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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WABHINGTON, D.C. 20348

B-163582

The Honorable Thomas E. Morgen, Chairman
Ccamitte2 on International Relations oo
House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This report is in response to Section II of your
letter of February 5, 1975, asking us to study nilitary
and militrary-related assistance pregrams abroad.

Specifically, you acked about the (1) fregquency
and effectiveness of end-item utilization inspections,
(2) the degree of cooperation offered by the recipient
host country, and (3) procedures followed to insure
that U.S.-furnished deicnse articles are not trans-
ferred to third countries withovt prior approval of
the President.

In subsequent discussions with vour oflice, we
said that we had already obtained durirg 1974 various
types o information on ena-item utilization inspection X
procedures from the Departments of Difen.e and State ' ’
during trecent acsignments. Therefore, as agreed with
your cffice, we have consoiidated this information
into a separate report, so some of it may duplicate
information in other reports.

End~use inspections were repdrtedly restricted in
some countries because ground or air transportation
needed to make such inspections was irnadequate or be-
czuse prohibitions were placed on incountry cravel ty
the host country or by the ULE, cmpassy for security
reasons. However, we did not observe any Serious
examples of noncooperation in the countries we visited.

In some countries, end-item inspections were not
made of military assistance-provided defense articles,
particularly in countries which were no longer .ecipi-
ents of grant materiel. Instead, reliance was placed r.
on listings of equipment provided by the hust country. f
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Alsn, in some countries where advicory group personnel '
continued to make end-use inspections of military assis-

tance equipment, such inspections were often superficial

and did not physically account for all defense articles

provided. We concluded, therefore, that in most coun-

tries the advisory groups did not perform end-item

inspections, either directly or bty alternative methods,

in sufficient depth to disclose the unauthorized transfer

ot grant-provided Jdefense articles to third countries.

We have not included any recommendations to the
Departments of State and Defense with respect to
strengthening end-item inspections of military assis~ '
tance provided defense articles because of on-~gcing
considerations by the Congress regarding the future
need for the Military Asc<istance Program. In *this con-
nection, however, we have included a matter for consid-
eration of the Committee, suggesting that the Foreign
Assistance Act be amended to require the Departments of '
Defense and State to develop 2 plan, on a country-by-
country basis, for the eventual disposition of defense
articles provided under the Military Assistance Program ‘
when that program has been phased down c¢r eliminated.

From our work overseas and in Washington, D.C., we
further concluvr.ed that formal procedures or mechanisms
do not exist for detecting whether defense articles sold
to foreign countries are transferred to third countries
without prior approval of the U.5. Government. Applic-
able legislation does not require end-use ingpections
for defense articles that are sold as it does for those
provided under the Military Assistance Program.

Also, we have not included a recommendation with
respect to performing end-item incpections of defense
articles sold to foreign nations. The need for and
desirability of such inspections is a foreign policy
matter with diplomatic and domestic implications that
wili have to be addrassed by the Congress and the

.executive branch.

Information on the annual levels of military
assistarce and sales programs, epplicable regulaticns
for end~item inspections, and :iesults of our work in a
number of countries are summarized in the appendix I.
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We have discussed this report with officlals in the
Departments of Defense and State, but, as requested by
your office, we have not requested their written comments.

Sj ely yi?é?'
Ydess an -
Comptroller General

of the United States
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MAAG Military ass.stanece advisory group
MAP Military Assistance Program
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- APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

U.S. MONITORING OF DEFINSE ARTICLES
PROVIDED TO FOREIGHN COUKTKIES

Introduction

The U.S. Government has been providing military assig=
“tance of some type to foreign countrirs fcr more than 100
vears. After World War II, the U.3. Military Ascistance
Program (MAP) was quite large ard remained large for some
vears hecause of wartime pledges and the rise of communism,
By the end of the Korean conflict, the United States was
providing large amounts of military assistance cach year to
ccuntries in Europe and the Far East.

In fiscal year 1972, the Administration began submit-
ting 1ts reguest for military assistance to the 7ongress
under the caption of Security Assistance Program. This
program encompasses borth the traditional MAP and the newer
Foreign Military Sales program,

The level of security assistance in recent years has
shifted from predominately grant aid tc precedom.nately mili-
tary c<.les, as chown in schedule 1. Ffror example, in fiscal
year 1974 military sales orders were about $8.3 billion,
whereas programed grant aid was about $300 million.

