
Navy will take action that it believes is necessary to achieve the needed
compliance. It has also finished establishing accuracy standards for
data items. (See p. 16.)

The Navy does not plan to request the services of the Navy Auditor Gen-

eral until results of actions already taken can be evaluated. GAQ be-

lieves that the Auditor General should be advised of the need for per-
 forming such reviews, so that he can make arrangements to include such
reviews -in future work plans, and GAO is so recommending. Such reviews
should be made on a periodic basis and be designed to keep management

informed of the data's accuracy and areas where improvements are needed.
(See pp. 16 and 17.)




MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS

This report is being issued to the Congress because of its interest in
personnel management matters and in the effective and efficient use of
automatic data processing systems.




CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

To accomplish the effective management of its person-
nel, the Navy has established an automated manpower and per-
sonnel management information system (MAPMIS). This system
comprises various subsystems which encompass the areas of
manpower and personnel administration. The development and
operation of MAPMIS are the responsibility of the Assistant
Chief of Naval Personnel for Management Information.

_ The central data banks of the system are located at the
Bureau of Naval Personnel (BUPERS), Washington, D.C. Three
personnel accounting machine installations (PAMIs), located
at Bainbridge, Maryland; Norfolk, Virginia; and San Diego,
California, contribute to the operation of MAPMIS. PAMIs

at Norfolk and San Diego have personnel accounting respon-
sibility for all ships and stations assigned to the Atlantic
and Pacific Fleets, respectively. PAMI at Bainbridge exer-
cises personnel accounting jurisdictions over all naval ac-
tivities in the continental United States and maintains rec-
ords for inactive duty personnel. ’

MAPMIS is operated by about 900 persomnnel located at
BUPERS and the three PAMIs and provides management informa-
tion on about 1.2 million active and reserve officer and en-
listed personnel. The operating cost of this system is es-
timated by the Navy to exceed $10 million annually.

Manpower and personnel changes originating at the ac-
tivity level which affect the data in the system are for-
warded to the cognizant PAMI. PAMI, in turn, forwards the
changes to BUPERS to update the information maintained in
the central data banks. The central data banks are also
periodically updated from changes originating at BUPERS and
other bureaus and offices.

During our review we examined selected aspects of
MAPMIS--the officer and enlisted personnel management por-
tion of the system. The information maintained in this part
of MAPMIS is used in making two types of decisions. One
relates to decisions affecting large segments of the Navy's
military population. In these cases, data maintained in




MAPMIS provide the Navy with statistical information that
is used in making decisions, such as determining the number
-of personnel to be promoted from one rank to another, the
number of personnel to receive training in various skills,
and the number of people to be recruited. The other type
of decision made using this information affects the indi-
vidual service member. In this case, data maintained in
MAPMIS are used in selecting individual personnel who are
to be considered for various persommnel actions, such as as-
signments, promotions, and attendance in training schools.

Our review was directed primarily toward evaluating the
accuracy of the data recorded in the system and did not in-
clude an overall evaluation of MAPMIS. The scope of our re-
view is described on pages 18 and 19 of this report. The
principal officials responsible for administration of the
activities discussed in this report are identified in appen-
dix X.




CHAFTER 2

NEED TO IMPROVE THE ACCURACY OF PERSONNEL DATA

We found that information which the Navy was maintain-
ing in its personnel data system was inaccurate and could
adversely influence management decisions. We measured the
results of our review against the system validation stan-
dards established by the Navy and found that much of the
data in the system was not as accurate as desired by the
Navy. We believe that the following management weaknesses
contributed to the inaccurate personnel data.

1. Lack of adherence to existing' procedures for find-
ing and correcting errors in the system,

2. Absence of standards for eValuatlng the accuracy of
personnel data.

3. Lack of internal review to keep management informed
on adherence to procedures and the degree of accu-
racy attained.

The system, which costs over $10 million annually to
operate, was designed primarily to provide personnel man-
agers with timely and accurate information for the efficient
and effective management of Navy personnel. The effective-
ness of this system as a management tool depends on the ac-
curacy of the data entered and retained in it. The report-
ing of inaccurate personnel data, such as we found during
our review, could result in inappropriate management deci-
sions with an adverse effect on the Navy and the individual
service member, since the data in the system influence such
matters as assignments, promotions, school selections, sep-
arations, and retirements. |

|

A detailed discussion of the inaccuracies found in of-

ficer and enlisted personnel data follows. :

OFFICER PERSONNEL DATA

Our examination of 150 officer records encompassing
16,050 items of information showed that these records




contained a total of 729 errors, or an error rate of

4.5 percent. On the basis of the results of our examina-
tion, we estimate that a complete audit of the 82,455 ac-
tive duty officer records would have disclosed between
339,700 and 461,500 errors.t Our analysis of the records
showed that 132 of the 150 officer records, or 88 percent

of the records, contained one or more errors. We found that
18 officer records did not contain any errors while one of-
ficer record contained as many as 22 errors. Included as
appendix I is a chart showing the frequency distribution of
errors on the 150 officer records we reviewed.  On the basis
of the results of our examination, we estimate that between -
68,300 (83 percent) and 76,900(93 percent) active duty of-
ficer records contain one or more errors.

