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BY THE US GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Report To The Secretary Of The Army

Army Guard And Reserve Pay

And Personnel Systems Are Unreliable
And Susceptible To Waste And Abuse

The Army Guard and Reserve pay systems do
not have adeqguate controls to prevent erro-
neous payments. The report shows that Guard
and Reserve members are being paid

~for drills not attended,

~twice for the same period of train-
ing, or

~by both the Active Army pay system
and Reserve pay system.

Furthermore, vital personnel strength data in
the personnel and pay systems is unreliable
and causes erroneous payments, Also, the
personnel strength data in these systems is
inflated with members who should be sepa-
rated.

GAO is recormmending that the Army take a \

number of actions to correct the problems

identified in this report including redesigning

and centralizing the Reserve drill pay system 111402
with the Reserve active duty training pay

systam.
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

FEDERAL PERSONNEL AND /
COMPENSATION DIVISION C/ ﬁ
B-196857 %%Y éuo
The Honorable Clifford L. Alexander, Jr. ‘ :3q
The Secretary of the Army 17Lé’ é4l

Dear Mr. Secretary:

This report summarizes our review of the Army Guard and
Reserve pay and personnel systems. The report shows that
controls in these systems are not adequate to prevent erron-
eous payments and vital personnel strength data is unrelia-
ble and inflated. The report makes a number oOf recommenda-
tions to correct the problems identified. ,

As you know, section 236 of the Legislative Reorganiza~\//
tion Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency to &?/
submit a written statement on actions taken on our recommen-
dations to the House Committee on Government Operations and  /\
the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs not later than s’
60 days after the date of the report and to the House and N
Senate Committees on Appropriations with the agency's first \
request for appropriations made more than 60 days after the
date of the report.

AN

Z

We are sending copies of this report toc the Director,
Office of Management and Budget. Copies are also being sent
to the Chairmen, House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions and Armed Services and the Chairmen, House Committee
on Government Operations and the Senate Committee on Govern-—
mental Affairs.

We wish to acknowledge the courtesy and cooperation ex-
tended to us by your staff during our review.

Sincerely yours,

Im(nu-rv
H. L. Krieger
fﬁg Director






GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE ARMY GUARD AND RESERVE PAY
REPORT 7O THE SCCRETARY AND PERSONNEL SYSTEMS ARE
OF THE ARNY UNRELIABLE AND SUSCEPTIBLE

TO WASTE AND ABUSE
DIGEST

The Army Guard and Reserve payroll 1is about
$1.3 billion. Management controls over this
payroll and the related personnel systems
are not adequate to prevent erroneous pay-
ments. Inaccurate drill attendance record-
ing and reporting by Guard and Reserve units
and inadequate error detection procedures

at payroll processing stations are resulting
in Guard and Reserve members being (1) er-
roneously paid for drills they did not
attend, (2) paid twice for the same periods
of training, or (3) paid by both the Active
Army pay system and Guard and Reserve pay
systems. In addition, vital personnel
strength information maintained in the pay
and personnel systems is frequently incon-
sistent, inaccurate, and can adversely in-
pact on budget and mobilization plans.

ATTENDANCE REPORTING ABUSES

The Reserve drill pay system operates on an
exception basis, i.e., Guard and Reserve
personnel are automatically pald for sched-
uled drills unless the unit reports them
absent.

The accuracy and propriety of drill payments
depend on the attendance information sub-
mitted by the unit. It is at this level
that pay system controls are the weakest.

Many Guard and Reserve units have abused at-
tendance reporting by recording absent mem-
bers as present at drill assemblies to show
high attendance levels. The Army Audit Agen-
cy and other military review dgroups have
frequently reported during the last several
years that units are inaccurately reporting

attendance and are not following required Q/
Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report
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procedures. This includes counting members
present for drills they did not attend, lib-
erally ygyranting excused absences without
valid reasons, and failing to take appropriate
action to remove reservists from the rolls
for excessive unauthorized absenses. For
example, a recent Army Audit Agency report
on 12 units in 1 Army Reserve Command stated
that 106 reservists in 9 units were recorded
present and paid $8,700 for weekend drills
they did not attend. Furthermore, records
on 82 personnel in 6 units originally show-
ing the members as absent were later changed

mentation or approval from Command Headquar-
ters. These members were consequently paid
approximately $7,600. This audit resulted
in the Federal Bureau of Investigation being
asked to investigate for possible criminal
fraud. (See pp. 6 to 8.)

In another report the Army Audit Agency re-
ported excessive absences throughout the
Guard and Reserve. The report identified
more than 10,000 guardsmen and 5,000 reserv-
ists who missed all of their drills during
first half of fiscal year 1979, and

-her 24,000 guardsmen and 10,800 reserv-
ists who missed half or more of their drills
during the same period. These 49,800 infre-
quently drilling guardsmen and reservists
amount to about 10 percent of the Guard
Force and 8.5 percent of the Reserve Force.
(S5ee pp. 29 and 31.)

Under the drill exception reporting system,
unit commanders that allow excessive absences
to occur without removing repeat offenders
from the pay system in a timely fashion are
increasing the likelihood of members being
paid for drills they did not attend. Based
on 1ts review, GAO estimates that between
5,500 to 6,000 reservists and guardsmen

who are discharged each year may be indebted
as much as $744,000 for payment for drills
they did not attend. (See pp. 8 to 10.)

crroneous payments made for drills not
reservists and guardsmen are also
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being paid by both the Active Army pay system

and Reserve pay system. During June 1979,

about 2,800 Guard and Reserve members were on
both systems. A test of 267 members on both sys-
tems showed that 29 members were paid $16,200

by both systems, consisting mainly of overpay-
ments by the Active Army to members who had
completed basic training and returned to their
units. (See pp. 10 to 11.)

To correct the problems in the drill record-
ing and reporting system, GAO recommends a com-
prehensive compliance strategy be developed to
strengthen the controls at all levels of the
Reserve drill pay system. (See p. 16.)

RESERVE ACTIVE DUTY PAY ABUSES

Payments for Reserve active duty training up
to 180 days are processed at about 150 Fi-
nance and Accounting Offices located world-
wide. Controls over the Reserve active duty
pay system are weak, resulting in duplicate
and overlapping payments. During the last

2 years, the Army has detected over a half-
million dollars in duplicate payments to
3,678 members. Duplicate payments occur
when Reserve units or reservists submit more
than one claim for the same period of active
duty for training. Overlapping payments
occur when reservists are counted present
and paid for unit drill assemblies when

they are away for active duty for training.
(See pp. 17 to 22.)

Although aware of this problem, the Army has
not developed a systematic method of deter-
mining the extent of overlapping &nd dupli-
cate payments, and has been slow in acting
to prevent such payments or to investigate
duplicate claims and overlapping payments as
potential fraudulent submissions. GAO is
making a number of recommendations to
tighten the controls over this pay system.
(See p. 23.)



MANAGEMENT INFORMATION
SYSTEMS ARE UNRELIABLE

Vital information kept on Army reservists and
guardsmen by the pay and personnel informa-
tion systems is unreliable and contributes to
the problems of erroneous payments. Members
are often not entered or separated from both
systems simultaneously, and are consequently
overpaid, underpaid, or counted in strength
figures long before or after they actually
participate as drilling reservists. The Con-
gress, Department of Defense, and the mili-
tary components depend on information from
these systems to assess strength levels, pre-
pare budgets, develop mobilization plans, and
project manpower losses and recruiting goals.

GAO examined the reliability of Guard and
Reserve management information systems

of the lst Army Reserve and three State
Cuards (District of Columbia, Indiana, and
Virginia). The analysis of the lst Army
management information system shows, among
other things, that Reserve personnel strength
is in error by 7 percent in accounting for
increases and decreases in assigned person-
nel and is overstating strength by 3.6 per-
cent or 3,550 reservists. In the Guard,
about a 5-percent net variance exists be-
tween the total number of members in the
National Guard Bureau personnel system and
the pay system for the District of Columbia,
Indiana, and Virginia. (See pp. 26 to 31.)