Schedule 1

fiscal FMs Excess MAP
_year ordered programed programed Total
{millions} -
1950-64 $ 5,163 $2,515 $30,528 $38,206
1965 1,252 222 951 2,425
1966 1,548 201 973 2,722
1967 1,000 346 876 2,222
1968 805 496 597 1,898
1969 1,558 647 454 2,659
1370 92z « 535 382 1,839
1971 1,644 477 762 2,883
1972 3,272 534 549 4,405
1973 3,866 420 593 4,879
1974 8,263 96 2789 9,148
Total $25,293 ©5,539 $37.,454 $73,286
a R === s —_—tre—

Consists of investment-type-items, $278 million; ammunition,
$329 ..illion; training, $28 million; and operational expense,
$154 million.

4
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APPENDIX 1 APPEINDIX I

As shown in schedule 2, a total $34.9 billion in MAP
equipment and spare parts and excess defense articles were
delivered to recipient countries, 77.3 percent before 1966.

Schedule 2

Percent
Deliveries Total of toteal
Equipment before 19635 deliveries deliveries
(millions)
Aircraft $ 6,224 $ 7,191 86.6
Ships 1,710 1,662 91.¢
Vehicles and
weapons 7,124 8,084 88.1
Ammunition 4,158 4,892 85.0
Missilies 1,256 1,352 92,9
Communications 1,822 2,174 83.8
Other 2,170 2,974 73.0
Excess (note a) __2,553 6,409 39.8
Total §27,017 $34,538 77.3
a

Types of excess equipment not available.

APPLICABLE LEGISLATION

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, provides
the legislative avthority for grant military assistance, and
the Foreign Military Sales Act, as amended, contains the
basic authority to sell defense articles. Both acts contain
certain requirements that a recipient country must agree to
before it can receive the defense articles.

Section 505(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act and section
2{a) of the Foreign Military Sales Act reguire a recipient
country or internaticnal organization to obtain the President's
approval before trancferring U.5.-furnished defense articles
to another country. The Presicdent shall not con ent to the
transfer unless the United States itselr would tiansfer the
defense articles to that countrv. The acts also require
notification to the Congress before giving consent and
Piesicential approval for transferring any defense article on
the United States Munitions List.

Section 505(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act concerns
the right of the U.S. Government to conducc end~item utili-
zation inspections and the transfer of Jefense articles to
other countries.’

5
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APPENDIX I

Section

APPENDIX I

"**xno defense articles shall be furnished to any
Jountry on a grant basis unless it shall have agreed

that—

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

623(a)(3)

it will not, without the consent of the

President—-

(A) permit eny use of such articles by
anyone not an officer, employee, or
agent of that country,

(B) transfer, or permit any officer,
employee, or agent of that country
to transfer such articles by gift,
sale, or ocherwise, or

(C) use or permit the use of such
articles for purposes other than
those for which furnished;

it will maintain the security of such

articles, and will provide substantially

the same degree of security protection
afforded to such articles by the United

States Government;

it will, &as the President may require,

permit continuous observation and review

by, and furnish necessary infurmation to
representatives of the United States

Government with regard to the use of such

articles; and

unless the President consents to other

disposition, it will return tc the United

States Government for such use or dispos-

ition as the President considers in the

best interests of the United States, such
articles which are no longer needed for
the purposes for which furnished.”

recipient countries.

Section 3 of the Foreign Military Sales Act contains

of the act assigns the Secretary of Defense
the primary responsibility for supervising end-item use by

langrage almost identical to section 505(a)(l) and (2) of the

Foreign Assistance Act quoted above.

However, paragraphs (3)

and (4) on the observation and subseqguent disposition of
defense articles no longer need2d are peculiar only to grant
military assistance and are not required for the sale of

defense articles.

