
Army Guard And Reserve Pay 
And Personnel Systems Are Unreliable 
And Susceptible To Waste And Abuse 

Tlw Army Guartl UIKI Reserve pay systems do 
r10L tj;rvt: ;itlt:cluote controls to prevent erro- 
nt:ous txlyrrrt?nts. The report shows chat Guard 
arrtl Rwsw mernl~f!rs are t)eing paid 

for (trills not attended, 

twice for the same period of train- 
ing, or 

t,y t)olh the Active Army pay system 
ml Wcsr!rvc pay system. 

Furthermore, vital personnel strength data in 
.IIIF? ~~(:rsonneI antI 1x1~ systems is unreliable 
;rrrct C;ILIS(~S erroneous I)ayments. Also, the 
t)~rsonn~:l strt:nyrtl data in these systems is 
inft;rtt?~l with memt.~crs who should be sepa- 
riltett. 

GAO is recorrlrnenclin!l that the Army take a 
nurrltxr of actions to correct the problems 
irlen ti WI in tt)is report including redesigning 
r~~tl centrati7ing the Reserve drill pay system 
with the Reservcz active duty training pay 
system. 
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UNITEDSTATESGENERALACCOUNTING OFFICE 
WASWINCTON, D.C. 2054 

FEDERAL PlERSONN(LL AND 
COMPLNE4ATlON DlvlSIOhl 

D-196857 

The Honorable Clifford L. Alexander, Jr* 
The Secretary of the Army 

Dear '/lr. 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- 
5ie and inflated. The report makes a number of reconmenda- 
tions to correct the problems identified. 

As you know, section 236 of the Legislative 2eorganiza- v': 
tion Act of 1370 requires the head of a Federal agency to ' / 

submit a written statement on actions taken on our recommen- f? 
dations to the House Committee on Government Operations and \ 
the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs not later than r"j 
60 days after the date of the report and to the House and 1 Cl 
Senate Committees on Appropriations with the agency's first 
request for appropriations made more than 60 days after the 

\, 
( ‘$ 

date of the report. r 3 

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, 
Office of Nanagement 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 Co-mmittee on Govern- 
mental Affairs, 

We wish to a 
tended to us by y 

cknowledge the courtesy and cooperation ex- 
our staff during our review. 





The Rrmy Guard and Reserve payroll is about 
$1.3 billion. rzanagement controls over this 
payroll and the related personnel systems 
arc not adequate to prevent erroneous pay- 
ments. Inaccurate drill attendance record- 
in<J and reporting by Guard and Reserve units 
ant1 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 im- 
pakt on budget and mobilization plans. 

AT'i'ErJDAIJCE: REPORTING ABUSES -.-"-----_-----" --- 

The Reserve drill pay system operates on an 
exception basis, i.e., Guard and Reserve 
personnel are automatically paid 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 groups have 
frequently reported during the last several 
years that units are inaccurately reporting 
attendance and are not following required 



prtm?durc.i!“;. ‘i’h i. 5; i.r.tcJ.udes counting members 
pr~s:~c!nt, 17or cjrills tI]ey did not attend, lib- 
erally yranting excusrxl absences withaut 
val id reasons, and failing to take appropriate 
act,ion t::,c> rem~~v~ reservists from the rolls 
for r:xcessive unauthorized abscnsesa For 
examrsleI a recent Army Auclit 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 dicl not attend. Furthermore, records 
on 82 personnel in 6 units originally show- 
ing the members as absent were later changed 
to L>resent without adequate supporting docu- 
men ta t. ion or approval from Command Xleadquar- 
ters a These members were consequently paid 
tipproximately $7 I 600 e This audit resulted 
in the Federal L3ureau of Investigation being 
asked to investigate for possible criminal 
f1 raud * ( s e (2 pp * 6 to 8.) 

ln another report the Army Audit Agency re- 
ported excessive absences throughout the 
Guaril ;Ind Reserve e The report identified 
1110 r F? than 10,000 guardsmen and 5,000 reserv- 
ists who missed iill of their drills during 
t:.llc: Lir-st ha1.f~ of fiscal year 1979, and 
anot:Llcr 24 I 000 guardsmen and 10,800 reserv- 
i ! i t .s who missed half or more of their drills 
clurin’g the same period. These 49,800 infre- 
cllien t 1.y c.lri 1 I. inq guardsmen and reservists 
,;mount to about‘10 percent of the Guard 
l~‘urcic ant.! 8 u 5 percent of the Reserve Force. 
( Sc?f? [-‘[I” 2 9 a t-l< J 3 :t . ) 

Iltlc!t:r the tlri 1. 1. exception reporting system, 
II n i, t: comma rztl e L” s that allow excessive absences 
1:~) occur without removing repeat offnenders 
f: roll1 the pay :;yst.em in a timely fashion are 
increasing ttle I ikelihood of members being 
LJaicl l:or tlri.11.s they did not attend. J?JEiSC?d 
(i)n its rev i.ew I GA0 estimates that between 
5 I 500 to 6 r 000 reservists and guardsmen 
wtlo are tli..;chnrqt:tl each year may be indebted 
ClS rrluch tls $‘744 r 000 f:or payment for tlrills 
they c.1 i d not a ttcnd e (See pp. 8 to 10.) 
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being paid by bath 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 bath 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 ------- ---e-p- 

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 arc 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 dnd 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 pe 23.) 
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MAIJAGEMENT 111JFORMATION 
SYSTEMS ARE WKELIABLE 

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- 
gressl 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 1st Army Reserve and three State 
Guards (District of Columbia, Indiana, and 
Virginia). The analysis of the 1st 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 
rdational 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 
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--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 agreed with our 
findings and said they would study the re- 
port recommendations to determine what 
actions need to be taken. 
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CIIAPTEF! 1. 

INTRODUCTI01J -__l-l---m,...L-.-- 

In January 1973 at the direction of the Department of 
telkr,! Al-Uky, the United States Army Finance and Accounting 
<:cntr?r (USAFAC) began to centralize the Army Guard and Re- 
s(~rvc rjrill pay systems at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana. 
1Jrior to this, Army Guard and Reserve personnel were paid 
~~uartc!rly by finance and accounting offices throughout the 
c:ontincntal United States. 

Centralization of the Army Guard and Reserve drill pay 
r;yr+tcrn fol.lowcd our August 1971 report _1/ recommending that 
:;i~~n.if"icant economies and efficiencies could be achieved by 
I)roviriiny montPkLy drill pay to Army reservists from a fully 
;iut;orn,t ted system. We also concluded that drill attendance 
;rccountability procedures needed to be strengthened to in- 
:; 11 r-t? tilat reservists were paid accurately. The USAFAC study 
wtlich f"'ol.lowed agreed with our recommendations and the Joint 
llni. form r,i ilitary Pay System-Reserve Components (JUMPS-R(Z) 
wa.'; c"Xc~velopc~d. LJLIML~S-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. 

mm GUARD AIJD RESERVE TRAINIIJG OPERATIONS ml-"-"-- .e.-* 

The Army currently has about 532,000 guardsmen and 
reservists - in the Selected Reserve Force whose mission is 
to iruoment the Active Army in time of war or national emer- 
cj(?nc:y. Tlrkesc guardsmen and reservists generally serve in 
or~~anizr;tl units and train about 38 days a year. As of June 
1979 there were 344,455 Army guardsmen assigned to 4,265 
u n i t :; and 187,985 Army reservists assigned to 3,615 units. 