GAO believes that the reliability of the
information in the pay and personnel sys-
tems is questionable primarily because data
is not updated in a timely manner or infor-
mation is lost, rejected, or erroneously
changed. Therefore, GAO recommends that the
Army give prompt attention to

--reconciling pay and personnel data vital
to management needs;

--developing procedures to improve the time-

liness, flow, and accuracy of source data;
and

iv



--developing programs to readily verify or
correct information as the need arises.
{See p. 32.)

GAO discussed the results of its work with
officials at the Army installations re-
viewed. They generally ajreed with our
findings and said they would study the re-
port recommendations to determine what
actions need to be taken.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In January 1973 at the direction of the Department of
the Army, the United States Army Finance and Accounting
Center (USAFAC) began to centralize the Army Guard and Re-
serve drill pay systems at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana.
Prior to this, Army Guard and Reserve personnel were paid
quarterly by finance and accounting offices throughout the
continental United States.

Centralization of the Army Guard and Reserve drill pay
system followed our August 1971 report 1/ recommending that
significant economies and efficiencies could be achieved by
providing monthly drill pay to Army reservists from a fully
automated system. We also concluded that drill attendance
accountability procedures needed to be strengthened to in-
sure that reservists were paid accurately. The USAFAC study
which followed agreed with our recommendations and the Joint
Uniform Military Pay System-Reserve Components (JUMPS-RC)
was developed. JUMPS-RC became operational in December 1975
but, due to computer limitations at USAFAC, did not encom-
pass Reserve active duty for training pay as originally
planned.

ARMY GUARD AND RESERVE TRAINING OPERATIONS

The Army currently has about 532,000 guardsmen and
reservists in the Selected Reserve Force whose mission is
to augment the Active Army in time of war or national emer-
gency. These guardsmen and reservists generally serve in
organized units and train about 38 days a year. As of June
1979 there were 344,455 Army guardsmen assigned to 4,265
units and 187,985 Army reservists assigned to 3,615 units.

Army Guard and Reserve members perform and are paild
for four types of training: inactive duty training, annual
training, and active duty and initial active duty for train-
ing. Inactive duty training is usually performed monthly
during four consecutive 4-hour drills on a selected weekend
at National Guard Armories and Reserve Centers for a total
of 48 drills each year. Annual training is 2 weeks of ac-
tive duty for training, commonly referred to as summer camp,
that most guardsmen and reservists are required to attend
each year. Active duty for training includes training

l/"Potential For Improvement in the Army Reserve Drill
Pay System" (B-125037).



Lecally receive throughout

; or Reserve Army schools
iration. Initial active
5 h?w_caf of training new enlistees
Army. It is made up of basic
training--usually less

are paid 1 day's base pay
leted. All guardsmen and

allowances, and travel,
reservists are eligible
aviation duty, hazardous

9 the Congress appropriated approx-
- the Army Guard and Reserve payroll.
't r drill pay and 57 percent for

COPRATNING DRILLS

at the Guard and Reserve units
is taken. A DA Form 1379, Unit
serves as the source document for
Unit Record of Reserve Training
the unit members as they
ecause JUMPS-RC is an ex-
its have to account only for
-heir regularly scheduled
unit technicians prepare
r who was absent from drills
ining or attended another
ord of Reserve Training,
ing documentation make up the
which is certified by each unit
appropriate input station during
raining drills. The in-
orming manual and com-
tting it to USAFAC which
drill information, computes
paychecks for mailing.

NG PO ACTIVE DUTY FOR TRAINING

from the Reserves goes on active
in 180 days, the JUMPS~RC sys—
v. These payments are proc-
and Accounting Offices located




3 a Finance and Accounting Office can process an

individual or unit payroll, the unit must submit the Mili-

tary Pay Vouchwr (DA Form 2139), Army Reserve Pay Voucher

5 Z rtification Sheet (DA Form 2233), reservist's
rard (DD577), and orders authorizing an individual

rist or unit to perform the active duty training.

OPE OF REVIEW

We mac
Army's manage
and re

this review to determine the adequacy of the

nent controls over its Guard and Reserve pay

ted personnel systems in preventing fraud and abuse
and in assessing the reliability and completeness of the
information in these systems. At the facilities visited,

we reviewed the procedures and practices for administering

the Guard and Reserve pay and personnel systems, interviewed
officials responsible for processing pay and personnel data,
arched discrepancies between pay and personnel data files,
compare

ndan

oy ST BV AT
and analyzed drill attendance data recorded on at

records and leave earning statements, collected and
1 data on military pay vouchers, and traced a number

transactions through the systems. We also evaluated the

extent and effectiveness of internal reviews made of the pay
and evaluated edit controls at USAFAC and other data
ssing input stations.

Our review was made at:

--United States Army Finance and Accounting Center,
Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana.

~-United States Army Forces Command, Fort McPherson,
Georgla.

~-Headquarters lst United States Army, Fort Meade,
Maryland.

-=-National Guard Bureau, Washington,qp.c.

-~National Guard Units in Virginia and Indiana.

-~UJ.5. Army Reserve Units in Virginia and Ohio.

-~Arny Finance and Accounting Offices at Fort Indian-
town Gap, Pennsylvania, Fort McPherson, Georgia, and

Fort Riley, Kansas.

--United States Property and Fiscal Offices in the
District of Columbia, Indiana, and Virginia.




IPHAS D 7O STOP ATTENDANCE

S AND TO STRENGTHEN SYSTEM CONTROLS

g are abusing the attendance
ly reporting the status of
During the past several years,
and other military internal re-
have repeatedly reported to major
ervists are being paid for drills
other serious weaknesses.

to correct these problems have not

AA)

wdance accountability, which often results in
ing pay they did not earn, not only increases
- ¢can ultimately cause morale problems
” erve personnel who conscientiously
. Inaccurate attendance reporting con-
slem, in part, because of command emphasis
sward achieving high participation rates at
In today's climate of declining recruit
lity, and with increasing personnel

é 1teeism at drill assemblies,

,cma in the awkward ©Ompﬁwo:

+ T ;r CQQ, ipw: mmh: Onsmw.

n the controls over the drill pay system,
among other things

pay system so that Army Re-

are being paid incorrectly by
system and the Active Army sys-—
reaspongibilities and procedures
condition,

jram edits, and

management information pro-
identify and correct prob-




In addition, we believe the Army Guard and Reserve
should go forward with their plans to test aspects of a
itive reporting system. While the pay system principle

Ot eporting i3 normally acceptable in Government
1 : adequate, the present controls are not
current conditions make the system's design ob-
ing workload difficult to attain. The high
e of personnel along with poor attendance at
training drills has caused the volume of trans-

s uch greater than generally expected for an
>orting system. Therefore, we believe a design
: be made for positive attendance reporting and
pay processing as part of the Army's plan to fully centralize
Reserve and Guard pay processing during the early 1980s.

02 1 16 i u g
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ITHACTIVE DUSTY TRAINING REQUIREMENTS
D ATTENDANCE REPORTING

Both the individual guardsman or reservist and his

unit have specific participation requirements for inactive
duty braining. Guard and most Reserve members are required
to é

48

drills a year. A member, however, is allowed
‘ sed absences in any one year period. He may be
ntr: excused absences for sickness, injury, or other cir-
inces beyond his control. At the discretion of unit
AN 3, equivalent training may be scheduled to makeup
snces. If the required number of drills are

o i1, the unit commander may request a member be
’vthrqod or placed on active duty in the Army. To help
2 21 g standards, Guard and Reserve units are ex-
pectec g -ain assigned strength at 80 percent of au-
ﬁtr@ngth and to maintain a drill attendance average
of percent of assigned strength. Consequently, there is
a direct relationship between unit members' participation
and the units' ability to meet an 85-percent attendance
standard. In addition, unit commanders are evaluated on
their ability to achieve the 85-percent attendance level.