It
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DEFFNSE PEGULATIONS

The Department of Defense established a Military Assis-
tance and Sales Manual for use in implementing its responsi-
bilities under th= Foreign Assistance and Foreign Military
Sales Acts. The manual does not provide for end-item inspec-
tions or other methods of monitoring defense articles soléd
under the Foreign Military Sales Act. However, it does
summar ize Defense responsikilities and functions fcr required
end-item inspections of defense articles provided under MAP,

“#x% Within their areas of responsibility [super~
vision of end-item use by the recipient countries!
is assigned to Uri:ied Commands and, where appro-
priate, assigned further to MAAG'sl/ or other DOD
elements responsible for MAP activities in foreign

VoY ek i i W=y it
LCUUIILL IT O

* % * * ¥

“%%%* in carrying cut the above responsibility the
Chief of MAAG, under the direction of the appro-
priate Unified Command, is responsible for super-
vising utilization by the foreign government of
all defense articles and services furnished by
the U.S. as grant aid. This responsibility
includes proper utilization of personnel trained
by the U.S5....[{and] supervising utilization of
other than end-items *** "

* * * ® *

"Except where specified otherwise by USAA [Cefense
Security Assistance Agency], periodic submission
by the recipient country of reports, as may be
prescribed as to form and freguency by the Unified
Command, satisfies the intent and purpocse cf the
law. It is incumbent upon all LOD elements, how-
ever, to supplement and verify such reports by
physical inspection, obsetvation, and such other
means as may be practicabkle.”

As a minimum, the reports to be gubmitted by the toreign
country will consist of an annueal inventory of major items
onhand of MAP origin as of 30 June each year. The report wiil
inciude: {a) item identification, {(b) quantity on hand, (c)
current utilization, and (4) condition of material.

I/ Military assistance advisory group.
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The manual allows considerable discretion for supple-
mental supervision and verification of reports submitted.
The extent of additional wverification depends on such

‘factors as availability of personnel, “he extent to which

physical inspection is practical, and the degree to which
the recipient country can be relied upon %0 manage its

‘resources effectively and to render timely and accurate

reports. The manual fucther allows for the use cf
temporary-duty teams and personnel to meet end-use super-
vision responsibilities.

CONTROLLING TRANSFER OF DEFENSE
ARTICLES TO THIRD COUNTRIE?

We found no formal procedures or mechanisms for insur-
ing that U.S. defense articles providad by grant or sale
are not transferred to third countries without prior
approval of the Presidenz. Although end-~item inspection
practices do exist in some countries for defense articles
provided under MAP, such inspections often represent merely
sightings of equipment and do not physicallv account fer
all articles. Little or no efiort is zpecifically made to
detect the unauthorized transter to third countries of
defense articles prov.ded under the Foreign Military Sales
Act.

Defense Directive 5132.3, dated Decerber 20, 1972,
states that MAAGs are responsible for reporting unauthorized
transfers of defense articles of U.S. origin to third coun-
tries.

Defense officials advised us the MAAGs are respoasibie
cfficially only for MAP-provided grant aid equipment. MAAGSs
will report unauthorized transfers of any U.S.-provided
defense articles if and when thev become aware of such trans-
fers; however, they have no procedures or mechanisms directed
specifically to this fuunction.

We asked Defense whether some element other than the
MAAGs may be carrying out this- function. Officials advised
us that, although other elements are required to gather data
on militury assistance activities, the data is not connected
with a procecdure or objective for determining whether U.S.-
provided defense articles are being impropetly transferred
to third countries.

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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A Defense Security Assistance Agency official believed
the Depertment of State was responsible for monitoring
defense articles sold to foreign countries. However, offi-
cials of the Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, State
hepartment, expressed the opposite view that Defense is
responsible for monitoring and reporting on all U.S5.-
‘provided defense articles, regardless of whether they are
provided through grant aid or sales. Although officials
were uncertain as to the procedure or mechanism being used
vy Defense, they believe the function is being performed.

: END-ITEM INSPECTION TN
; COUNTRIZS VISITED

. During visits to a number cf countries, we obtained
§ information on MAAG end~item inspections of MAP-prcvided
defense articles. We found no indication of fnrmal end~
item inspections of Jdefense articles provided under the
Foreign Military Sales Act. End-iten inspections or
alternative procedures existed for grant defznse articles
in most countries although they were generally too siper~-
ficial to detect improper transfers cof such articlesz to
third countries. '

In some countries the MAAGs relied on lists of equip-
ment provided by the host country. In 1963, for example,
the U.S. European Command relieved the MAAG:s in Belgium,
Denmark, France, the WNetherlands, and Norway from the
responsibility of meking regular phvsical inspections of
military grant aid equipment. The MAAGs were directed to
negotiate a mutuvally agreeable system under which the host
conntry would submit reporits showing the guantity, status,
and "location of the eguipment. We visited only one of these
countries, Dermark, where we were advised that neither the
Danes nor tha MAAGs have complete lists of MAP-provided
equipment,

Below are our observations in some of the courtries
visited in 1974 on prior assignments.