More significantly, however, we found that 43 of the
Navy's 58 critical data items and nine of the Navy's 19 non-
critical data items we reviewed did not meet the Navy's
validation standards. We have included as appendix 1II a
chart of officer data items which did not meet the Navy's
acceptable data validation standards. '

A further analysis of the errors showed that 428 of the
729 errors related to critical data items. We found that
these errors were concentrated in eight areas of personnel
information which accounted for about 71 percent of the 428
critical data errors. Included as appendix III is 'a chart
showing an analysis of these errors. '

ENLISTED PERSONNEL DATA

Our examination of 600 enlisted records encompassing
45,000 items of information showed that these records con-
tained a total of 1,812 errors, or an error rate of 4 per-
cent. On the basis of the results of our examination, we
estimate that a complete audit of the 4,508 enlisted records
at the -activities we visited would have disclosed between
12,600 and 14,400 errors.l Our analysis of the records

1 . . . . . . ' .
The sampling techniques utilized in this review provide
95-percent assurance that this statement is correct.




showed that 489 of the 600 enlisted records or about

82 percent of the records contained one or more errors.

We found that 111 enlisted records did not contain any
errors while three enlisted records contained as mamny as
13 errors. Included as appendix IV is a chart showing the
frequency distribution of the 600 enlisted records we re-
viewed. On the basis of the results of our examination,
we eéstimate that between 3,500 (79 percent) and 3,800

(84 percent) enlisted records at the activities we visited
contained one or more errors.l '

More significantly, however, we found that nine of the
Navy's 24 critical data items and 42 of the Navy's 51 non-
critical data items we reviewed did not meet the Navy's
validation standards. We have included as appendix V a
chart of enlisted data items which did not meet the Navy's
acceptable data validation standards.

A further analysis of the errors showed that 329 of the
1,812 errors related to critical data items. We found that
these errors were concentrated in five areas of personnel
data information which accounted for about 62 percent of the
329 critical data errors. Included as appendix VI is a
chart showing this analysis of errors.

1
The sampling techniques utilized in this review provide
95-percent assurance that this statement is correct.




CHAPTER 3

MANAGEMENT WEAKNESSES CONTRIBUTING

T0 INACCURATE PERSONNEL DATA

We observed several management weaknesses which we be-
lieve contributed to inaccurate persomnnel data., Examples
of each of the specific management weaknesses identified
during our review are discussed below.

LACK OF ADHERENCE TO
EXTSTING PROCEDURES

I

During our review we examined into the personnel pro-
cedures that the Navy had established to ensure the accu-
racy of the data in the system. Presented below are the
results of our examination. ‘

Verification of the Enlisted
Distribution and Verification Report

One of the principal tools used by the Navy to ensure -
that the enlisted personnel data recorded in the system are
accurate is the monthly verification of the "Enlisted Dis-
tribution and Verification Report (BUPERS Report 1080-14),"
hereinafter referred to as the 1080-14 report. This report
is prepared by the cognizant PAMI and forwarded to the ac-
tivity for verification. Twenty-five of the 75 enlisted
data items which we verified during our rev1ew are con-
tained on the 1080-14 report. :

With respect to the 1080-14 report, the Navy requires
verification of:

1. Any item of information that was changed or re-
ported during the accounting period (about 1 month)
represented in the report,

2. All items of information on an individual when he
is initially gained by the activity.




3. All items of information on an individual when
there have been more than five changes reported for
that individual during the reporting period.

After receipt and verification of a 1080-14 report, the
commanding officer of each activity receiving such a report
must certify that the required items have been verified to
the individual's Enlisted Service Record (personnel file).
Also, PAMIs must be notified by the activity that the re-
quired verifications have been made,

v In our review of the verification procedures at the
activity level, we found that 311 of the 1,812 errors dis-
closed during our review (17 percent of the errors) related
to items on the 1080-14 report. We believe that, if exist-
ing procedures had been complied with, most of these errors
would have been detected during the verification of this
report; however, some of the errors had gone undetected for
over a year, which indicates to us that the procedures had
not been followed. We found also that only seven of the 25
data items we reviewed on the 1080-14 report attained the
level of accuracy desired by the Navy.

As evidenced by the number of errors we found on data
items shown on the 1080-14 report, we do not believe that
the personnel clerks have been verifying all of the person-
nel data contained on the 1080-14 report to the appropriate
source documents in the Enlisted Service Records. There-
fore, in a draft of this report furnished the Department of
Defense for its review and comments, we made proposals di-
rected at strengthening the procedures used for monitoring
verification of the 1080-14 report,

Verification of the Enlisted
Service Record

To ensure the accuracy, completeness, and timeliness
of the entries in the Enlisted Service Records, the Navy
requires verification of these records annually and when
the individual reports to or is detached from a duty sta-
tion, Unless it is entirely impracticable, the Navy re-
quires the individual service members to be present during
the records verification. Any errors noted in the service
records are required to be corrected., Further, the Navy

10




requires that any discrepancies noted which have caused er-
roneous entries in MAPMIS also should be corrected. 1In
view of the number of errors we found during our review, we
examined into the practices followed at the activities we
visited in performing the verifications of the Enlisted
Service Records. ' :

We found that 117 of the 314 enlisted men we inter-
viewed, or about 37 percent of the service members, were
not present during their latest records verification., We
believe that the absence of these individuals from their
records verification may account for a substantial number
of the errors that we found had not been detected by the
Navy. We also found instances where corrections were not
entered in the system even though the errors had been de-
tected during the records verification and the source docu-~
ment in the Enlisted Service Records had been corrected.