The accuracy and propriety of payments for weekend
drills under JUMPS-RC depends on the attendance information
submitted by the unit. It is at this level that JUMPS-RC
controls are the weakest and most susceptible to fraud and
abuse. The propriety of drill attendance information sub-
mitted for pay depends on the integrity of the people re-
sponsible for recording and certifying unit attendance--the
unit commander and his supervisory personnel.

Although the Army has established attendance taking
2 5, unit commanders actually determine how attend-
ance is taken at training assemblies. The prescribed methods

o



(1) conducting a rollcall at
1ing assembly and at the end of
::}JJC:SQtQ rollcalls, and
rosters for members who do
:&ﬂ: ::FW commander is supposed
king procedures which insure that
tion is reported accurately. Since

he flexibility to use other methods
For example, a headquarters unit com-

i menbers may think rollcalls are
sach section or squad leader
technician. Regardless of how
unit commanders are required
anee reports are accurate.

ﬁC a previously reported attendance
ow certain procedures, particu-
beyond the preceding month. For
ymmanders are required to submit a
rve Command Headquarters explaining
After written approval is given
units are authorized to make the

CONTINUES TO BE A
RESERVE

Army Reserve Commands, State Adjutant
ntal Army Commands on deficiencies in

ions at 230 Army Guard and Reserve units. 1In

AAA consolidated its findings on 5 reports

audits covering 65 units in 5 major Army Re-
AT q ﬁ& ﬁ:@ o:»am Om the >w§< Reserve

k.hp:ca n:n@c@j05¢ mHH of ﬁ:mmm re-
4 unit attendance taking proce-
not adequate and that units are
ndance and not following required
counting members present for

Ly granting excused absences
ithorizing makeup training without
ling to take appropriate action to

b rolls for excessive unauthorized
rge findings, AAA recommended
mands that they:
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ablish additional attendance controls to insure
that members are paid only for drills attended;

over improper payments to unit members who did not
attend or only partially completed drill assemblies;

~-reemphasize to unit commanders that excused absences
can .nly be granted for authorized reasons and that
such absences must be documented; and

~-initiate actions in accordance with Army regulations
to reduce in grade, place on active duty, transfer to
an Army Reserve control group, or discharge each mem-—
ber with five or more unexcused absences.

Although commands took some actions 1/ on AAA recommen-
ons at the units reviewed, collectively the overall

lem continues to persist. Since the February 1978 con-
idated report, AAA has continued to report the same de-
ficiencies at units in major Army Reserve Commands. For
example, a June 1979 AAA report on 12 units in one command

' voulod pdy dlacropan01es in 9 of thc unlts. In the e 9

wh‘n, 1n Edct, they wcre abbcnt. These reserv1sts
quently paid $8,700 for the drills. Furthermore,
1s of an additional 8? individuals in 6 units origi-
nully showed the members as absent from weekend drills but

0 jubuoquantly changed to show the members present. The

‘ involved were paid approximately $7,600 without

supporting documentation or approval from the major
Jquartor<, This particular audit resulted in the
au of Investigation being asked to investigate
fraud.

During our visits to Guard and Reserve units, we found
1m11ar situations. For example, at one unit a member was
) >d as having unexcused absences for five consecutive
emblies. However, 3 months later the unit reported
1nd1v1dual as being present for these drills and the
menber was subsequently paid. The unit had no documentation
to support this change nor did it have approval from the
major command. The unit technician told us he made the
change based on a conversation with the member's squad leader.

1/0One of the most recent actions taken occurred on

September 14, 1979, when the lst U.S. Army established a
policy that attendance at drill assemblies will be substan-
tiated through the use of a sign-in and sign-out register.




Other org

anizations within the Army have also found
‘ jance taking procedures to be inadequate.
ample, compared pay rosters submitted

the lst Army Office of Training and Evalua-
.ng their review of the effectiveness of Reserve
ining programs. During a 2-month period in 1978,

Lthe ev tors visited and recorded attendance at 44 lst
Army R ve units. When their attendance records were sub-

juently compared to the units payroll attendance reports,

2y found discrepancies in 70 percent of the units. These

‘ferences involved 6 percent of the personnel assigned to
its identified as having discrepancies. When the lst

»d the units to justify those discrepancies, they

d that members who were marked absent by the

had actually been present and were overlooked.

percent of the cases with discrepancies did the

nowledge that they had made an error in recording

ance on the payroll roster.

reports of lst Army Reserve units for the period
1, 1977, through March 31, 1979. 1In approximately
35 percent of the units inspected, the Inspector General had
"iciencies in the units preparation of attendance
ords. The deficiencies included, among other things, im-
proper recording of drill attendance.

5 WHO FATL TO REGULARLY
DRILLS ARE BEING PAID

snteeism from scheduled training drills coupled
reption reporting system increases the likelihood
sy being paid for drills he did not attend. In

the Army's success at collecting overpayments from
bers who continually fail to attend drills has been poor.

High abe

of a

As previously explained, each time a member is absent,
a unit technician must submit a transaction card to prevent
under the exception reporting system. Because ab-
@ from Guard and Reserve unit training assemblies
high (see ch. 4, p. 24), the probability of an overpay-
t occurring is increased. During the 12-month period
ing March 31, 1979, over 9,000 members who were dis-
1 from the Army Guard and Reserve were in debt to
r about $1.2 million. Since officials at USAFAC
us what proportion of the $1.2 million debt
yments for drill pay, we sampled the pay
lebted Guard and Reserve members to determine
-« Using a typical month for our analysis,




we statistically sampled the pay records of 107 of the 1,071
indebted members who were discharged and identified as being
in debt during April 1979. The ranks and drill attendance

patterns of the 107 members are shown in the following table.

Number of Average consecutive months

members absent before separation
Qfficers 12 4.6
rant officers L 5.0
v menbers 94 7.8

We determined that about 54 percent of the 107 were indebted
they received drill pay totaling $6,200 for drills
d not attend, about $2,400 of which occurred after
bers had been reported absent for 3 months or longer.

the
mem

The total debt in our sample was $16,585 and was com-—
orised of the following:

Number
of members
Type of debt (note a) Amount
Government property lost or
destroyed 42 $ 7,678
Drill pay 58 6,197
Servicemen's Group Life Insurance 63 1,466

Other 1,244
a/Total adds to more than 107 because some members had more
than one type of debt.

Based on our sample results we estimate that between
485 to 677 of the 1,071 members who were indebted when they
were discharged owed the Army between $44,800 and 579,235
because they were paid for drills they did not attend. An
additional $10,300 to $19,000 was owed to the Army for
unpaid insurance premiums. Although not statistically valid
for projection to the total number separated, our sample
did represent a typical month, and we believe 5,500 to 8,000
Army Guard and Reserve members who are discharged each year
may be overpaid as much as $744,000 for drills they do not
attend.

USAPAC efforts to collect overpayments from Guard and
Reserve members has not been very successful. During the
6 months ending June 30, 1979, over $909,000 in debts were
referred to USAFAC for collection action. Respective col-
lections by USAFAC during the same period amounted to less




than 9 cents on the dollar. Officials in the Collection
Division at USAFAC told us collection action is not started
until a member is separated and that the collection rate
would improve if collection efforts were started earlier
rather than many months after a member quits attending
training drills.

In our opinion, many overpayments could be prevented by
graming the Army Finance Center's computer to automati-
y assign members to a nonpay status after they have been
nt for 3 consecutive months. Such members would be paid
if their respective unit commanders submitted documents
to AFAC stating they should be paid and removed from the
nonpay status. Hot only would this reduce overpayments but
it could readily identify members who, if unexcused, should
he ordered to active duty, discharged from the service, or
‘ransferred to a control group by State Adjutant Generals and
Continental U.S. Army commanders.

