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INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEF'ENSE 


400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202-2884 


October 30, 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUISITION 
ASSISTANT 	 SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (HEALTH AFFAIRS) 
DIRECTOR, 	 ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTOR, 	 DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY 
DIRECTOR, 	 DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
DIRECTOR, 	 DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY 
DIRECTOR, 	 JOINT STAFF 

SUBJECT: 	 Audit Report on Consulting Service 
(Report No. 92-010) 

This final report is provided for your information and use. 
This audit was performed to comply with United States Code, title 
31, section 1114(b), which requires the Inspector General, DoD, 
to provide an annual evaluation to the Congress of DoD progress 
in establishing effective management controls and improving the 
accuracy and completeness of the information concerning 
contracted advisory and assistance service (CAAS) contracts. 
Management comments were considered in preparing this report. 

Comments on a draft of this report conformed to the 
requirements of DoD Directive 7650.3 and there are no unresolved 
issues. Therefore, no additional comments are required. 

The courtesies extended to the audit staff are appreciated. 
If you have any questions on this audit, please contact 
Mr. Garold E. Stephenson, Program Director at (703) 6!4-6275 
(DSN 224-6275) or Ms. Kimberley A. Caprio, Project Manager, at 
(703) 614-3463 (DSN 224-3463). The planned distribution of this 
report is listed in Appendix H. ~~ 

Robert J. Lieberman 
Assistant Inspector General 

for Auditing 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Director, 	CAAS, 

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 





Office of the Inspector General, DoD 

AUDIT REPORT NO. 92-010 October 30, 1991 
Project NO. lCH-0007 

FINAL AUDIT REPORT ON CONSULTING SERVICES 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction. The Department of Defense acquires contracted 
advisory and assistance services (CAAS) to support or improve 
agency policy development; decisionmaking; management of 
organizations; or operation of weapons systems, equipment, and 
components. CAAS includes expert consultants, studies and 
analyses, management support services, and engineering and 
technical services. U.S.C., title 31, section 1114(b) requires 
that the Off ice of the Inspector General submit to Congress, as 
part of the agency annual budget justification, an evaluation of 
agency progress in establishing effective management controls and 
improving the accuracy and completeness of information provided 
on consul ting services. Because of congressional concerns over 
excessive Government-wide spending for CAAS, Congress imposed 
limits on agency spending authorities for CAAS. In FY 1990, 
DoD was authorized a spending ceiling of $1. 5 billion; actual 
reported expenditures for FY 1990 were $1.22 billion and 
$1. 37 billion for FY 1989 (excluding Federally Funded Research 
and Development Centers). Previous DoD IG audit reports 
indicated that underreporting of CAAS expenditures may be much 
greater. DoD IG Report No. 91-041, "Contracted Advisory and 
Assistance Services," February 1, 1991, estimated underreporting 
of $4.0 to $9.0 billion for FY 1987. 

Audit Objective. The objective of the audit was to evaluate the 
progress DoD had made in establishing effective management 
controls and improving the accuracy and completeness of the 
information reported on CAAS. 

Audit Results. The audit determined the Defense Information 
Systems Agency ( DISA) (formerly the Defense Communications 
Agency), Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), Defense Nuclear Agency 
(DNA), Defense Medical Support Activity (DMSA), and Joint Staff 
underreported CAAS expenditures by $20. 4 million for FY 1989 
and by $19.2 million for FY 1990. In addition, DLA issued 
13 contract actions totaling $2.2 million in FY 1989, and 
17 contract actions totaling $3.0 million in FY 1990, to 
Information Analysis Centers for CAAS, which were funded by 
Military Departments and other DoD Components. The under­
reporting was due to unclear, conflicting, and inadequate 
guidance, and improper interpretation and application of the CAAS 
definition. The improper interpretation and application of the 
definition occurred because of a perception that, due to 
congressional concerns of Government-wide CAAS overspending, the 



Congress might reduce the DoD CAAS budget. As a result, data 
reported to DoD and to the Congress for FYs 1989 and 1990 were 
not reliable for oversight and policy-making purposes. 

Internal Controls. The audit determined that underreporting of 
CAAS expenditures by the five DoD Components was due to unclear, 
conflicting and inadequate guidance and was not a result of weak 
internal controls. The audit determined that weak internal 
controls precluded the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA} from 
supporting or accurately reporting projected CAAS dollars for 
FY 1990, but the internal control weakness was not considered 
material since it impacts the reporting of projected expenditures 
and not actual monetary outlays. Refer to Part I, page 2 for the 
internal controls assessed. 

Potential Benefits of Audit. We did not identify any potential 
monetary benefits during the audit. However, implementation of 
the recommendations will improve internal controls for 
identifying and reporting CAAS. Refer to Appendix F for details. 

Summary of Recommendations. We recommended that the revised CAAS 
definition include clarification of the applicability of CAAS 
requirements to automatic data processing services, services 
provided by the Information Analysis Centers, and task order 
contracts; that a revision be made to the OSD Administrative 
Instruction No. 54; that DLA improve internal controls over 
figures reported in the PB-27 Budget Exhibit, and that each DoD 
Component require training on the identification and reporting of 
CAAS. 

Management Comments. The Director, Acquisition Policy and 
Program Integration concurred with our recommendations that ADP, 
Information Analysis Centers, and task orders be specifically 
addressed in CAAS policy, and that engineering and technical 
services be included as a category in Defense Administrative 
Instruction No. 54. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Heal th 
Affairs}; the Director, Defense Information Systems Agency; the 
Deputy Comptroller, DLA; and the Director, Joint Staff supported 
the need for training, but generally believed DoD-wide training 
should be established by the DoD Director for CAAS. The Deputy 
Comptroller, Defense Logistics Agency nonconcurred with the need 
to establish internal controls to verify figures in the PB-27 
Budget Exhibit, but stated that published revisions to DLA 
Regulation 5010.3 will preclude repetition of the one-time 
oversight. We consider all comments to be responsive, and no 
additional comments are necessary. 

The full discussion of the responsiveness of management comments 
is included in Part II of the report, and the complete text of 
management comments is included in Part IV of the report. 
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PART I - INTRODUCTION 

Background 

The Department of Defense uses contracted advisory and assistance 
services (CAAS) for a wide variety of efforts each year. Such 
services may take the form of: 

o individual experts and consultants; 
o studies, analyses, and evaluations; 
o management and professional support services; or 
o engineering and technical services. 

United States Code, title 31, section 1114(b) requires that the 
Inspector General, DoD, submit to the Congress along with the 
agency's annual budget justification, an evaluation of its 
~rogre~s in establishing effective management controls and 
improving the accuracy and completeness of the information on 
CAAS contracts. 

CAAS is perceived as an area vulnerable to abuse. This concern 
has resulted in increased management controls and requirements 
throughout the Federal Government to document and report costs 
for CAAS through budget justifications and Federal Procurement 
Data System reporting. In the FY 1990 Defense Appropriations 
Act, the Congress included a legislative ceiling of $1.5 billion 
for CAAS expenditures, excluding Federally Funded Research and 
Development Centers (FFRDCs). DoD, in turn, identified 
individual CAAS spending authorities for each DoD Component. In 
October 1989, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
identified CAAS as one of five high-risk areas within DoD. Also, 
in March 1991, the Deputy Director of OMB informed the Secretary 
of Defense that by September 1991, DoD should take necessary 
steps to ensure that managers have adequate guidance for making 
CAAS decisions. 

Objective 

The objective of the audit was to evaluate the progress that DoD 
had made in establishing effective management controls and 
improving the accuracy and completeness of the information 
reported on CAAS. This audit was performed as required by United 
States Code, title 31, section 1114(b). 

Scope 

This program audit evaluated the processes and internal controls 
for budgeting, approving, and reporting CAAS at five DoD 
Components. These DoD Components included the Defense 
Information Systems Agency (DISA) (formerly the Defense 
Communications Agency), Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), 
Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA), Defense Medical Support Activity 



( DMSA), and the Joint Staff. We evaluated each DoD Component 
implementing regulations for adequacy of policies, procedures, 
and internal controls and for consistency with applicable laws, 
regulations and DoD guidance. As an integral part of the audit, 
we evaluated compliance with applicable laws and regulations. 

We reconciled the DoD PB-27 Budget Exhibit for CAAS, submitted 
with the FY 1990 DoD appropriations request to Congress, with 
supporting documentation for the five DoD Components. We also 
followed up on corrective actions to implement recommendations 
made in prior audit reports (excluding the Inspector General, DoD 
Report No. 91-041, "Contracted Advisory and Assistance Services 
Contracts," since this report was issued concurrent with the 
completion of our fieldwork). To determine whether the DoD 
Components were properly reporting contract actions as CAAS, we 
obtained universes of contract actions for each DoD Component 
that reflected, at a minimum, all "service-type" contract actions 
for FY 1989 and FY 1990. We reviewed between 60 and 80 randomly 
selected contract actions from the universes obtained from each 
of the five DoD Components for FYs 1989 and 1990 to determine 
whether each contract action was appropriately excluded from CAAS 
reporting. Our review was limited to actions over $25, 000 in 
value and not reported as CAAS by DoD. We relied on DoD' s 
computer-processed database of contract actions over $25,000 (DD 
Form 350, "Individual Contract Actions Report"), where available, 
and on agency-generated databases when DD Form 350 data were not 
available. We did not establish the reliability of these data 
because the objective of our review was to determine whether 
contracts were appropriately identified as CAAS. Accordingly, 
our random selection of contracts for review is qualified to the 
extent that independent tests of the DD Form 350 and DoD 
Components' databases were not made. Our analysis included 
examination of statements of work, justification and approval 
documents, DD 350 forms, other applicable documentation and 
correspondence in the contract files, and discussions with 
contracting officials. 

This program audit was performed from October 1990 through 
February 1991 in accordance with auditing standards issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States as implemented by the 
Inspector General, DoD. Accordingly, we included such tests of 
the internal controls as were considered necessary. Appendix D 
lists the activities visited or contacted during the audit. 

Internal Controls 

The internal controls review included a review of the 
implementation of the Federal Managers' Financial Integrity Act 
at DISA, DLA, DMSA, DNA, and the Joint Staff. Of the five DoD 
Components reviewed, only the Joint Staff identified CAAS 
reporting separately for evaluation of internal controls. For 
FY 1990, the Joint Staff performed a detailed Internal Management 
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Control Review of CAAS and identified 10 weaknesses including the 
lack of Joint Staff policy regarding the roles, responsibilities 
and procedures for CAAS, and a need for better oversight of 
CAAS. The Joint Staff has begun implementing corrective actions 
to address identified weaknesses. As part of this audit, we 
examined the processes and procedures for identifying, budgeting, 
authorizing, and reporting CAAS at the five DoD Components 
reviewed, and traced a sample of contracts through that process 
to test the effectiveness of the internal controls. 

The audit did not identify any material internal control 
weaknesses as defined by Public Law 97-225, Office of Management 
and Budget Circular A-123, and DoD Directive 5010. 38. DLA did 
not establish internal controls to ensure that projected figures 
reported in the PB-27 Budget Exhibit were accurate and 
supportable. However, this internal control weakness is not 
considered material since it impacts the reporting of projected 
expenditures and not actual monetary outlays. Recommendation 3. 
in this report, if implemented, will correct the weakness. We 
have determined that monetary benefits will not be realized by 
implementing the recommendations. A copy of this report will be 
provided to the senior official responsible for internal controls 
within DLA. 

Prior Audits and Other Reviews 

Since October 1, 1985, 13 audit or inspection reports relating to 
CAAS have been issued by the General Accounting Office (GAO); the 
Inspector General, DoD; and the Military Department audit 
components (see Appendix A). These reports addressed CAAS 
problems with the identification and definition of CAAS, 
contracts justifications, the lack of contractor performance 
evaluations, and the lack of competition for CAAS contracts. 

Office of the Inspector General, DoD, Report No. 91-041, 
"Contracted Advisory and Assistance Services," February 1, 1991, 
stated that DoD significantly underreported CAAS expenditures. 
The audit estimated that DoD Components did not identify and 
report between $4. 0 to $9. 0 billion of CAAS procurements for 
FY 1987 because of unclear CAAS guidance, untimely updating of 
implementing regulations within the Military Departments, and 
insufficient training. The report recommended revisions and 
clarifications to DoD Directive 4205.2, increased training, and 
better budget and accounting systems to provide detailed support 
to CAAS estimates in the PB-27 Budget Exhibits. The DoD 
established an action plan that will revise regulations, clarify 
definitions, and improve training to strengthen the management 
and reporting of CAAS. 