-

Bolivia

The United States delivered to Bolivia about $40 million
in MAP grant aid and excess defense articles from .930
through fiscal year 1974, of which about $11 million wes for
military training. MAP in Bolivia is administered by the
0.5. Military Group, which in fiscal year 1474 was authcrized
2 total staff of 29 U.5. military, 2 U.S. civilian, and 8

tosal mationais. BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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In fiscal year 1974, we reviewed the Groun's inventory
records and visited selected military units. In a nunber
of instances at one unit, equipment that had been assigned
to it according to records was not thcre. In another unit,
we observed zome MAP-provided equipment onhand that, accord-
ing to the Group's records, was acsigned elsewhere.

We concluded, therefore, that the Group needed to
improve its control and monitor.ng of MAP-provided equip-
ment. Defense officials subseguently informed us that,
even though MAP-provided equipment was not in the designated
units, it was being used by the Bolivian military for the
purposes intended. They also said that the newly assigned
Group commander was making a concerted effort to correct
these unit assignment discrepancies,l/

Brazil

The United States delivered to Brazil about $222 million
in MAP grant aid and $83 million in excess defense articles
through fiscal year 1974. More than 73 percent of the MAP
eguipment was provided before 1962, Fiscal year 1968 was
the final year for which MAP materiel aid was programed for
Brazil, and by the end of fiscal yesr 1974, virtually all
programed materiel aid had been delivered. Sirce fiscal
vear 1968, the Unitel States has continued co provide about
$800,000 annually for ¢rant military training.

Our August 2&. 1974, report to the Coneoress,2/ reported
that, in 1969 in testimany before the Congress, a Defense
representative stated that the chief reason the U.5. Dele-
gation to the Joint Brazilian-Unilted States Military Commis~-
sion was in Brazil to supervise the uge and subseqguent dis-
position of all grant aid materiel. Defense later informed
us that the Delegation had other duties and was principally
concerned with carrying out the provisions of tne agreements
for military cuoperation between the two countries. The
Delegation was authorized 46 U.5. military and civiliar per-
sonnel and 26 local-hire employces in fiscal year 1974.

We -eported that Delzgation personnel spent little time
moni+tcring grant aid equipment and made no regular inspections
or visits t. Brazilian units to determine whether MAP-provided

z/ Bolivia--An Assessment of U.S. Policies snd Programs,
ID-75-16, Jan. 30, 1975, p. 29.

2/ The Brazilian Economic Boom: How Should the United

™ States Relate to It? (B-133283).
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eguipment or spare parts was needed or properly used. In-
stead, they made occasional liaison visitg to Brazilian
units, during which they observed the uge and condition of
equipment. We further noted that U.5. advisors had made
no end-item inspection reports in recent years., Officials

.told us that the Delegation had insufficlent personnel for

extensive equipment monitoring.

The report concluded that, due to the age of the grant
military equipment and the fact that the bhelegation had not
been monitoring its use, liquidating reversionary rights to
the equipment and ships on lease or loan would benefit the
U.S. Government. Therefore, we recommended that the Secreta y
of State take this course of action., DBoth the Departments
of State and Defense concurred in the recommendation and
initiated discussions with Brazil on the matter.

Denmark

The United States delivered to Denmark about $618 million
in MAP grant military aid and $21 million In excess defencze
articles through 1965.

The MAAG in Denmark was authorized a staff of seven
U.5. military, one U.S. civilian, and gix Jocal nationals
in fiscal year 1974. 1Its efforts in recent years have been
directed principally to foreign military sales, though a
small amount of its tctal time (6 percent in 1974) has been
spent in monitoring MAP-provided materiel,

Our review of MAAG trip reports and discussions with
MAAG officials during 1974 revealed that monitoring of the
use and condition of MAP property was very limited. An
official stated that it was, ir fact, only a token effort,
and that end-item inspections were not inventories but
rather informal "sightings" of MAP equipment that were made
during visits to Danish military bases fer other purposes.
MAAG officials we interviewed commented that extensive end-
item inspections are not necessary because the Danes are
capahle of maintaining MAP-provaided equipment.