Army Guard and Reserve members perform and are paid 
Lor four types of training: inactive duty t,raining, annual 
training, and active duty and initial active duty for train- 
incJ. Inactive duty training is usually performed monthly 
<luring four consecutive 4-hour drills on a selected weekend 
at idational Guard Armories and Reserve Centers for a total 
of,: 48 dril l.s each year. Annual training is 2 weeks of ac- 
t,ivc,! (Iut.y for training, commonly referred to as summer campl 
that must guardsmen and reservists are required to attend 
each year. Active duty for training includes training 

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

1 
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Iir;l? I’orI? il Finance and Accounting Office can process an 
i,ni;livitlu;il or: unit, payroll, the unit must submit the Mili- 
tciry P;ly Voucher (DA Form 21.33), Army Reserve Pay Voucher 
!;Illlllrlc,lry ;rrltj (:(jr:t.ificatic.:,n Sheet (DA Form 2233), reservist’s 
:I i ~jtlc~tur~2 r:ard ( DD5'77) # and orders authorizing an individual 
~.r~:;r.it~~i.!jt or unit to perform the active duty traini,ng. 

WE.: made this review to determine the adequacy of the 
A t-my ’ $1 mana(Jc?men t controls over its Guard and Reserve pay 
anti rtz Inted Lxrsonne.1 systems in preventing fraud and ahust-? 
ilrrcl in <i:;sc:;siny the reliability and completeness of the 
i. n I c)rmd t.. ion in these sys terns. At the facilities vi.aI. ted, 
wc! r-c:vic:w(!(l the L>roceclurcs and practices for administering 
t.htb (;uarll and Rctscrvc pay and personnc.1 systems, interviewetl 
ot’f’i cia LS rc:;ponsib le for processing pay and personnel data, 
r(.!:;cc.l rctlt2’c.l (,I i scrc.zpanc ies be twecn pay and personne 1 data f i 1~:; I 
corrq~;lrt’~X an(j ana Lyzed dri 1.1. at tendance data recorded on at-.- 
t I!n~liil-lCf: rc!CI.)r(lF~ an(1 leave earning statements, colLected an(l 
ar~tl 1 yz;6?cl cl;\ta on military pay vouchers, and traced a number 
01 tr,ilrr!;ac:tions through the systems. We also evaluated the 
oxtent (ind effectiveness of internal reviews made of the pay 
!i?(S t”t!rlls <-intl evaluated edit controls at USAF’AC and other data 
L)rr,ccssing input stations. 

C>ur review was made at: 

--LJnited States Army Finance and Accounting Center, 
b’or-t Ilenjamin ilarrison, Indiana. 

--!Jnitetl States Army Forces Command, Fort McPherson, 
(;cor~,j ia . 

--!ie~:i.d(luartcrs lst IJnited States Army, Fort Fleade, 
i4 a r y 1 a II cl . 

--llatir:,nal Guard Bureau, Washington, D.C. 

--!Jat.ional Guard Units in Virginia and Indiana. 

--I.) * 5. Army Reserve Units in Virginia and Ohio, 

--nrmy b’inance and Accounting Off ices at Fort Indian- 
town Gap I Pennsylvania, Fort McPherson, Georyiar and 
Fort Riley, Elansas. 

--United !;tates Property and Fiscal Offices in the 
District of Columbia, Indiana, and Virginia. 
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~Lthoucjh the Army has established attendance taking 
1,” K 0 c C.I cl u r e s r unit commanders actually determine how attend- 
iitlC’! is taken at tra inincj assembl ies. The p.‘rescr ibed mcthotls 





--inititrte actions in accordance with Army regulations 
tc> rcducc in grade, place on active duty, t:.E.ansfeY: kc:, 
ijn Army Reserve control group, or discharge each mem- 
L)i.:r with five or more unexcused absences. 

A 1. tllough commands took some actions l/ on AAA r+zcommen- 
CIA t.i ons at the! units reviewed, cdktikiy the 0~~trilii 
~~roL~Lc.?m continues to persist., Since the February 1978 con- 
so 1. i tia ted rc!port , AAA has continued to report the same de- 
f. ici.r:ncic:s at units in major Army Reserve Commands. For 
c x i.4 in],” 1. c r a June 1979 AAA report on 12 units in one command 
Y.c~v~~H~c?~ pay discrepancies in 9 of the units. In these 9 
1111 i t.:; I 106 reservists were recorded present for weekend 
tlr i. 1 I.:; wht:n, 4 n fact, they were absent. These reservists 
w C? r c.: sub?;~:(~uentl.y paid $8,700 for the drills. Furthermore, 
recortls c)f” an additional 82 individuals in 6 units origi- 
11t.1 1 ly showed the members as absent from weekend drills but 
WC? r-c’! !;ub:;t?(luently changed to show the members present. The 
L~r:;orltl(~ I i nvolvcd were paid approximately $7, 600 without, 
i.ld!?(]lI;i t C' ?~;[1f-‘I’or:-t.ir~~~ documentation or approval from the major 
coI~lIII~1I1(l llt!,l;l~~llE1rtf!r!;. Th i 5 LJarticular audit resulted in the 
J~‘o(l(~,r L I~ur-e;lu of’ Invc:stigation being asked to i.nvcsti.gatc.t 
1’01- [)OS;!j i 1) 1 {a f-rautl. 

I)urincj our visits to Guard and Reserve units, we found 
5 imi. I ilr :5iturrtions. For example r at one unit a member was 
r c.! (.I I’.) I.” r. i e ( 1 ii ! ; having unexcused absences for five consecutive 
(jri 1 1 a:;:;c!mbLic:s. Iiowever I 3 months later the unit reported 
tL)c! i ndiviclual. as being present for these drills and the 
rnc?ml,f~r was subse(luerrtly paid. The unit had no documentation 
to :;rtL)pr,rt this change nor did it have approval from the 
ma j or command . The uni. t technician told us he made the 
~:tliinrjf: L)i-~:;(~(‘l on a c:onversat:i.on with the member’s squad leader. 

!Jone of the most recent actions taken occurred on 
I;c!pt:c?mllc:!r 14, .1979, when the 1st tJ.S. Army established a 
LK,I icy that. attendance at drill assemblies will be substan- 
b iat:c:rl t..lrrough the use of a sign-in and sign-out register. 



Otirw cry-qanizations within the Army have also found 
(,,:(,,)II !: I c,) i I.; lover ultlt(?r3(,,1;3.~~(::~! taking procedures to be inadequate. 
7’kl<? I !.i t’ A t-my * f (* > r <,:? x I:1 r n 1.” ‘1 e 1 
I by I:.; t: Army Itcsctruc urri, ts 

compared pay rosters submitted 
to attendance rosters prepared by 

f ! v 12 1~ II ii t: Cl r c; tram the lst Army office of Training and Evalua- 
TV, ic,r’l ~111w-i,rrcj t.Ilcr?lir review crf the effectiveness of Reserve 
~,,i n ,,i t:::, :; * !z r,:i in i rlq prc)q rams . During a %-month period in 1978, 
I:,,Iitr (.:vn’:~ 1 ~uii tars vi,si ted and recorded attendance at 44 1st 
JArrtr~y Itc~+servc units. When their attendance records were sub- 
:ic?~1uo11f.ly compared to the units payroll attendance reportsl 
l.,llc:y I’~,uncl discrepancies in 70 percent of the units. These 
(Ii f:fc!t-ctnccs involved 6 percent of the personnel assigned to 
t t I (2 I I n i t s identified as having discrepancies. When the 1st 
Ar111y ~.~+;k.t~~1 the units to justify those discrepancies, they 
0 f’ t,:,t.‘ti :;t,ato~i ttlat members who were marked absent by the 
r:vti I \,II’i tar!:; illad actually been present and were overlooked. 
1 II c.,rlly 16 percent of the cases with discrepancies did the 
1111 i t: :c ~~c:k~~~.~wletlqc that they had made an error in recording 
1” II<! Cl t. ten~1ancc on the payroll roster. 