Of the 13 audit reports issued, only 2 recommendations from the 
IG, DoD Report No. 88-184, "Report on the Status of Consulting 
Services," July 22, 1988, remain open {excluding recommendations 
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made in IG-DoD Report No. 91-041). The report recommended that 
Navy improve and revise CAAS training of employees, and that Air 
Force revise and update its implementing regulations. Both the 
Navy and Air Force are awaiting revisions to the OMB Circular 
A-120 and the CAAS definition before implementing the 
recommendations. 
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PART II - FINDING AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


IDENTIFICATION AND REPORTING OF CAAS 


The five DoD Components (DISA, DLA, DNA, DMSA, and Joint Staff) 
understated CAAS expenditures in reports to OSD and the Congress 
by $20.4 million for FY 1989 and by $19.2 million for FY 1990. 
In addition, DLA issued 13 contract actions totaling $2.2 million 
in FY 1989, and 17 contract actions totaling $3. 0 million in 
FY 1990, to Information Analysis Centers for contracted advisory 
and assistance services, which were funded by Military 
Departments and other DoD Components. Underreporting was due to 
unclear, conflicting, and inadequate guidance, which prevented 
officials from making informed, accurate, and consistent 
decisions. According to officials we interviewed, DoD Components 
also narrowly interpreted and applied the CAAS definition because 
of a perception that the Congress might reduce the DoD CAAS 
budget due to congressional concerns of Government-wide CAAS 
overspending. As a result, data reported to OSD and the Congress 
for FYs 1989 and 1990 were not reliable for oversight and 
policy-making purposes. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

Background 

The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Part 37 .101, "Personal 
Services Contract," defines a service contract as" .•. a contract 
that directly engages the time and effort of a contractor whose 
primary purpose is to perform an identifiable task rather than to 
furnish an end item of supply. A service contract may be either 
a nonpersonal or personal contract." Service contracts include, 
maintenance, communications, research and development, and 
CAAS. OMB Circular A-120 and DoD Directive 4205.2 define CAAS as 
services acquired from nongovernmental sources to support or 
improve organization policy development, decisionmaking, program 
management and administration, or to improve the effectiveness of 
management processes or procedures. 

OMB Circular A-120, "Guidelines for Use of Advisory and 
Assistance Services," provides general policy for the Executive 
Branch agencies in determining and controlling the appropriate 
use of CAAS. In January 1988, OMB revised the Circular to adopt 
a broader def ini tion of CAAS. FAR subpart 37. 2, "Advisory and 
Assistance Services," defines CAAS and prescribes policies and 
procedures for acquiring CAAS. 

DoD Directive 4205. 2, "DoD Contracted Advisory and Assistance 
Services," January 27, 1986, establishes policy, assigns 
responsibilities, and prescribes procedures for planning, 
managing, evaluating, and reporting CAAS. The Directive 
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authorized the appointment of a DoD CAAS Director within the 
Off ice of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition. In 
coordination with the DoD Comptroller, the Director is 
responsible for ensuring the adequacy and consistency of 
procedures for classifying and reporting CAAS, for reviewing CAAS 
reports submitted for inclusion in the PB-27 Budget Exhibit, and 
for evaluating implementing regulations for consistency with OMB 
Circular A-120 and DoD Directive 4205.2. The Directive also 
requires that each DoD Component designate a CAAS Director, or 
focal point for CAAS. This focal point is responsible for 
preparing annual CAAS plans and reports, for ensuring that agency 
implementing instructions are consistent with the DoD Directive, 
and for ensuring that funds are obligated for purposes specified 
in the PB-27 Budget Exhibit. 

In 1985, Public Law 99-145 required that DoD establish 
accounting procedures to collect CAAS costs. The accounting 
systems established are the source of the data presented in the 
PB-27 Budget Exhibit which portrays, for management and the 
Congress, the actual CAAS expenditures for the prior year and 
forecasts requirements for the subsequent 2 years. The DoD 
Comptroller develops the PB-27 Budget Exhibit, based on 
submissions from DoD Components on obligations, expenditures, and 
future requirements for the four categories identified in the 
def ini tion. The FY 1991 PB-27 Budget Exhibit for DoD reported 
total CAAS budgets of $1.37 billion for FY 1989 and $1.35 billion 
for FY 1990. Actual reported expenditures were $1. 37 billion 
FY 1989 and $1.22 billion for FY 1990. The DoD CAAS budget for 
FY 1991 is $1.09 billion. These amounts exclude Federally Funded 
Research and Development Centers (FFRDCs). 

Underreporting of CAAS 

The five DoD Components reported CAAS expenditures of 
$47.1 million for FY 1989 and $26.1 million for FY 1990. However, 
the 5 DoD Components did not report 20 contract actions, valued 
at about $20. 4 million, for FY 1989, and 35 contract actions, 
valued at about $19.2 million, for FY 1990. At each of the 5 DoD 
Components, we randomly sampled for review between 60 and 80 
contract actions that reflected, at a minimum, "support services" 
procured during FY 1989 and FY 1990, excluding those under 
$25, 000 or already identified as CAAS. Details on the number 
and value of contracts reported as CAAS and determined to be CAAS 
by year and by component are shown in the schedules at Appendixes 
B and c. 

The underreporting of CAAS was because of unclear, conflicting or 
inadequate guidance regarding the responsibility for making CAAS 
determinations, as well as decisions not to report certain 
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contract actions, including Automated Data Processing (ADP)­
related procurements, Information Analysis Centers, and task 
order contracts. 

ADP-Related Procurements 

There were considerable ADP-related efforts that should have been 
reported as CAAS. We identified 23 contract actions for ADP 
systems analysis, engineering, or other related services not 
reported as CAAS. Those 23 actions accounted for $17.1 million 
of the $20.4 million not reported as CAAS in FY 1989, and 
$4.7 million of the $19.2 million not reported in FY 1990. 

Both OMB Circular A-120 and FAR subpart 37.2 state that 
ADP/telecommunications may be excluded from CAAS requirements if 
such services are controlled in accordance with 41 CFR Part 201, 
"Federal Information Resources Management Regulation (FIRMR)." 
The FIRMR, however, provides only guidance for acquiring ADP­
related services and does not address the applicability of CAAS 
requirements to such services. DoD Directive 4205.2 states that 
information technology/ADP is excluded from CAAS, but not ADP­
related systems analysis, design, development, engineering, 
programming and studies. Costs incurred by DoD Components for 
information technology is reported to Congress annually in the 
PB-43A Budget Exhibit. The PB-43A identifies dollars allocated 
for information technology resources applied to "development and 
modernization" and "operations and other costs." The PB-43A 
Budget Exhibit, however, does not identify ADP expenditures 
attributed to CAAS. 

CAAS officials at the five DoD Components considered ADP-related 
contract actions to be excluded from CAAS. Examples of ADP­
related services that were not identified and reported as CAAS 
follow. 

o DISA tasked Honeywell Federal Systems, Inc., under 
modification POOOlO, contract DCAl00-86-C-0067 to provide 
technical support, including system analysis and design, quality 
assurance, and maintenance support for the Worldwide Military 
Command and Control System standard ADP system. The estimated 
cost of this support was about $7.8 million. The contractor was 
to deliver program plans; test plans; activity, status, and 
analysis reports; and quality assurance. 

o The Joint Staff issued Military Interdepartmental 
Purchase Request DJAM-0-0054 to Argonne National Laboratories for 
$100, 000 to perform simulation modeling, and gaming and other 
advanced techniques to assist in implementing database management 
techniques into the Tactical Warfare data model in support of the 
Unified and Specified Commands. Although the Department of 
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Energy performed the contracting for these services, we believe 
that the Joint Staff should have reported the contract action as 
CAAS. 

Prior to 1990, the ADP/Telecommunications Contracting Office at 
DLA, considered CAAS requirements in making ADP procurements. 
ADP/telecommunications procurements accounted for 90 percent of 
the reportable CAAS incurred at DLA. However, in 1990, the DLA 
Budget Off ice determined that ADP procurements controlled by the 
FIRMR should not be considered CAAS. As a result, projected CAAS 
estimates for DLA decreased from $28. 9 million for FY 1990 to 
$2.4 million for FY 1991. 

In our opinion, ADP-related support services should be reported 
as CAAS in the PB-27 Budget Exhibit because these assistance 
services are as vulnerable to waste and abuse as other assistance 
services, and the amounts procured are material. At present, the 
inconsistencies among the guidance have allowed for varying 
interpretations and exclusion of ADP-related contracted 
assistance services from CAAS reporting. 

Classification of Information Analysis Centers (IACs) 

In addition to the 55 contract actions not reported as CAAS by 
the 5 DoD Components reviewed, we identified 13 contract actions 
for $2. 2 million issued to IACs in FY 1989, and 17 contract 
action for $3.0 million in FY 1990 that should have been reported 
as CAAS. These contract actions were originated by other DoD 
Components that transferred funds to DLA to contract with the 
IACs. Neither the originating DoD Component nor DLA identified 
the contract actions as CAAS, and the originating DoD Component 
did not report the actions for the PB-27 Budget Exhibit. 

DoD has 23 IACs, which are repositories of information on 
specialized technical areas such as chemical warfare, soil 
mechanics, and nondestructive testing. DLA manages 14 of the 
IACs through the Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC). The 
IACs, which are contractor operated, collect, review, analyze, 
and summarize data maintained and repackage it for interested 
parties in the Defense community. We found that the IACs also 
performed special studies for the DoD Components. The Military 
Departments, DoD Components, DoD contractors, and other 
Government agencies may obtain services from the IACs by issuing 
contract actions through DLA. While it is the responsibility of 
the originating requester to identify and report the contract 
action as CAAS, the DLA contracting officer responsible for the 
IACs also reviews each action for CAAS applicability. Examples 
of special studies that should have been reported as CAAS follow. 
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o Under modification P00232, contract DLA900-86-C-0395, DLA 
tasked Booz, Allen, and Hamilton, Inc., which operates the 
Survivability/Vulnerability Information Analysis Center, to 
provide technical, programmatic, and test planning support, by 
conducting meetings with selected vehicle manufacturers and 
performing effectiveness analyses of armored combat vehicles 
against third-world missiles. The contract specified that Booz, 
Allen, and Hamilton would provide briefings on the effectiveness 
of individual items, and on the analyses performed. The value of 
this contract effort was $200,000. 

o Under modification P00098, contract DLA900-86-C-0022, DLA 
tasked the !IT Research Institute, which operates the Guidance 
and Control Information Analysis Center, to provide modeling and 
analysis support for the Imaging Infrared Terminally Guided 
Submuni tion effort, including developing testing er i ter ia and 
identifying baseline design, performing simulations, and creating 
data base libraries based on test results. Deliverables were 
quarterly cost and performance reports, technical reports 
documenting conclusions and recommendations, and a user's manual 
and software for the simulation model. The cost of this effort 
was $394,500. 

These taskings were not identified and reported as CAAS by the 
originating Military Department or DoD Component. Further, in 
December 1987, DTIC issued a memorandum stating that contracts 
issued for work performed by the IACs should not be reported as 
CAAS. Headquarters, DLA (Policy and Plans) made a determination 
that the work performed by the IACs was "basic research," which 
could be excluded from CAAS requirements according to the DoD 
Directive 4205.2. We discussed the exclusion of the !AC with DLA 
Plans and Policy officials, who stated that the memorandum was 
intended to refer to the operation of the repositories and not 
the special studies. However, this distinction was not made 
clear in the language of the memorandum. 

We also discussed the exclusion of IACs with the contracting 
officer at the Defense Electronics Supply Center in Dayton, Ohio, 
who is responsible for 11 IACs. The contracting officer 
interpreted the memorandum to mean that special studies as well 
as basic !AC operations should be excluded. 

We believe that the special studies performed by IACs should be 
identified and reported as CAAS by the originating Military 
Department or DoD Component. The IACs are being used to perform 
functions similar to an FFRDC. Off ice of Federal Procurement 
Policy, Policy Letter 84-1 states that FFRDCs "perform, analyze, 
integrate, support, and manage basic research, applied research, 
and development under direct request of the Government through 
activities operated and managed by nonprofit organizations." 
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CAAS Determination Based on Original Statement of Work 

In March 1988, the DMSA issued contract DAHC94-88-D-0005 to 
Science Applications International, Inc. (SAIC), in the amount of 
$1.01 billion for systems and software design to develop a 
centralized, nationwide health care management information system 
for all military medical treatment facilities. The contract was 
a fixed-price requirements contract for services, material, and 
construction that covered one base year and seven option years. 
The contract provided that DMSA would issue delivery orders for 
individual requirements. DMSA considers the individual delivery 
orders to be integral to the accomplishment of the overall 
system, not separable requirements. DMSA determined that the 
total contract was not CAAS, and that any subsequent delivery 
orders issued throughout the life of the contract would not be 
identified and reported as CAAS. The contract is administered 
similar to a task order contract. 