MEMBERS ARE BEING PAID BY BOTH THE ACTIVE
ARMY PAY SYSTEM AND THE RESERVE PAY SYSTEM

As of June 30, 1979, about 2,800 Guard and Reserve nem-
re in a pay status on both the Active Army and Re-

y systems. Although the Reserve pay system provides
ers to be entered on both systems while they attend
training, they should not be in a pay status on both
;. However, using a small sample we found that many
rs were overpaid because both systems were paying them.
In addition, those members who were not receiving a paycheck
from both systems were being incorrectly charged for the
onthly Servicemens Group Life Insurance premiums by both

& 5 The following table shows the results of our

£ le
Members
Members Percent charged
Members paid by of sample twice for

Organization sampled both systems paid twice insurance

D.Co Guard 34 4 12 29
Indiana Guard 47 6 13 31
Virginia Guard 24 5 21 5
lst Arny

Reserve le2 14 9 142

Total 267 29 12 207

10



Although we sampled only about 10 percent of the mem-
bers on both systems during the month of June, payment by
these systems to 29 members involved about $16,200 consist-
ing mainly of overpayments made by the Active Army pay sys-—
tem. This condition appears to exist because members are
not separated in a timely manner from the Active Army pay

i Fter they complete basic training. Consequently,
Active A,y system, which is also an exception reporting
system, continues to pay the members.

JUMPS~RC COMPUTER PROGRAM
EDITS NEED TO BE UPGRADED

To insure that data entering the JUMPS-RC system is

complete, and reliable, computer programs contain
> ks which detect missing or invalid data. 1Invalid
and incomplete information is getting into the JUMPS-RC
system because

~--additional edits need to be incorporated into JUMPS-
RC computer programs to catch errors and

--unit and input station technicians process transac-
tions which bypass the JUMPS-RC computer program
edits.

To test the adequacy of JUMPS-RC computer program
edits, we processed over 120 simulated payroll transactions
which contained deliberate errors. Our test showed that,
for the majority of our transactions, the JUMPS-RC system
edits rejected the incorrect entries. However, the system
did accept several transactions which we believe should
have been rejected. These included

~-accepting social security account numbers which were
not valid because they were outside the range of
numbers which are issued by the Social Security
Administration,

-—-accepting and issuing checks for transaction cards
with invalid tax codes while rejecting those with
valid tax codes,

~-gaccepting transactions which incorrectly assigned a
reservist from a 24 drills a year unit to a 48 drills
a year unit, and

~—-accepting transaction cards for individuals which

showed incorrect dates for scheduled unit training
assemblies., Since the transaction cards were not

11



»d by matching them with the units' scheduled
drill dates, members can be paid for drills they
did not attend.

During our review we found instances where some of

trdnﬁactlona have occurred. For example, after deter-
t program edit routines do not check for valid
urity account numbers, we found two lst Army re-
and seven Indiana guardsmen who were being paid
ocial security numbers. Virginia guardsmen
for drills they did not attend because the
did not match the exception card dates with the
drills were performed.

Besides strengthening USAFAC's computer edits, Army
Guard and Reserve officials need to insure that unit and
input station level technicians do not process transactions
which unnecesgsarily bypass computer edits. Presently, the
JUMPS~-RC system files contain a 6-month history of pay
transactions which have been posted to a member's account.
lesid providing a computerized file on each member, the
-month record span provides ready information to edit
against when payments or pay adjustments are made to a mem-
&ocaunt. Some adjustments go beyond the 6-month rec-
rd sy however, and consequently are not subject to the
JJH’“ RC edits.

We found, however, that technicians sometimes process
transactions that are within the 6-month record span but by-
s the systems edits by treating the transactions as being
ide the record span. For example, we found a Reserve
who was paid for four drills for 1 day. (Two drills
a day is the maximum number possible.) This occurred be-
cause the unit technician bypassed the computer edits which
would have rejected the transactions creating the overpay-
ment.  According to USAFAC officials, technicians often
prw@ww% transactions which unnecessarily bypass system edits
ctions of this type need to be detected, discouraged,
and prevented at the input station level.

UNIT COMMANDERS AND MAJOR ARMY COMMANDS
NEED BETTER MANAGEMENT TINFORMATION

lrmm a management standpoint, day-to-day supervision of
: as well as the concept of "separation of duties"
principles of internal control. Errors are more
be detected when duties are separated, and fraud

‘ to occur when it depends on collusion. These

25 are difficult to apply at the Guard and Reserve




unit level, and the unit commanders must rely on management
reports to oversee the day-to-day administrative functions
of the units.

Unit technicians are responsible to their unit comman-
ders, whom they usually see only on drill days or about
1 weekend a month. During the rest of the month the tech-
nicians work unsupervised while they carry out the adminis-
trative functions of the unit. This includes having full
responsibility for preparing the units performance package
and for making permanent changes to the pay and personnel
systems and to members' official records which are maintained
at the unit level. In the Guard, unit technicians are also
involved in processing the substantiating documentation for
new enlistees and members who transfer into the unit from
another Guard or Reserve unit.

To monitor the work of the technicians the unit com-
manders need timely and useful reports from the system. How-
ever, the JUMPS~RC system does not routinely provide unit
commanders with any summary information identifying members
who were paid for drills, given an excused absence, or marked
absent without leave. As a result, unit commanders, particu-
larly those in large units, are not aware of who has been
paid for drills and the types of changes that have been made
to members' pay accounts.

A potential for errors and unauthorized payments exists
because of the inherent weaknesses in the system controls
at the unit level. For example, a unit technician could
establish a pay record for a fictitious member, and because
the technician has control over all processing functions,
and no feedback to the unit commander on permanent changes
is recorded, this member could receive a paycheck. Notwith-
standing these weaknesses, the vulnerability of the system
to this type of situation is increased because Army policy
allows a member's paycheck as well as his Leave and Earnings
Statements to be sent directly to his unit. Thus a techni-
cian 1s in a position to control not only all processing
functions but can also have the checks sent to the unit.

Besides these weaknesses in controls, unit technicians
do not always follow prescribed procedures to identify mem—
bers who were incorrectly paid for drills. Procedures call
for the unit technician to compare the unit's pay package
with the member's monthly Leave and Earnings Statement.

This is not always being done, however. During fiscal years
1977 and 1978 a 5th Army Quality Assurance team visited units
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throughout the 5th Army and compared the earnings statements
with the units' pay packages. The following chart summarizes
the team's work:

Numbey Total Total Average
Fiscal of units accounts improper acocount
year reviewed reviewed payments error
1977 42 3,834 $77,951 $20
1978 46 4,040 43,594 11

Based on their work, the team projected a total of
$1.6 million in improper payments made to reservists in the
5th Army during fiscal years 1977 and 1978. These incorrect
payments could have been identified by unit technicians if
prescribed procedures had been followed.

We believe the JUMPS-RC system could produce a unit
roster showing all JUMPS-RC pay accounts assigned to the
unit and a 6-month pay history for each account. Unit
commanders believe this kind of information would help
them monitor drill attendance to insure that members were
being paid correctly, and would help keep them informed of
changes made to members' pay accounts. We also believe
this kind of information could be routinely summarized at
higher levels, such as State levels and Army Reserve com~
mand levels, to determine accurate drill attendance partic-
ipation. Such a report could also show the number of mem-
bers who have not drilled in 3, 6, and 12 months but are
still in a drill pay status indicating a need for manage-
ment's attention.

EXCEPTION REPORTING: IS IT PRACTICAL IN
TODAY 'S GUARD AND RESERVE ENVIRONMENT?

Typically, the objective of an exception reporting sys-
tem is to reduce the pay processing workload by reducing the
volume of transactions inputed to the system. Exception
reporting systems usually work well when ’

~-the personnel turnover is low;

~-few administrative changes to pay accounts occur;

~-—-attendance is good; and

~-~personnel who process the payroll are well supervised,
trained, and stable.