At one of the activities we visited, we were informed that

the record verifiers were primarily concerned with ensuring
the correctness of the Enlisted Service Records and not the
data in MAPMIS,

To correct the above deficiencies, we proposed in our
draft report that the Navy strengthen procedures to monitor
the verification of the Enlisted Service Record. Further-
more, we suggested that the Navy emphasize the importance
of initiating corrective entries in the automated personnel
system when errors have been detected during the verifica-
tion process which affect the accuracy of the data in the
system, '

Verification of the Officer Data Card

One of the officer reports produced by the system is
called the Officer Data Card (ODC)., This report contains
officer information which is considered in making distribu-
tion decisions. To ensure that the ODC is accurate, cur-
rent, and complete each officer is required to verify the
information shown on this document.

ODCs are prepared at BUPERS and forwarded to the ac-
tivities for verification by each officer about 4 to
6 months after the date on which the officer reported for
duty. This schedule allows each officer to review his ODC

11




on the average of once every 2 years. Under current proce-
dures, the individual officer is required to verify his ODC
and to submit corrective and additional information to
BUPERS. The principal means of notification is the return
of the ODC by the officer to BUPERS with the required cor-
rections annotated on the reverse side.

-At the time of our review we found that BUPERS did not
keep a record of which officers had received ODCs for veri-
fication and which officers had returned the verified ODCs
to BUPERS., The Navy assumed that, if an ODC was not re-
turned to BUPERS, the information contained thereon was
correct, Since we believed that some method of control was
needed to ensure that all ODCs containing corrective and
additional information were returned to BUPERS, we sug-
gested during our review that BUPERS establish appropriate
control procedures., Before we completed our review, the
Navy advised us that it had established the necessary con-
trol procedures.,

Néed for an information handbook

In view of the foregoing instances of noncompliance
with existing procedures, we believe that there is a need
to instill in personnel specialists, particularly in the
lower pay grades, an awareness of the importance of the
work being performed, Therefore, in our draft report, we
proposed that the Navy prepare a general information hand-
book which would emphasize both the importance of maintain-
ing accurate data and the role of the individual personnel
specialist as it relates to the entire Navy manpower and
personnel management information system.

12




ABSENCE OF MANAGEMENT RELIABILITY STANDARDS

During a meeting with Navy officials prior to our ini-
tiating fieldwork on this assignment, we were advised that
the Navy did not have any formal standards for evaluating
the degree of accuracy of the personnel data maintained in
the system. During this meeting we suggested that the Navy
give consideration to establishing appropriate standards,
since we believed that management should have standards by
which to measure the accuracy of personnel data.

During our review the Navy developed data validation
standards for most of the officer and enlisted personnel
data items. Accordingly, in our draft report, we proposed
that the Navy establish acceptable data validation standards
for the remaining data items in the system.

LACK OF INTERNAL REVIEW

During our review at the activity level, we found that
no internal audit group of the Navy had performed a review
similar to ours-~-verifying the accuracy of the data main-
tained at BUPERS to the individual's service records. How-
ever, after we began our review, the Navy established a
procedure whereby a quarterly review is to be made of se-
lected data items for at least 50 officer records and 100
enlisted records selected at random. This review is to be
conducted at BUPERS by representatives from the Office of
the Assistant Chief of Naval Personnel for Management In-
formation.

We believe that the establishment of the quarterly re-
view of selected data items for officer and enlisted rec-
ords will be a valuable tool to management in identifying
problem areas in the system. In this connection, we have
been advised that the Navy plans to evaluate the results of
its quarterly reviews of selected officer and enlisted data
items against its validation standards. For those data
items which fail to meet these validation standards, the
Navy plans to make further inquiry into these areas and
initiate the appropriate corrective action. |

In our draft report we suggested that the Navy con-
sider requesting the audit services of the Navy Auditor

13




General in order to have an independent audit group assess
the validity of the data in the system. In addition, we
proposed that the Navy consider establishing an organiza-
tion within the Office of the Assistant Chief of Naval Per-
sonnel for Management Information whose main purposes would
be to (1) provide on-the-spot technical and procedural as-
sistance to all field activities for the improved manage-
ment of personnel resources, (2) conduct comprehensive re-
views and evaluations of procedures utilized by each per-
sonnel office, (3) prepare documentation containing recom-
mendations for improving base-level personnel administra-
tion at each activity visited, and (4) conduct reviews at
the activities' personnel offices to assess the accuracy of
the data maintained in the system.

14




CHAPTER 4

AGENCY COMMENTS, OUR CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATION

AGENCY COMMENTS

We ‘brought our findings to the attention of the Depart-
ment of Defense in a draft report dated May 21, 1969, The
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management), by
letter dated July 28, 1969, commented on our findings on
behalf of the Department of Defense. (See app. IX.) The
Navy's more pertinent comments and our related views follow.

The Assistant Secretary informed us that the Navy con-
sidered the GAO review to be a more comprehensive examina-
tion of the data accuracy of MAPMIS than had been previously
made, Furthermore, he advised us that many proposals pre-
sented in the draft report for improving system accuracy
had already been adopted or were being considered,

In its reply the Navy stated that GAO did not examine
into the specific effects inaccurate data would have on de-
cisions and the resultant economic or operational impact or
attempt to compare the economic or operational value of in-
creased accuracy in the system with the ¢ost of obtaining
the increased accuracy. Although this statement tends to

.be critical of the scope of our review for not having de-
veloped data on these subjects, the Navy, nevertheless,
‘agrees that development of such data is very difficult,
perhaps even impossible, with present facilities, Further-
more, the actions taken and being considered by the Navy in
connection with our proposals indicate to us that it rec-
ognizes the severity of the problems that can result from
erroneous data such as that disclosed by our review, es-
pecially as they relate to the Navy's management of its

1,2 million military personnel, Moreover, if it is worth
$10 million annually to operate this data system for use in
personnel management, we believe that it is also worth the
effort to keep the data in the system as accurate as prac-
ticable, :

The Navy has stated also that (a) the significance of
an error rate of 4 to 4.5 percent in personnel data as
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indicated by our review is difficult to assess in the ab-
sence of an established standard or a fair comparison with
other automated personnel data systems and (b) critical
personnel decisions, such as assignments and promotions,
are seldom, if ever, made without reference to original
personnel documents, With respect to the former comment,
the Navy fails to recognize that many information items had
error rates exceeding 10 percent and, further, that more
than one half of the critical information items we reviewed
did not meet the Navy's own data validation standards.