We reviewed eight delivery orders totaling $13.2 million issued 
under the DMSA contract for contract services. For example: 

o Delivery Order 55-00, for $6.3 million, required SAIC to 
provide the personnel and services necessary to provide 
system-wide functions in support of the overall Composite Health 
Care System program, including program management, quality 
assurance, subcontracting and purchasing, and other tasks as 
defined in the statement of work. 

o Delivery Order 50-00, for $2.1 million, required SAIC to 
perform system management and maintenance, troubleshooting, 
analysis of site systems problems, assistance in software tool 
development, training and testing of teams in the effective use 
of resources, and assistance in solving hospital site problems. 

We agreed with the assertion of DMSA officials that the services 
on the delivery orders reviewed were not CAAS because they were 
directly related to development of the health care system. 

Task order contracts are commonly used by DoD Components. 
However, criteria for use of task order contracts as a 
procurement vehicle are not included in the FAR or Defense 
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS). DoD Directive 
4205.2, paragraph F.2.e., requires that all CAAS be procured 
only through contracts dedicated solely to CAAS purposes. It 
further provides that where CAAS is procured in a predominantly 
non-CAAS contract, the CAAS portion shall be separately 
identified, separately priced, and assigned a separate contact 
line item number. While DoD Directive 4205.2 defines the 
application of CAAS requirements to task order-type contracts, 
the application to ADP systems contracts, such as DMSAs, is 
unclear. Therefore, we believe that the application of CAAS 
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requirements to task order-type contracts, particularly for ADP­
related efforts, should be clarified. 

Consistency of CAAS Implementing Instructions 

DLA, DISA, and DNA regulations implement the current DoD 
Directive 4205.2, whereas, the Joint Staff and DMSA use OSD 
Administrative Instruction No. 54, "Contracted Advisory and 
Assistance Services," July 7, 1986, which does not include 
"Engineering and Technical Services," as a category for reporting 
CAAS. Both the Joint Staff and DMSA identified expenditures in 
this category in their respective FY 1990 PB-27 Budget 
Exhibits. Al though we did not find any instances where the 
omission of this category of CAAS resulted in contracts not being 
reported as CAAS in the two DoD Components, a change should be 
issued to Instruction No. 54 to incorporate the engineering and 
technical services category of CAAS to ensure consistency of 
implementing guidances provided to DoD Components. Also, other 
elements of the OSD Staff, such as the Director, Defense Research 
and Engineering, are contracting for efforts that may be in the 
engineering and technical services category. 

Accuracy of Figures Reported in PB-27 Budget Exhibit 

DoD Directive 4205.2 requires that each DoD Component prepare an 
annual CAAS plan that is reconcilable to data submitted for the 
annual CAAS budget exhibit, and constitutes the backup and 
explanatory detail for that budget exhibit. Four of the five DoD 
Components had a CAAS plan and support for both actual and 
projected figures reported in the FY 1990 PB-27 Budget Exhibit. 
DLA was able to provide documentation for actual expenditures, 
but was unable to support 2 years of projected figures included 
in the PB-27 Budget Exhibit. 

Extent of CAAS-related Training 

Contracting, comptroller, or management officials at the five DoD 
Components, responsible for CAAS identification and reporting, 
received little formal training, other than on-the-job. The 
budget officer at DMSA received limited training during budget 
seminars and a lecture conducted by the DoD CAAS Director. Also, 
DNA includes a segment on CAAS requirements during training of 
contract and management officials in a course conducted by the 
Acquisition Management Office. Office of the Inspector General, 
DoD, Report No. 91-041 recommended that the Secretaries of the 
Military Departments require that training on the identification 
and reporting of CAAS be provided to the comptroller, and to the 
contracting and management personnel. Similar efforts should be 
considered by the DoD Components reviewed that did not make CAAS­
related training available at the time of this audit. 
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Spending Authorities 

DoD allocated a spending authority to each DoD Component based on 
the $1.5 billion DoD-wide statutory ceiling imposed by Congress 
for FY 1990 CAAS expenditures. If the contracts we identified as 
CAAS are added to the $19.2 million in CAAS expenditures reported 
for FY 1990, two of the five DoD Components reviewed exceeded 
their spending authorities by $10.2 million. Appendix E provides 
a comparison of the CAAS expenditures to the FY 1990 spending 
authority. 

DoD reported total CAAS for FY 1990 in the amount of 
$1. 22 billion. This audit did not determine that DoD exceeded 
the $1. 5 billion statutory limitation for FY 1990. However, 
the results of this audit indicated that significant amounts 
of CAAS were not identified and reported, and that the actual 
FY 1990 CAAS spending is much higher. In addition, DoD IG Report 
No. 91-041 estimated that DoD Components underreported between 
$4.0 to $9.0 billion of CAAS procurements for FY 1987. 
Therefore, the likelihood that actual CAAS figures reported to 
DoD and Congress for CAAS are greatly understated is very high. 

Concerns about Congressional Budget Cuts of CAAS 

Officials we interviewed stated that they were concerned that the 
Congress might make across-the-board CAAS budget cuts based on 
figures reported in the PB-27 Budget Exhibit. The Congress has 
expressed concern about how much DoD is spending on CAAS. This 
concern has been manifested in the form of budget reductions and 
stems from congressional perceptions that DoD has grown too 
dependent on consultants to perform work that is more 
appropriately performed by DoD. While we believe that the 
five DoD Components are making efforts to comply with CAAS 
requirements, DoD Component officials responsible for making CAAS 
determinations cited the inclination to identify contracts as 
non-CAAS when there is doubt about whether CAAS requirements 
should apply. These officials believe that by reporting fewer 
CAAS expenditures, the DoD Component is subjected to smaller 
budget cuts. We believe that this negative incentive to report 
CAAS is another factor contributing to the underreporting of 
CAAS. 

On-going Actions to Improve CAAS Management and Reporting 

CAAS has been designated an area for management improvement in 
the Defense Management Review. CAAS is also receiving additional 
attention because OMB designated it as one of the five highest 
risk areas in DoD. In response, DoD has developed an action plan 
to strengthen the management and reporting of CAAS. This action 
plan will focus on the corrective actions to six major problem 
areas that concern: 
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o the inconsistent policies and procedures between primary 
publications for acquiring CAAS; that is, OMB Circular A-120, 
DoD Directive 4205.2, the FAR and DFARS; 

o the unclear definition and inconsistent interpretation of 
what is CAAS; 

o the inconsistent reporting and accounting procedures/ 
systems for providing reliable data for projected/obligated 
funding for CAAS; 

o the inconsistent applications of policies for determining 
when CAAS is an appropriate resource to meet mission 
requirements; 

o the inconsistent execution of procurement policies and 
procedures; and 

o the absence of a comprehensive education and training 
program for managing, acquiring, and using CAAS resources. 

The planned actions that are identified in this plan include: 

o implementing a revised DoD Directive 4205.2 and working 
with OMB to revise OMB Circular A-120; 

o revising the DoD definition of CAAS so that it is 
consistently interpreted, easy to use, and consistent with OMB 
Circular A-120; 

o implementing consistent procedures for reporting CAAS 
requirements; 

o reviewing current policies and procedures for determining 
when contracting out is appropriate; 

o issuing a policy memorandum on procurement of CAAS; and 

o developing a pamphlet on CAAS acquisition and use. 

Many of these actions were to be completed by September 30, 1991, 
by an Action Team headed by the DoD CAAS Director and comprised 
of representatives of various OSD staff elements. 

Conclusion 

The amounts of CAAS reported to DoD and Congress were understated 
due to unclear, conflicting and inadequate guidance; inadequate 
training of personnel involved in the CAAS process; weaknesses in 
CAAS oversight; and fear of budget cuts. As a result, OSD and 
the Congress received data for FYs 1989 and 1990 that were not 
reliable for oversight and policy-making purposes. DoD has 
developed an action plan to strengthen the management and 
reporting of CAAS. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS, MANAGEMENT COMMENTS, AND AUDIT RESPONSE 

1. We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition clarify the contracted advisory and assistance 
services definition, to include the applicability of its 
requirements to automate data processing services, services 
provided by the Information Analysis Centers, and individual task 
orders under contracts. 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition comments. The 
Director, Acquisition Policy and Program Integration (AP&PI) 
concurred with the recommendation, and stated that the revision 
to DoD Directive 4205.2, "Contracted Advisory and Assistance 
Services," clarifies the application of CAAS to ADP-related 
services. The revised Directive will state that CAAS includes 
all ADP services except those controlled in accordance with the 
Federal Information Management Resources Regulation and reported 
in Budget Exhibit 43a, "Report on Information--Technology 
Systems." The Director also stated that the "Guide for Obtaining 
CAAS," now in development, will include guidance pertaining to 
Information Analysis Centers; and the revised CAAS directive, due 
to be finalized in October 1991, will clarify that task orders 
should be considered separate contract actions for CAAS 
identification and reporting purposes. 

2. We recommend that the Director for Administration and 
Management revise the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
Administrative Instruction No. 54 to include the engineering and 
technical services category of contracted advisory and assistance 
services. 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition comments. The 
Director, AP&PI stated that Administrative Instruction 54 will be 
revised to include the engineering and technical services 
category. The target date for issuance of the revision is about 
January 1992. 

3. We recommend that the Director, Defense Logistics Agency 
establish internal controls to verify that projected figures 
reported in the PB-27 Budget Exhibit are accurate and 
supportable. 

Deputy Comptroller, Defense Logistics Agency comments. The 
Deputy Comptroller nonconcurred with the recommendation stating 
that although figures reported in the second year of the 2-year 
budget submission were derived from historical CAAS usage, and a 
data call was not made, this method was a one-time aberration and 
will not be repeated because the revised DLA Regulation 5010.3, 
dated July 18, 1991, includes monitor and verification procedures 
to ensure that CAAS projects in the data call are accurate and 
supportable. 
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Audit response. We maintain that while DLA may have had an 
internal control mechanism that required an annual data call 
for CAAS Budget Exhibit PB-27, no data call was made and no 
documentation exists to support the FY 1990 PB-27 Budget 
Exhibit. However, revisions included in Defense Logistic 
Agency Regulation (DLAR) 5010. 3 that require the Assistant 
Director, Office of Policy and Plans (DLA-L) to issue a data 
call in June each year, and submit the requirements to the 
Director, DLA, for approval, are consistent with the intent 
of our recommendation. We consider the revisions to be 
responsive, and no further comments are necessary. 

4. We recommend that the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health 
Affairs); the Director, Defense Information Systems Agency; the 
Director, Defense Logistics Agency; and the Director, Joint 
Staff, require that training on the identification and reporting 
of contracted and advisory and assistance services be provided to 
comptroller, contracting, and management personnel. 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) comments. 
The Assistant Secretary concurred with the recommendation and 
stated that, as part of its Internal Management Control Program, 
the DMSA will obtain and provide CAAS training to the 
comptroller, contracting officials, and appropriate management 
personnel during the first quarter of FY 1992. 

Director, Defense Information Systems Agency comments. The 
Comptroller partially concurred with the recommendation, stating 
that once a clear definition of CAAS is developed, training will 
be established within 90 days to ensure that Comptroller, 
contracting and management personnel understand the definition of 
CAAS. I 

Deputy Comptroller, Defense Logistics Agency comments. The 
Deputy Comptroller partially concurred with the recommendation, 
and stated that while CAAS training is needed, it is not 
appropriate for DLA to initiate the action. Under Defense 
Management Review Decision 905, the OSD Director for CAAS has 
been assigned the responsibility to promulgate strengthened DoD­
wide CAAS policies and procedures, including a plan for uniform 
and comprehensive guidance/training. 