WC! aLso examined a random sample of 1st Army Inspector 
(;c?lli,!rc3 I rc!pC>rts of 1st Army Reserve units for the period 
oi: tYr,k,r;l Y’ 1. r 1977 I through March 31, 1979. In approximately 
II; pc:rc.:ent of the units inspected, the Inspector General had 

I I I) t” f7 c 1 c I e f i. 1: i e n G i. e s in the units preparation of attendance 
I”’ f,? I: C) t. ( 1 s ” ‘L?Lle deficiencies included, among other things, im- 
I)roL>cr recording of dri. I1 attendance. 

LIirJlr absrznteeism from scheduled training drills coupled 
wiittl t:hc,: (:xception reporting system increases the likelihood 
0 f,’ ;A m~mbc~” bt:!in(j paid for drills he did not attend. In 
,i(JcJ i t. iron, the? Army ’ s success at collecting overpayments from 
Illc.!mi)C’rC; who corltinually fail to attend drills has been poor. 

As; prtlv ious ly explained I each time a member is absent, 
(I 1111 i t trtchnician must submit a transaction card to prevent 
fmylnc.:r~ t uncl<:r the exception reporting system. Because ab- 
:;crrtcr~+i :;m from Guard and Reserve unit training assemblies 
i 5; hi(jh (see ch. 4 I p. 24) , the probability of an overpay- 
~ricnt: o~~urr i ncj is increased. 
rir~cl i 11~1 P’l~1k.c:ll ‘3 1 , 

During the 12-month period 
L.979, over 9,000 members who were dis- 

c;:X~~~~~“CJ~JC.I It’u~(.rrr~ tllc Army Guard and Reserve were in debt to 
t 11th Ax-my f c.)r abolrt $1 .% million. Since ofEicials at USAFAC 
(,*0\1 Iii riot: t:f:I. E u:; what proportion of the $1.2 million debt 
WTlli tl11t.l t,.cr (,.)vF:Y’f,);ZyII1Cnfs f.Ior drill. pay, we sampled the pay 
cl(:(:r)llrlf.!; of irl(l(:t)tc:d Guard and Reserve members to determine 
t Iit: t:.y1,<, (.)1 clc?t,t. Using a typical month for our analysis, 



w 0 :;tat:istically sampl,ed the pay records of 107 of the 1,071 
i n(:~&,~;ct:~ members 'who were discharged and identified as being 
i n tlctkt ~cluring April 1979. The ranks and drill attendance 
fiilt.t.(:vrrs of the ,107 members are shown in the following table. 

average consecutive months 
abserlt before _.__ "____. sep_aration .-.--. "-.-_---.--- --- --... 

WC! cletrrrmincd that about 54 percent oft the ,107 were indebted 
I.~t.~(:t,~u:;e ttley received drill pay total in<! $6,200 for drills 
t11cy ilit not attend, about $2,400 of whsch occurred after 
m(imbt.:v:s t~acl been reported absent for 3 months or longer. 

'1'he total debt in our sample was $16,585 and was com- 
!Jr i.:jc.td of thC! ft>LlOWiny : 

T&e of debt "-I--..I--- 

Number 
of members 

(note a) .--- Amount l--l--ll. 

Government property lost or 
destroyed 42 $ 7,678 

Drill L!ay 58 6,197 
Servicemen's Group Life Insurance 63 .I",466 
Other 1,244 

g/'j[l~>f-aL adds to more than 107 because some members had more 
that-l one type of debt. 

I$ii:;crl on our sample results we estimate that between 
4 M 5 to 677 of the 1,071 members who were indebted when they 
were tlischar(jed owed the Army between $44,800 and $79,235 
because they were paid for drills they did not attend. An 
;xt,lclition~ll $.10,300 to $19,000 was owed to the Army for 
ur11>5.id insurance premiums. Although not statistically valid 
I:or [>ro~jection to the total nurnher separated, our sample 
d.ic.1 r~:prcscnt a typical month, and we believe 5,500 to 8,000 
Army Guarcl and Reserve members who are discharged each year 
lllil y Tut:! ovc?ri)a id as much as $744,000 for drills they do not 
attc?lrti I 

1.J!;RPAC: efforts to collect overpayments from Guard and 
Itcs~r.-VC! members has not been very successful. During the 
6 months ending June 30, 1979, over $909,000 in debts were 
referrc~l to IJSAF’AC for CoLlection action. Respective col- 
Lccti.ons by IJSAFAC duri.ng the same period amounted to less 
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tt’ldn 9 cents on the do.lla~. Officials in the Collection 
IJivision at USAFAC: told us collection action is not started 
unti1. il member is separated and that the collection rate 
wr)uld imy.>rcJve if collection efforts were started earlier 
Y~'I t.ller fitlark man,y months after a member quits attending 
t.: r ii .i n i n g d r i 1. 1 s 1 

In our opinion, many overpayments could be prevented by 
I~)rc~,~~rarning the Army Finance Center's computer to automati- 
C,:IL It y assign members to a nonpay status after they have been 
r..il~~;fbnt for 3 consecutive months. Such members would be paid 
on 1.y iIt:' their 'respective unit commanders submitted documents 
to IISAIJAC stating they should be paid and removed from the 
tlon~,a~y 8 tatus * Not only would this reduce overpayments but 
i.t cc:~ulnl readi.Ly identify members who, if unexcusedl should 
I./t! or.-dc:red to active duty, discharged from the service, or 
tr~~nsf~?rred to a control group by State Adjutant Generals and 
(:r>tlt,inc;ntal U.S. Army commanders. 