(See apps. II and V,) With respect to the latter comment,
we recognize that reference is often made to original per-
sonnel documents in connection with personnel decisions,
However, to the extent that such action is taken because of
the presence of erroneous data in MAPMIS or concern that
erroneous data may exist, we believe that such action is
unnecessarily time consuming and costly.

In regard to our proposal that the procedures be
strengthened to monitor the verification of information on
the Enlisted Service Record and the 1080-14 report, the
Navy has expressed the view that existing procedures are
adequate, However, the Navy stated that it would reempha-
size the requirement for initiating corrective entries in
the automated system when the errors found require such
correction. The Navy stated also that every effort would
be made to ensure compliance with the 1080-14 verification
procedures through both formal and informal means of com-
munication, including review and feedback procedures at the
BUPERS level, Further, the Navy advised us that consider-
ation would be given to the preparation of an information
handbook such as we proposed along with alternative methods
of inspiring greater recognition of the importance of main-
taining accurate personnel data.

Regarding our proposal that acceptable data validation
rates be developed for the remaining data items in the sys-
tem, the Navy reply advised us that this action had been ac-
complished, The Navy has also stated that our proposal re-
garding the establishment of an organization within the Of-
fice of the Assistant Chief of Naval Personnel for Manage-
ment Information, for the purpose of providing assistance at
the field activity level, is being considered. In addition,
the Navy agreed with our proposal to consider utilizing the

16




services of the Navy Auditor General but stated that the
request would be held in abeyance until the results of the
actions taken pursuant to our review could be evaluated.

CONCLUSTONS

The Navy has already adopted or is considering our
proposals, We feel that these actions, if properly imple-
mented and monitored, should result in an improvement of
the accuracy of the data in MAPMIS. We concur in the Navy's
plan to delay requesting any work by the Auditor General
until the results of the actions taken in response to our
findings can be evaluated. We believe, however, that the
Auditor General should be apprised of the need for perform-
ing such reviews, in order that he can make arrangements to
include such reviews in his future work plans.

RECOMMENDATION

To enable the Navy to realize the benefits of indepen-
dent assessments of the validity of data in MAPMIS, we rec-
ommend that provision for reviews of these data be included
in the future audit plans of the Navy Auditor General.
Also, we recommend that such reviews be made on a periodic
basis and be designed to keep management apprised of the
level of data accuracy and areas where improvement may be
necessary.
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CHAPTER 5

SCOPE OF REVIEW

In conducting our review, we used random statistical
sampling techniques and selected for review personnel rec-
ords for 150 officers and 600 enlisted personnel from the
entire universe of 82,455 officers who were on active duty
in the Navy and 4,508 enlisted personnel. The universe for
enlisted personnel includes only the enlisted personnel as-
signed to the activities we visited.

For officer records we verified the accuracy of se-
lected items of information in the system by comparing the
data on the source documents maintained, for the most part,
at the Bureau of Naval Personnel, Washington, D.C., with
the corresponding data on the ODC. A sample copy of an ODC
identifying the 107 data items we examined during the re-
view is included as appendix VII.

For enlisted records we verified the accuracy of se-
lected items of information in the system by comparing the
data on the source documents maintained, for the most part,
at the activity level with corresponding data on an en-
listed report prepared for our use during this assignment. -
A sample copy of the enlisted report showing the 75 data
items we examined during the review is included as appen-
dix VIII.

During our review we visited the following naval ac-
tivities to verify the accuracy of enlisted personnel data.

Continental United States: :
U.S. Naval Air Station, North Island, San Diego,
California ’
U.S. Naval Training Center, Bainbridge, Maryland
U.S. Naval Submarine Base, New London, Groton,
- Connecticut ‘
Overseas: = :
Commander, Fleet Activities, Yokosuka, Japan
U.S5. Naval Ordnance Facility, Yokosuka, Japan
U.S. Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii
U.S. Naval Supply Depot, Yokosuka, Japan

18




Ships:

| USS SAMPLE
USS SCHOFIELD
USS SNOOK

We also interviewed 314, or 52 percent, of the enlisted
personnel included in our sample.