Director, Joint Staff comments. The Deputy Director for 
Technical Operations, J-8, partially concurred that training on 
CAAS procedures and definitions would be useful, but stated that 
training should be conditional on revised CAAS definitions and 
procedures. The Director also suggested that more consistent 
management standards and practices could be better ensured if 
training were implemented at the DoD-wide level rather than 
within each separate agency. 
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Audit response. Based on the ongoing efforts to improve CAAS 
policies and procedures, including the establishment of 
training, and the Defense Management Review Decision 905, we 
consider the comments of the Director, Defense Information 
Systems Agency; the Deputy Comptroller, Defense Logistics 
Agency; and the Director, Joint Staff, to be responsive. 
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APPENDIX A: PRIOR AUDITS AND INSPECTIONS OF CAAS SINCE 1986 


Agency Report No. Date 
 Title 

NAS !J A40045L Oct. 7, 1985 
 Contract Administration, 
Procurement, Program and 
Budget, Information Technology, 
Property, Internal Control 
Program, and Other Selected 
Functions at the Navy 
Management Systems Support 
Office, Norfolk, VA 

2GAO / 	 NSIAD 86-5 Nov. 22, 1985 Actions to Gain Management 
Control Over DoD's Contract 
Support Services 

3OAIG-AUD / 	 86-093 May 23, 1986 Report on the Audit of 
Consulting Service Contracts 
as of March 31, 1985 

4AFAA / 	 6066415 Nov. 12, 1986 Followup Audit--Service 
Engineering Contracts at the 
Air Logistics Centers 

OAIG-AUD 	 87-127 Apr. 17, 1987 
 Report on the Audit of the 
Status of Consulting Services 

OAIG-AUD 	 88-146 May 21, 1987 
 Report on the 	Audit of 
the Hazardous 	Material 
Technical Center 

OAIG-AUD 	 88-184 July 22, 1988 
 Report on the 	Status of 
Consulting Services 

OAIG-INS S/ 	 88-02 
1989 

March 24, 1988 
 Inspection of Strategic Defense 
Initiative Organization 

AAA 6 / 	 HQ 89-1 April 28, 1989 
 Contracted Advisory and 
Assistance Services, Study 
Program Management Agency 

GAO 	 GAO/ 
NSIAD-89­
221 

September 13, 
1990 

DoD REVOLVING DOOR: Processes 
Have Improved But Post-DoD 
Employment Reporting Still Low. 

See footnotes 	at end of table. 
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APPENDIX A: PRIOR AUDITS AND INSPECTIONS OF CAAS SINCE 1986 
(Continued) 

Agency Report No. Date Title 

GAO GAO/ 
NSIAD-90­
103 

February 27, 
1990 

DoD REVOLVING DOOR: Few Are 
Restricted From Post-DoD 
Employment and Reporting Has 
Some Gaps 

GAO GAO/ 
NSIAD-90­
119 

August 20, 
1990 

Consulting Services: Role and 
Use in Acquiring Three Weapon 
Systems 

OAIG-AUD 91-041 February 1, 
1991 

Contracted Advisory and 
Assistance Services Contracts 

1/ Naval Audit Service 
2/ General Accounting Office 
3/ Office of the Assistant Inspector General for Auditing 
4/ Air Force Audit Agency 
S/ Office of the Assistant Inspector General for Inspections 
6/ Army Audit Agency 
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APPENDIX B - ANALYSIS OF CONTRACT ACTIONS REVIEWED FOR FY 1989 AND FY 1990 


N 
I-' 

AGENCY 

DISA 

DLA 

DNA 

DMSA 

JS 

TOTAL 

VALUE OF CONTRACT 
ACTIONS IN UNIVERSE 

1989 1990 

$194.6 $199.2 

69.6 60.2 

445.9 460.8 

155.8 137.2 

73.8 84.8 

$939.7 $942.2 
= 

TOTAL NUMBER OF 
CONTRACT ACTIONS 

IN UNIVERSE 
1989 1990 

420 525 

204 271 

1,266 1,241 

427 361 

358 308 

2,675 2,706 

DOLLAR VALUE OF 
ACTIONS IN SAMPLE 
1989 1990 

$30.2 $20.8 

8.8 12.4 

12.9 5.4 

23.7 23.2 

8.4 10.4 

$84.0 $72.2 
= 

TOTAL CONTRACT 
ACTIONS REVIEWED 
1989 1990 

29 44 

32 48 

30 30 

44 32 

26 41 

161 195 

PERCENT OF UNIVERSE 
VALUE INCLUDED 

REVIEW 
1989 1990 

15.50 10.40 

12.70 20.60 

2.90 1.20 

15.20 16.90 

11.40 12.30 

PERCENT OF 
UNIVERSE 

ACTIONS REVIEWED 
1989 1990 

6.90 8.40 

15.70 17.70 

2.40 2.40 

10.30 8.90 

7.30 13.30 

Note: Databases used for "Value of contract actions 
other Military Departments or DoD Components. 

in universe" may include contract actions issued by the five DoD Components for 





APPENDIX C: ANALYSIS OF UNREPORTED CAAS ACTIONS FOR FY 1989 AND 
FY 1990 

Total of Unreported 
CAAS Identified 

in Review 
(in thousands) 

Agency 

1989 1990 1989 1990 

DISA $16,378 $12,032 6 8 

DLA 45 270 2 1 

DNA 1,182 1,029 7 6 

DMSA 1,371 1,832 3 5 

Joint Staff 1,377 4,073 2 16 

TOTAL ~20,353 $19,236 

Number of Actions 
not Properly 

Identified As CAAS 

20 35 
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APPENDIX D: LIST OF CONTRACT ACTIONS DETERMINED TO BE CAAS 

Defense Information Systems Agency (FY 1989) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor 

DCAl00-87-C-0032 (POOOll) $ 2,950,399 Data Systems Analysts, Inc. 

DCAl00-87-C-0155 (P00009) 1,033,485 GTE Governmental Systems Corp. 

DCAl00-87-C-0101 (P00004) 110, 725 C-Cubed Corp. 

DCAl00-87-C-0101 (P00006) 74,683 C-Cubed Corp. 

DCAl00-86-C-0067 (POOOlO) 7,822,884 Honeywell Federal Systems 

DCAH00-88-C-0034 4,385,396 Unisys Corp. 

FY 1989 Subtotal $16,377 ,572 

Defense Information Systems Agency (FY 1990) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor 

DCAl00-90-C-0083 (PZOOOl) $ 127,348 Information Management 
Consultants, Inc. 

DCAl00-90-C-0030 680,482 Sprint International 
Communications Corp. 

DCAl00-89-C-0066 (POOOll) 174,304 Government Systems Corp. 

DCAl00-89-C-0041 996' 117 Computer Science Corp. 

DCAl00-86-C-O 111 (P00026) 200,000 Boaz, Allen & Hamilton 

DCAl00-90-C-0134 168,435 SAIC 

DCAH00-90-C-0057 (P00003) 8,548,737 Electrospace Systems Inc. 

DCAH00-86-C-0112 1,136,355 Electrospace Systems Inc. 

FY 1990 Subtotal $12 ,031, 778 

Total for FYs 1989 and 1990 $28,409,350 
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APPENDIX D: LIST OF CONTRACT ACTIONS DETERMINED TO BE CAAS 
(Continued) 

Defense Logistics Agency (FY 1989) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor 

DLAH00-88-D-0004 
(POOOOl D.O. 0003) 

$ (66,883) Wilson Hill Associates 

DLAH00-88-D-0004 111,594 Wilson Hill Associates 

FY 1989 Subtotal $ 44,711 

Defense Logistics Agency (FY 1990) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor 

DLAH00-89-D-0010 
P00005 D.O. 0006) 

$270,000 Network Solutions Inc. 

FY 1990 Subtotal $270,000 

Total for FYs 1989 and 1990 $314,711 
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APPENDIX D: LIST OF CONTRACT ACTIONS DETERMINED TO BE CAAS 
(Continued) 

Contract Actions Originated by Other DoD Components for CAAS 
Effort at Defense Logistics Agency-Sponsored Information 

Analysis Centers (FY 1989) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor .!./ 

DLA900-86-C-0022 163,722 IIT Research Institute 
(P00088) 

DLA900-83-C-1744 114,047 Battelle Memorial Institute 
(P00166) 

DLA900-84-C-0910 50,000 Southwest Research Institute 
(P00108} 

DLA900-86-C-2045 60,000 Battelle Memorial Institute 
(P00095) 

DLA900-85-C-4100 136,525 Kamen Tempo, Inc. 
(P00028) 

DLA900-86-C-0022 394,500 IIT Research Institute 
(P00098) 

DLA900-86-C-2045 462,200 Battelle Memorial Institute 
(P00117) 

DLA900-85-C-0395 58,000 Booz, Allen & Hamilton 
(P00200) 

DLA900-85-C-0395 92,960 Booz, Allen & Hamilton 
(P00165) 

DLA900-86-C-0022 330,000 IIT Research Institute 
(P00086) 

DLA900-85-C-0395 50,000 Booz, Allen & Hamilton 
(P00176) 

DLA900-85-C-0395 210,000 Booz, Allen & Hamilton 
(P00190) 

DLA900-84-0910 80,000 Southwest Research Institute 
(P00120) 

FY 1989 Subtotal $2,201,954 

See footnotes on last page. 
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APPENDIX D: LIST OF CONTRACT ACTIONS DETERMINED TO BE CAAS 
(Continued) 

Contract Actions Originated by Other DoD Components for CAAS 
Effort at Defense Logistics Agency-Sponsored Information 

Analysis Centers (FY 1990) 

Contract/Modification 

Number 
 Amount Contractor !/ 

DLA900-86-C-0022 
(P00115) 

186,200 IIT Research Institute 

DLA900-83-C-1744 
(P00184) 

34,400 Battelle Memorial Institute 

DLA900-86-C-2045 
(P00121) 

95,000 Battelle Memorial Institute 

DLA900-85-C-0395 
(P00221) 

98,000 Booz, Allen & Hamilton 

DLA900-86-C-2045 
(P00133) 

98,737 Battelle Memorial Institute 

DLA900-85-C-0395 
(P00217) 

524,936 Boaz, Allen & Hamilton 

DLA900-86-C-0022 
(P00137) 

225,000 IIT Research Institute 

DLA900-85-C-4100 
(P00033) 

175,000 Kamen Tempo, Inc. 

DLA900-85-C-0395 
(P00227) 

180,978 Booz, Allen & Hamilton 

DLA900-85-C-0395 
(P00213) 

625,000 Booz, Allen & Hamilton 

DLA900-86-C-2045 
(P00169) 

93,647 Battelle Memorial Institute 

DLA900-86-C-2045 
(P00149) 

129,000 Battelle Memorial Institute 

DLA900-86-C-0022 
(P00126) 

50,000 IIT Research Institute 

DLA900-85-C-0395 
(P00238) 

99,000 Boaz, Allen & Hamilton 

28 




APPENDIX D: LIST OF CONTRACT ACTIONS DETERMINED TO BE CAAS 
(Continued) 

Contract Actions Originated by Other DoD Components for CAAS 

Effort at Defense Logistics Agency-Sponsored Information 


Analysis Centers (FY 1990) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor .!/ 

DLA900-83-C-1744 
(P00176) 

100,000 Battelle Memorial Institute 

DLA900-85-C-0395 
(P00215) 

37,817 Booz, Allen & Hamilton 

DLA900-85-C-0395 
(P00232) 

200,000 Booz, Allen & Hamilton 

FY 1990 Subtotal $2,952,715 

Total for FYs 1989 and 1990 $5,154,669 
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APPENDIX D: LIST OF CONTRACT ACTIONS 	 DETERMINED TO BE CAAS 
(Continued) 

Defense Nuclear Agency (FY 1989) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor 

DNA-001-89-C-0171 200,000 SRI International 

DNA-001-88-C-0245 91,000 Molzen-Corbin & Associates 

DNA-001-84-C-0027 62,000 Tech Reps Inc. 

DNA-001-89-C-0013 100,000 SAIC 

DNA-001-88-C-0056 
(P0007) 

100,000 BDM Corp. 

IACR0-89-857 240,000 Jet Propulsion Lab 

DNA-001-87-C-0103 389,000 Jaycor 

FY 1989 Subtotal $1,182,000 

Defense Nuclear Agency (FY 1990) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor 

HD1102-0-J45I05 $100,000 	 Sandia National Labs 
through Department of 
Energy (DOE) 

HD1102-0-J24A03 95,000 Sandia National Labs 
through DOE 

DNA-001-88-C-0198 513,000 SAIC 

DNA-001-90-C-0107 49,943 K-tech Corp. 

DNA-001-90-C-0164 140,000 ARES Corp. 

DNA-001-88-C-0121 
(P00002) 

131,500 Sachs Freeman Associates 

FY 1990 Subtotal $1,085,443 

Total for FYs 1989 and 1990 $2,211,443 
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APPENDIX D: LIST OF CONTRACT ACTIONS DETERMINED TO BE CAAS 
(Continued) 

Joint Staff (FY 1989) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor 

MDA903-89-C-0272 
(POOOOl) 

$1,293,451 Logicon, Inc. 