14



Presently, none of these conditions exist in the Army
Guard and Reserve. During the last few years the personnel
turnover rate has averaged between 25 and 35 percent a year.
The volume of transactions has been large, averaging almost
one transaction a person a month because of the poor atten-
dance at scheduled training drills and the large number of
administrative changes. Further, the technician turnover
rate during the last 2 years averaged 18 percent for the
Guard and 25 percent for the Reserve.

Although the pay system principle of exception report-
ing is normally acceptable in Government if controls are
adequate, the present controls are not adequate and the sys-
tem has not been able to attain its goal of reducing the pay
processing workload. We believe this objective will con-
tinue to be difficult to achieve unless the environment in
the Guard and Reserve changes.

Army officials have recognized exception reporting as
a problem and plan to test a positive reporting system in
the Guard and Reserve in the near future. With positive re-
porting, the unit accounts for each member who is present at
each drill rather than for members who are absent. During
the test, units in selected States are to convert to a pos-
itive reporting system to process JUMPS~RC pay data through
the input stations to USAFAC. Computer programs at USAFAC
will be modified to accept positive input of drill atten-
dance from the test States.

We believe a positive reporting system should elimi-
nate some of the problems discussed in this chapter such
as members being paid for drills they did not attend because
transaction cards were not processed.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Army's Reserve drill pay system lacks adequate
controls to prevent erroneous payments. Over the past sev-
eral years, AAA and other internal review groups have re-
ported on numerous occasions to various Army commands that
controls over attendance recording and reporting are inade-
quate. Yet, the Army commands have not acted effectively
to deal with the problems. We believe.the Army needs to
take comprehensive measures to insure compliance with poli-
cies and to maintain the integrity of the pay system. We
1150 believe the Army should redesign the system to require
positive reporting and processing.

15



Accordingly, we recommend that the Secretary of the
Army develop a comprehensive compliance strategy to correct
the pay abuses identified in this report. The strategy
should

--direct USAFAC to automatically assign members to a
nonpay status after they have been absent from drills
for 3 consecutive months,

--require USAFAC to establish responsibility and proce-
dures for eliminating conditions which allow Reserve
and Guard members to be paid by both the JUMPS-RC
system and the Active Army pay system,

-~-direct USAFAC to upgrade 1its computer program edits
to detect errors identified in this report and de-
velop methods to prevent pay transactions from by-
passing program edits except in unusual circumstances
and with high level approval,

~--insure that Army Guard unit technicians do not have
control over all processing functions with no feed-
back to unit commanders on changes made in the pay
records,

--direct USAFAC to develop management reports for unit
commanders and major Army commands that will provide
timely and useful feedback on drill participati.n and
pay transactions processed for unit members,

--develop an educational program for unit personnel on
the importance of accurate attendance reporting and
the consequences to expect for submitting erroneous
reports, and

--require the pay system to be redesigned to provide
for positive reporting and processing.

Army officials at the installations reviewed generally

concurred with our findings and said they would study the
recommendations to determine what actions need to be taken.
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CHAI

PTER 3

THE ARMY NEEDS TO STRENGTHEN CONTROLS

OVER THE RESERVE ACTIVE DUTY PAY SYSTEM

Unlike the JUMPS-RC drill pay system, the Guard and
Reserve active duty for training pay system is not a cen-
tralized, automated exception reporting system. Guard and
Reserve members on active duty for training are paid by Army
Finance and Accounting offices located worldwide. Controls
at these offices (hereinafter referred to as disbursing of-
fices) are not adequate to systematically prevent or detect
overpayments to Reserve and Guard members. Consequently,
the disbursing offices are making duplicate payments (over
a half-million dollars detected during the last 2 years) as
well as overlapping payments. Duplicate payments occur when
Reserve units or reservists submit more than one claim to
one or more disbursing offices for the same period of active
duty for training. Overlapping or dual payments occur when
reservists are paid for drill assemblies while they are on
active duty for training.

Presently, the Army has a manual and cumbersome method
of detecting duplicate and overlapping payments. We believe
such payments will continue until the Army takes the neces-
sary steps to

--specify which disbursing office will process active
duty training pay for particular units,

~--insure that controls within disbursing offices are
established and followed when processing
Guard and Reserve pay, and

--use USAFAC's computer capability to systematically
detect duplicate and overlapping payments.

In addition, we believe the most effective solution to
the problem is to ultimately centralize and integrate the
Guard and Reserve JUMPS-RC and active duty for training
pay systemns. This step will allow the Army to prevent

DUPLICATE PAYMENTS

Fort Indiantown Gap, Fort McCoy, and Presidio of San
Francisco maintain the accounting records on the Reserve
personnel appropriation for active duty for training for
the lst Army, 5th Army, and 6th Army, respectively. Our
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visit to Fort Indiantown Gap and information supplied by
Fort McCoy and Presidio of San Francisco showed the follow-
1t numbers and amounts of duplicate and overpayments de-
tected by these installations in 1977 and 1978.

Duplicate and Overpayments Detected (note a°

Accounting stations _ 1977 1978
No. Amount Ho. Amount

Fort Indiantown Gap

(lst Army) 311 $108,208 1,197 $204,459
Fort McCoy (5th Army) 396 48,093 496 77,621
Presidio (6th Army) 146 26,709 386 75,960

Total 1,353 $183,010 2,079 $358,040

a/Fort Indiantown Gap and Fort McCoy data is on a calendar
year basis and Presidio is on a fiscal year basis.

The number and amounts of duplicate payments recouped
as of May 1979 were reported as follows:

~--Fort Indiantown Gap collected $126,978 from 659 of
the 1,179 duplicate claims paid in 1978. Collection
data was not available for 1977.

--Fort McCoy collected $32,754 from 252 of the 3%.
duplicate claims paid in 1977 and $14,915 from L2
of the 496 duplicate claims paid in 1978.

-~Presidio of San Francisco could not provide us infor-
mation on the number and amounts collected.

As of July 1979 Fort McCoy has not written off, trans-
ferred to USAFAC for collection, or turned over to investi-
gative authorities any duplicate payments detected. Fort
Indiantown Gap also has not turned over any duplicate pay-
ments to investigative authorities. Since 1978 it has
turned over to USAFAC 64 cases of duplicate payments total-
ing about $8,719 for collection action. Presidio of San
Francisco reports that four duplicate payments totaling
$3,226 were found to be fraudulent submissions.

Based on a further analysis of duplicate payments de-
tected by Fort Indiantown Gap, we found among other things
that 10l reservists received duplicate payments more than
once—--one as many as five times. Furthermore, 277 of the
560 uncollected accounts have been outstanding more than
120 days, and of these accounts, more than one-fourth will

18



be difficult to collect since the reservists are no longer
‘ e service. In addition, we reviewed a number of du-
yments by obtaining copies of the military pay
nd the supporting documentation filed by the re-
5 st The following are two examples of the types of
duplxumtw payments detected:

Case l--Duplicate Claims for Annual Training

A rﬂaexviqt was ordered to annual training for 13 days
to attend a U.S. Army Reserve school beginning August 6,
1978, The unlt or reservist submitted two pay vouchers to
the same disbursing office for base pay, allowances, and
1. One claim was paid August 18, 1978 ($811.86); the
other on August 24, 1978 ($814.66). The accompanying Cer-
tification Sheets (DD Form ~ 2233) were certified by two
i rent officials. On October 5, 1978, the reservist
filed a travel voucher to the same pay station claiming
$541.50 for mileage and per diem for the same period of
training. The travel voucher was paid on November 21, 1978.

On March 15, 1979, Fort Indiantown Gap detected the
duplicate payments and initiated two collection actions to
recover $811.86 paid August 18, 1978, and $149 paid for
mileage as part of the August 24, 1978, payment. On
September 16, 1979, the reservist returned the uncashed
August 18, 1978, check.

Case 2--Duplicate Claims for Active Duty for Training

Since October 1977 a reservist received duplicate pay-
ments totaling $1,068 from the same disbursing office (Ft.
Meade) on five different occasions as follows:

Period Date of Type of
of training voucher payment Amount payment
9~12 to 16-77 10~ 4-77 $ 181.21 - Base pay and
allowances
11l- 2-77 181.21 Do.
10-24 to 28-77 11— 4-77 191.97 Do.
11-22-77 191.97 Do.
= 7 to 18-78 9- 1-78 202.62 Travel
3~ 1-79 201.08 Do.
10=~ 9 to 13-78 2= 5-79 201.74 Base pay and
’ allowances
2=15~79 201.74 Do.
Ll=- 5 to 9-78 1- 2~79 201.94 Do.
2=16-79 290.66 Do.



Hone of the military pay vouchers submitted for base
pay and allowances were certified by the reservist's unit
onnel officer. On May 22, 1978, the reservist repaid
> duplicate payment of November 22, 1977, and on
November 8, 1979, signed a notice of indebtedness for the
ey four duplicate payments.

hods used to detect duplicate payments

The three accounting stations operate under the Army's
tandard Finance System which generates a voluminous excep-
n report on discrepancies between obligations and dis-
sements after each active duty for training payment proc-
;ing cycle. Station personnel manually review the reports

n effort to detect overpayments. We did not assess the
“tiveness of the reviews; however, we noted that these
1llations were not following procedures recommended by

nst
‘ T : L
AA for detecting duplicate payments. In its October 1975

report entitled "Controls Over Pay of Reservists," AAA
recommended use of a computer retrieval program called the
"Army Uniformed Data Inquiry Techniques" (AUDIT) at least
quarterly to evaluate the effectiveness of the periodic
exception report reviews. AUDIT produces a list identifying
instances where more than one payment voucher was processed
: Lnut the same order. By using AUDIT with the exception

- reviews, AAA believed there would be a higher degree
that most duplicate payments were detect .
own Gap officials were confident that theuir
were dete tlng most of the duplicate payments, and
‘ was no need to use AUDIT. However, sev-
- 0Lflclal$ at thi$ installation .told us that detecting
duplicate payments was a low priority item.

Reasons for duplicate payments and
actions needed to prevent them

As previously noted, duplicate payments occur when
either two different dishursing offices pay for the same
active duty for training or one disbursing office pays twice
for the gsame training. We did not determine if unit person-
nel are deliberately submitting duplicate claims with the
intent to defraud the Government. However, given the lack
of controls at the unit and disbursing office level, the
potential for defrauding the Government is great.

Some of the most frequently stated reasons for dupli-
cate payments are

--the unit is confused by Army regulations as to which
disbursing office is responsible for handling its
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payroll, therefore it sends pay and travel vouchers
to more than one office;

“wthw unit payroll clerk does not file a copy of a sub-
ted payroll or travel voucher, therefore a second
unknowingly submitted either to the same or a dif-
rent disbursing office; and

--a disbursing office is slow in processing a pay or
travel voucher, therefore the unit or member resub-
mits another thinking the first was lost.

We believe that the three accounting stations should
sy any suspect payments to the Army's Criminal Investiga-
D1v1m1mn for investigation as possible fraudulent sub-
“ Furthermore, these stations should use AUDIT on
rly basis to test the reliability of their detection

believe that USAFAC's centralized tax reporting
1 provide a means for detecting duplicate pay-
ments. If Army disbursing offices submit complete tax with-
holding information along with supporting information for
active duty for training pay, then USAFAC officials can use
the information to analyze pay transactions for duplicate
vayments. Presently, the tax reporting system centralizes
11 information necessary to detect duplicate payments ex-
(1) the period of active duty for training and
jer number authorizing the training. The tax re-
n can be modified, however, to provide this
USAFAC's computer then can be programed to
ﬂach disbursement against disbursments made during
st 2 years to ldentify payments made for the same
of training.

ck

we believe that the disbursing offices
more viable program to identify and pre-
payments. FEach disbursing office should es-
system for each reservist paid f£rom their
ing the order number, date, and amount of
Any future submissions on the same order can be
st the card to prevent duplicate payments. A
system is used by the Pennsylvania Guard with
SUCCes

)

In addit 1011,

w
.

awhivw duty for training pay is eventually disbursed

em at USAFAC rather than by field dis-
en the JUMPS-RC computer program edits

revent rather than detect duplicate pay-
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OVERLAPPING PAYMENTS

According to Presidio of San Francisco, one of the most
frequent types of overpayments detected is payment for ac-
L1vw duty for training and drill assemblies for the same
¢ However, Army officials could not provide us any sta-
tics on the number and dollar amounts of these overlapp-

»r dual payments detected during the last several years.
son for this is that the JUMPS-RC system and active
training pay systems do not interface, and thus the
s not have a systematic method to detect them. To
- dual payments, the Army relies on periodic audits made
)y AAA and internal review groups at major command levels.

In its October 1975 report on controls over reserve
AAA provided comprehensive data on the extent of dual

: AAA reviewed 41 U.S. Army Reserve units having an
strength of 7,890 reservists as of February 1975.
Juring & 8-month perlod covered by their review (July 1,
1974, to February 28, 1975), AAA found that 649 reservists

performed active duty for training on the same days that
their respective units performed drill assemblies. Of these

, AAA found that 130 reservists or 20 percent were

sly paid drill pay for a total of $10,911. AAA

: rhdt 75 percent of these overpayments were made be-
unit attendance records were not accurate, and it pro-
i that about 20 percent of all reservists whose active

training duties overlap with scheduled unit <. il1l

8 overpaild.

Based on our review of later audit reports issued by
AAA and other internal review groups, we believe the Army

st taken sufficient actions to eliminate the problem
payments. The 6th Army stated in its June 20, 1979,
to us that past efforts to strengthen administrative
; have not been effective. However, 6th Army offi-
:lieve that a proposed new automated processing sys-

1 Reserve pay processing system will give them the

v to prevent dual payments. The economic analys
: ng the new pay system estimates that duplicate and
Iruudulﬁnt pdjmﬂnt can be reduced in the 6th Army area by
an estimated $400,000 annually, if implemented. Although
we did not wvaluat@ the merits of the new system, the same
capability for detecting overlapping payments as well as
duplicate payments can be achieved by adding dates of active
duty performance and order numbers authorizing the training
to USAFAC's tax data.




CONCLUSIONS AND RECOUMENDATIONS

duplicate and possible fraudulent payments
: tic method to prevent or detect them. We
e Army needs to take positive actions on

solutions already suggested and also make more
ing « gyes to the pay systems by centralizing and in-
sgrating them.

sures, we recommend that the Secretary

As interim me
of the Army

--clarify regulations specifying the disbursing station
for each unit,

--direct USAFAC to study the possibility of incorporat-
ing additional information in its tax data file from
the disbursing offices to detect duplicate and over-
lapping payments for active duty for training and
drill assemblies,

--direct FORSCOM to instruct all disbursing stations
to institute a card system to prevent duplicate pay-
ments, and

--direct the three accounting stations to refer any
suspect duplicate payments to the Army's Criminal In-
vestigation Division for possible fraudulent submis-
sions.

For the most effective and long=-term solution, we rec-
ommend that the Secretary of the Army design a centralized,
integrated JUMPS-RC drill and active duty for training pay
system to prevent duplicate and overlapping payments.

Army officials at the installations reviewed generally
agreed with our findings and said they would study the rec-
ommendations to determine what actions need to be taken.
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RECONCILIATION OF PERSONNEL AND

PAY SYSTEMS URGENTLY HEEDED

Vital information maintained in the Army Crard and
Reserve personnel and pay systems is unreliable. Both the
personnel and pay systems of the lst Army Reserves and the
three State Guards reviewed contain 1lncorrect data. For
example, we found that lst Army personnel data was in error
in January 1979 by a total of 7 percent in accounting for
increases and decreases of assigned personnel and was over-
stating strength by 3.6 percent or 3,550 reservists. In
the Guard, about a 5-percent net variance existed in June
1979 between the total number of members in the National
Guard Bureau personnel system and the JUMPS-RC pay system
for the District of Columbia, Indiana, and Virginia.

»ngth reports are overstated because the pay and person-
 systems also include members who fail to meet unit
training requirements, and should be separated from the Se-
lected Reserve (placed on active duty, transferred to Indi-
vidual Ready Reserve, or discharged). An AAA report issued
in October 1979 identified more than 34,000 guardsmen and
15,800 reservists who missed half or more of their drills
during the first half of fiscal year 1979. These unsatis-
factory performers amounted to about 10 percent of the Guard
Force and 8.5 percent of the Reserve Force during this
period.

The Congress, DOD, and the military components depend
on information from the pay and personnel systems to assess
strength levels, prepare budgets, develop mobilization
plans, and project manpower losses and recruiting goals.
Guard and Reserve personnel also rely on the accuracy of
these systems for their pay.

Information in the pay and personnel systems is unre-
liable primarily because data is not updated in a timely
manner or information is lost, rejected, or erroneously
changed. Furthermore, State Guard and Army Reserve commands
are not acting to remove members from the Selected Reserve
who do not meet training participation requirements. Prompt
attention should be given to removing unsatisfactory drill
participants, reconciling pay and personnel data, and devel-
oping programs to readily verify or correct information
as the need arises.
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HODS OF R
DATA Al

ONCILING PAY
INADEQUATE

e Army conducted a mobilization exercise
t" in which it made a comparison between
1 systems for 15 units (10 Reserve and
»st showed that a significant dispar-
h between the two systems and

\ " 5@33@5& assigned to the units. For the
bay system listed 1,137 members and the per-
worted 1,208 members. Furthermore, there
on & pay file but not the personnel file
bersonnel file but not the pay file.
Army concluded from this test that
?Fww between the two systems indicates
critical area of strength accountabil-
1978 the Comptroller recommended imple-
1 comparison of data elements on the
files and reconciling the differences.

and
The

1979 the Army was not reconciling pay and
the Guard or for the 5th and 6th Army
e:o lst >ﬁ3< Reserve does, however, match per-
nation with USAPAC's pay file on a quarterly

g stect abarﬁaca:cﬁm;, The lst Army began making
r:yf wsrczﬁ,i ation in November 1977 to detect mismatched

d of rvice dates. This was later expanded to include

, 1 ar data element mismatches. First Army of-
1e¢ to limited resources, however, only
are researched and resolved.

1 review, and to evaluate the causes of
: ncies %: pay and pers sonnel data, we
:rb1< ro\e USAFAC comparison of lst Army pay
i : 2u also requested that USAFAC,
Auzcgea National Guard Bureau personnel
)i ct of Columbia, Indiana, and
yith JUMPS-RC pay data. Although USAFAC
rison for us, the results were inconclusive
ic¢ 1 Guard Bureau falled to provide current
; match. We therefore could
spariti between the two

1979, the Commander of USAFAC recommended
1 the National Guard Bureau that the 5th
and the States participate in the pay/per-

(S




RESULTS OF 1ST ARMY COMPARISON

The lst Army personnel and pay comparisons showed the
following:

--total reservists on personnel file was 97,533 versus
95,160 on pay file;

--7,132 persons appeared on the personnel system but
were not on the pay system, and 3,771 persons ap-
peared on the pay system but were not on the person-
nel system; and

--39,306 reservists (about 40 percent) had discrepancies
in data elements used for computing pay and strength
figures.

First Army Reserve officials stated that differences in
the information contained in the JUMPS-RC and personnel sys-
tem are often attributable to the varying processing times
taken to enter and remove data from each system when a
change is required. For example, when a member is trans-
ferred or separated from the Reserves for nonperformance
of drills, his orders are often both prepared and entered
onto the personnel system at one of the Continental U.S.
Army Headquarters. Those orders are then sent to the unit,
which in turn must forward a copy to the JUMPS-RC input
station to remove the reservist from the payroll system.
Delays in this total process sometimes result in reservists
remaining on the JUMPS-RC system and receiving pay for sev-
eral months after they are removed from the personnel sys-
tem.

To determine the extent and effect of personnel and
payroll mismatch data in the 1lst Army, we randomly selected
and examined cases where members were listed on the person-
nel file but not on the pay file and vice versa, and pro-
jected the results to the total file sampled. Also, we ran-
domly selected and reviewed cases in the 1lst Army where
vital information such as rank, unit identification codes,
etc., was recorded differently by the two systems. The re-
sults of our analysis follow.

Members on JUMPS~RC file but
not on the personnel system

From the January 1979 USAFAC listing of 3,771 persons
on the pay file, we examined a random sample of 114 cases.
OQur review indicated that of the 3,771 reservists
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~--42 percent (1,584) were recent enlistees who should
yeen on the personnel system in January but were
> in being added to the system by up to 4 months
after the comparison;

~=f percent (226) were recent enlistees at the time of
January match but still had not been added to
the personnel system 4 months after the match;

-~-6 percent (226) were actually on the personnel system
but were listed under a different social security
number;

-~41 percent (1,546) had separated and should not have
been on the pay system in January, but were not re-
moved for up to 3 months after the comparison; and

-=5 percent (189) had separated before the January
match was made but were still on the pay system
3 months after the comparison was made.

Delays in removing separated personnel from the pay
system result in overpayments. Based on our sample results,
estimate that approximately 189 (5 percent) of the 3,771
reservists identified by USAFAC were overpaid an aggregate
$20,700 because they were not removed from the JUMPS-RC sys-
tem for an average of 7 months after the effective date of
their separations. Our study showed that when reservists
are taken off the personnel file, units often assume they
are also off the payroll file sxnce they no longer appear
on the units' personnel roster. Since JUMPS-RC pays all
reservists on its file unless otherwise instructed, and
since the members in our sample were no longer listed on
the personnel roster and therefore were not marked absent,
they were overpaid an average of four drills, or approxi-
nately $104 each.

Thv reservists who were not removed promptly would have

i even more, but JUMPS~RC input station clerks,
. he reservists were still on JUMPS-RC but not on
2rsonnel system, in most cases placed an exception in
Lhe system for them each month that they remained on JUMPS-
RC. Unit technicians should have been aware that these
ﬁer‘LM were still on JUMPS-RC if they had checked their

j and earnings statements against the personnel
mubmltted. By making this comparison, they
etected those members being paid who were no
anqur drilling and could have taken actions to remove them
Crom JUMPS-RC.
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A lst Army Quality Assurance review of 11 lst Army
units performed between December 1978 and April 1979 found
that some 13 members in 6 units received payments for drills
that occurred after the effective date of their separations
from the Reserve. The average overpayment was $148 for six
drills.

Members on the personnel
system but not on JUMPS-RC files

As noted earlier, the USAFAC comparison of the January
1979 pay and personnel systems revealed that there were 7,132
reservists appearing on the personnel system who were not on
the pay system. We examined a random sample of 115 cases.
Our study indicated that of the 7,132 reservists

--38 percent (2,710 reservists) had separated and
should have been off the personnel file in January
but were not removed for up to 4 months after the
comparison,

--28 percent (1,997 reservists) were either recent en-
listees who should have been on the pay system in
January but were late being added to the system by
up to 3 months after the comparison or were actually
on the pay file under a different social security
number,

--7 percent (499 reservists) had been dropped from
JUMPS-RC sometime during the 9 months preceding the
comparison but still had not been removed from the
personnel file 4 months after the comparison, and

-=-27 percent (1,926 reservists) had not been on the
JUMPS-RC file for over 9 months before the match but
still had not been removed from the personnel file
4 months after the comparison--indicating delays of
over 1 year in removing separated members from the
personnel system. “

On the basis of our analysis of members on the pay
system but not the personnel system and vice versa, we
estimate that lst Army personnel system data is in error
by a total of 7 percent in accounting for increases and
decreases in assigned personnel. The net effect is an over-
statement of strength by 3.6 percent or 3,550 reservists.
This disparity represents the equivalent of about 4 Army
battalions.
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An example of a member being carried on the personnel
system who should have been dropped was a reservist assigned
te a unit in June 1978 from the U.S. Army Reserve Control
Group. This reservist never reported for drills with his
newly assigned unit and was therefore never entered on
JUMPS-RC. In August 1978 the unit requested that the lst
Army separate the member for no:performance. However, as
of July 1979, discharge orders had still not been prepared
and the member continued to be printed on the unit's person-
nel roster and was counted as part of the unit's strength.

Another reservist died before attending his first unit
drill. He had already been entered on the personnel system
but not on JUMPS-RC. The Army Reserve Personnel Center re-
voked the deceased reservist's assignment orders in January
1979, and unit officials stated that a copy of the order was
promptly forwarded to lst Army Headquarters. Yet as of July
1979 the deceased member was still listed on the personnel
file and was being counted as part of lst Army's Reserve
strength.

Hot included in our above analysis is the serious at-
tendance problems reported by AAA. It reported in October
1979 that about 8.5 percent of the Reserve Force missed
half or more drills during a 6-month period. Delays in re-
moving members from the personnel file who do not drill re-
sult 1in erroneous strength reports and can have a serious
impact on assessing the readiness status of the Army Re-
serve. (See ch. 2, p. 5 for Army reguirements concerning
unsatisfactory drill participation.)

Data element mismatches

bata elements on the JUMPS-RC and personnel system are
critically important because erroneous data can result in
underpayments and overpayments to Army reservists. Data
elements such as yrade and service entry dates directly
affect reservists' pay. If a member's service entry date
credits him with more service than he has earned, then his
pay, which is affected by longevity, will be calculated
erroneously at a higher rate. The opposite is also true.
End of service dates that are inaccurately recorded on
the JUMPS-RC can result in payments being made to members
who have already separated from the Reserve. Incorrect
unit identification codes mean basically one thing--the
Army Reserve 1s counting on a reservist being somewhere
he is not. The implications in the event of mobilization
are obvious.
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To evaluate the accuracy of data elements in the pay
and personnel systems, we drew a random sample of 118 cases
from approximately 39,000 cases identified by the January
1979 comparison as having at least one data element mismatch.
Our sample contained a total of 141 data element mismatches.
We did not examine 31 of the service entry date mismatches
and 10 of the end of service date mismatches because the
discrepancies were insignificant. In examining the other
100 instances we found:

~--End of service dates contained in the JUMPS-RC file
were accurate in about 64 percent of the instances;
dates contained in the personnel file were correct
in approximately 20 percent of the instances; and
neither file was correct in 16 percent of the in-
stances. We therefore estimate that of the 10,451
mismatched end of service dates found by USAFAC,
6,689 were listed correctly on JUMPS-RC; 2,090 were
correct on the personnel file; and 1,672 were incor-
rect on both files.

--Service entry dates contained in the personnel file
were accurate in about 35 percent of the instances;
JUMPS-RC was correct in about 22 percent of the in-
stances; neither file was correct in about 35 percent
of the instances; and the unit technicians were un-—
able to determine which file was correct in about
8 percent of the instances. We therefore estimate
that of the 17,775 service entry date mismatches
identified by USAFAC, 6,182 were listed correctly
in the personnel file; 3,864 were correctly listed
by JUMPS-RC; and 6,182 were incorrect on both sys-
tems. We also estimate that unit technicians would
he unable to determine the correct dates for the
remaining 1,547 mismatches.

-=-Unit identification codes contained in JUMPS-RC were
accurate in about 60 percent of the instances, while
the codes contained on the personnel file were accu-
rate in approximately 40 percent of the instances.
We therefore estimate that of the 3,053 code discre-
pancies found by USAFAC, 1,832 were correctly listed
on JUMPS-RC and 1,221 were correctly listed on
the personnel file.

--Grade data contained in JUMPS-~RC were accurate in

about 87 percent of the instances, and the personnel
file was accurate in approximately 13 percent of the
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instances. 1/ Therefore, of the 8,047 grade mis-
matohes Iwund by USAFAC, 6,974 were listed correctly
in JUMPS-RC and 1,073 were listed correctly in the

pﬂfﬁwﬁﬂml file,

ESULTS OF THE GUARD COMPARISON

As previously discussed, USAFAC's comparison of pay and
personnel records for the District of Columbia, Indiana, and
Virginia was unsuccessful, and thus we could not determine
the extent of differences in the identity of members on the
two systems. Because all personnel transactions such as
% sions, losses, and promotions are processed first

: States' perﬁonnel systems and then submitted on
s5is to the JUMPS-RC pay system and the National
Guard Bureau personnel system, the systems should have few
differences. However, as of June 30, 1979, about a 5-percent

' C d between the total records in both systems.
As of that date, the National Guard Bureau reported to DOD
a total strength of 18,200 guardsmen in the District of
Columbia, Indiana, and Virginia. USAFAC, as of the same
date, showed a total of 19,115 members on the pay file.

The Army Guard, like the Army Reserve, overstates

jth by carrying members that have serious attendance
problems which could impact substantially on the readiness
cUHdltlUH of the Guard. For example, the AAA's report on
absent sm dated December 1979 showed that 681 members

(3 perc in the District of Columbia, Indiana, and Virginia
Guard) »d all drills during the 6-month period of

Outobwr L, 1978, to March 31, 1979. Furthermore, 1l percent
or 2,27 ardsmen from these States missed one-half or
more r drills during the same period. Overall, AAA

report 4,000 guardsmen or about 10 percent of the
Guard ed half or more of their drills in the first
half of fiscal year 1979.

In
ports wi
9 Clua r‘d

Lo units carrying members on strength re-
isfactory drill performance, we identified
in the District of Columbia, Indiana, and

1 systems who never returned to their units
raining--some as long as 3 years ago.
g £ thUld have been discharged and dropped from
the personnel systems long ago.

1/In a majority of the instances we examined, the personnel
system did not have the member's grades stored.




CONCLUSIONS

Major differences exist between the information con~-
tained in the pay and personnel systems for the Army Guard
and Reserve. MNeither the pay system nor the personnel sys-
tem accurately reflect the strength of the Guard and Re-
Serve.

We believe the imbalance between pay and personnel
systems and the reliability of information in these systems
will continue to be a problem until the Army makes a con-
certed effort to improve the timeliness, flow, and accuracy
of source data, and develops programs to readily verify
or correct information as the need arises. While we recog-
nize that it is difficult, if not impossible, to establish
and maintain both pay and personnel files that are
100~-percent accurate, we do not think the Army can accept
the current inaccuracies in these systems—-particularly as
it relates to strength accountability. Although the 1lst
Army Reserve has taken steps to correct its data files,
much more needs to be done to improve procedures to insure
that accurate data is entered on a timely basis. The 5th
and 6th Army Reserves and the National Guard Bureau have
not made a similar effort to reconcile disparities between
their pay and personnel files and should do so promptly.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Secretary of the Army

~-review and modify existing procedures to improve the
timeliness, flow, and accuracy of source data needed
for entering and deleting members from the pay and
personnel systems;

--initiate actions to remove members from the rolls who
do not meet established Army attendance standards;

~--develop programs to readily verify or correct data
in the systems as the need arises; and

--reconcile on a regular basis the pay and personnel
data vital to management needs for the National
Guard and Reserve.

Army officials at the installations reviewed generally
agreed with our findings and said they would study the rec-
ommendations to determine what actions need to be taken.

(963117)
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