Tlie MAAG was relieved by the U.5. Europzan Command in
1962 of the responsibility of making rcgular physical inspes-
tions of MAP-provided equipment and was directed to negntiate
a mutually agreeable system under which the Danes would sub-
mit reports showing the quantity, status, and location of the
equipment. A MAAG official told us, however, that neither
the Danes nor MAAG hai a complete inventory of MAP-provided
equipment.

1l
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We discussed with the MAAG chief the feasibility of |
Denmark purchasing the residual rights of MAP-provided
equipment. He said the Danes probably would not want to
buy egquipment that is virtually worn out and he indic-ted
the Danish defense budget could not absorb the cost of

.buying the residual rights.

Ethiopia

This country received about $207 million in MAP grant
aid and excess defense articles through fiscal year 1974.
The MAAG in Ethiopia was authorized a staff of 85 U.S.
military and civi'lian personrel and 33 local nationals in
fiscal year 1974.

The MAAG's major functions in 1974 were administering
MAP and advising the Ethiopian military forces, and little
effort was devoted to military sale-., MAAG personnel, in
response to a GAO questionnaire, estimated that only about
6 percent of total MALG effort was directed to end-item
inspections of MAP-provided equipment. Officials said that
the MAP monitoring effort was not very effective and woul?
become even less so with a planned reduction in persorael
in fiscal year 1975. They stated that the MAAG wili be
forced to rely on Ethiopian military recorlds, which they
considered to be poor, for information on maintenance and
use of equipment.

Although MAAG advisors were available for the entire
advisory spectrum, their primary efforts were directs? to
management principles, logistics, and maintenance. MAAG
officials stated that a planned personnel reduction will
drastically reduce the field advisory effort. In addition,
internal strife and overthrow of the Emperor and other
government officials could possibly further limit MAAG
monitoring efforts.,

Most of Ethiopia's existing souvipment is of World War
II vintage, and annual MAP funding for Ethiopia is not
enough to modernize the egquipment currently in the Ethiopnian
inventory. The state of that equipment prompted a portion
of the 1971 MAP to be devoted to a modernization program
for small arms and communication equipment. For example,
M-l rifles are being replaced by M-14 rifles. The program,
which is expected to be completed by 1977, will result in
an estimated excess of 26,000 to 28,000 older weapons.

12
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As the weapons become excess, they must under the
Foreign Assistance Ar be returned to the MAAG for dispos-
ition. However, Eth.opia has not complied with the agree-
ment and the MAAG has lost virtually all control over these
weapons. An advisor stated in late fiscal year 1974 that
‘he had been trying to get the excess weapons returned for
about !0 months. MAAG officials explained that MAP end-
item ~ontrol is only as good as the rapport between the
granting and recipient countries and the extent the recip-
ient abides by the spirit of the agreement. The orficials
agreed they really do not have control over the weapons
granted to Ethiopia.

We discussed with U.S., officials in Ethiopia the pos-
sibility of selling U.S. residual rights to MAP equipment.
The officials said Ethiopia has not been approached about
this because they do not believe it has the money and be~
cause the equipment is largely obsolete.

Indonesia

The United States delivered to Indonesia about
$148 million in MAP grant aid and excess defense articles
through 1974, The Defense Liaison Gr-up administers MAP
in Indonesia, with an authorized permanent staff in fiscal
year 1974 of 45 U.S. military, 4 U.S5. civilians, and 20
locai nationals.

The Liaison Group indicated that its effort consists
principally of advising high-level Indonesians on adminis-
trative and logistical functions. However, end~item inspec~
tions are maue of MAP eguipment, consisting essentially of
physically monitoring and maintaining surveillance to deter-
mine condition and use. Such inspections are made only
on MAP equipment provided after 1966, because an accurate
inventory of pre-1967 equipment is not available,

Italy

Italy received about $2.5 billion in grant military
aid and excess defense articles from 1950 through 1962,
when the United States determined thet Italy had sufficient
economic resources to support its own defense proriram.
Final deliveries were made in 1966,

In fiscal year 1974, the MAAG was authorized a staff
of '3 U.5. and 3 local nationals. Little attempt was being
made to conduct end-item inspections and the MAAG position
was that the periodic inventory submitted by Italy satisfied

13
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the requirements. According to MAAG officials, their policy
was to submit reports to the MAAG chief when inspections
were made. Such inspections were conducted on an informal
basis, usually in conjunction with visits which were made

to Italian militery bases for other purposes,

The Secretary of State directed the MAAG in March 1973
to informally approach Italy about purchasing residual rights
to MAP-provided equipment. The Ttalians were informed that
they would be

~~relieved from supervision and reporting
requirements,

--free to modify or cannlbalize the equipment,

--unde. no obligation to return the material
to the dJnited States, and

~-allowed to retain all proceeds from désposal.