MDA903-85-D-0150 83,503 Wang Labs 

FY 1989 Subtotal $1,376,954 

Joint Staff (FY 1990) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor ~/ 

DJAM-0-0086 $ 207,000 Argonne National Labs 

DJAM-0-0085 75,000 Argonne National Labs 

DJAM-0-0071 134,000 Argonne National Labs 

DJAM-0-0054 100,000 Argonne National Labs 

DJAM-0-0050 32,000 Argonne National Labs 

DJAM-0-0049 230,000 Argonne National Labs 

DJAM-0-0042 109,000 Argonne National Labs 

DJAM-0-0023 1,800,000 Argonne National Labs 

DJAM-0-0023 (A-1) 50,000 Argonne National Labs 

DJAM-0-0023 (A-2) 462,000 Argonne National Labs 
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APPENDIX D: LIST OF CONTRACT ACTIONS DETERMINED TO BE CAAS 
(Continued) 

Joint Staff (FY 1990) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor 

DJAM-0-0023 (A-3) 85,238 Argonne National Labs ~/ 

DJAM-0-0037 79,000 MIPR to Defense 
Communications Agency ll 

DJAM-0-0014 485,000 DISA 

DJAM-0-0001 1,000,000 DISA 

DJAM-0-0001 (A-1) (500,000) DISA 

DJAM-0-0001 (A-3) (275,000) DISA 

FY 1990 Subtotal $4,073,238 

Total for FYs 1989 and 1990 $5,450,192 

!/ Work performed by contractors that maintain Information 
Analysis Centers. 

~/ Argonne National Labs is an FFRDC, but the dollars identified 
were not reported in the PB-27 Budget Exhibit as either CAAS or 
FFRDC expenditures. 

ll DISA did not report as CAAS. 
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APPENDIX D: LIST OF CONTRACT ACTIONS DETERMINED TO BE CAAS 
(Continued) 

Defense Medical Support Activity (FY 1989) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor 

MDA903-88-C-0071 
(P00003) 

$ 100,000 Birch and Davis Associates, 
Inc. 

MDA903-83-C-0149 
(P00019) 

788,640 Electronic Data Systems, Inc. 

MDA903-87-C-0605 
(P00004) 

482,151 Mitchell Systems, Inc., through 
SBA 

FY 1989 Subtotal $1,370,791 

Defense Medical Support Activity (FY 1990) 

Contract/Modification 
Number Amount Contractor 

MDA903-88-C-0068 
(P00005) 


$ 499,993 Mitre Corp. 


MDA903-89-C-0023 
(P00004) 	

823,787 Irving Burton Associates 

through SBA 


MDA903-89-C-0073 	
(P00005) 

158,311 Mitchell Systems, Inc., 

through SBA 


MDA903-89-C-0042 
(P00003) 


349,877 KAJAX Engineering 


FY 1990 Subtotal $1,831,968 

Total for FY 1989 and FY 1990 $3,202,759 

Annual totals for the five DoD Components 

o 	 FY 1989 $20,352,028 (excluding IACs) 

$22,553,982 (including IACs) 


o 	 FY 1990 $19,236,407 (excluding IACs) 

$22,189,122 (including IACs) 
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APPENDIX E: COMPARISON OF THE DOD COMPONENT'S CAAS EXPENDITURES TO 
FY 1990 SPENDING AUTHORITIES 

CAAS IDENTIFIED SPENDING UNDER/ 
AGENCY EXPENDITURES BY OIG TOTAL AUTHORITY OVERSPENDING 

(dollars in thousands) 

DISA $ 185 $12,032 $12,217 $4,406 $7,81l over 

2/ DNA 10,067 1,029 ll ,096 ll ,443 347 under 

1/ DLA 2,351 270 2,621 9,592 6,971 under 

DMS 9,673 1,832 11,505 ll,559 54 under 

2/ JOINT STAFF 3,875 4,073 7,948 5,537 2,41l over 

$26,151 $192236 $45,387 $42,537 $2,850 

l/ Excludes $2.95 million identified as CAAS which was contracted for by DLA 
using funds provided from other DoD Components. 

2/ Excludes FFRDCs 
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APPENDIX F: SCHEDULE OF POTENTIAL MONETARY AND OTHER BENEFITS 

RESULTING FROM AUDIT 

Recommendation 

Reference 
 Description of Benefit 

Amount and 

Type of Benefit 


1. Internal Control. 
Revise DoD Directive 
4205.2 to improve 
reporting and 
management of CAAS. 

Nonmonetary. 

Program Results. 
Clarify application 
of CAAS requirements to 
Information Analysis 
Centers. 

Nonmonetary. 

Program Results. 
Clarify application 
of CAAS requirements to 
individual task orders. 

Nonmonetary. 

2. Program Results. 
Ensure consistency 
of implementing 
guidances among DoD 
Components. 

Nonmonetary. 

3. Internal Control. 
Require DLA to report 
supportable figures in 
PB-27 Budget Exhibit. 

Nonmonetary. 

4. Program Results. 
Increase knowledge of 
CAAS officials through 
training. 

Nonmonetary. 
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APPENDIX G: ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED 

Off ice of the Secretary of Defense 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs), Washington, DC 
Director, DoD Contracted Advisory and Assistance Services, 

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), 
Washington, DC 

Defense Agencies 

Headquarters, Defense Information Systems Agency, Arlington, VA 
Headquarters, Defense Logistics Agency, Alexandria, VA 

Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, OH 
Defense Medical Support Activity, Falls Church, VA 
Headquarters, Defense Nuclear Agency, Alexandria, VA 

Defense Nuclear Agency, Test Directorate, Kirtland Air Force 
Base, Albuquerque, NM 

Defense Nuclear Agency, Field Command, Kirtland Air Force Base, 
Albuquerque, NM 

Joint Staff, Washington, DC 
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APPENDIX H: REPORT DISTRIBUTION 

Off ice of the Secretary of Defense 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Procurement) 
Director for Defense Procurement 
Director, Defense Research and Engineering 
Director of Contracted Advisory and Assistance Services 

Other Defense Activities 

Director, Defense Information Systems Agency 
Director, Defense Logistics Agency 
Director, Defense Nuclear Agency 
Director, Joint Staff 

Non-DoD 

Off ice of Management and Budget 
U.S. 	General Accounting Office, NSIAD Technical Information 

Center 

Congressional Committees: 
Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Committee on Armed Services 
Senate Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Armed Services 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 
Senate Subcommittee on Federal Services, Post Office and Civil 

Service, Committee on Governmental Affairs 
House Committee on Appropriations 
House Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
House Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Armed Services 
House Committee on Government Operations 
House Subcommittee on Legislation and National Security, 

Committee on Government Operations 
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PART IV - MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 


Director, Acquisition Policy and Program Integration, Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) 

Defense Information Systems Agency 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Defense Nuclear Agency 

The Joint Staff 

43 






MANAGEMEN"l' CO.MMENTS: DIRECTOR, ACOOISITION POLICY AND PROGRAM 
INTEGRATION, OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OP DEFENSE 

orrte[ "' fHC UNOClt S('ltU"'"' OF OU'CHU 
WASHINGTON OC HHt 

12 Au~n 1Hl 

SUBJECT: Draft Audit Repon on Consultin& ServKcs (Pro~ct No. ICH-0007) 

This D'ICmora.ndum rtsponds 10 your rtquest for comments on subject draft repon. 

We apu that if undcrrcportina ol CAAS did occ\lf in the five audited components that 
ii WIS due ID 1nckat and conniclinc cuid.incr oc what is or is DOC CAAS. Howcvu, lhe &oal 
of ckveJopiAa a ckar and usy ao apply der111i1ion may not be fusible. This is borM out by 
the rtsults ollhe (jAOo<>ffJCc of federal PrOC'\ITCmcnt Policy <OFPPJ ICSI 10 identify those 
UtlS withia die OMB C'unlar So. A-120. -Guidelines for lhe Use or Advisory and Assistance 
Sen-ices.• def111itK>cl WI caused uncrprttatioNJ problems. The test sho•cd thll lhe 
definition COUid be improved bul chcn 'tlfCrt CCIUil inhcRnt factors causin& aacncy Olf'ICiaJS to 
classify wort sutemcnis dilfcrcndy, (for eumplc. variation or upericnccs of those 
rcspoasibk fer clani(>eatiOft, die rtatistic possil>ilit)' dlar accUTatc rcponin& of CMS 
re~ could result bl fundin& for csscnti11 svppon beina reduced without specifac 
rationale, and poorly wriuu perf<lmlance ...ort sutcmcnts from which IO make a 
detcnnUwioe). l'Mrtf~. it became appvc111 tllat Q)'inJ IO develop a definition of adviSOI)' 
and lSsisana services that could be ascd vnifainJy and consistcnlly probably wu 1101 feasible 
or pnctiabk. Rather. a JTOWin& oumba of OM! senior otrKiaJs have come so lhe 
condusioe Iha! a comprehensive approach that focvscs OD m&nJ1in1 and cont101Jill1 the use or 
scrvius conaxtin& in 1cntnr would help ill bcncr undmtandina uisrin& requimncnu and 
cosu. ~ DoD apus with dlis conclus)oa and is wcrlinJ closely w.idl OFPP to develop 
bcncr policies and procedures for 1hc mllla1cmen1. acquisition and use or contnctor suppon. 

Muawlaik. •c arr mpondin& IO your audit recommendations. 

lhroouniend;!tion I. We r«ommend !hat thc Under Sccrtwy of Odcnsc f« 
Acquisitioe clarify she contDCted advisory and assistance services de(initioft, IO include die 
applicabiliCJ' ol CMS rcqunmcnu to automatic data processini sen-ices. scrvi«s provided b)· 
the Wonnatioe Analysis C.uien, and individ!W wk ordcts undu conncu. 

~- nc rcvisioa to Do0 Directive 4205.2., Connc1Cd Advisofy and Assisu.ncc 
Services (CAA$). ccatains an impnwed and easier ID apply de(Ulition ol CAAS. J1 clarifics 
application dttie dincUvc to autom11ic data proccuini CADP) services by includinc all ADP 
scrticcs ucrJll those that arc conuofkd iii accattbncc will !he Federal Information 
ManJ1cmen1 ~SOUJces Replation (FIR.\Ul, 41 Cfl 201) D ~poned in Bud1ct E~ibi1 Oa. 
-itcpon oa laformation Tcchnolo(Y Systcm1.• ScMcts povMSed by lhe lnfonnation Anal)'SJS 
Qn1cn (lAC) couJd be conside.red CAAS if lbc special srudies. anaJyticaJ ct ~chnical tasks 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DIRECTOR, ACOOISITION POLICY AND PROGRAM 
INTEGRATION, OFFICE OP THE UNDER SECRETARY OP DEFENSE 
(Continued) 

lhc~ AR ~ucsaed to do meet chc ~vis.rd CAAS dcfi1111ioe on a 1ask·by·usk N111. Addioonal 
JUid.an.:C pcNinins to lAC « fAC·liU Kiirilics .-ill be included in lhc ~-tiinn1 ckvtloped 
"Guide for ObWiU1 CAAS: la lhc ~"iscd CMS dirct1ivc, individual wk ardcn att 
1prcifican1 ddintd,u a "connct actioft. • Within !ht S«tio& of she oe• dmcu,,c dl.11 
diSC11SK1 !he idc11liric11ioft and rtpen.in1 ol CAAS. all "cOfttnet actions" will be c,,alua1ed 
KpMi•cly a.o dt1Cra1ine ir lhc Krvicc required mccas lhf CAAS dttinitioll. The ~vised CMS 
directive and rht "Guidt ror Ob1.1wn1 CAAs· m upcmd 10befinaliud111~sobrr1991 

R«mnmmd?tion 1 ~·c rrcornmcnd lh.11 the OircctOt for Administniaon and 
M)NjCIMftl rcviJr lhc omu of the Sccnw-y of Defense Administrative lnslTUCtion So .5• 
io include die cnsinccrin& and ~chllical services caaccory rA conincted ad~;sor, and auisuncc 
SCMCU 

Cgg Administrative llUU'\ICtion No. .5.t will be ~sed and i.ilJ include lhc 
cncinecrin& and aecbnkal semccs C31CJOf)' ol CMS The w1e1 d.ttc r0t lhc revised Al is 90 
days after the OoDCAAS Oirccuvc is ill effect (about October 1991). Actu~ prc~mion of 
lhe 1tvisioa wiD be done II)' the OSO Studies Coordinator. a function assiantd IO the Ofracc 
oflht Direaor. Defense Research and EnrinecrinJ 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OP DEPPENSE 
(HEALTH AFFAIRS} 

TMt ASSISTANT Sf:C:lttTAfllY O' OU"£NSI 

• AS>«fWGfC)tlt 0C JOJO• I JOO 

MDtO~ roa tMSHCTOl GDfOAL, DtPA.Jtnu:>rr or DUDISE 

SVaJICf: 	 Oraft Audit leport on CoM\lltift9 Servicu 

(Proj.ct 110. lCl-0007) 


ln reterenca to your aeJK>randua datM, U JWM 1tf1, •thc?1ff 
art llealtb ltf•in cou.nts on t.h• S\lbje-ct report. heh finchnt 
and r.coue.ndatJ011 applicable to U>e C.tensa Jledic•l Support 
.ktlvit7 (EltSA) conte1Md in the report h addrund ln tbe 
att.achH11ta. llb•re tb• DICSA concu• vi tJa • reco&Hnd•Uon 
finding, eocrecUve KtiOM t&ken or plar.ned are provided. Where 
OMSA nonconcurs, •~ific rusOM •I"• providN. DMSA vUl be 
111JUaU119 NV procedurH ill Wd9•tint for and reportint of 
con-...ltill9 "rvic:H once th• O.p.rtaent of 0.Cense issues 
CJ'llduce 1a accordance vJUI recoaaendat1on.s Md• 1n th• report. 

overall, DfCSA found the inspection to be useful 6ftd 
lnforMU.,.. As a renlt of lb• preUaiMry fibdiftif•, 
»&M9•Mnt'• attention has be•n •trencith•ned ln areas vbera vaUcf 
Med• were evident. DMll looks forvarcf to continved aubtanc. 
free yow office as ref1~nu are aade in our wnag•Nat 
pr09ru• 

.Atuchaenu: 
1. DKSA rffpons• to. l>nft Dol>IC 

Audit leport on COMultint S.rvices 
a. Coueats Oft DoOJG Dnlt Audit Repor~. 