The errors we found were discussed with responsible
personnel to obtain confirmation of the errors and/or com-
ments. We also examined into the internal control proce-
dures that the Navy had established to ensure the accuracy
of the personnel information maintained in the system. In
addition, to the extent practicable, we attempted to iden-

tify the management weaknesses which contributed to the in-
accuracies. ‘

We also reviewed applicable Navy regulations, manuals,
and directives relating to the system.
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APPENDIX I
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APPENDIX II
Page 1

CHART OF OFFICER DATA ITEMS WHICH DID NOT MEET THE NAVY'S
ACCEPTABLE DATA VALIDATION RATE

) (PERCENTAGES)
DATA ITEM DESCRIPTION N 2 3 4 5 &6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 25 35 45 55

" CRITICAL DATA ITEMS I e A MM 1/

NAME

YEAR GROUP

PAY ENTRY BASE DATE e

ACTIVE DUTY BASE DATE

ACTIVE COMMISSION BASE DATE

YEAR FIRST ELIGIBLE TO RETIRE

PERMANENT GRADE

PREVIOUS MILITARY BhANCH

PREVIOUS MILITARY FROM DATE

PREVIOUS MILITARY MONTHS

PREVIOUS HIGHEST RATE/GRADE

DEPENDENCY CODE=-PRIMARY

COLLEGE NAME ~HIGHEST

COLLEGE NAME-SECOND HIGHEST

FORMAL EDUCATION LEVEL«HIGHEST

FORMAL EDUCATION LEVEL i .
SECOND HIGHEST

PROMOTION HISTORY LT,

PROMOTION HISTORY LT, JG.

PROMOTION HISTORY ENS,

PROMOTION HISTORY W-=2

PRESENT DUTY STATION -
DATE REPORTED

PRESENT DUTY STATION=

ACTIVITY NAME

FIRST PAST DUTY STATION= o
FROM DATE

SECOND PAST DUTY STATION- S
FROM DATE
THIRD PAST DUTY STATION-
FROM DATE

FOURTH PAST DUTY STATION-
FROM DATE

FIFTH PAST DUTY STATION=
FROM DATE

SIXTH PAST DUTY STATION=
FROM DATE

SEVENTH PAST DUTY STATION- 7
FROM DATE

I 11 i | I 1 11 T 1 j I T R l'{/l 1 1
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 25 35 45 55
(PERCENTAGES)

m GAO'S COMPUTED ERROR RATE
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§

CHART OF OFFICER DATA ITEMS WHICH DID NOT MEET THE NAVY

ACCEPTABLE DATA VALIDATION RATE

(Continued)

(PERCENTAGES)

10 11 12 13 14 15 25 35 45 55
/L
rZ

9

DATA ITEM DESCRIPTION

L

CRITICAL DATA ITEMS

FIRST PAST DUTY STATION-TO DATE

SECOND PAST DUTY STATION -

TO DATE
THIRD PAST DUTY STATION -

TO DATE

PAST DUTY STATION «

w
E-
£
oo

FIFTH PAST DUTY STATION -

FIRST PAST DUTY STATION «
ACTIVITY NAME

ACTIVITY NAME

SIXTH PAST DUTY STATION-TO DATE
H
CTIVITY NAME

FIFTH PAST DUTY STATION-TO DATE
FOURTH PAST DUTY STATION -

SEVENTH PAST DUTY STATION
ACTIVITY NAME

TO DATE
I H}D PAST DUTY STATION ~

DUTY STATION =

AME

PAST
TYN

DUTY STATION «

NONCRITICAL DATA ITEMS

ROTATION PROJECTION CODE

PROJECTED ROTATION DATE

ESTIMATED LOSS CODE
ESTIMATED LOSS DATE

TOUR

GAIN TO ACTIVE DUTY «
AN AIR PILOT «
IOS'N-DATE
LIGHTER THAN AIR PILOT-

DESIGNATION DATE
NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER »

DESIGNATION DATE

oz
wor
o

[=1%)

R
AT

wa

WA
7/
15

13 14

35 45 55

25

10 1 12

9
(PERCENTAGES)

w
-
<
e
o
[=]
@
o
w
w
4
@
<
-
o
u
3]
3}
<
4
>
>
<
z

)
o

KON
0.50

~,

b

GAO’S COMPUTED ERROR RATE
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CHART OF OFFICER CRITICAL DATA
INFORMATION WHICH DID NOT MEET

THE NAVY'S ACCEPTABLE DATA VALIDATION RATE

TOTAL ERRORS ON CRITICAL DATA ITEMS 428

“PRESENT DUTY STATION PROMOTION
DATE REPORTED HISTORY
7.0%

5.0%

PERMANENT GRADE

PAST DUTY STATION

FIRST YEAR E g, INFORMA

BL RMATION
TO RETIRE £ 3.0%
FORMAL\oN _YEARS _30% 43.0%
EDUCAT HIGHEST

COMPLETED-

ALL OTHERS

29.0%




APPENDIX IV

CHART OF FREQUENCY
DISTRIBUTION OF ERRORS
PER ENLISTED REPORT

NUMBER OF ENLISTED REPORTS

120
10 =y —
100 —
90 -
80 —
70 _
60 —~
50 —
40 —

30

20

10

N . . ;] _‘_ _— g o
0 1 i K| ! | | ] L TS| L L

o 1 2-3 4 5 6 7 '8 9 W M w2 1
HUMBER OF ERRORS PER ENLISTED REPORT
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CHART OF ENLISTED DATA ITEMS WHICH DID HOT MEET THE NAVY'S
ACCEPTABLE DATA VALIDATION RATE

: (PERCENTAGES)
DATA ITEM DESCRIPTION 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 15

25

/1
T T T T T T T T T T/

CRITICAL DATA ITEMS

NAME

YEARS OF EDUCATION

B AR XK TR KKK < 9
R R RN

PaVaWal

BASIC BATTERY TEST SCORES

SPECIAL TEST SCORES

PAY ENTRY BASE DATE B XX XX XK,

SRRRRX

%

ACTIVE DUTY BASE DATE

EXPIRATION OF ACTIVE
OBLIGATIVE SERVICE

ACTIVITY TITLE (PRESENT
ACTIVITY)