71 I :I”4131?It!; AHI!: DEING PAID BY BOTEI THE ACTIVE _ II_ ._, “. “1”11 _. _” ,,_* I_ . ..“” - -“*“-““-, “11--1111 -- 
&iW PAY SYSTEM AND THE RESERVE Pii? SYSTEM - ._..I “_ _*” _.“- II__-- -I-I”“__I-_-_““_.C”--“I_------- 

A:; of June 30, 1979, about 2,800 Guard and Reserve mem- 
I ) C.! r- !5 were in a pay status on both the Active Army and Re- 
st.~r:~vc ~.)ay systems. Although the Reserve pay system provides 
i.or IWI'II~~?~S to be entered on both systems while they attend , * ht~3i.c tra~.n~ng, they should not be in a pay status on both 
s ;I' :; t F? In:.; 1 IIoweverr using a small sample we found that many 
me rrlbt? r !; were overpaid because both systems were paying them. 
'I n arld i. tion I those members who were not receiving a paycheck 
lrom both systems were being incorrectly charged for the 
Irr0nth Ly Sarvicemens Group Life Insurance premiums by both 
:; 'i/!-i t.c?mst . The following table shows the results of our 
Siilllj) 1°C" 

Members 
Members Percent charged 

blembe rs paid by of sample twice for 
~~r~;~nization ..- "-I-."I-III_ - Sam&led insurance - .I_- ---- both systems paid twice --- -- 

!I.(.:. C;UEi Cd 34 4 12 29 
I xiii iana Guard 47 6 13 31 
vi r:qinia (;uard 24 5 21 5 
1.1;; t. AtrIlly 

1<tcsc:rrve 162 14 9 142 --- -- 111- --...I 

267 .-I-- 29 zEkzcs= 12 -2 207 _.-_._ --. 
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A 1 tt~ouc,~ll WLZ ~ar~~pled only ahout 10 percent of the mem- 
t)LS IT 3 or1 tmth :;ystems during the month of June, payment by 
t-b,(>r,c! :<:ystcms to 29 members involved about $16,200 consist-- 
i.n~~ mai nly of overpayments made by the Active Army pay sys-- 
tt!ln I 'l.'h is condition appears to exist because members are 
not. se~)arated in a timely manner from the Active Army pay 
:;y!; t:.cm ‘if tcr they complete basic training. Consequently, 
t.11c.i Rc t-i.vc! A g my system, which is ~311~0 an exception reporti..r\g 
:;y:;l,.(~:rn, cant i.nut;s to pay the members. 

,IIIMf"S-NC COMI'IJTHH PROGRAM " ,, _ I _ -._ -.I"-.-"-__.-.-._"-_l--..-- 
I~:IIl’l’!; Nl~:f~:ll TO l"31? UPGRADED "_ * .- f ,." I-_ _ .- _."_. .--.-. --*x------I- 

‘I’0 insure that data entering the JUMPS-RC system is 
cI~:cI.x ri.1 t:c: , cc.>mple te " and reliable, computer programs contain 
I.! ( 3 i t. c: I I c (.: k c:, which detect missing or invalid data. Invalid 
,~nrl j nc:om~>.Lete information is getting into the JUMPS-RC 
syc; t:.(!m trr~cause 

--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-X computer program 
cd i t E; , we processed over 120 simulated payroll transactions 
which contained deliberate errors. Our test showed that, 
for the ma;jority of our transactions, the JUMPS-RC system 
e c.1 i t.. 3 rc:jccted the incorrect entries. flowever r the system 
(1 id ;i(:ccj~t several transactions which we believe should 
tlavc? t,ecn rc:.jccted. 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 
Admini stration, 

--nc:ct:!pting and issuing checks for transaction cards 
with jnvalicl tax codes while rejecting those with 
valid tax codes, 

---accepting transactions which incorrectly assigned a 
reservist from a 24 drills a year unit to a 48 drills 
a year unitl and 

--<Accepting transaction cards for individuals which 
:;howed incorrect dates for scheduled unit training 
3ssembLies. Since the transaction cards were not 



l.)ur-ing our review we found instances where some of 
tr hr.bsrj trarrsac t: ions have occurred e For examplel after deter- 
r~li.nirr~j that: program edit routines do not check for valid 
!;oc i iI 1 !~ec:urity account numbers, we found two 1st Army re- 
!;r!r-vi >;t;?"; ,lnd seven Indiana guardsmen who were being paid 
I, I r-l d C! 1 :i,, I1 v a I,,, i,, tl $3 0 c i a 1 security numbers. Virginia guardsmen 
w <,,,'I t : c <Q-d X.,SC,J pixii:il for drills they did not attend because the 
(n.qotrlL.)~x t..(,: 11' d i (i trot: match the exception card dates with the 
Cid tt?:; the c.lr i 1 1.s were performed. 

tlr?s iclcs strengthening USAFAC's computer edits, Army 
Guard ;~rld Reserve officials need to insure that unit and 
inyjut:. statzion level technicinns do not process transactions 
which unnt?!ceasarily bypass computer edits. Presently, the 
rJlll""ll~S--l?C system fliles contain a 6-month history of pay 
t:~i3nliac:: t ions which have been posted to a member's account. 
FJ(~c;i(lt::; I.~rcrvitl.i.ng a computerized file on each member, the 
b-nlont.ll record span provides ready information to edit 
a~.~ainst when payments or pay adjustments are made to a mem- 
t.3 0 r ' PI 9 c c 0 u r-l t . Some adjustments go beyond the 6-month rec- 
f",r"d Sl)Lirl, however, and consequently are not subject to the 
~J11~11."S-IIC cd i ts. 

We foundl however, that technicians sometimes process 
trnn:~:nct,ions that are within the 6-month record span but by- 
j,m r3 5; the syatcms edits by treating the transactions as being 
c,ut::;i de the record span. For example, we found a Reserve 
membr:r who was paid for four drills for 1 day. (Two drills 
a day is the maximum number possible.) This occurred be- 
cauz+e 1:he unit technician bypassed the computer edits which 
wc)uL(l have rejected the transactions creating the overpay- 
merit. According to IJSAFAC officials, technicians often 
1, y”ocf2 :,s fi 'transactions which unnecessarily bypass system edits 
'I'~at'l!";ilctiorz~; of this type need to be detected, discouraged, 
and prc:vtlntctl at the input station level. 

UNIT COMMANDERS AND MAJOR ARMY COMMANDS __"*-- "_. I"- .-------~----- 
EJk:ED IJIITTER MANAGEMENT INFORMATION I,,f"-_l"-_ ,_ ",""1" I 1,,_11- - .,,-_---l-ll"*-_- - 

From a management standpoint, day-to-day supervision of 
I,:" IIl[> 1.0 y C? e w a s well as the concept of "separation of duties" 
;irc l);i:;:i.c princilrles of! i.nternal control. Errors are more 
1 i.kc:ly to be (.iet;ected when duties are separated, and fraud 
i. 5 .l. I! 5 :; .l.i.kaly to occwz when it depends on collusion. These 
13r.i no: i J,J.I rzz!-; <AL-(: cii.fEicult to apply at the Guard and Reserve 



II n i t 1 eve 1. I and the unit commanders must rely on management 
reports to oversee the day-to-day administrative functions 
of the units, 

1Jnit technicians are responsible to their unit comman- 
ders r whom they usually see only on drill days or about 
1. weekend a month, During the rest of the month the tech- 
nici;lns 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 cnlistees 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 
ab:;sjent 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 exampley 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 
CillC.JW!?l a member's paycheck as well as his Leave and Earnings 
Statements to be sent directly to his unit. Thus a techni- 
cian is 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 
f:or 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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throucdhout the 5th Army and compared the ear:nin(j? ::t.atements 
w,ith the units' pay packages. The following chart summarizes 
the tc?am' s work : 

Ita' ,i M c a 1 
Y'?"" _ ,_, ,- - 

1977 
1.978 

Number Total 
of units accounts 
reviewed reviewed "--- -",--""--w ..-- 

42 3,834 
46 4,040 

Total Average 
improper a c: t' ou n t 

eE-E-0r payments - ------ 

$77,951 $20 
43,594 11 

13nsed on their work, the team projected a total of 
$l..6 million in improper payments made to reservists in the 
'ith 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 I to determine accurate drill attendance partic- 
ipation, Such a report could also show the number of mt:m- 
bers who have not drilled in 3, 6, and 12 months but are 
still in a drill pay status indicating a need for manage- 
merit ' s attention. 