APPDIDD D 

l ... 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(HEALTH AFFAIRS) (Continued) 

DMSA aeaponae to 

Draft OoOIG Audit leport on Con1ultlnt Senic:H 


J. 	 l.llllt: Jntern•l Control We1lne11 
(lefer to Draft ••port p19e(1): 4,S) 

Fiodlot: Of the fiwe DoD Components rewi~ed. only the Joint 
Staff ldentif ied CAAS reportint sep1r1tely for ev1lu1tion of 
internal controls. The audit did not ldentlfr any a1terill 
intern1l control ve1k.nesses •• de!ined bf Public Liv J1·11S. 
Office of R11119ement and 9udget Ci reullr A· Ul. and DoO 
Direc:tiYt 5010.JI. 

1..ttNJlU: Concur. This office 19rees that CMS should be 
sep1utel1 identified for evaluation of related intern.l 
controls. The list of Assessable Units (AU) in tbe DMSA 
Jntern1l J11u9ement Control (I.MC) Pro9r1a is being 1inend~ to 
include CMS u an AU. This will result in the conduct of 
periodic list Assessments u specified ie IMC policy 
directhes. 111 •iew of tbe DoDIC findings, c:onduc:t of 1 CMS 
lisk Assess..nt vill be given priority over other planned 
risk assessments. 
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MANAGEKEHT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OP DEFENSE 
(HEALTH AFFAIRS) (Continued) 

OMSA lesponse to 

Draft DoDJG Audit leport on Conaultln9 S•rYiC•• 


Identification and leportin9 of CA.AS 
(lefer to Draft leport pa9e(a): t) 

Fio1'ino: The fi~e DoD C011ponent1 ... undec1tated CA.AS 
eapenditures ln reports to OSD aftd the Con9re11 .•• 
Underreportin9 vas due to unclear, conflictin9. and 
inadequate guidance, which prevented officials from makin9 
informed, accurate, and consistent decisions. 

~: Partially concur. The Draft Jeport is correct 
that reportin9 9uidance available to DoD Components is 
unclear and conflictin9, specifically relatiDCJ to the 
development, operation or support of autoraated information 
technol097 systeas. It is also noted that DoD 9uidance is 
two years out-of-date froa the 110st recent OMB Circular A-120 
revision. A• a result, CA.AS ea~nditures ••7 have been, but 
were aot neeessarll7, understated. 

The StudJ'• review of contract actions for deter~ination of 
CA.AS applicability it a case in point of hov difficult <:AAS 
deter111in1tion and reportin9 can be. The OMS.\ has reviewed in 
detail tbe DoDJG CA.AS determinations contained in Appendia D 
(pa9e 47) of the Draft Report. In some instances, tbe 
contr~t• in question cle1rl7 qualify at an e~cluaion 
specified in OKI Circular A-120. In other instances, CAAS 
applicabilitr appears to be ••lid. At Attachaient 2, the DHSA 
presents details of its review of DoDJG CAAS determinations. 

The DMSA egrees that greater specificit7 •nd a 1DOre stringent
interpretation of CAAS qualification is called for in future 
Pl 27 Budget Ezbibit reports. It is noted in the Draft 
Report (p19es 24-2') that the DoD CAAS Director bas an OSD 
action tea• at work to clarify guidance deficiencies, vitb 
revised 9uid1nee to be promulgated on or •bout September JO, 
1991. Jt would therefore be premature for the OMSA to act at 
this ti.. to independentlJ pursue a corrective action. 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(HEALTH AFFAIRS) (Continued) 

CMSA lesponse to 

Draft DoDJG Audit leport on Conaultln9 S.rvice1 


ADP-rel1ted Support Ser•lce1 11 <:AAS 
(Jefer to Drift leport 119e(1): 15) 

Fiodina: ADP-rehted support aeuicu ahould be reported u 
CAAS ia tbe Pl-21 lud9et Eahlbit because these 1s1i1tance 
1er•ice1 art 1s •ulnerablt to v1st1 and abuse as otber 
111ilt1nce services. and the aniount1 procured are •aterial. 

~sponsc: Ronconcur. Tbere are •ariou1 control 11ech1nisiaa 
available to m1n19er1 to lessen •ulnerabilitr to vast• and 
1buse. of which CAAS reportin9 in the PB-21 Bud9et Cahibit is 
onl7 one. 

In addition to the Pl-21 8ud9et Eahibit, ADP-related support
services fill under one or 80re required control saechanisiaa 
to prevent fraud, vaate. abuse and •ism1n19eaent. For 
example, under tbe FIJUG (41 C,. 201) Components 11Ust follow 
certain prescribed procedures r991rdia9 ADP/Telecoawunl­
cations-relattd products and services vhicb aay result in 
Cener1l Ser•ices Adainistration control of tbe procurement.
Also, under DoD Ditecti•e 7t20.l, •Life Cycle R1n19ement of 
Automated Inform1tion S7steas,• DoD Component• art cb1r9ed to 
conduct periodic re•ievs of non--.jor srsteas, vhicb Includes 
cost and performance appraisal• of associated ADP support
ser•ices. Furthermore, under the Federal Man19ers Fin1ncial 
?ntegritf Act and the Internal Mana9e1M:nt Control Pr09r1a, 
Co~ponent m1n19er1 have the responslbilitr and means to 
ideatifJ and reduce the YUlaerabilitr cited la tbe flndin9. 

rinallf, the Draft Jeport finding 1ppe1r1 to c:Dnfl1ct with 
OMI Circular Jo. A-11 guidance on preparation and inclusion 
of ln!oca1tion technologr data ln t~ Pl 43 Budget Eahibit. 
A& directed in A•ll, CMSA PB-43 d1t1 includes all life cycle 
costs associated with an ln!oraation technol091 syste•,
includin9 system development-related support which the 
findin9 su99ests should be in the Pl-27 lud9et tshibit. ly
virtue of its inclusion lo the Pl·Cl eahibit, the data 
receives the scrutin7 i19plied in the findin9, within the more 
meaningful 199re9ation of •ratea life cycle cost. 

To9ether, these alternatives to the Audit Jeport findin9 tb1t 
all ADP-related support services should be reported in the 
Pl-27 eabibit offer reasonable assurance that the concern 
eapressed in the finding ia adeqv1tel7 addressed and 
controlled. 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY OP DEFENSE 
(HEAL'l'B AFFAIRS} (Continued) 

CMSA lespon1e to 

Draft DoOIC Audit leport on Consultin9 Services 


SAIC Dell••rr Order Contract ls not CAAS 
(lefer to Draft leport pa9e(1): JO) 

f1n4i.QI: Ne 19reed vith the assertion of DMSA officials that 
the aeNices on deli••r1 orders reviewed (froa the SAJC 
cont.net) vere not CMS because tbey vere directly related to 
develop11ent of the health c1re srste•. 

!.U~u: Cone11r. 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASSISTANT SECRETARY Of' DEFENSE 
(HEALTH AFFAIRS) (Continued) 

CMSA lespon1e to 

Dr•ft DoOIG Audit Jeport on Conaultin9 StrYlce1 


5. 	 1llllJ: l•tent of CAAS-related Tralnin9 
(Jeter to Draft Jeport p•9e(1): 22. 27) 

!c~o!ll!ICndatioa: The Director, DeCense ColMIUnications A9ency; 
tb• Director, DeCense Lotistics A9eney; tbe Director, Joint 
Staff; and t~• Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health
Aff1ir1) require tr1inio9 on the identification •nd reportin9
oC contr1cted advisory and 1ssistance services to be provided 
to co~ptroller, contractin9. and ••n19einent personnel. 

~~sponsc: Concur. The DMSA, u part of its Internal 
Mana9e111ent Control (IMC) Pro9raa. will obt1in and provide 
CA.AS tr1inift9 to its coeptroller. contractift9, aDd 
appropriate a1na9ement ~rsonnel. This training will be 
co~pleted in the first quarter of Fiscal Tear lff2, 1nd will 
be documented 	 and reported as appropriate for IMC Pro9raa 
1utten. 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: ASS I STANT SECRETARY OP DEFENSE 
(!!.EALTB AFFAIRS) (Continued) 

COKMEllTS OR DoDIC OMIT AUDIT JEPOl1' 

APPUOll D 


·LIST or COlf'nACT ACTIORS D£TERMillED TO IE CAAS-


O.fensc J!edic1l Support Actiritr lrt ltltl 

Cootr1ct/ModiCic1tioo PMSA CO!!'NDt 

lirch 1nd Davis Assoc. 

MDA,03-ll-C-0071 

(POOOOJ) 

uoo,ooo 

This lllC>dification provided funds to 
continue work on Task Areas 2 • '· 
Military Health Services System
CMMSS) infor~ttion 1rchitecture 
developrtient and 1 ~ieaJ Lo9isties 
(MedLo9) Survey in Europe. XbJttS 
tasks 1ppe1r to fall under C>.AS. 

flee. D1t1 srstems,rnc. 

MDA903-ll-C-Ol't 

(POOOU)

$788,640 


This aodificttion provided funds for 
retro1ctive 1djust111enta to overhead 
and 9ener1l and 14-inistr1tive coats 
for tn ezpired Defense Enrolln.ent 
!li9ibilit7 Reporti09 System (DEERS)
development and operations contract. 
Jt ctn be 1r9ued that tbe ori9in1l 
statement of work e1te9orizes the 
eontrtet as 1 syste• development 
contract and 11 sueb it is not (;AAS. 

Mitchell S1stet1s, Inc. 

MDAtOJ-17-C-0605 

(P0000') 

$482,151 


This 80difieation provided funds for 
eontinuin9 operations of the OASD(HA)
office 1utom1tion aetvork. tt ctn be 
1r9ued that this contract falls 
under an esclusion in OKI Circular 
ao. A-120, specific1ll7, tbe 
eselusion of •d17-to-da7 operation
of hciUties ••• (e.9. Al>P 
operations ••• ).• Therefore it can 
be 1r9ued this contr1ct is not CAAS. 

Pefense 14edic1l Support Activity <rt lt!Ol 

Mitre Corp. 
KDA!OJ-ll-C-0061 
(POOOOS) 
$499,Hl 

T»is 80difie1tion provided funds for 
1 feasibility study r~ardin9 
patient l••el cost 1ecountin9 within 
the MHSS. tbis taskipa 1ppe1r1 to 
fill under CA.\&. 

Final Report 
Page No. 

33 

33 

53 


•' 




MANAC!'J(ENT COMMENTS: ASSI S1'AR'I SECRETARY or DEPENSI 
(HEALTH ArFAiiSJ (Contlnuia) 

luiat lvrtoa Auoc. 
MDAtOl.C·OOU 
(POOOOO
SUJ, 117 

11\t .:>dUlcatloa eurclHd H Optlo• 
Tur of tllil technicel end tdalt•­
htuthe eup,Ort coatrtct. 11 
1poe1r1 to ftlJ »o4cr CAA.$. 