NONCRITICAL DATA ITEMS

EFFECTIVE DATE OF PAY GRADE

PROFICIENCY PAY CODE

ACCOUNTING CATEGORY CODE

DEPENDENTS ON STATION

DATE RECEIVED

SPECIAL CATEGORY CODE

ACTIVITY TITLE

ACTIVITY TYPE CODE “

ACCOUNTING CATEGORY CODE

ENLISTED DESIGNATOR CODE

LIMITED DUTY CLASSIFICATION
CODE

LANGUAGE CODE

LANGUAGE ABILITY NAVYY CODE

DATE SECURITY INVESTIGATION |
COMPLETE

‘RESULTS OF SECURITY o
INVESTIGATION BTN

INVESTIGATIVE AGENCY

TAR/STAR/SCORE

Z @ 4.5

t 1 ) ] ] L1 ] 1 ! i I/I/J

3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 IOI 15
(PERCENTAGES)

RSN
GAQ'S COMPUTED ERROR RATE
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CHART OF ENLISTED DATA ITEMS WHICH DID NOT MEET THE NAVY'S
ACCEPTABLE DATA VALIDATION RATE

(Continued)
DATA ITEM DESCRIPTION 0 1 2 3

(PERCENTAGES)

5 [ 7 8 9 10 15 20 25

NONCRITICAL DATA ITEMS

VARIABLE REENLISTMENT BONUS

EFFECTIVE EXTENSION OF 3
ENLISTMENT

RESERVE ACTIVE DUTY
OB LIGATION, MO.

ADO-YEY/SCHOOL; OTHER, MONTHS

EAOS INDICATOR

RELIGION

SHORE DUTY COMMENCEMENT DATE

TOUR COMPLETION DATE

SEA DUTY COMMENCEMENT DATE

SPECIAL PROGRAM L

SPECIAL CATEGORY CODE

ACTIVITY TYPE CODE

DATE RECEIVED

DATE TRANSFERRED

MONTHS ON BOARD, HOME PORT OR Ty
SPECAT, ACTIVITY TYPE CODE -1st

MONTHS ON BOARD, HOME PORT OR kR
SPECAT, ACTIVITY TYPE CODE -2nd
MONTHS ON BOARD, HOME PORT OR S
SPECAT, ACTIVITY TYPE CODE -3+ R
MONTHS ON BOARD, HOME PORT OR i
SPECAT, ACTIVITY TYPE CODE - 4th

MONTHS ON BOARD, HOME PORT OR
SPECAT, ACTIVITY TYPE CODE -5th

SCHOOL CODE AND DATE Ty
COMPLETED -1st

SCHOOL CODE AND DATE o
COMPLETED -2nd S

SCHOOL CODE AND DATE
COMPLETED -3rd

SCHOOL CODE AND DATE “E
COMPLETED - 4th

SCHOOL CODE AND DATE 65
COMPLETED -5th

R

i

i \ L 1 Lyl 1

0 1 2 3
M NAVY'S ACCEPTABLE ERROR RATE

m“o's COMPUTED ERROR RATE

29

5

6 7 8 ¢ 1wl 20 25
(PERCENTAGES) :




APPENDIX VI

CHART OF ENLISTED CRITICAL DATA
INFORMATION WHICH DID NOT MEET
THE NAVY'S ACCEPTABLE DATA VALIDATION RATE

TOTAL ERRORS ON CRITICAL DATA ITEMS 329

PAY ENTRY
BASE DATE

ACTIVE DUTY
BASE DATE

BASIC BATTERY
TEST SCORE

10.0%

NUMBER OF
PRIMARY DEPENDENTS
18.0%

YEARS OF EDUCATION
18.0%

ALL OTHERS
38.0%
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20380

28 JUL 1969

Dear Mr. Bailey:

The Secretary of Defense has asked me to reply to the GAO letter
of 21 May 1969 which forwerded the draft report on the reliability
of the Navy Manpower and Personnel Management Information System.

T am enclosing the Nevy reply to the report.

Sincerely,
CHARLIYS A POWEHER
ASSISTANT SEUHMTARY OF TIE NAVY
(FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT)
Mr. Charles M. Bailey
Director, Defense Division

U. S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

Enclosure :

(1) Department of the Navy Reply to GAO Draft Report of 21 May 1969
on Review of the Reliability of the Navy Manpower and Personnel
Management Information System (OSD Case #2oh8)
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DEPARTHENT OF THE WAVY REVLY
to
GAOG DRAFT REPORI OI' 21 MAY 1969
on
REVI(IW OF THE RET.IABYLITY
of the

NAVY VANPOYER AED PERS

-_.:

MAUAGE LT TVTRORIACTON SYST
(03D Cone Tio. 29’:8)'

Sui oy

S .

The Generel Accowiting 0ffice (G40) cximired the pecucn ey of gelected
doia.ulihnInwuH'nmumum trnd powsoinel aonagenent inforastion systom,
The eccureey of datu cowbninced in the Bystoa in *mpﬁjuﬂﬁv end dnfluences
decisions on prraeinel moblers.  Whe CAO Tourd Lhiak whe Mewy veon madntoline
ing inacevicte pergonvel infommstion in 4o Yyt They ettribubed those
ineceuracices to:  dnproper i lmplenvrdieblon of existing paraonned proceduran
abzence of stendards fur evelvotion; laclk of internul roviesgy ®EE,

[see A0 note.]
The GAO svggesbed thet the avy ccinsider toking various cctlons,
such e
strengihening the porconael revica Procciures;

reguesting the cudlt scrvices of the Mavey fvditow Gcncr~1
( .