The only restrictions werae that the material could not be
transferred to third countries or private individuals with-
out U.S. approval. In addition, the United States would
have first right of reputrchase.

At the time of our review in 1974, no formal action
had been taken on sale of reversionary rights.

Japan

The United States delivered to Japan about $855 million
in grant military assistance and 5175 million of excess
defense articles before the program was terminated there in
1967. According to the Mutual Defense Assistance Office,
about $850 million of the equipment still remains in Japan.
The office was authorized a staff of seven U.S. military,
five U.S. civilians, and five local nationals in fiscal year
1974, .

The Office's MAP functions have been minimal since
1669, when U.S. military service components in Japan were
tasked to work with theitr counterparts in the Japan Self
Dafense Forces. 1Its officials stated that their primary
MAP functions involve administering the turn-in program of
military hardware previously granted to Japan. They also
stated that MAP end-item ingpections were made by temporary-
duty teams from U.S. military services in Japan; therefore,

14
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Office efforts in this regard essentially involved review-
ing reports submitted by Japan on unused or inoperable
equipment and taking action for the return of these items
to the U.S. Government. The temporary teams made end-item
inspections irregularly but more or less annually., There
have been no reports of improper use of equipment in the
‘past several years,

Philippines

The Philippines received $557 million in U.S. grant
military aid from 1950 through 1974, including about
$91 million in excess defense articles. The Joint U.S.
Military Advisory Group's authorized staff for fiscal
year 1974 was 59 U.S. and 6 local nationals.

Tn June 1974 only about 4 percent of the Group's
total time was devoted to end-item inspections, and the
inspections were generally limited to major items located
in areas accessible to the Group. Significant amounts of
MAP-provided eguipment was reportedly located in troubled
areas where the Philippine Government and the U.S5. Embassy
prohibited visits.

Group personnel indicated that the bulk of their efferts
on end-~-item inspections involved rev.icwing Philippine armed
forces reports on inoperable equipment t¢ 1dentify problem
areas and screen eguipment requisitions. Therefore, the
end~item inspection process provided only a limited review
of equipment use and little ccntrol over unauthorized dis-
position of equipment.

Saudi Arabija

Saudi Arabia received about $32 million in MAP mate~-
riel and training aid and excess defznse articles from
1853 through 1965, when grant materie) asgistance was termi-
nated. Thereafter, Saudi Arabia has received $4.7 million
in MAP training assistance., In fiscal year 1974, the U.S5.
Military Training Mission in Saudi Arabia was authorized
a permanent staff of 135 U.S. and & local nationals.

The Mission is oriented principally to military sales
rather than to grant military aid. The fact that only about
0.3 percent of its time is devoted to end-item inspections
indicates that such inspections are nonexistent or, at
best, minimal. This may be due in part to the fact that
grant materiel aid was terminated 10 years ago and amounted
to only abouvt $23 million.

15
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The end-item inspection process basically consists
of keeping track of old MAP eguipment, such as spare parts
for inoperative F-86 aircraf:. According *to Mission offi-
cials, one T-33 trainer aircraft and some F-86 aircraft
are the only MAP-provided equipment left in Saudi Arabia.

.However, the T-~33 aircraft has not heen reported in HMAP

assets since 1969 and full title to eight MAP-proviied
F~86s was transfe.red to Saudi Arabia in May 1965. Thus,
Mission officials stated there is no MAP-provided equipment
left in Saudi Arabia on which end-item inspections ar-
required.

Spain

The United States delivered about $712 million in MAP
grant aid and excess defense articles through 1974, Mate-
riel grants were terminated in fiscal vear 1974. The MAAG
was staffed with 31 U.S. personnel in fiscal year 1974.