IUtchtll Sy1tt111 lac. 
MDAt0l·lt·C·0012 
(POOOOS)
tu1.n1 

Tbla aodificatioa incruHd tbt first 
Option Tear lt•el-of-effort for tM 
DMSSC AutocaatecS lesource Jb1119e..at 
lafor•1tioe S71te• (DAAMJI) 
o~utions aftd tr1iaiat contuct. 
Jt cu be 1r9ued ti.at tlli• coatuct 
fell• under OM or aon eacJvsio• 
1t.1temeau la a-no. S~ific111r. 
tbe ucJusioa of •dar- to-d11 
opeution or facilities .•. <•·•· ADP 
O~tltiODI ••• '. lppJin. Alto, 

A-Uo pu19up• S .A. (l)c. uclvdea 

•tra I al a9 vlli cl •'1aUl"' 111 
MCeSUf7 for DOnNJ opentlou.

••i
• 


ne contr1ct St•t~at of Nork 

1ppe1r1 to 1atl1f7 l>ot• tbe1t 

uclusloos to tJae c:aas. eztut tll1t tills 

cootr1ct fa not 

lt.\.JAJC ln9ineerlet 
MDAtOJ-lt-C-0042 
(POOOO)) 
IJ0,177 

Tbla 80dUS.c:1Uoa eurched ti.. first 
Optlo• Tear of • Coaposi u 11..1u 
care S71t.. (OtCS) Teat and l••l· 
u1tlo• 1upport contract. Slace t .. 
nature or tbt support w11 9eAer1ll7 
•dainhtr1th•e ••r•u• t.clutle1J, 
UI• cootuct 1ppuu to 1111 aoder 
CMS. 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY 
(FORMERLY THE DEFENSE COMMUNICATIONS AGENCY) 

DEFENSE COMMUNICATIONS AGENCY 

ME:MOIWID~ FOR ASSIST.I.HT lllSPECTOR GEllERAL FOR A:JDI n-.. i>CPARTMENT rs DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Drlft Audit Report on Consulting Serwkes (Pn>ject llo. 1C!1-007} 

The Defense lnfonutfon Systus Agency's response to the subject ludit report 

fs enc1osed. Questions or CC*lents •ay be df~ud to 14s. Audrey ~ore, 

692-4524. 

FOR Tl-IE DIRECTOR: 

f .?,/":-,,.~~--Jc,_ 
1 Enclosure a/s 	 GEORGE J. lt0ff1Wf 0 

C011ptroll er 

r~f f, ' 1 'I '. 9 1 

Effective 25 June 1911. OCA wu rtC1ea19nateC1 tl'le Otfenat lntormuion Systems A9ency (OISAI 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY 
(FORMERLY THE DEFENSE COMMUNICATIONS AGENCY)
(Continued} 

DRAF'T Rl'.POAT ()I COICSUL Tll«i S£1tYICES 

RECOMKNOITIONS 


lttcontnd•tfon 1 - Concur with lG finding th1t thf dtffnftfon of CAAS ""'',..s
cllrlffc1t1on. Thf purport.fd dHfertllCf bet.un thf DoDlG ptruptfon of whit 
ts CAAS versus wti.t DISA defines IS CMS dt1110nstr1tes thH clu.-.r 9u1d1nce h 
McesHry. OISA undersunds th•t rofud poltcy h befng develo~d by OSO 111d 
wfl 1 11lewht.f thts probl n. 

1) Wt do not concur wfth t.lle e1.wnple c1ted •s •orSA u11derrepo,.t.ed of 
CMS,• sptdftc111y. the e1111ple cited of Honeyl!lfll r~er•l SysU.S, Inc. 
(OCAl00-86..C-0067), P00010) h not CMS. Thh modtftc1tfon ts p1rt of 1 
co11tr1Ct for tutf 119 1nd correction of t.lle Wl<CS lnfore1tfon Sys tees Local 
Aru Net'lfOrt softwart versions 1.7 Ind 1.8. Whfle softwal"t support ~•ti~s 
tnvohes the vendor providing advice on altern•the 1pproaches tt> aaint.enance, 
the prf••'l' pcirpose ts 1'0t advfso,,- services. A valfd 1rwlogy would be 
truttng • car Hehantc as CMS bee1use he provides advice on how tt> Mfnt1ln 
your car. His priMI")' purpose ts to fb a car, not provide 1dvice. 

b) The stlte«ient aade fn Ule l"tport l"tg1rdfng agencies not having 1n 
incenthe to l"tport CMS, while tn.te, ts not genune to ~ issue. Vithout a 
deffnftfve explanatfon of whit CAAS ts, 11otnagement c1n hlrdly be crftfcfzed 
for tlt.fng wtwt ft constders tt> be 1 1ogfc1l tnterpretltton. The examples 
shown tn the 1udlt report fnclude services that could h•rdly be called 
advfSOt)' fn n1ture, yet do hue elecaents of advice 1n thetl. Takfng a bro1d 
•pproach, such u fn the •udit, ft ts dOYbtful that any service provided could 
be ucluded frc:a CMS. For example, development of • .,del or a syste• fs 
prf1111rf1y u 1cqufsftfon effort, yet • 111!11 desfgned contr1et would have the 
vendor propose ch1nges to ensurt thlt the contractor ~sn't bufld a product 
Ulat he knows "°"ld be inferior to what he could build. Thfs ts tJle sane 
logic th•t perafts 1ny servfct vendor to provide 1 prodtKt of better qualfty 
than asked for. Cons1der1119 contr1et types, such IS CMS, would rtsult in 
a.ijor weapons sysuas pu~h•ses befng c1assffied u C.US, given that ~Y 
often perwft e119fneerfn9 chlnge propouls. C.US would 11so fnclude hlrdwu·e 
acqufsftfons that would perwft 1n e"'halent product, bee1use we peraft the 
vendor to exercise judgement (provide 1dvtce). Clearly, this fs not wtiat was 
int.ended by Ule Congrus fn the CAAS legfshtion. A lo9fc11 defln1t1on would 
include, IS CAAS, orily those contr•cts whert the prfaary pr"Oduct was •dvfce. 
We fully agree with the OCOIG th1t wh•tever the intent, ~ deffnftfon should 
be clear to pel"llft aanagecaent ud audftors to perforw evalutfons that do not 
result fn nrfe4 •nd fnconsfst.fnt fnter,,..tattons. 

Reconnendltfon 4 - Concur 1n part. Upon • clur deflnftfon froe OSD, wfthfn 
90 d~s. DISA will e$t1blfsh 1 tr&fn1ng pro9r1111 to ensurt th1t Comptro11er, 
contracting and unage111ent personnel understand the definition of CAAS. 

Encl OSUl't 
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MANAGFJtENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

O<ft~H t.OGISTICS AGtHCY 
11'-"00\IA•tl.. 

(A•t•O• lfAf-0. 

~CUJ10•&1. \tt•,11111.a U~-··· 

..... !4 ,.,, 9:-···· 
MtM:~...u::·.... FO• r-u:.~r ASSlS!'U~ :n~I~!'''- 3t?O?!IA:. ,:; A~M!:SJ 

~£~u-=-~u':' er "'u~r 

Sl'I.'.£('~· 	 f·r•H l•J>~I'~ c11 Ccru;.i: ~~r.1 Serv; :•• :Pro .. •~\ •~ 
:Clf·(IO(I~ I 

ln:::u~ a • l'UJ.~nu \~ :1cu~ •••~~a11.:ue ~-~•j :t .:·.: t! ':'t.• 
a::•ch' J<'•:l;~11• !lut beer. •fi-rcve·i bi· .._. !•h:: ~ lkC:1. 
t'•p11:1 ComJt.Hl:u. hht••• Lc1:•\~c• &••".:>' 

57 




MANAGF.MENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (Continued) 

,,,, or IEP~RT· A~~IT 

ruarosl 0' JIPVT: JIITIAI. POSITIOI 

aU~!T tJTl.I All' 10 	 Drat\ lepor\ on Con•1.1l\1n• Serv1c:ee 11ro1oc:\ 
lo. lCll-000'71 

UCOIOC[W:>ATIOI 3: We rtco-.ncl \Ila\ \lit Dlrec:\or. Defense 
Lo1is\1c:• A&ency <D~Al. e1\abla•h ln\oraal c:on\rol• \o ~er&fy \ha~ 
proJec:\ed fl•1.1ru repor\ecl 1n \be Pl·2':' ludl•t Exhl1U\ are ac:c:urate 
and •uppor\ab1e 

DLA CO!Ofi:lf':=: •~r.r.~nc:ur ~LA all read1 b&1 an in\erna: c:~n\r~; 
aocbanll• a1 i•P••-n\ad by r>:.A Jto11.1la\lon l~L.lll 5010.3 \ba\ 
roq1.11ru ar: annual da\a call for CAAS l\JdlO\ lxbab1\ Pl-2'7. Tho 
Pl-2'7 11 prepared fro• 1nfor-\1on &1vu by all DLA flelcl 
ac:\iv1\1e1 and hoad1~ar\er1 e1011Mtn\1. \bon \bo approved anfla\&or. 
fac:\orl art appllod t.o \ht aaoU11t• produced froa \J111 da\o call. 
ancl finally aclJu1'1.-n\1 are -d• in \ht OSD bvdl•\ rev 1•• proc:o1• 
t.o anc:orpora\t rel ovan\ D•f•n•• 11.ano&tMnt levu• and Proaraa 
l'.ldlt\ Doc:u 1on1 &1 \bo~h an \ho 1oco11d year of \be t~ year 
t>vd••" eub•1••ao11. \.Ja da\a c:all ••• not aod• and 1n•tead. \be 
revieed fl•urH .. ,.e dorhod ba••d on Ju1\orical CAAS u•a&•· T.tl1• 
~roduc:od a one·\:~• aberra\1on \J:at •1~: no~ ~· rep••~•~ boc•u•• 
DJ.A 1101 inc:lvdod a CAAS data c:all (for 1aplounta\lon an J""n• of 
ucb year> in a\1 revued CAAS l>LAl 5010.3. dated 11 Jul~ tl. lo\J: 
\h• curr•n\ a!MI rev1aod CAAS l>LAI• have aona\or and vor1f 1ca\aon 
procedw-•• \o •naure \Ila\ \he CAAS proJec:\1 1ub•a\\ed an \be da\a 
c•ll ar• accurate •~d •~ppor\able. 

DISPOSJTIOI: 

(a) Jc\aon a• con•idere4 coaple\e. 

UTUIAL KANAGEJCEllT COllTIOL WEA.JOIE$$: 

Ix> lonconcur; fop \lit above ro&1on1. 

MOll£1'AIT IUEFITS: won 
DLA COIOCEJlTS: See above. 
ISTIKATEI> IEALIZATIOI DAT1: •A 
AMOUlf'T lUJ.JUll: •A 
DATE IElllFITS IEALJZlll: IA 

ACTJOI OFFJCD: l><cli IJUanbot.baa, DL.A·PPP. xnt36. 21 ,nr.. OJ 
PSE Al'PlOYAl.: I.I. Wilh&... Chuf. Con\rac:\• Dava•aoft, 

Cont.rac:una. 21 JUL tJ 

DLA Al'PJtOIA1.: le 1en f. Mc:Coy. Popu\)' Coap\rol ler 
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MANAGFJtENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (Continued) 

TYPI O' llPOlf : AUD l T 	 O&TI OF POSlTfO~ l3 &\la t: 

PUIPOSI 0' JIPUT : l 11 ":' l Al. POS l T I 01 

&:1011 fJT:.I HO 10 	 Oraf\ lepG.P\ on Couvl \~n• Ser·Yacu IProac\ 
lo. lCl•OOC'PJ. 

JICCMXEJ,ATIOJ 4: .. recolllMnd \"a\ \.tie 01re~\OI'. OefenH 
co..un•~·~··ft• Aaency. Lhe O&Pec\OI', Otfen•• l.OC&•\&CI Aa•nc)"; \ho 
~ 1 ,.ec\or Jo1a\ S\aff; and \ho l••ae\an\ Secro\.al',. of Dohn•• 
IHtaHt. Affa1r1I roquar• C.rauur.a on \lie altor.\ahca\~or. and 
rt;iorur:a of con\roc\ed odv1•~r)' al'I' •••1•~011ce •••va:•• be 
provic!o~ \o coap\ro: lor. con\Po:\Ull. and Mr.aao..n\ por1onnol. 