Tor em independont cesenancnt of the velidity of nys
cavabliching opproprnisto 'in“eards Tor volidnbing cyoton dotag X,

[see GAO note.]

The Tovy congidera thot the GAQ yoview bea bocn helpful in providing
o nore conprchensive cuwmdnation of the duta gecwrsey of the mavpoucr sud
‘ !
personncl. nencgciendt . g or ol 9 Lra bezn nede I“LVIUJ"J&F and

-

slon eyatea U
that veny of the GLO proposals foc Lrproving the eceuracy of the syston
will Le helpful, As inouc. ved dn the GAO report, sone of the proposals
jwere eaopted duedng the revier cod, s gtated Jater 3n this reply, othtrs
ihave bean wdopled, ov &re vader uhnlo\1LuLol.

Enclosure (1)
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The Navy belicves, however, that certain aspects of the operstional
arca covered by the GAO report should be delineated more clearly in the
interest of a more objective sppraisal of the situvation. The GAO report
states.that inaccuwrate data "could adversely influence management decisions.”

: It may be true that inaccurate date has adversely affected decisions.

However, the GAO review did not include examination of the specific effect

of inaccuracics on decisions and the resultant economic or operational

: impact, nor attempt to cowpare the economic or operational value of
increased "accuracy in the systean with the cost of obtaining the increascd
accuracy. Such data is very difficull to develop, and the Navy neither has,
noy is awvare of definitive information on the subject. Therefore, the
extent of adversc effecls of the present depree of system inaccuracy, the
optimum degrece of accuracy for the system, the e¢ffects of increascs and
decrecases in accuracy, and the amount of effort which is jusbificd to
oblain a given degree of provenent in pecuracy arce very difficult, cven
imposgible, to detovnine with present facililies,

The ansvers to these questions are dependent Jargely on judgment and
evaluation of persomel cffectivencss in operating orgapizations, Vhile
the Navy ageees lhat improvement in the systom is desiredble, it is believed
evident that the inaccuracies in ibe systom hove not produced ineffective
operating organizations. ’

The validity of the.data of ihe personnol eccounting system has
improved continuously with the developuent of the system. The Novy will
continue to devote all Justifioble effort to.improving this system, dbub
the requirenents of this progren must compele: for available resources with
many other Navy programs,

Stotement :

The GAO report indicates error rates of I.5 percent in officer
records and I perceat in enlisted records. Certain inaccuracics found
in the system resnld from a deliberate decision thet the flot paper record
research necessary Lo reconstruct higtory vhen the dsta eloment was
introduced into the auntomstcd files vould be wxchibitively ezpensive.
Specific examples of this ore an ofificer's scventh past duly station and
curreal Gahe of pedin o aclive Juby. Over a poricdl of tinme corvectlon
and verificaticn by individual menber submissions will improve the error
rate to accepteble standards.

The significance of an error rate of 4 to W.5 percent in personnel
data, as indicated by the GAO examination, is difficult to assess in the
ebsence of an established stondard or & fair comparison with other suto-
mated personnel date systems., Withoult o basis for comparison, it might
be asgsumed that such an error rate is acceptable and that further efforts
to reduce it would not prove cost effective. Althoush the reporting of

' inaccurate personnel data could resull in incppropriste management
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decisions with an adverse effect on the Navy, it is cuphazized Llhet
critical personnel decinions involving assiguments, promotions, schiool
selections, scparatlons, end vetiremenhbs of pnv3unucl orc seldem, il ever,

made without reflerence to flut paper docvments in ihie service record or
as subnitted Ly the individual member. Additionally, the Burcau of Naovel
Persommel monitor“ng systems are constantly being improved.

) Velidity standacds bove been estoblished and hove been in use Just
over one year. This program hes. resulted in continwceuosly baproved data
accuracy and it 1s expected the vrend will coatinue wibil desired accurac
goals are met.

The GAO proposed that the Fevy establish definite prongdures for
implementing end mondtoring the verificstior of the ealicted corvieo
recoxrd, It 4o ¢leo enpgnectad dn the veport that the Hovy reonphrsize the
importence of initisting corrcctive evbrics dn the onberrted porzonal
systom when errors eve debectold duedsng the verificstlon of the enliaved
scrvice record. :

Establiched methods of verifi
proccdural sbandpoint. The ropetits
i.e., anwelly, ovd vhon o moabor @ ts b0 or is deloehed fros a duly
station, provides & Luili-in morito sysven,  The yr5Mﬁry creponse of
the verificetion of the scrvice rrcord is to enenve the existeace, necurecy,
and the corrcetnese of docuacnte end entrics, in veoors.  ahe rr]nT:O?-'
ship to HALNTS, eos is5 recogniznecd in uhP rapert, steas from the requirencid
thet errors foumd during the verification pIO 255 ghovld be corrected in
MAFAIS as well as in the service reeord.  Regaire 1
ex
A7

ore cornaidered cdeguate froa &

[N S
» Lenture of the verificetion process,
t

2
¥
A
)

Jf‘; Coa

iz
D@

whae for initisting
correcsive cntr'c' ih the automated syoton vhen evrors gre doevected
during the verification proccess wlll Lo reeeonos

The GAO yropoz no the egbablishmont, of drfinile yprocedvres {or
inplementing ond mondtoring the vevilication of 1he Faligted Distzibubion
and Verificetion Report (BUPRRS 100C-1h wreporl). ¥¥%

[see GAO note.]

for dncwaeing vevification of
udﬂlﬂfﬂ&!ﬁﬁfﬂl&bﬂhiﬂ

Tt Jg coenridered that crery
BUEF#TES 1080~ ﬂlllp01otw» adogunto, Vm”
provided for in Purt I of the rnuulnnh‘ for the aval Mangover InComin-
tion Systen, (HAVPRLS Jr! 62), whwre oo vobion by the Conwonddng OFficer
of ecoch activity of this acvion is yugplrcﬁ iollowive the lant t“\vv in
the Porsonnel Diary, VAVPFP“ 501, Verification of \h1s CCPblfJCJUWOH
‘enbry by the FPersonnel Lecclmbing Mechine Testollation is aleo provided
for in NAVPELQ I)GTP Every eoffort will bo nude o ensure eppropriate
couplicnce with tha procedvres through bobth formel ead inforinl metns of
comaunication, ineluding internsl ruvicy ond focdbnel proccdorves at the
Bureou of Navel Feraoimiel lovel.

¥ f
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As indicated in the report, and el the bepmimmirg of their rewiew
elfforis, GAO suggested thal Hevy give consideration to establishing

appropriate »cliebility standards for evalusting the degree of accuracy

of the personuel data maintained in the sgystem., Subsequently, dwring the
rceview, validation standards for many individual data 1tome were developed.
Acceptable validotion retes have now been established for 0ll deba iteins
in the system, esnd the validation program ig an on-going operation.

The GAO has sugcested thot the Novy congider reguesting the audit
services of the Wavy Auditor Genersal in order to bove en independent sudit
group assecs the velidity of the dota in the sgtem. This sugpestion s
concurred in and 1t is plenmed to investigate the availability of this
service., Tt ig expected that the reguest will be held du aboyonce unbil
such time ag reswlts of actiong taken pursuant vo the GAO review end report
can be evaluated., It is to be notcd thot the Taval Arce Audit Servieo,
Worfolk, is ser»7ulel Go andit sthe Tersermel Aecrountiag Inchine Ihstallations
et Bzinhridge eud Mo Toll during fiscel yeor 19706, These eudits will take
into consideretion lhe delicicneics noled in the GAO report.

Also in the arca of intecrnal yeview, the G40 proposced tho establiasbmont
of an orgenizotion within the Mawrecn of Nueel Periovanzl 1o previde technical
ond procedural assistence to all Ticld cctivilics; conduct revieus of
persornel. offices) decvacnt recomrendstions for baproving parsormel ediine-
istrebion ot eoch activity -vigited; ond conduct eotivily pursommel office
revicws to assens the vecuracy of data nmuiutsivcd dn the system.

ca ey

The edvicability of cotablishing agsistence tceims for the yuepose
of oblaininz irproved perscancl men memois end edninietration is heling
oneidered. I estoblinhed, thaesc temms world condvet periodic reviews to
pssist end monitor efforts Ja the aves of persounnel ednminictretion end
vould carry out the intuab of the (A0 proposal. The esteblishuont of mobile
teoms os opposed to othor alternetives Tor obtuining fwproved personvel
mansgenent wust, of nccessity, ineclude co i

: Plebilisy
of personnel and finonclisl resovrees wndor curcent tustere conditions.

# % % % % [See CAO note.]

Also *¥%, GAO believes there is a need to instill in the personnel
speclalists an awareness of the importance of the work being performed.
Therefore, they propose that the Navy should prepare a general information
handbook which would emphasize both the importance of maintaining accurate
date and the role of the individual personnel specialist as it relates to
the entire Navy Manpower and Personnel Information System. The Navy is
aware of the continuing need to motivate its personnel to diligently perform
their responsibilities. Consideration will be given to the preparation of a
handbook along with other alternative methods of lnspiring greater recognition
of theiimportance of maintaining accurate personnel data.

| .
GAO note: Omitted material relates to matters not pertinent to this report.
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APPENDIX X
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF

THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
RESPONSIBLE FOR ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office

| From

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:

Melvin R. Laird
Clark M., Clifford
Robert S. McNamara

Jan.
Mar.
~Jan.

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:

David M. Packard

Paul H,

; Jan.

Nitze - July

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY:

John H. Chafee Jan.
Paul R. Ignatius Sept.
CHIEF OF NAVAL PLERSONNEL:
Vice Admiral Charles K,
Duncan Apr.
"Vice Admiral Benedict J.
Semmes, Jr. Mar.
DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL PERSONNEL:
Rear Admiral Dick H. Guinn June
Rear Admiral Maurice F.
Welsner July
Rear Admiral Bernard M.
Strean July
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1969
1968
1961

1969
1967

1969
1967

1968

1964

1969
1968

1965

Io

Present
Jan. 1969
Feb. 1968

Present
Jan. 1969

Present :
Jan. 1969

Present

Mar. 1968

Present

June 1969

July 1968




——
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THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

RESPONSIBLE FOR ACTIVITIES

APPENDIX X
Page 2

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT (continued)

Tenure of office

From

To

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (continued)

ASSISTANT CHIEF FOR MANAGEMENT
INFORMATION, BUREAU OF NAVAL

PERSONNEL:
Captain Dwight E. DeCamp

Captain Harry C. Grothjahn

Rear Admiral Bernard M.
Strean

U.S. GAO, Wash., D.C.
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Sept. 1969
July 1968

Feb., 1967

Present
Aug. 1969

July 1968