The MAAG reportedly makes regular end-item inspections
of MAP-provided equiwment and actempts to visit each Spanish
unit once during a 2- to 3-year cycle. However, not all
MAAG sections maintain accurate and complete inventories of
MAP equipment remaining in-country. Therefore, visits may
disclose proper use and maintenance but do not serve as a
means of accountability over U.S5. eguipment. Some MAAG
officials felt that end-item incvpection visits were impor-
tant as a means of visiting Spanish units on an operational
level and for expressing U.S. in:erests in Spain.

MAP eguipment has been provided as payment for basc
rights, which raised some issues concerning the rinhi of
the United States to make end-item inspections. This
point was cleared up about 2 years ago when MAAG officials
explained to Spanish officials the U.5. legal reguirement ’
for ena-item inspections. Since then, we were advised that
Spain has cooperated fully in this respect and has supplied
some equipment inventory liste and permitted end-item
inspections.

In fiscal year 1973, almost $7 million in MAP-provided
equipment was declared excess in Spain. The proceeds from
the sale of this equiprent were about $40,000, or less than
]l percent of acguisition value. The proceeds on sales of
excess equipment in fiscal year 1972 was only about 1.2 per-
cent of acquisition value.
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Spain, at the time of our review, had not been approached

on purchasing all residual rights of MAP-provided equipment.
However, the country team plans to discuss the matter during
current renegoilations of the base rights agreement.

"Zaire

The United States provided a total of about $32 million
in MAP grant aid and excess defense articles +r ‘aire from
1963 through fiscal year 1974. Bbout $1.5 mil. on of this
total represents training assistance from 1370, when grant
materiel aid was terminated. The MAAG was authorized a
sta*® of 20 U.S. military and 6 local nationals in fiscal
yea. (374.

One of the MAAG's major functions in past years was
making end-item inspections of MAP-provided equipment.
These inspections were sharply curtailed in July 1973 with
the reassignment of the MAAG aircraft. During the first
5 months of 1973, 15 field trips were made, mostly for end-
item inspections, but only two trips were made in the fol-
lowing 12 months. We were advised that incountry travel
without an airplane was extremely difficult duve to the
inadeguacy of Zaire's road system and other modes of
transporiation.

According to a MAAG official. most of the MAP-provided
eqguipment is in poor condition; is at least 4 years old,
and Zaire has not purchased repair parts for it.

CONCLUSION

End-item utilization inspections of MAP~provided
defense articles have been made irregularly in many coun-
tries and with no accurate inventories of items to be
inspected. These inspections were somewhat superficial
in nature, since they consisted principally of random
sightings of equipment made in conjunction with visits to
military bases for other purpases.

Monitoring the uge of MAP-provided equipment varied
from country to country and, to some extent, depended on
recipient countries' willingness to fully comply with the
terms of their agreements with the United States. The
ability of MAAG or other Defense personnel to monitor the
us2 of U.S5. defense articles depends largely on the rap-
port these personnel have with host country military
organizations. In this type of environment, the transfer
of U.S. defense articles to third countries probably could
go undetected.
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The Departments of State and Defense have no formal
procedurec or mechanisms for detecting whether U.5.-~
furnished defense articles are transferred to third coun-
tries without the required prior approval of the President,

U.5. personnel become aware of illegal transfers
through accidental discovery. Once discovered, violations
are tc be reported to the Departments of State and Defense
for corrective action. This action would involve diplo-
matic contacts or perhaps a notec to the country's ambassa-
dor explaining the situation and asking that it be $topped.
Further corrective action would involve terminating assis-
tance to the transferring country as required by the
Foreign Assistance Act, section 505(d), and the Foreign
Military Sales Act, section 3{c). However, we observed
no instances where these actions had been taken.

The Foreign Assistance Act reqguires that MAP-furnished
defense articles be returned to the U.S. Government by the
recipient country when such articles are no longer needed.
The conditions or ages of the articles may preclude redis-
tribution, in which case they could be disposed of incountry
as scrap.