DU ci:IOl!W1'S. Par\lally Conc\lr. Wh&lt - '•laovo \ha•. DoD·wade 
~ra1n1n& u Liit 'dent.a f a:-at&On and report•nc of CAAS a• ntt1td an~ 
would "' butfac1al, - de not bollovo l\ u appropP&at• for DLA \c 
1 n1\aa\t \llu ac\aon Under' Oo:on•• lll&n•C••tn\ Jttv~•· Otc&aaon 
t05. \ht Auutan\ Secro\ary of Cete11u tia1 •••aaftod ro1ponaabal1t.y 
u \.!lo os: Oaroc\or for CAAS \o pro•ul&•tt n.ronat.t.onod Dot·•ado 
CAA5 pohcu1 and pf'oceduroa. uacludu1a • au:1c1..11\ plan \Ito\ 
prov1dtl for un&for• and coaprot.onsavt 1u1dancol\ra~nan1 Ont 
1 a 1 t;ac.;vo •~•underway 11 \~e ~evolo;atn\ •I a CAAS 1nforaac.1on&; 
p••Phl•t dt1cr1b1n1 \bo appl1cat.aon of apprepr1a\o pol1c1•• and 
;l'ocedvr•• fer J>ol>·w1d1 ...Anaie..n\, acqu111hon and u•• of CAAS 

ruo\lrc•• lpon ch1\P1but1oa of th• paaphle\ &nd OSI> revuod 

pol tcu• an• procedures fop CAAS. DLA •1 l l pro•ulla\e \be usuanc•• 

u al I CAAS una'e..n\ pP&ncipal•. 


DJSPOSITJOI: 

l•> .Ac\aoa a• conead•P•d coap!e\o. 

1r.un:. NAIAGtMEn COITIOL wtAX•ESS: 

CJ> Conc\IJ'; bowever. 	•takn••• '' no\ conudtl'ld ..c.orial. 

MO.nun UJl1 JTS: NOH 
DLA coMX£m: Par\aal11 Concur. Su abovo. 
ISTIMATEJ> UALJZATJOI PATI: I& 
lMOl.lr. IEA1.121D: •A 
HTI IEHFJTS llALIZIJ>: IA 

ACtlOJ CTFJCU: Dack Racaanlle~b••· Dl.A·PPP. ••~t3e. 21 JV~ t: 
PSI UPIOYA1.: I.I. Wallaa... C~aof, Con\rac\s Oavaaior., 

Con\rac\an1. 2• JVJ.. tl 

DI.A APPllCfAL: Rolon T. McC01, ~oput1 Coap~PolleP 
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MANAGEM.ENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (Continued) 

~YPI OF llPOIT. AUDIT 	 DATI O' POSlTJOI 13 Aul S. 

Pi,;IPOSI OF UPVT: lllfUL P'OS!TIOI 

AU~lT TITLE AID IO 	 Dr•f' l•pcr' on Coneul,1111 S•rvac•• lPr~,•:~ 
lo. ICH•OOO"I 

T•• favo J>oD Coapo11011\• (DCA. DLA. DIA. DMSA. and JoaR\ S\&ffl 
und•r•t•to4 CAA~ ••P•nd1tur•• an ropor~• t~ OS~ an~ \~• Cen&r••• ~I 
•20 4 •1llu11 for'' It and b;, IU: •ollaon for'' IC Jn 
•4d:taon. DLA 111uod 13 con\ra-:\ actaofts \ot•lanc e: 2 •a!la~n :~ 
FT It. and 11 co11\rac\ oc\aon• \o\alana 13 0 •1llaon an FT to '~ 
l~!orsa\1011 l11aly•1• C•ntors for contra:\od adva•ory ond 
a1us\anco ••ruce1. wtuch ••r• funded bJt lh la\ary tepar\.:Hn\s •~.: 
oth•r DoP Coapon•nts. Onderropor\1111 ••• duo to unc!ear. 
conf:ac\ana. and inadequate f~;danc•. whach prevont•d offacJals 
fro~ ..kanl anfor..d. accurate. and con•~•tent do:as10111 
Accord1n1 \o off1c1al• we an\orvaewed. ~oJ) Compon•n~• also narr~w:~ 
lll\.•rpr•t•d and applaod \ho CA.AS dohn1t1ol'I b•:aw• of • ~el'-:op\a ::-. 
\hat t•• Con1r••• ••lb' roduco tho DoD CA.AS budfot du• to 
ccnfr•••aonal co11cern• of Govorr.-nt·•a~• CA.AS ovor•••!tdan1. Az a 
resu;t, data report•d to OSD and \ti• Cor.1r••• fol' FT' a It and tt 
were not re1aab1• for ovor•atht and pol1cy·111akan1 purposea. 

J>U COIOCUITS: lonconcur. Tb• undorre1>orun1 ca\od bJ \be ropor\ 
•b~u!d not b• a\\rabu\-4 t~ DLA. because \ho 13 and l" con\r&c\ 

actaons fol' FT It and to, r••poc\1voly. ro•ul\od fro• •:11\ary 

Iitordepar\...ntaJ Purchase loqu••'• CMit•a> wh1cb were receJv•d 

fro& •111\&l'J Seruc••· Tb• lhll\ar1 Sorv1co1 &r• \be ac\lYJ\J 

bonefa\ana froa \b• CAAS produc\1. and are r•1pons1bl• for CAA! 

aclonufaca\loa, budl•tan1. fundan• and r•portana of CA.AS 

ob:aaataon• an \~ear re1p•c\&vo accountan1 1y1\e... 


JJ~t!~A:. NAJAGE~llT CO~IOL WEAXNESS: 

M~J~~AlT 1Eltfl1$; IOWE 
DLA CCIOC&ITS: See Above 
lSTJ~~TlD 1£AJ.l2ATJOI DATE: •A 
l.:>7r. HALJZID: IA 
DATI 1£JlFJTS llALJZEJ): IA 

ACTJOI OFFJCEI: Dael laaainbo\~••· DLA·,PP. at?,3~. :1 J~L t; 
PSI APPIOTAL: I.I. •1ll1a1U. Chaef, Contract• ~1vas1on. 

Coa\rac\1n1. 21 JOL 11 

D:.a APPIOTAJ.: 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY 

0.'•"M Nvclttr Aft"Cy 
MC" T• •; .:" •:•:Cl "•••--o··• "·; • • 1:i~·c ~1,. 

\SI 
cos 

·­
.u 7 1991 

SCB:t:::T: De!er.se Nuele•r AQency (ONA! COllll!lents or. Dr•!t 
•eport on Consult1n9 Services tProJeet Ne. 
lCH-0007; 

Re!trenee your •emorat1dwn d•ted 11 June 1991 ~oneern•~; 
t~t drift 1ud1t report oc eonsult1n9 serv1ees. 

Our tnlu1t1on and COlllllW!nts r~•rd11)9 the sub)ec:t 
report •rt provided •• requested. Over1ll, DNA concurs with 
the ~s1e flets support1nc;, the find1n9s &nd concurs v1 th the 
re-cOftllflen~hoM. 

We concur vith the findin9 t.,.t the existin9 qu1d•nce 
L"ld defin1t1ons ue uncle&: &nd w veleo.e SoOte ol>Jeet:.ve 
cr1ter!1. The A111:>1quity of the exist1n9 guid.\nce •nd 
def1n1t1ons prOC110tes an inconsistent •pplic•tion of 
st&::dards betveen Dot> coaiponents. We beluve th•t our 
i111p!ement1t1on of the existin9 definition 1s reason.a.b:e ar.d 
respo~siblt thou9h ve reeQ9Tlize t.,.t soee underreport1n9 is 
possible due to the lick of St.llld.ttd12•tion. 

Althou9h DNA vas not speeif1e1lly •entioned ir. •~Y o! 
the re:or.-.aer.cat1or.s, your audit hAs provided • foc~s or. the 
need to 19Prove tr•in1n9 •nd review intern.l contrcls. 

We appreei1te t~• very professional efforts of your
staff. Sho\lld you h.ave·M\y questions or C0111ments, p!ease de 
not hesit1te to c1ll. 

fOft THI DlllCTOi\: 

~~~~ 
DDUO G. t;;;::,
onel, USA 

Aet1n9 Ch1ef of St•!f 
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MAMAGEHENT COMMENTS: THE JOINT STAFF 


•epl7 UP 	Code: 
2'111·8000 

J-1 247!/ll2-CC
I Au9ust UU 

MD'ORAHDUM roa THf 1HSP£CTO• ~ENEJlAL 

Subject: 	 Draft Audit Jeport on the Audit of Consultinq

Services (Project •o. lCM-0007) 


1. J concur with tlle report ·s recocmiendations. Thert is 1 

n~ed for a revised, clear definition of CA.AS and f0Jlovin9 

that. • need to train CA.AS a1n19er1. 


2. The 1tren9tb of tht draft report •i9ht be enh1nced by

reconsiderin9 and revordin9 certain sections. For eaa•ple: 


•· Pa9e lS. second paragraph. The rationale is not •err 
convincin9. "•DJ actiYities •re subject to potential vastt 
fr•ud •nd abuse; th1t does not 110ti••l• cJassif7in9 thea 1s 
CMS. 

b. P19e 20. s..c:ond and third par19r1phs. The report·s
conclu•ion th1t these •1n19e111ent services. 1yste111
1naJ71es. ADP software develo~nt activities. 1nd 
assistance ln sol•ln9 hospital site probleas ire not CA.\S 
1ppe1rs to contr1dict the report's aaia theine th1t these 
acti•ities A.Rf CAAS ind tb•t the O.Cense Agencies have 
under reported their CAAS e1penditures b7 failin9 to report
the•. The report•s e1pl1n1tion that these activities were 
not CA.AS t>tc1ust they were directl7 related to development 
or tbe health cart srst•• is not •er7 compellin9; JDOst 
•cti•ities of tllis n•ture support the development or 
opetation oC so11t def in1ble srstea. 

J. The report•• •ssertion that the inspected 19encies had 
under reported CA.AS ai9ht conve7 ltOte underst1ndin9 if it were 
upre$SN conditionally; CMS vas under c"port~ 11 the 
definition of Cl.AS includes ADP systea software develop111ent and 
e1intenance •ctivitiea. rroa the eaaaple sit.cS on p19e 20 of 
tb• report. 1oftvar• de•elopa.ent as well as several types of 
c?nsulti•9 and ..n19e111ient •tud7 1ctiYities m17 HOT ~ CA.AS. 
Until CAAS is precisely defined, it is difficult to s11 th1t 
these 19encles are truants. Again, J avree that 1 clearer 
definition or CAAS is needed. 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: THE JOINT STAFF 
(Continued) 

4. As 1n aside. it •i9ht be worth rev1s1t1n9 with the 
Con9ress. GAO. 1nd the 000 Co.ptroller their current desires 
for reportin9 contract support espenditures and the resultin9, 
i11Plied revisions needed to • deCinition of CAAS. O.Cinitions 
of CAAS in th• current collection of DOD poliCJ. 9uid1nee. ind 
r•9ulations were articulated 1t diCferent tinies to address 
different m1n19ement perspectives. A revised DOD definition of 
CAAS ind eapenditure reportin9 require111ents should stem from 
the current interests 1nd intent of the Con9ress and DOD 
leadership. rather than from 1 consolidation and levelin9 of 
potentially outdated interests and procedures. 

~. Any response to the report·s recolN!lendation that CAAS 
m1n19ers receive trainin9 on procedures and definitions for 
CAAS 1111.1st be answered conditioned on the publication of 
definitions and procedural guidance Crom a DOD C>.AS authority 
Conditioning the report's •trainin9• recorrrnendation on the 
av1ilabilit7 of revised definitions and procedures a1y provide 
the affected a9encies with • more workable reco11WT>end1tion. Jt 
mi9ht also ~ 90re effective to ch1r9e the DOD CA.AS authority 
with implenientin9 the needed training program rather than 
taskin9 the tr1inin9 function to eaeb sep1r1te ag•nC'J'. That 
aight help ensure 1110re consistent C>.AS ~ana9en>ent standards and 
practices. 

6. 1 appreciate ver7 •uch the report's 1cknowled9~nt of the 
Joint Staff CJ.AS m1na9e~nt procedures and our ri9orous 
Internal Controls Pro9ram. We have cude a very deliberate and 
vi9orous eCfort over the list three years to establish and 
practice 1tron9 resource management. Our resource management 
a.nd Jnternal Controls pro9r1ms covers fiscal, personnel. 
contract man19e111ent. C>.AS, information processing 1nd 111 other 
trpes of resources. Our pro9ram is based on peer and senior 
level visibility into all resource management activities from 
r~uitement validation to completion and on periodic.
independent inspection of each pro9ra• for compliance with 111 
DOD and Joint Staff re9ulltions and 9uidance. The Joint Staff 
will certainly comply thoroughly ind promptly with any 
revisions to the definitions and procedures for m1n19in9 CAAS 
resources. 

~~L-
v1J1C~NT P. ROS~ Ja .• SES 
Deputy Director for Technical 

Operations. J-• 
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