IZXCEPTION REPORTING: IS IT PRACTICAL IN "__ -l--l_-_,_l,-.-"Il"----- ---- -- 
TODAY'S GUARD AND RESERVE ENVIRONMENT? - .l_l .._( I-_ -" ."- _ --,. .- --- 

Typically, the objective of an exception reporting sys-8 
tern i ,r, to reduce the pay processing workload by reducing the 
volume of1 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. 
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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. 

AILthough the pay system principle of exception report- 
ing is normally acceptable in Government if controls are 
adequate I 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 pcs- 
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 
transact ion cards were not processed. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIO~JS II_.___ 1-,1--.“- ----,“.~“------ - 

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- 
cjudte. Yet, the Army commands have not acted effectively 
to cical with the problems. We believe.the Army needs to 
take comprehensive measures to insure compliance with poli- 
cir:s and to maintain the integrity of the pay system. We 
(I Lsr) be1 ievc the Army should redesign the system to require 
[ho:; it ive reporting and processing. 
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Accordingly, we recommend that the Secretary of the 
Army develop a com$,jrehensive compliance strategy to correct 
the pay abuses identified in this report. The strategy 
:;h0u1<1 

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

--recluire USRFAC 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, 

--di.rect IISAAE'AC tu upgrade its computer program edits 
tc:, 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 participatidrl 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 exy>ect for submitting erroneous 
reports, and 

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

Army officials at the installations reviewed generally 
concurred with our .Eindings and said they would study the 
rCc~)mrnendations to determine what actions need to be taken. 
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Unlike the ,lIJbll-‘S-RC drill pay system, the Guard and 
Iteacrvc active duty for training pay system is not a cen- 
tral izf!d, automated exception reporting system. Guard and 
i2~.~C?l-VCZ 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 
overL>ayments to Reserve a nt3 Gus rtl rnembe c-3. Consequently, 
the disbursing offices are ma,kirrg duplicate payments (over 
a half-million dollars detected during the last 2 years) as 
we1 .L (9s overlapping paymcnt~s I Duplicate payments occur when 
Flescrvc units or reservists submit more than one claim to 
c>ne or more disbursing offices .for the same period of active 
duty for training. Overlapping or dual payments occur when 
reservist.s are L>ai,tl for drill assemblies while they are on 
act ivc duty for training. 

Presently, the Army has a manual and cumbersome method 
of detecting duplicate and overlapi>ing 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 fo.llowed when processing 
Guard and Reserve pay, and 

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

In addition, WC believe the most effective solution to 
the J;frot:,lern is to ultimately centralize and integrate the 
Guarti and Reserve ~JUMPS-RC and active duty for training 
Pay :r;ysi terns ” This step will allow the Army to prevent 
rathcrr than only detect: the:;<:> pi\yments n 

131J1’1s ICATE PAYNIINTS -. - - “I _I ..-. I_.-. -.-.- --- - __. I -.-, 



1977 1.978 - _._.- _._I.._ __ -.- _I- - 111. ,_I I- I*. . “I I -I- _ I- I_ - -.._ - 
I‘;[0 ” Amount '1 IO. Amount -.- - _-- -_.-..- - --.-.c -_-.- _I**I .- 

l~‘r~)rt Trod iantcrwn Gap 
( 1. “G 2: Army ) au $:108,208 1,197 $204,459 

ig’c)r t McCoy ( 5 t h Army ) 396 48,093 496 77,621 
I”I”( h $4 i i A i 0 ( 6 t h Army ) 146 26 709 ..__,-.. L.“, .-.-. - 306 75 960 .-.-:--... I..- - -. .--- .__.- . . ..L..- . ..-..- 

Y’(.) t a 1. 1,353 $183,010 .?!A!79 $358 040 .----. --.-. . -__.. -._-._- -.-L-.~ -- .- 

$/Fort Indiantown Gap and Fort McCoy data is on a calendar 
year 1x3s is and Presidio is on a fiscal year basis. 

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

--Port Indiantowrl Gap collected $126,978 from 659 of 
the 1,179 dup.Licate claims paid in 1978. Collection 
data was not available for 1977. 

--F'ort FlcCoy collected $32,754 from 252 of the 3?+S 
iluplicate claims paid in 1977 and $14,915 from ti;% 
of the 496 duplicate claims paid in 1978. 

---I."r(?siclio of San Francisco could not provide us infor- 
mation on the number and amounts collected. 

AS of' ,Su.ly 1979 Fort McCoy has not written off, trans- 
f:erracj to I,JSRf?nC Ear collection, or turned over to investi- 
(:jative authorities any duplicate payments detected. Fort 
11 r1t.I i;;,n town Gap also has not turned over any duplicate pay- 
1110 1'1 t :i to investigative authorities, Since 1.978 it has 
turntj(j over to USAFAC 64 cases of duplicate payments total- 
i nc.j aLou t $8,719 for collection action. Presidio of San 
lg'rancisco refrorts that four dup:Licate payments totaling 
$ 1, 220 wc~r(! fIount3 to 1:)~ frauclulent submissions. 

Iluscd on a f:urther analysis of duplicate payments de- 
tected by Fort Indiantown Gap, we found among other things 
that LO1 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 
I2 0 clays f and of these accounts, more than one-fourth will 
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(Iaqc 1-- L Du~,l icate Claims for Annual Traini% I”” I- .- _ “_“_1 .1”“1_““. mm” I” mI1ml-ml”.” II_ I”~I--.“lI”*.-C---l_,“-ll,--_-l-.-----.-~-.- 

A reservist was ordered to annual traini.ng for 1.3 days 
to attcntl i3. l,.J.S. Army Reserve school beginning August 6, 
1 9 ‘7 8 1 ‘I’he unit or reservist submitted two pay vouchers to 
t hc sarw disbursing office for base pay, allowances, and 
travc1 l One c1,ai.m was paid August 18, 1978 ($811.86): the 
of:.hc:r on August 24, 19’78 ($814.66). The accompanying Cer- 
tif.‘ication Sheets (DD Form - 2233) were certified by two 
cliffcrent officials. On October 5, 1978, the reservist 
f-i led <.I travel voucher to the same pay station claiming 
$!)41. liO for mi. Lcage and per diem for the same period of 
t r a i n i n ~~1 e The travel voucher was paid on November 21, 1978. 

on March .L5 ” 1973, Fort Indiantown Gap detected the 
c~juplicate payments and initiated twc collection actions to 
recover $81.1.86 paid August 18, 1978, and $149 paid for 
mi leaqc as part of the August 24, 1978, payment. On 
!“;eptcrnbcr 16, 1.979, the reservist returned the uncashed 
Aucjust 18, .1978, check.. 

Case 2-- Du&.licate Claims for Active Dutv for Trainee? II II “_ _I _ II I_ ~,I - l.-lll( - “*1111 -.-,.--.-~---~---L... 

Since October 1977 a reservist received duplicate pay- 
Illt?n ts tr,talinq $1,068 from the same disbursing office (Ft. 
Meade) on f1ive different occasions as follows: 

I’f.2 r iotl Date of 
c~f: _t_ra in i rig voucher - “- -. - ..-.. - -“--.-.I_---. payment -.-- 

3-l% to 16-‘77 lo- 4-77 

Amount --- 

$ 181.21 m 

II- 2-77 181.21 
IO-24 to 2H-77 ll- 4-77 191.97 

:I 1 - 2 2 - 7 7 191.97 
11- 7 to 10-78 9- l-78 202,62 

3- l-79 201,OO 
1 o- 9 t.r, 1.3-78 2- S-79 201.74 

2-15-79 201.74 
ll- I3 to “)-7U l- 2-79 201.94 

2-.16-79 29Os66 

Type of 
payment 

Base pay and 
allowances 

Do. 
DO. 

Do. 
Travel 

Do. 
l3ase pay and 

allowances 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
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14orre of the military pay vouchers submitted fur base 
pay rind allowances were certified by the reservist’s unit 
pr;"rsonnel officer. on Nay 22, 1978, the reservist repaid 
the cluplicatc payment of IJovember 22, 1977, and on 
rdC)Vcli\tJcr 8 t 1979, signed a notice of indebtedness for the 
c)t:tlf.~r f-our cluplicate payments. 

rI~.1t:i-lc.Ki!; I_ usccl to detect duxlicatc Eayments - . I ” .“.“. . . ._ -_I. .I,_ -_-.-- .--_ - .._-- -.._I -1----.-“1. _____-..- 

'I'ht? three accounting stations operate under the Army's 
!;2:ar~clrr rrd P’inanctt System which generates a voluminous excep- 
t.ion report on discrepancies between obligations and dis- 
trur::;ornc!nts after each active duty for training payment proc- 
(t!;:;.irrij cycle. Station personnel manually review the reports 
in <;ltl (:fl"'for-t to detect overpayments. We did not assess the 
CL f f (f c t i v 63 n c.: s s of the reviews; however, we noted that these 
ir~:;t.clIlations were not following procedures recommended by 
MA fc~r detecting duplicate payments. In its October 1975 
rc5port entitled uControls Over Pay of Reservists," AAA 
rccc.>mrnendc+d use of a computer retrieval program called the 
"Army IJniforme~l Data Inquiry Techniques" (AUDIT) at least 
(~uar-C;erly to evaluate the effectiveness of the periodic 
oxct:j:,tion report reviews. AUDIT produces a list identifying 
inst.ilncc.c; where more than one payment voucher was processed 
atjainst the same order. By using AUDIT with the except.l.on 
rc.ifx>rt: reviews, Ann believed there would be a higher degree 
0 f ;I!i!;l.lKclt'lcC" that most tluplicate payments were detect i. 
Fort 1.~~(1i.;~rrt:own Cal) orficia.l.s were confident that therr 
r-t_;vi.(bw:; were tlctectiny most of the duplicate payments, and 
ltlul; t3(:1ioved there was no need to use AUDIT. However, sev- 
OL.,A~ of.I'ici;rls at this installation -told us that detecting 
rjul,l i(:;ltrJ payments was a low priority item. 

Ikasons f"or rj*licate payments and I. ._ I_ -.-. II -.....-..-.._ _- -_,- .-.__--_--. -__---.--- 
d I: t i 0 n!; .,, needed to *reven t them _ II - . "_.--.-.,_" ". ..I-.---. ---..--..---- 

As I,)rcvir>u.r,ly noted, duplicate payments occur when 
r?ithcir two tliffcrcnt disbursing offices pay for the same 
<~cti.ve c.luty Par training or one disbursing office pays twice 
I‘or the same training. We did not determine if unit person- 
nel are deliberately submitting duplicate claims with the 
intent to defraud the Covt:rnment. However , given the lack 
of: controls tlt the unit and disbursing office level, the 
potential f' or defrauding the Government is great. 

Some 01x the most. ffr-equently stated reasons for dupli- 
c~ltf2 E,ayment:; are 

--the unit is confused by Army regulations as to which 
disbursing office is responsible for handling its 



--thr un i ts ~"h"3yrl:~I 1. c"lerk does not tile a copy of a sub- 
mi t.tccl payroI..l OIC' travel. vouche,r, therefore a second 
i. i-81 I, I t 11~ t-row i n g 1, y r-;ubmi,.tted nither to the same or a dif- 
f”c2rtzrkt, tl isburs ing off ice; and 

--a di!;t.,ursing offIi.ee is slow in processing a pay or 
travt,l1 voucherl therefore the unit or member resub- 
mi ts another thinking the first was lost. 

WC! be.lir:?ve that the three accounting stations should 
L.“C’l C?r any F3l.kRpf~ct jrayments to the Army's Criminal Investiga- 
1. ion J>i.v"'i sion forr investigation as possible fraudulent sub- 
miP;?3ions. Vu r the rmore I these stations should use AUDIT on 
a c~~xartr:;rly basis to t.cst t”he reliability of their detection 
Illi: t; I1 (it3 I; I 

WC ri lso be 1. i(:vc that USAFAC’s centralized tax reporting 
fiy’j tulI1 C(>UJ tf provi elf:’ a means for detecting duplicate pay- 
rlIcnt:; l I t Army (..I ishursiny off ices submit complete tax with- 
l1olcli.n~j i.nformat.ion along with supporting information for 
;1c:t.ivo dirty t’or training pay, then USAFAC officials can use 
tht! inf.ormat ion to anal.yze pay transactions for duplicate 
l,aymcnt!:; e I" L" t;" s e II t 1 y , the tax reporting system centralizes 
I;1 I I inf’c.rrm;lt: i(Jn necessary to detect duplicate payments ex- 
c:r-?i)t for (1) t.hc period of active duty for training and 
(2) thct or<jor number authorizing the training. The tax re- 
p c) r- t i n q :;yst.ram cr%n be modified, however, to provide this 
i II f’r~rnka t. i cn. 1JSAFAC: ’ s computer then can be programed to 
~hf;ck each tl1 r;t,ursemcnt acjainst disbursments made during 
1:ht.t lust 2 years to i dcnt3.fy payments made for the same 

jh2 r i0c.l 0 It! t kz-3 i n i rrq . 

1 n dr3tl i t: i on I WC believe that the disbursing offices 
tl(.~r:d to clcvt:’ l.i,[’ II 111orc! vi.ah1.e program to identify and pre- 
vaunt tlu~)l ic,ik.(2 I)dykrkerkts. Each disbursing office should es- 
1.at, I i :;h ii (Zil t-t1 ::;ystcm for eactk reservist paid -from their 
i nr;t::1L I:rt i.ot.1 1 i:~;t” in<,] the order number, date, and amount of 
],Jc.l ylrlc? I’k t- * Any f: 11 t. IJI E-C! submissions on the Same order can be 
cllctckt:c’l ;igii i n::!t: t: tkc cart1 to prevent duplicate payments. A 
:i i mi lar ck5rrl !;yst:errr is used by the Pennsylvania Guard with 
t.: i ) x I : ; i,, (, I r 1 r= 4 I ) I (.: : ; 1 x c c c: f-7 i.i . 



1 rt?c~uctnt type?3 of overpayments detected is payment. for ac- 
tivc: duty for training and drill assemblies for the same 
c.lt..iy * KIowcvc?r f Army officials could not provide us any sta- 
1:ist.i (:s on the number and dollar amounts of these ~verlapp- 
i n(j ok” <iua 1 Ixiyrncnts de tee ted during the last L.,qzveral years. 
‘I,‘i1r, r~mc:c~!ic)~~ fur th is is that the ,:IUMPS-RC system and active 
(1i~t.y I (.)I” traini,ng [jay systems do not :interfa,ce, and thus the 
AI-IK\Y riot:-; not.. have a systematic method to detect them. TO 

(I(.? t:ctc*t. dua 1 psyments, the Army relies on periodic audits made 
t)y AA/l ;lncl internal review groups at major command levels. 

‘In it::; C>ctober 1975 report on controls over reserve 
piry , MA J’~~>vitlccrl comprehens ive data on the extent of dual 
1 )I) yrnc n t:. :5 . AAA revictwed 41 1J. S. Army Reserve units having an 
ci:;:; i lJric:<l :;tri?ngth of 7,890 reservists as of February 1.975. 
I)ur:j r1c.1 t:t~tt 8-rnont:h period covered by their review (,Jul.y Ir 
10’74 t to I;~c!bruary 28, 1975), AA‘4 found that 649 reserv"ists 
~)(.?rf or-met1 active duty for training on the same days that 
tt~f: 1. r ICC:’ ,pective units performed drill assemblies. Of these 
h4’1 c*il:.ic?r;, AAA found that 130 reservists or 20 percent were 
erront~oilsly [haid trill pay for a total of $10,911. AAA 
st;.~tt:(l that 75 percent oE tVhesc overpayments were made be- 
cau!:;r.! uni t. attendance records were not accurate, and it pro- 
jcc:t:c:rJ tzhat: ahut 20 percent of all reservists whose active 

t;luLy f:cJr training duties overlap with scheduled unit c’, i.11 
;~r:;:;c?ml~ 1 i es wi. I I be overpaid. 

13a:;~~l oh our review of later audit reports issued by 
AM ilncl (,)t:.hc?r interna 1 review groups I we believe the Army 
t1iis riot-. t:nkon suf:fXcient actions to eliminate the problem 
i,f (1110 I I)i,~ymctntr;. The 6 th Army :;tated in its &June 20, 1.979, 
1rtt.t fbll t.0 u:; t: h ;I 1: 1) a s t (I:: f f10 r t F; to strengthen administrative 
c~3tlt~.r:~$l,~; have? not bc?c.!n effective. However, 6th Army ofZf:i- 
c i.a I F; Iit2 1 i,c:vc; that it proposed new automated processing sys- 
t(;rn (:~rlled Iileserve pay processing system will. give them the 
c,:;ll,at,I 1 i ty to prevent d\lal payments. The economic analysis 
:;u~)L.J~I~-~I: incj the new pay sys tern estimates that dupL i ca te and 
frauciulcnt J>aymcnts can be reduced in the Gth Army area Gy 
an e!;t,imated $400,000 annually, if imJ>lemented. Al. though 
WC: 13 i rl not. c:va tuatcz t-he merits of the new systeml the same 
c:itJ)at)i 1. i. ty for clc tcctincj overlapping payments as well as 
tlupl.i,catf! j)ayrnents can be achieved by adding dater; of active 
duty ~)erlYormance and order numbers authorizing the training 
to rJSRFAC: f s tax data. 
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A!5 i n t.. 6.: t. i. m li\C! sL3 !?i 11 re s , we recommend that the Secretary 
of” the! Army 

--clarify reyulations specifying the disbursing station 
f-or each un I t, 

--direct IISAFAC to study the possibility of incorporat- 
intj additional information in its tax data file from 
the di:;bursi.ny offices to detect duplicate and over- 
.lappihg payruchts for active duty for training and 
dr i 1, I assemb.1 ies, 

---direct: FORSCCJM to instruct all disbursing stations 
to institute a card system to prevent duplicate pay- 
men t $3 I and 

--direct the three accounting stations to refer any 
suspect duplicate payments to the Army’s Criminal In- 
vestigation Ilivision for possible fraudulent submis- 
s iorls t 

F0.r thr.2 mc.>st ef’.fec:tive and long-term solution, we rec- 
~)mmcn(J that the Secretary of the Army design a centralized, 
i nte~jr~ltt:“tl SIIJMI”!;-IIC drill and active duty for training pay 
i;ys tern t:c prcvorr t dupl ica te and overlapping payments. 

Army of1ficial.s at the installations reviewed generally 
;icJretlcl with our finclings and said they would study the rec- 
i~1mmcr?nc3at: ion:; to determine what actions need to be taken. 



RECONCILIATIOIJ OF PERSOIJtJEL AIJD -I._Im.m".-.I I_-1-~---.----_--."---- 

PAY SYSTEMS URGENTLY NEEDED --- --_I---- 

Vital information maintained in the Army Gl:ard and 
Reserve personnel and pay systems is unreliable. Both the 
L~ersonnel and pay systems of the 1st Army Reserves and the 
th Kt"f.! !itatc Guards reviewed contain incorrect data. For 
c:x;~rrzL~.Le, we found that 1st Army personnel data was in error 
in <January 1373 by a total of 7 percent in accounting for 
i n c r e a 5; es a rid decrease s of assigned personnel and was over- 
c;tstin(j strength by 3.6 percent or 3,550 reservists. In 
tt1tl GUilr:d, about a 5-percent net variance existed in June 
1979 between the total number of members in the lJationa1 
(;udrcl Itureau personnel system and the JUMPS-RC pay system 
f~or t.Llc! District of Columbia, Indiana, and Virginia. 
!;tren(,jt:h reports are overstated because the pay and person- 
I.1 0 1 :;ystcrns also include members who fail to meet unit 
t:rclining requirements, and should be separated from the Se- 
Lectotl 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 
15,000 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 
I*'0 r c t2 and 8.5 percent of the Reserve Force during this 
pc r iod . 

'l'hc Congress, DOD, and the military components depend 
on information from the pay and personnel systems to assess 
.citren~jth levels, prepare budgets, develop mobilization 
Ljlans, and project manpower losses and recruiting goals. 
Guurtl and Reserve personnel also rely on the accuracy of 
t t 1 c? s (2 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 
chanrjc<l" Furthermore , State Guard and Army Reserve commands 
are not acting to remove members from the Selected Reserve 
who <lo not meet training participation requirements. Prompt 
a t to n t ion should be given to removing unsatisfactory drill 
particiL>ants! reconciling pay and personnel data, and devel- 
oping programs to readily verify or correct information 
as the need arises. 
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RESULTS OF 1ST ARMY COMPARISON - . ..-- --. ---.-..#--.-. 

The 1st Army personnel and pay comparisons showed the 
following: 

--total reservists on personnel file was 97,533 versus 
95,lGO 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 JUMP S-RC system and receiving pay for sev- 
eral months after they are removed from the personnel sys- 
tem, 

l'o determine the extent and effect of personnel and 
imyroll mismatch data in the 1st 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 sample,,d. Also, we ran- 
domly selected and reviewed cases in the 1st 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-IX file but *-mIIwl- -- 
not on thepersonnel system --“M-- -- 

From the January 1979 USAFAC listing of 3,771 persons 
on the pay file, we examined a random sample of 114 cases. 
Our review indicated that of the 3,771 reservists 
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m--42 percc~nt. ( I., 5134) were recent enlistees who should 
I~dvtb txx~rr, on the persconnel system in January but were 
late? in Ireincj added to the system by up to 4 months 
aEtt+r the comparison: 

,-s-6 i>(::rcent (226) were recent enlistees at the time of 
the $“Larruary match but still. had not been added to 
t”L~c L>crscrnneI. system 4 months after the match; 

--6 percent (226) were actually on the personnel system 
but were .listcd under a different social security 
nurnbe r : 

--41 L,orcent (1,546) had separated and should not have 
been on the ~,ay system in January, but were not re- 
movctl for up to 7 months after the comparison; and 

--5 percent (189) had separated before the January 
match was made but were still on the pay system 
1% rnc) n t h $3 after the comparison was made. 

IX.! 1 ay ts in removing separated personnel from the pay 
:~ystcm resul t i.n overpayments. Based on our sample results, 
wc estimate that approximately 189 (5 percent) of the 3,771 
r e $3 f3 r v .i s t t-f identified by USAFAC were overpaid an aggregate 
$20,700 because they were not removed from the JUMPS-RC sys- 
ttim f”or an nvcr;ige of 7 months after the effective date of 
their :l;c-rparations. Our study showed that when reservists 
arc taken off the personnel ‘file, units often assume they 
clre a 1510 off the payrol. 1 file since 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 uverL)aid an average of four drills, or approxi- 
mcttcly q.r.04 each. 

The rczscrvists who were not removed promptly would have 
becjn overpa i(f even more, but ;JtJMPS-RC input stat ion clerks, 
rc;i 1. i. z in(j t,hr; reservists were still on JUMPS-K but not on 
t:hc I,~ersonne.L sys tern, in most cases placed an exception in 
t. t I (2 :;yst,t:m for them each month that they remained on JUMPS- 
ICC:. Irrri 1. t.ttc:Itrr i c ians shou ltl have been aware that these 
r t .t :; c2 r- v i : ; t ~3 w e r e still on ,.JUMPS-RC if they had checked their 
mc3tttt1 1-y l<?avtz ;(rrtl earnings statements against the personnel 
r f ) ! ; 2:. t”t 1’” : ; t. ht4y r;;uImj. tted. By making this comparison, they 
w(,rul(i Lltiv(t detcr?c:tt:cl those members being pai.d who were no 
I (I~IC.JC~ t- (1 r .i I 1. incj ar1~1 could have taken actions to remove them 

I .  I’(.)Ill ,IIIMI’:;--l~c l 
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A 1st Army QuaXity Assurance review of 11 1st 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 I_---.I-.-..-_---- 
hxstern but not on JUMTRC files .__--"""I-_--.I_---- 

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 w,ere 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 1st 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 
sy.stcri\ who shoultl have been dropped was a reservist assigned 
to d unit i.n June 1978 from the U.S. Army Reserve Control 

Group l This reservist never reported for drills with his 
newly assigned unit and was therefore never entered on 
JUPIPS-RC. In August 1978 the unit requested that the 1st 
fIrlIly :;cl>arate the member for no:#performance. However, as 
of July 1979, discharge orders had still not been prepared 
and tht-l member continued to he 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. IIe 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 1st Army Headquarters. Yet as of July 
1979 the deceased member was still listed on the personnel 
flile and was being counted as part of 1st Army's Reserve 
$5 t r e n g t h . 

IJot 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 in 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 requirements concerning 
unsatisfactory drill participation.) 

Data element mismatches .---_-.---..- 

Data elements on the JUHPS-RC and personnel system are 
critically important because erroneous data can result in 
underpayments and overpayments to Army reservists. Data 
elements such as grade 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 ,.JIJIIPc d-tiC can result in payments being made to members 
who hove already separated from the Reserve. Incorrect 
unit identification codes mean basically one thing--the 
Army Itoserve is counting on a reservist being somewhere 
he is not. The implications in the event of mobilization 
ii r i' ob v i 0 us . 
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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 .I0 of the end of service date mismatches because the 
d iscrcpancics were insignificant. In examining the other 
100 instanc~:,s 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, 
6,6Ii9 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 
U 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 JlJNPS-RC; and 6,182 were incorrect on both sys- 
terns. We also estimate that unit technicians would 
be 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 th"e 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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13l:Sl.Jl,T:; 01;’ “1’ilE I:;EJARI) COMPARISOlJ _“_._I 1_1”1 _I I” I_ I_ _ - ,,I I” ,*,,*“w “m - 1”1* “- _I. -I .I -I r#.II”----. II, I_ “I _, 

A::; ~~reviorls.ly discussed, IJSAFAC’s comparison of pay and 
~~~~rsc)nn~~ 1, records Ear the District of Columbia, Indiana I and 
V i r g i. n ,i ,111 w ill 9 II n s 11 c c e ~3 s f u 1 I and thus we could not determine 
tr,t~cr~ cltxtc?nt of differences in the identity of members on the 
two sys terns * Ejecause al 1 personnel transactions such as 
d s :3 e f; 5 i 0 n s , Lo s s c 5 -I I and prarnot ions are processed first 
tllrt)l~~“jlI thC? :; tatr:!; I personnel. systems and then submitted on 
i l WC?t?kl.y t>O . s ic; to the ,JIJMI?S- R(.: pay system and the National 
Guard f3urczau personnel systeml the systems should have few 
11 i f. Fer(~rzc:c:!:; S However ) as of &June 30, 1979, about a 5-percent 
vu r i. a rice existed between the total records in both systems. 
As of” that date, the rJationa1 Guard Bureau reported to DOD 
11 total .citrengt.tl of 1.8,200 guardsmen in the Distri.ct of 
C:1*3lumbia, Inclidna, and Virginia. USAFAC, as of the same 
(1 i.i t c , ~~;howc~:l ;I total of 19,.11.‘? members on the pay file. 

‘l’ht! nrrr1y c;ua rtl , 1. i.k.e the Army Reserve, overstates 
:;tr(;nc,jt-h l>y ccx~ying members that have serious attendance 
1.’ r(-l !J 1 C.” tilt”5 whi ctl could i.rnl,ac:t substantially on the readiness 
contl i t i on c~f” t:ilr”: Gus rd. For example I the APA’s report on 
;~t,s~!ntc~c i.c;m (1at:ec.f December 1979 showed that 68 1 members 
( 3 I>t”r-(.:cnt in the District of Columbia, Indiana, and Virginia 
I’: u a r c I ) III i si ci e 11 a 1. 1. c.1 r: i 1. 1 s t’lurinq the 6-month period of 
f”‘)ct;c,l.K!r 1 , 1978, to March 31, 1979. Furthermore, 11 percent 
or 2 I 2’70 guilrc’lsmcn from these States missed one-half or 
mc~re of1 tt1cb.i r dri 1 Is during the same period. Overall, AAA 
rt~~rort.(.:~1 ttl;it, 14 ,000 guardsmen or about IO percent of the 
C;uar(l l+‘o~.c~? missed half or more of thei.r drills in the first 
tit1 1f of’ f~ii;caL year 1979. 



CONCI,LJSIONS - -.-- -- 

Major differences exist between the information con- 
tained in the pay and personnel systems for the Army Guard 
and IWscrve. Neither the pay system nor the personnel sys- 
tem accurately reflect the strength of the Guard and Re- 
SQLTVC. 

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 
loo-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 1st 
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 Uational 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 

--recancile 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. 

(363117) 
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