Since MAP started in 1950, it is conceivable that
some of the defense articles such as aircrafts, tanks,
ships, and other major items, have been in use for nearly
25 years; 77 percent of the MAP and excess provided equip-
ment and parts were delivered more than 9 years ago. Thus,
except for scrap value, the usefulness to the United States
of this obsolescent ¢or obsolete equipment is questionable;
nevertheless, the requirement exists that end-item utili-
zatior reports and inspections be made as long as MAP
recipients have physical custody of the equipment,

MATTER FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE COMMITTEE

Section 17(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1974
directed the President to "submit to the first session of
the S4th Congress a deteiled plan for the reduction and
eventual elimination of the present military acsistance
program." During forthcominy consideration of foreign
assistance authorization, the Committee may wis. to amend
the act to require a country-by-country plan for the
eventual dispositicvn of MAP-provided equipment. The plan
should include the time frame for disposition anj method;
i.e., return tno U.S. inventory, use to meet MaP requlre-
ments elsewhere, sale of reversionary rights, sale for
scrap value, or transfer of title as a gift.
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MaALN A, EZARNECES . February 5, 19 75

B-183189
Honorable Elmer B. Staats
Comptroller General *

General Accounting Cffice
44 G Brreet, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 2G548

Dear lr, Staats:

As you know, the Committee on Foreiéu Affalrs will soon com~
mence consideration of Fiscal Year 1976 Foreign Assistance Authorization
leginlation. Shortly thereafter, in accordance with the Budpget and
Ippoundment Control act of 1974, the Committee must begin work onm such
legislation for Fiscal Year 1977. One of the major tasks facing the
Committee with respect to this legislation i3 the formulaticn of the
future course of United States security assistance and foreign military
sales programs. ‘

In order that the Committee may have the information needed to
act on forthecoming legislation, it is hereby requested that tne Genperal
Accounting Offlce conduct the following studies:

I. Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) Operations in

Developing Countries

A. Are MAAGs necessary to carry out the provisions of

the Forelgn Assistance Act with respect to U.S. grant
military aid programs?

B. Could other U.S. officials aesigned to diplomatic
missions in such countries, or TDY teams frou the
neareat majer command, perform MAAG functiong--
especially end-item utilization inspections?

11, End-Item Utilizacion Procedures

A. How frequent and effective are end-item utilization
inspections?

" B. What is the degree of cooperation offered by, the
-  host country?

'BEST DOCUMENT AvAILABLE
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III.

V.

VI.

Uiu i

C.

Excess Defense Articles Program

A.

B.

C.

- e Ly sﬁ,g.‘g{‘-i;l!fi IS
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What procedures are followed to fnsure that U.S.
furnished defense articles are not being trans-

ferred to third countries without prior approval
of the President?

What types of excess dafense articles h{ve been
generated ~verseas aund how have they beev utilized?

. - |
What quantity of excess defense articles will become
available over the next three years? :

How should these excesses be disposed of in the event
that grant military assistance programs are terminated
or substantially reduced?

Life Cycles of Major Defense Articles Furnished by the U.S.

This information will be useful in determining how long

and wnder what procedures the United States should continue
to rurnish recipient countries with spare parts and other
items necessary to maintain such equipment.

Effect of Military Assistance Program (MAP) Celiveries

A.

B.

on U.S. Defense Needs

Have such deliveries caused U.3. forces to suffer
shortages?

If so, what types of equipment shortages have
resulted?

Survey of Sacurity Supporting Assistance Programs

A.
B.

c.

E.

For what purposes has such assistance been given?

Are the objectives of such assistance being met?

What additional types of financial, econowic and

other assistance are being furnished to recipient
countries?

What is the relctionship between security supporting
assistance and the military assistance and sales
aspects of the overall security assistance progranm?

What is the relationship of such assistance to
development prcgrams financed by the United States
or other sources?
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VII. U.S. Military Co-production and Licensing Arrangements in
Foreign Countries

A, What degree of control does the United States retaln
under such arrangements?

B. What impact do such arrangerents have on ewmployment
in the United States?

fI would, of course, appreciate any suggestions and recommend-
ati~as you consider appropriate to the above proposed studles.

1I#¥, during the course of your investigations, further guid-

ance is required, please contact Harian A. Czarnecki, Chief of Staff

of the Comalttee, or John J. Brady, Jr. .ad Robert K. Boyer, Staff
Consultantec.

Thank you for your expeditious consideration of this request.

Sincerely yours,

s : .
&.-\ sotevanbey LC '\ \4\4)- \:/ t

Chairzan

TEM: rbuce

4 BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE






