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INSPECTOR GENERAL 
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400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202·2884 


February 13, 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT) 

DIRECTOR, DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

SUBJECT: 	 Congressional Request for Audit at U.S. Army Contract 
Administration Services Branch Office, Tel Aviv, 
Israel (Report No. 92-044) 

We are providing this final report for your information and 
use. Management comments on a draft of this report were 
considered in preparing the final report. We made the audit at 
the request of Representative Nicholas Mavroules concerning a 
complaint about procedures and practices at the U.S. Army 
Mid-East Contract Administration Services (CAS) Branch, Tel Aviv, 
Israel. The Mid-East CAS Branch was consolidated into the 
Defense Contract Management Area Office (DCMAO) Tel Aviv, Israel. 

The audit showed that of 10 allegations, 7 were unfounded. 
One of the substantiated allegations, which covered the lack of 
internal controls applicable to the approval of progress 
payments, was addressed in IG, DoD, Report No. 91-113, 
"Processing Progress Payments in Tel Aviv, Israel and in 
Heidelberg, Germany," August 7, 1991. One allegation involving 
management interference with the results of a preaward survey was 
turned over to the Department of the Army and the Defense 
Contract Management Command to determine if further actions were 
necessary. The remaining allegation (on travel practices to 
Israel) is covered in Part III of this report. 

DoD Directive 7650.3 requires that all audit recommendations 
be resolved promptly. Therefore, we request that the Director, 
Defense Logistics ~gency, provide final comments on the 
unresolved recommer~dation and potential monetary benefits by 
April 13, 1992. DoD Directive 7650.3 also requires that comments 
indicate concurrence or nonconcurrence in the finding and each 
recommendation addressed to you. If you concur, describe the 
corrective actions taken or planned, the completion dates for 
actions already taken, and the estimated dates for completion of 
planned actions. If you nonconcur, you must state your specific 
reasons for each nonconcurrence. If appropriate, you may propose 
alternative methods for accomplishing desired improvements. 
Recommendations and potential monetary benefits are subject to 
resolution in accordance with DoD Directive 7650.3 in the event 
of nonconcurrence or failure to comment. 
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We appreciate the cooperation and courtesies extended to the 
audit staff. If you desire to discuss this final report, please 
contact Mr. Wayne K. Million, Program Director at (703) 614-6281 
(DSN 224-6281) or Ms. Stephanie F. Mandel, Deputy Project Manager 
at (703) 614-6274 (DSN 224-6274). Copies of the report will be 
distributed to the activities listed in Appendix F. 

~~,L/"l,, '&t~ 
Edwa d R. Jones 


Deputy Assis ant Inspector General 

for Auditing 


Enclosure 

cc: 

Secretary of the Army 

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Procurement) 

Director, Defense Contract Management Command 




Off ice of the Inspector General 

AUDIT REPORT NO. 92-044 February 13, 1992 
(Project No. OCD-0067.01) 

CONGRESSIONAL REQUEST FOR AUDIT AT 

U.S. ARMY CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION SERVICES 


BRANCH OFFICE, TEL AVIV, ISRAEL 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Introduction. The audit resulted from a congressional request to 
verify allegations received from a former employee of the 
U.S. Army Mid-East Contract Administration Services (CAS) Branch 
Office, Tel Aviv, Israel. The Mid-East CAS Branch was 
consolidated into the Defense Contract Management Area Off ice Tel 
Aviv, Israel. There were 10 allegations involving contracting 
and personnel practices at the Mid-East CAS Branch, Tel Aviv, the 
U.S. Army Europe Contracting Center, Frankfurt, Germany, and the 
U.S. Army Communications Electronics Command, Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey. Since some of the allegations potentially included 
criminal involvement, the U.S. Army Criminal Investigation 
Command and the Defense Criminal Investigative Service provided 
investigative support. 

Objective. The audit objective was to evaluate the validity of 
the 10 allegations forwarded by Representative Mavroules. The 
audit also reviewed the adequacy of internal controls applicable 
to the 10 allegations. 

Audit/Investigation Results. The joint audit and investigation 
showed that 4 of the 10 allegations were unfounded. Three of the 
allegations initially appeared to have merit; however, an 
in-depth review disclosed extenuating circumstances that resulted 
in these allegations being unfounded. One allegation is reported 
separately in IG, DoD, Report No. 91-113, "::?recessing Progress 
Payments in Tel Aviv, Israel and Heidelberg, Germany," issued 
August 7, 1991. That report discusses an administrative 
contracting officer who improperly approved progress payments 
that were prohibited by the Federal Acquisition Regulations and 
contract provisions. One allegation regarding management 
interference with the results of a preaward survey is valid; 
however, we found no adverse effect. Information relating to 
this allegation was forwarded to the Department of the Army and 
Defense Contract Management Command for further review. The 
remaining allegation was determined to be valid. An employee on 
temporary duty travel to Israel was overpaid per diem. In 
addition, another employee was directed to act as the driver to 
accompany that employee on his tour of Jerusalem. As a result, 
per diem was overpaid and the Government lost a day's work for 
each employee. 
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Internal Controls. Except as reported in IG, DoD, Report 
No. 91-113, no internal control deficiencies were identified. 

Potential Benefits of Audit. The recoupment of overpaid travel 
expenses will result in a small amount of monetary benefits. 
Potential benefits of audit are discussed in Appendix D. 

Summary of Recommendations. We recommended that unauthorized 
travel expenses be recovered and that appropriate administrative 
disciplinary actions be taken. 

Management Comments. The Acting Director, U.S. Army Contracting 
Support Agency, provided comments and stated that appropriate 
administrative action has already been taken against the former 
CAS Branch Chief. The Chief, Internal Review Division, Defense 
Logistics Agency, nonconcurred with the recommendation to recover 
the unauthorized travel expenses or to initiate disciplinary 
action. The Chief stated that because of the length of time that 
has elapsed and the nature of the offense, it does not appear 
that a recovery would be cost-effective. Management comments are 
summarized in Part II of this report, and the complete text of 
the response is in Part v. 

Audit Response. We believe that the comments provided by the 
Army are completely responsive to the recommendation. The DLA 
comments are not responsive and set the negative precedent of 
absolving the employee wrongdoing simply because it would "not be 
cost effective to pursue." Accordingly, we request that the 
Director, Defense Logistics Agency, reconsider his position and 
provide comments to the final report by April 13, 1992. 
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PART I - INTRODUCTION 

Background 

At the beginning of the audit, the U.S. Army Mid-East Contract 
Administration Services (CAS) Branch Office, Tel Aviv, and the 
U.S. Air Force Contract Maintenance Center (AFCMC), 
Detachment 32, Tel Aviv, administered contracts in Israel. As of 
February 6, 1990, Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) General 
Order 4-90, established the Defense Contract Management Command 
(DCMC). As of September 18, 1990, DLA General Order 30-90, 
transferred AFCMC, with the exception of its Directorate of 
Contract Management, from the Air Force Logistics Command, to 
DCMC, establishing the Defense Contract Management Command 
International ( DCMCI). Implementation of General Order 30-90 
also established the Defense Contract Management Area Off ice 
(DCMAO), Tel Aviv, under the DCMCI, consolidating the Army 
Mid-East CAS Branch and Detachment 32, AFCMC. DCMAO, Tel Aviv, 
is responsible for the performance of contract administration 
functions, as defined in the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 
part 42, for contracts awarded to contractors in Israel. 

Objectives 

In response to a congressional request, the objective of the 
audit was to determine whether allegations submitted by a former 
employee were valid. 

On April 17, 1990, the Inspector General, DoD, received a 
congressional request (Appendix A) from Representative Nicholas 
Mavroules, Chairman, House Subcommittee on Investigations, 
Committee on Armed Services, to review procedures and activities 
at the U.S. Army CAS Branch, Tel Aviv, Israel. This request 
resulted from a complaint submitted by a former employee of the 
U.S. Army Mid-East CAS Branch office, which included 
10 allegations concerning procedures and practices in Israel and 
other European theater operations (Appendix B). 

Scope 

The audit was limited to the procedures and practices questioned 
by the complainant. Computer-generated data were not used and, 
accordingly, were not evaluated. During verification of the 
validity of the allegations, data were obtained from other 
activities, either directly by the auditors or by investigators 
supporting the audit. Those other activities are listed in 
Appendix E. 

This economy and efficiency audit was performed at the Mid-East 
CAS Branch Office, Tel Aviv, Israel, from July 1990 through 
April 1991 in accordance with auditing standards issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States, as implemented by the 



Inspector General, DoD. Accordingly, the audit included such 
tests of the internal controls as were considered necessary. 

Internal Controls 

Our audit included a review of the implementation of the FAR, the 
Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement ( DFARS), the 
Defense Logistics Agency Manual ( DLAM), and the Joint Travel 
Regulations (JTR) requirements. Except as reported in IG, DoD, 
Report No. 91-113, no internal control deficiencies were 
identified. 

Prior Audits and Other Reviews 

There were no recent audits identified applicable to the Mid-East 
CAS Branch. At the same time that the complainant forwarded his 
allegations, an anonymous source provided information concerning 
one of the same allegations to the U.S. Army Criminal 
Investigation Command (USACIDC). The USACIDC began an 
investigation just before the start of our audit. Since several 
of the allegations involved potential criminal activity, we 
agreed to work jointly with the USACIDC on all allegations. The 
Defense Criminal Investigative Service (DCIS) was requested to 
assist in two reviews of allegations that directly involved DLA 
activities. Reports initiated by USACIDC and DCIS are listed in 
Appendix c. One of the ten allegations was covered in IG, DoD, 
Report No. 91-113, "Processing Progress Payments in Tel Aviv, 
Israel and Heidelberg, Germany," August 7, 1991. Details of that 
report are discussed on page 4. 
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PART II - RESULTS OF REVIEW 


CONGRESSIONAL COMPLAINTS 


On March 30, 1990, the complainant forwarded a letter containing 
10 allegations, considered by the complainant to be 
"irregularities and illegal activities being committed here in 
Israel, at our headquarters in Frankfurt and at other remote 
locations within the European Theater of Operations." With the 
assistance of USACIDC, we reviewed each of the allegations 
discussed below. 

1. Retaliation in the Form of Administrative Actions 

Allegation. "Retaliation, in the form of administrative 
actions which are expressly prohibited by the Whistle Blower 
Protection Act of 1988, was committed against me because I 
reported improper activities." 

Background. The complainant was selected for the position 
of industrial specialist at the Mid-East CAS Branch, Tel Aviv, 
Israel, and reported for duty April 26, 1989. Shortly after his 
arrival, it appeared to the complainant that the office was 
"running wild with no supervision" from the Branch Chief. 

One of the complainant's particular concerns was that the Branch 
transportation specialist was getting involved in areas outside 
her jurisdiction. The complainant brought this issue to the 
attention of the Branch Chief. By November 1989, the complainant 
decided that the Branch Chief was not taking action to ensure 
that the transportation specialist did her job properly. 
Consequently, the complainant sent a letter on this issue up the 
chain of command to the Production Chief at U.S. Army Europe 
(USAREUR) Contracting Center, Frankfurt, Germany. Management at 
the USAREUR Contracting Center ruled that the complaint was 
without merit. 

As a result of the complainant's letter writing, the Branch Chief 
sent the complainant a letter of admonishment, dated January 8, 
1990, pointing out that: 

As you know from previous conversations we have had, 
it is critical that this office maintain a close and 
cordial relationship with the American Embassy, 
Detachment 32 and a variety of other organizations. 
Divisive activity on the part of any USACCE [U.S. Army 
Contracting Command Europe] employee could seriously 
effect these relationships and cannot be tolerated. 

On January 17, 1990, the complainant was directed to leave Israel 
because it was determined that he had "not adjusted to the 
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environment in Israel." Subsequent to that action, on March 30, 
1991, the complainant forwarded a letter to the u. S. House of 
Representatives. (see Appendix B). 

Conclusion. The Whistle-Blower Protection Act of 1988 
applies when improper activities are reported outside the 
employees' organization, to groups such as Congress, the IG, DoD, 
or investigative organizations. The complainant did not report 
the allegations outside his organization until after he was 
requested to leave Tel Aviv; therefore, the Whistle-Blower 
Protection Act does not apply. This allegation was unfounded. 

2. Business Practices 

Allegation. "Failure to investigate improper business 
practices and personal conflicts of interest in violation of the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR); specifically, FAR 3.203 
were common place." 

Background. On arriving at the Mid-East CAS Branch, 
Tel Aviv, the complainant worked with the departing Quality 
Assurance Representative (QAR) for approximately 90 days. The 
complainant alleged that the departing QAR had an improper 
relationship with an Israeli contractor, but had no specific 
knowledge of any improper conduct. 

Conclusion. FAR 3. 203 covers the reporting of suspected 
violations of the gratuities clause. When contacted, the 
complainant could not provide any specific incident to support 
his allegation. USACIDC agents reviewed the allegation and did 
not identify any indications of improprieties relative to 
gratuities. Therefore, we concluded that this allegation was 
unfounded. 

3. Processing of Progress Payments 

Allegation. "Payment of progress payments on all contractor 
requests were done without adequate review and scrutiny, in 
violation of FAR 32.503-5." 

Background. The complainant alleged that administration of 
progress payments at the Mid-East CAS Branch, Tel Aviv, was being 
mismanaged. For example, the complainant reported to the DoD 
Hotline that progress payments were made to Tadiran Ltd. based on 
false claims. In November 1989, within 2 weeks of the start of 
contract DAAB07-89-C-T061, Tadiran submitted a progress payment 
for $1, 284, 000, which represented 10, 000 hours of labor. The 
complainant accused Tadiran of submitting false claims and 
requested that the Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO) take 
action against Tadiran. Instead, the ACO had Tadiran withdraw 
its progress payment request. In December 1989, the ACO approved 
Tadiran's resubmitted progress payment request for the identical 
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amount for parts and materials. Approximately $700,000 of those 
parts were purchased 18 months before the contract was awarded. 

Results of Review. Letter Contract DAAB07-89-C-T061 was 
executed September 15, 1989, with Tadiran Ltd. for production of 
1, 509 of RT-524A/VRC Radio Set Series and 838 of RT-246A/VRC 
Radio Set Series. On October 22, 1989, (not November 1989, as 
alleged), Tadiran submitted progress payment request number 1 for 
$1,899,490, of which $1,697,156 was for materials, and $202,334 
was for 10, 000 hours of labor. The ACO at the Mid-East CAS 
Branch returned the progress payment request to Tadiran and 
explained that the letter contract did not have a provision for 
progress payments, but a modification would be issued shortly 
authorizing progress payments. The ACO advised Tadiran not to 
include the cost associated with the 100 RT-524A radios, which it 
currently had in stock, that it should ship the radios as soon as 
possible, and that payment would be made by separate invoice. On 
December 11, 1989, Tadiran resubmitted the progress payment 
request for $1,284,296 for costs of new materials obtained 
through November 30, 1989. Costs associated with the 100 RT-524A 
radios were not included. Subsequently, the 100 radios were 
shipped and invoiced separately. In our opinion, the ACO handled 
this progress payment request properly, and the complainant's 
allegation on this contract was unfounded. 

Inspector General, DoD, Audit Report No. 91-113, "Processing 
Progress Payments in Tel Aviv, Israel and in Heidelberg, 
Germany," dated August 7, 1991, further addressed the procedures 
and practices for processing progress payments. The report 
stated that the ACO improperly approved 53 progress payments 
totaling $11.5 million that were specifically prohibited by the 
contracts. These progress payments were improperly approved 
because there were no internal controls and because local 
procedures circumvented regulatory requirements. As a result, 
the U.S. Government lost $547,831 in interest. 

Although the details reported by the complainant were not 
entirely factual, his allegation was valid. Contractor requests 
for progress payments were approved by the ACO without adequate 
review and scrutiny. 

4. Personnel Actions 

Allegation. "Prohibited personnel practices were committed 
which resulted in violation of, and total disregard for the merit 
principles." 

Background. The complainant alleged that the Branch Chief 
of the Mid-East CAS Branch Off ice was selected for promotion to a 
GM-13 position at the U.S. Army Contracting Command, Europe, 
USAREUR Contracting Center, exactly 1 year to the week after 
getting promoted to a GS-12 position. 
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Conclusion. The Branch Chief referred to in the complaint 
received a competitive promotion to GS-1102-12, Supervisory 
Contract Specialist, on October 5, 1986, at his previous 
assignment. He accepted a reassignment and entered the Mid-East 
CAS Branch on March 7, 1988, as a GS-1102-12, Contract 
Administrator. During his tour at the Mid-East CAS Branch, the 
Branch Chief applied for and received a competitive promotion to 
GM-1101-13, Supervisory Contract Support Specialist (and "office 
chief"), on April 9, 1989. In December 1989, the Mid-East CAS 
Branch Chief was selected for reassignment to the Frankfurt 
off ice. The reassignment as a GM-1102-13, Supervisory Contract 
Administrator, was effective January 14, 1990. At the time of 
his transfer, the departing Branch Chief had over 9 months in 
grade, and the move was a reassignment, not a promotion. In our 
opinion, there was no violation of merit principles, and the 
allegation was unfounded. 

5. Computer Software and Equipment 

Allegation. "Purchases of computer software and equipment 
were made without regard for specific requirements of the Federal 
Information Resources Management Regulations (FIRMR). 11 

Background. The complainant alleged that officials at the 
Mid-East CAS Branch, Tel Aviv, purchased approximately $4,000 of 
computer software and equipment without properly justifying the 
purchase in accordance with the FIRMR so that funds expiring at 
the end of the fiscal year would not be lost. Reportedly, the 
Deputy Chief of the Contract Management Division at USAREUR 
Contracting Center, Frankfurt, verbally approved the purchase. 
In a telephone interview between the complainant and IG, DoD, 
Hotline personnel, the complainant acknowledged that the 
equipment was usable and would not be wasted by the Mid-East CAS 
Branch. 

Results of Review. On April 27, 1989, the Chief, USAREUR 
Contracting Center, made a request to determine computer needs, 
including those of the Mid-East CAS Branch. The information was 
forwarded to the USAREUR Contracting Center by May 22, 1989, 
4 months before the end of the fiscal year. USAREUR planned to 
identify its computer requirements so that if year-end funds 
became available, they could be used. The requirement clearly 
was identified before the end of the fiscal year. As the end of 
the fiscal year approached, and after it was determined that the 
funds were available, purchase requests were processed. In our 
opinion, the allegation was unfounded. 

6. Motor Vehicle Rentals 

Allegation. "Motor Vehicles were rented for long-term use 
at rates that far exceed the purchase." 
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Background. The complainant alleged that in early 1989, the 
Branch Chief was responsible for leasing two Subarus for 1 year 
at a cost to the Government of $24,000. The complainant stated 
that the lease had been extended for an additional 6 months with 
no option to purchase at the end of the lease. The complainant 
contended that if the vehicles had been purchased instead of 
leased, the Government would have realized a substantial 
savings. The complainant also alleged that AFCMC, Detachment 32, 
purchased vehicles through the U.S. Embassy in Tel Aviv, and that 
the Mid-East CAS Branch could have exercised the same diplomatic 
privileges. 

Results of Review. Starting in November 1986, the Mid-East 
CAS Branch tried to obtain the funds to purchase two additional 
vehicles to carry out its mission. Some of the attempts are 
listed below. 

• On November 18, 1986, the Chief, Quality Assurance, 
Mid-East CAS Branch, sent USAREUR Contracting Center a 
justification and a request for two additional vehicles. 

• On August 10, 1987, an additional request was made 
to USAREUR Contracting Center for approval to purchase 
two vehicles. 

• On August 16, 1988, Mid-East CAS Branch requested 
that its fiscal year 1989 budget include $20,000 for the purchase 
of two new vehicles. 

• On June 30, 1989, USAREUR Contracting Center made a 
request to the 200th Theater Army Maintenance Center for 
authorization to purchase additional vehicles for Mid-East CAS 
Branch, Tel Aviv. 

Because of the need for additional vehicles and the lack of 
purchase funds, on May 2, 1988, the Chief, Mid-East CAS Branch, 
requested approval for the use of rental vehicles until approval 
to purchase was granted. Thus, a lease agreement, made on a 
competitive basis, was entered into for December 1988 through 
November 1989. Originally, the lease agreement was for 
two vehicles for 1 year but was later extended for two additional 
6-month periods. The total of the combined 2-year leases was 
about $52,000. If purchase funds had been available, both 
vehicles could have been purchased for significantly less than 
that amount. 

We confirmed that AFCMC, Detachment 32, obtained approval to 
purchase vehicles from its headquarters. Once approval was 
obtained, the Detachment purchased vehicles locally through the 
U.S. Embassy. If approval had been obtained, the Mid-East CAS 
Branch could also have obtained vehicles through the U.S. 
Embassy. 
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The allegation was supported in that significant savings could 
have been realized if "purchase money" had been made available. 
However, in our opinion, the allegation did not have merit, since 
Army purchase funds were not made available to the Mid-East CAS 
Branch. When the office requested the funds, there was an 
operational need for the vehicles, and lease funds were 
available. With the October 1990 consolidation of the Mid-East 
CAS Branch and the AFCMC, Detachment 32 into DCMAO, Tel Aviv, an 
additional request was submitted for the local purchase of 
three vehicles; two to replace those that the former CAS Branch 
was leasing, plus an additional requirement. 

7 and 8. Quality Assurance Acceptance of Material 

Allegation 7. "Government quality assurance personnel were 
accepting materials and components that were non-conforming to 
contractual requirements and in some cases were so far out of 
specification to render the materials useless." 

Allegation 8. "Management was aware of fraudulently signed 
Government DD Form 250's (Material Inspection and Receiving 
Reports} and SF Form 1164's (Claim for Reimbursement for 
Expenditures on Official Business} yet no action was taken 
against those involved." 

Background. The complainant alleged that the QAR signed 
DD Form 250 's accepting 780 cover assemblies on Defense 
Construction Supply Center (DCSC}, Columbus, Ohio, contract 
DLA700-87-C-1480 valued at approximately $99, 000. According to 
the complainant, the QAR was negligent in his responsibilities to 
the contracting officer, resulting in the acceptance of cover 
assemblies that were nonconforming to contract specifications and 
were, therefore, virtually worthless to the Government. 

The complainant further alleged that a second contractor 
substituted materials on Defense Personnel Support Center (DPSC), 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, contract DLAl00-86-C-4018. The 
contract was for the manufacture of approximately 
300, 000 stainless steel canteen cups. The complainant alleged 
that the canteen cups were not stainless steel. 

Results of Review. Since these allegations primarily 
involved DLA contracts, DCIS reviewed the allegations and 
provided the following data. 

DCIS contacted the Contracting Officer at DCSC, who stated that 
the DCSC drawings for contract DLA700-87-C-1480 included 
incorrect specifications. DCSC issued a stoporder on October 18, 
1988, and the contractor is suing for contract termination 
cost. The Contracting Officer further stated that if the cover 
assemblies conformed to the drawings, they would not have been 
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acceptable for their intended purpose. DCIS sent an Information 
Report to its Dayton Field Office for future reference, and no 
further action is being taken. The allegations regarding this 
contract had merit in that the product was "virtually worthless" 
to the Government. However, it was the invalid contract 
specifications that caused the contract to be terminated. We 
found no evidence to support the allegation that cover assemblies 
were accepted by the QAR that were nonconforming to the invalid 
specifications. 

On October 8, 1985, DPSC awarded contract DLAl00-86-C-4018 to 
s. Hanany Metal Craft, Inc., for 298,350 canteen cups. In 
response to the allegations regarding this contract, DCIS 
contacted personnel at DPSC and determined that the contract had 
been terminated for default because of contract delinquencies. 
At the time of contract termination, only 16,000 of the required 
canteen cups had been delivered. The Associate Fraud Counsel, 
DPSC, stated that there had been no known quality problems found 
with the cups that had been delivered on the contract. DCIS 
provided its Philadelphia Field Office with an Information 
Report. No further action is being taken because the contractor 
was bankrupt, relatively few cups were delivered, and the QA 
representative had retired. DCIS decided that the issue was not 
worth further investigation. 

9. Contract Award and Preaward Survey 

Allegation. "Management, including an Army colonel assigned 
to U.S. Army Communications Electronics Command (CECOM), directly 
interfered with the results of a preaward survey (PAS), which was 
being performed on a financially troubled contractor in Israel. 
The CECOM colonel was alleged to have advised the colonel at our 
headquarters in Frankfurt that 'He (Colonel [hereafter 
referred to as Colonel A]) was going to be his (Colonel . 
[hereafter referred to as Colonel B]) boss as of August 1990 and 
that he (Colonel [Colonel B]) should fax his positive 
comments (regarding the PAS) to his office immediately.'" 

Background. The complainant alleged that two U.S. Army 
Colonels (Deputy Director of Procurement, CECOM [Colonel A], and 
Chief, USAREUR Contracting Center, [Colonel B]), acted jointly to 
ensure a contract award to Tadiran, Ltd. for repair parts for the 
ANVRC-12 radio. The USAREUR Contracting Center is the parent 
off ice of Mid-East CAS Branch. According to the complainant, the 
first PAS, conducted by the complainant, recommended that the 
contract not be awarded to Tadiran, Ltd. Colonel A contacted 
Colonel B and requested that the PAS be reevaluated with a view 
toward a positive award recommendation. During this time, it was 
known that Colonel A would soon become Colonel B's immediate 
supervisor. The complainant alleges that as a result of Colonel 
A's intervention, the PAS was subsequently changed to a favorable 
recommendation, and the contract was awarded to Tadiran, Ltd. 
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Results of Review. USACIDC conducted an investigation and 
found that on September 11, 1989, the complainant completed a PAS 
on Tadiran, Ltd. The complainant recommended no award because of 
the poor financial condition of the company and because of its 
inadequate reliability quality standards. The first PAS meeting 
was held at the USAREUR Contracting Center on September 20, 1989, 
and the PAS board recommended no award. After learning of the 
negative recommendation, Colonel A faxed a letter to Colonel B 
requesting that the PAS be reevaluated "with a view toward 
providing a positive recommendation." Responding to this 
request, Colonel B directed that a second PAS board be convened, 
stating that he was not satisfied with the first and that he 
wanted the PAS changed to positive. 

On September 22, 1989, the second PAS board met. Two voting 
members were present instead of the usual four. Other board 
members could not attend the meeting because of either annual 
leave or temporary duty (TDY). The two members in attendance 
took exception to the negative findings in the original survey 
report as follows. 

• Quality Assurance Capabilit7. The board determined that 
since First Article testing ~ was not required until 
approximately 9 months after award, there was sufficient time for 
Tadiran to correct its quality assurance problems. 

• Financial Capability. At the urging of the Procuring 
Contracting Officer (PCO), the PAS board agreed that the 
complainant was not a financial analyst and that the financial 
data supplied by the complainant, including newspaper articles 
stating that the company had suffered heavy losses and was being 
reduced in manpower, should not be considered. Further, the PCO 
declined to extend the PAS in order to allow time necessary to 
perform a financial review by a qualified financial analyst. 

• Security. The complainant recommended no award in this 
area based on observations he had made at the contractor's 
facility. Since this was not a classified contract, the PCO 
deleted the security requirement. 

As a result of the second PAS board meeting, the PAS was changed 
to recommend award. This recommendation was based on Tadiran's 
action plan to correct its previous quality deficiencies. 

The Chief, Quality Assurance Branch, Contract Management 
Division, USAREUR Contracting Center, Frankfurt, Germany, a 
voting member of the board, was not present at the second PAS. 

-*/ Before full production, the Government may require that the 
contractor produce preproduction, initial, test, or pilot 
samples. The samples are referred to as "First Article" items. 
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When interviewed by USACIDC, the Chief stated that he would not 
have recommended the award; however, his recommendation would not 
have affected the outcome because the PAS board still could have 
recommended the award, even with his negative vote. The Chief 
reviewed Tadiran's corrective action plan relating to the quality 
standards and was of the opinion that if Tadiran would stick to 
the plan, it would work. 

According to the Chief, Communications Division, Product 
Assurance and Test Directorate at CECOM, Tadiran Ltd. was making 
progress in correcting its quality assurance problems. The 
equipment manufactured by Tadiran has had little or no problems, 
and CECOM has not received any complaints from the users of the 
equipment. In addition, the contract specialist for the Tadiran 
contract was of the opinion that Tadiran offered the best value 
of the several contractors that had submitted bids. 

The Region Judge Advocate, Second Region, USACIDC reviewed the 
USACIDC report of the investigation and commented as follows. 

CECOM wanted the radio parts contract awarded to 
Tadiran because the company had successfully 
manufactured the radio in the past, and time was 
running out on fiscal 1989 funds in September which 
encouraged an award of contract before October 
1989. • • • There is no reason to believe that this 
was done for anything but to insure that the Army 
obtained needed radio parts from a firm who had 
successfully provided them in the past •••• there is 
no mandate that a preaward survey be conducted before 
evaluating bids and awarding a contract. • • • The 
contracting officer was not bound by the non-approval 
recommendations of the informal preaward survey or the 
first preaward board, and in fact had made a specific 
finding of responsibility on 15 or 20 September 1989 
just before the second preaward board came back with a 
positive recommendation. Thus any alleged attempts by 

• [Colonel A or Colonel B] to change these first 
two negative recommendations were not necessary before 
the contracting officer could award Tadiran the 
contract. 

USACIDC concluded there was insufficient evidence to indicate any 
er iminal offense. However, the results of the investigation 
supported the contention that the contract should not have been 
awarded, that Colonel A influenced Colonel B and the second PAS 
board because of the imminent superior/subordinate relationship, 
and that the award was expeditiously concluded in favor of a 
preferred contractor in order to take advantage of year-end 
funds. The negative PAS report not withstanding, an award still 
could have been made, with proper approvals and documentation, to 
a selected contractor. 
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The USACIDC's investigation has been forwarded to the Department 
of Army and DCMC for further review. Although the allegation had 
merit, no er iminal violations were discovered. However, at a 
minimum, high-level procurement personnel acted in a manner that 
gave the appearance of impropriety. 

10. Official Travel 

Allegation. "Management knowingly used program appropriated 
funds for travel to Israel for the purpose of touring the 
country, using the program as a guise." 

Background. The complainant alleged that three employees of 
the USAREUR Contracting Center (hereafter referred to as 
Employees A, B, and C) used program appropriated funds for travel 
to Israel for the purpose of touring the country. Even though 
employees A, B, and C had legitimate reasons for travel to 
Israel, the complainant said they abused the travel by spending 
most of the time on personal holiday. 

In conversation with DoD Hotline personnel, the complainant 
alleged the following. 

In March 1990 ••• [Employee A] came to Israel TDY 
[temporary duty] to provide review and surveillance on 
two programs; IMI Haifa was a Navy program, and Vulcan 
was an Army program. He spent a total of 1 day at the 
two contractors and then 3 to 4 days touring Israel at 
Government expense, including the use of a 
vehicle. • • • During the week of January 7, 
1990, ••• [Employee B] came to Israel TDY and spent 
the most of his time touring. During the 
September/October 1989 time frame, • [Employee C] 
went TDY to Israel and managed to fit in an all-day 
personal trip to Jerusalem. 

Security Considerations. The Arner ican Embassy, Tel Aviv, 
routinely provides "Travel Alert" notices concerning security 
recommendations for travel in Israel. Because of political 
unrest in the area, increased security measures are imposed by 
the Regional Security Officer on all U.S. Government employees on 
official business. For example, Staff Notice No. 89-057, dated 
July 25, 1989, specifically discouraged the use of all public 
transportation by U.S. Government personnel in Israel. Due to 
repeated acts of violence, Jerusalem was declared off-limits to 
official visitors at night, on Fridays, and on designated strike 
days. Part of Jerusalem is included in the occupied West Bank 
territory. In traveling through the city, there is no indication 
of where the State of Israel ends and the occupied territory 
begins. Additionally, the CAS Branch Chief was required to 
attend all security briefings sponsored by the American Embassy, 
thus providing additional insight concerning conditions. 
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Considering the political climate in Israel and in the interest 
of personnel safety, the Mid-East CAS Branch Chief made a 
conscious decision to allow for the use of Government vehicles by 
official visitors traveling to and from high-threat areas. The 
unofficial (unwritten} policy at the Mid-East CAS Branch was to 
provide transportation and escort service to Jerusalem (a high­
threat area} for official visitors. The Branch Chief felt that 
visitors should be accompanied by someone familiar with the 
general area and should be provided transportation by Government 
vehicle to minimize the possibility of an international 
incident. Unofficial expenses, such as gasoline, were to be paid 
directly by the user, and unofficial trips were to be taken 
either while the visitor was on annual leave or on weekend days 
off. 

The common practice of Headquarters personnel traveling to Israel 
and using official vehicles implies tacit approval of those 
actions. Consequently, Mid-East CAS Branch personnel did not 
view these actions as violations of work ethics. 

Results of Review. The USAREUR Contracting Center is a 
headquarters element for the CAS Branch Off ice and is located in 
Frankfurt, Germany. Travel to Israel requires about a 4-hour 
airline flight. In Israel, the normal work week is Sunday 
through Thursday. 

A review of Employee A's travel voucher, trip report, and 
supporting documentation show that the employee was TDY to Israel 
March 19 through March 26, 1990. Employee A arrived in Tel Aviv 
Monday, March 19, at approximately 4:00 p.m. and arrived at the 
Mid-East CAS Branch Office on March 20. Employee A took annual 
leave on March 21 and 22. The next 2 days, March 23 and 
March 24, were Israeli weekend days off. Employee A returned to 
the Mid-East CAS Branch Office on Sunday, March 25, and departed 
Tel Aviv on Monday, March 26, at 4:30 P.M. Employee A's trip 
report stated that he received a briefing and plant tour of the 
VLS facility, URDAN metal plant, and Tadiran. The Chief, Mid­
East CAS Branch, accompanied Employee A to Jerusalem. However, 
both were on annual leave. Transportation to Jerusalem was by 
the Mid-East CAS Branch Off ice van, and Employee A provided a 
$100 check for gas consumption and other miscellaneous 
expenses. Although the allegation is true that Employee A spent 
several days touring Israel, leave was appropriately identified, 
travel (touring) expenses were i1ot claimed, and the Government 
did not incur or pay any additional expenses. 

Employee B was on TDY to Tel Aviv, January 13 through January 20, 
1990, to facilitate the change of command at the Mid-East CAS 
Branch. During Employee B's visit, Employee B also performed a 
management review of the office and officially visited with the 
Israeli Ministry of Defense. Employee B, along with the incoming 
and outgoing Mid-East CAS Branch Chiefs, visited Jerusalem. The 
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trip was in an official capacity to familiarize the incoming 
Branch Chief with the area. The allegation concerning Employee B 
was unfounded, in that all activity was performed in an official 
capacity. 

Employee C was not on TDY to Israel during September and October 
1989 as alleged. However, we located a voucher for TDY to Israel 
which began on Friday, August 25, 1989, and ended on Thursday, 
August 31, 1989. A review of the travel voucher disclosed that 
per diem was requested and received for the entire period. We 
determined that Employee C took a day away from his official 
duties to tour Jerusalem and that the former Branch Chief 
directed that an additional employee act as driver for Employee C 
and tour guide. Details are presented in Part III of this 
report. The allegation was determined to be valid. 
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PART III - FINDING AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

TEMPORARY DUTY IN ISRAEL 


A supervisory employee performed TDY travel to Israel and claimed 
travel expenses for initiating travel earlier than authorized and 
also when not on official TDY. The employee did not exercise 
prudence in initiating travel and in claiming travel expenses. 
As a result, per diem was overpaid, an additional employee was 
directed to act as driver in lieu of official duties, and the 
Government lost a day's work for each employee. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

An employee (referred to as Employee C, Part II, allegation 10, 
Official Travel) of the USAREUR Contracting Center was assigned 
to TDY at the Mid-East CAS Branch Office in Tel Aviv, Israel. 
The approved travel orders provided for Employee C to proceed to 
the assignment on or about Saturday, August 26, 1989. An 
employee at the Mid-East CAS Branch (hereafter referred to as 
Employee D), stated that Employee C took a 1-day tour of 
Jerusalem and that the former Branch Chief ordered Employee D to 
drive Employee C on the tour. Employee D declined to sign a 
formal statement, fearing possible reprisal. 

When interviewed, Employee C confirmed that he had made a trip to 
Israel, departing Germany on Friday, August 25, 1989, a day 
earlier than authorized on his orders. Employee C reported to 
work on Sunday morning, the beginning of the normal work week in 
Israel. When Employee C completed his temporary assignment 
early, he took a 1-day tour to Jerusalem. Employee C maintained 
that having worked on Sunday, he was entitled to take a day off 
during midweek to compensate. Employee C recalled that he was 
driven by an office employee but did not recall if a Government 
vehicle was used. Employee C also could not recall providing 
reimbursement for expenses. Employee C then returned to Germany 
on Thursday, the end of the Israeli work week. Employee C 
requested and was paid per diem for 6-1/2 days; however 
Employee C worked only 3 days. 

The Joint Travel Regulation, Part Cl058 states that "Whenever 
possible, travel will be scheduled so that employees travel 
during their regular hours of duty ... " The same part further 
states: 

In connection with a temporary duty assignment which 
will require commencement of duty on a Monday (e.g., 
to attend a conference at 8:00 a.m. on a Monday 
morning), if the employee departs the permanent duty 
station on a Friday in order to travel during regular 
duty hours, payment of per diem wi 11 be 1imi ted to 
that payable on the basis of a constructive schedule 
(e.g., as though departure had been on a Sunday). 
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In this instance, Employee C departed on Friday to report to work 
on Sunday, the beginning of the Israeli work week. Per diem 
should have been limited to a constructive schedule, as though 
departure had been on Saturday. 

The "day off" during the middle of the week should have been 
considered as ''leave without pay". Employee C was clearly not at 
his assigned temporary duty station, nor was he performing 
work-related assignments. Employee C did not request, and have 
approved in advance, 1 day's leave. Except for personal reasons, 
Employee C should have departed on TDY 1 day later and should 
have returned to his official duty station 1 day earlier. 

RECOMMENDATIONS, MANAGEMENT COMMENTS, AND AUDIT RESPONSE 

1. We recommend that the Chief, U.S. Army Europe Contracting 
Center, initiate appropriate administrative disciplinary action 
against the former Branch Chief who ordered an employee to 
perform duties not consistent with his position. 

Army comments. The Acting Director, U.S. Army Contracting 
Support Agency, concurred with the recommendation and stated that 
appropriate administrative corrective action has already been 
taken and that the former branch chief has been counseled on the 
nature of the violations and how to handle such matters in the 
future. See Part V for a complete text of management comments. 

Audit response. The actions taken by the Army are 
responsive to the Recommendation. 

2. We recommend that the Commander, Defense Contract Management 
Area Operations, Frankfurt, Germany : 

a. Recover unauthorized travel expenses from Employee c. 

b. Initiate appropriate administrative disciplinary action 
against Employee C for failing to take leave while not at his 
assigned duty station and for submitting a false travel claim. 

Defense Logistics Agency comments. The DLA nonconcurred 
with recommendations and stated that the offense occurred over 
2 years ago while the employee worked for a predecessor agency 
and that any recovery would not be cost-effective. See Part V 
for a complete text of management comments. 

Audit response. We agree that censuring the employee now 
would be more difficult. However, we cannot condone 
allowing a Government employee to commit wrongdoing. The 
deterrent value of a disciplinary action is the issue here, 
not the amount of money that may be directly recouped. Even 
though the monetary benefits are not significant (see 
appendix D), we request the Director, DLA, reconsider his 
position on these recommendations. 
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PART IV - ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 


APPENDIX A - Congressman Nicholas Mavroules Letter of 
April 17, 1990 

APPENDIX B - Letter to Congressman Mavroules 

APPENDIX C - List of Investigative Reports 

APPENDIX D - Summary of Potential Benefits Resulting from 
Audit 

APPENDIX E - Activities Visited or Contacted 

APPENDIX F - Report Distribution 
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APPENDIX A: CONGRESSMAN NICHOLAS MAVROULES LETTER OF APRIL 17, 

1990 

..,,............ ...._
..........,..~
_,_._.._.......-.........~~ 

.....L ........... -·--­11.6. Jlou•t of l\tpre•entatibtf ............... " ........ ..._.._ ._ 
._. 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES "' ..........................,.__,,... ...
•141•stn. ac 20515 --­........~.... 


0111 -D_, COIOGlllll ............_... - ... ..,..~ -
LIS ASl'IN. WISCONSIN. C...,.,.,.. -&---~ 

•1111C911' . ..- ­
...U&..onut.-- ....... 
-.. ~.....,._ 

Aprll 17, 1990 .....-.,,,,,...c.. 

lonorabl• Suaall J. Crawford 
Iupector Ceneral 
DepartMnt of DefeMA 
The renuaoa 
Vaalllnaton, D.C. 

Dear *· Cravfori1 

I • proYldln& JOQ vltll a copJ of a latter vrlttan bJ Mr. * 
to Mr. Villi• n ..t.u of WI eubc-1ttH ataff. Mr.* l• • ln:r 
Inclu9tria1 Speclell•t amploy9Cl la Tel A•i•, I•raal. 

Mr.* au.... that • Hrlu of lrreplar and Ulaaal actl•itlu llu 
bean c-ltte4 at lii• c~ lll Israel, at U.S. Arw, headquarter• la 
rrankfwt, and -ral other locatlou. Vlllla I cannot YOUC11 for t11a accurac1 
of hl• al111atlou, •- appear to 'be ••rl~ anouall to warrant • lnqulrJ bJ 
,-r offlca. 

for additional lnforutlon Oii thll Utter, pluH haft -- 08 JOU 

1taff cont•ct Mr. fl••haan at 225·9590 prior to initiation of an1 lnquirJ. 

SlncerelJ, 

~~........... 

'ildlolu Man;;r.. -

QaalnM 

tav..t11atione 1u11comaitt.. 


Jlhvftl 

lncloeun 

* Name deleted due to "Privacy Act" considerations. 
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APPENDIX B: LETTER TO CONGRESSMAN MAVROOLES 


JSACCE·IS 
9ua • 
AH U OH72 ·900e 
"•tC:h JO, 1990 

U. S. Hou'' ul ltpt1sent1tlv11 

Coee1tt1• on Ara•d S1rvlc11 

Subcu1eitt11 u• lnv11ttcatlon1 

At\111 ftr. Vllllll fltthaaft 

2J3t layburn orflce llllldlnc 

V11llln1toa OC •'0511 


Oear "'· PIHMHI 

S1v1tai JAJI •10 I 1pok1 to ,.,.. recardlac a nU9btr of lrr11u11r!tl11 and vlolatlons ot 
a. s. L.lws tllat have Ill•• occurtinc at 111 current dutJ statloa, ftl·Avlw, ltrael. Tiit 
followln& 11 a lilt of ••••pies'' so.. lrrecularltl•• and 111•&•1 actlwltl11 llelnc 
coeeltted htrt In Israel, at our ht&dqu.rters In ~rankrurt and at other reeote locatlo•• 
within the European Theater or Oper~tlans: 

l. .l1ull1llo11, 111 tM !·.r• ot ~d•lalltrath• actions w'1cll are uprHtlJ prolllblttd
•r tlll Vn11tl1 llower Protectlun A'~'' 1988, w11 co11ltt1d aaat111t .. btcav11 I reported 
lepropor actlvl tlH1 

l. Pallure to lnvut111t1 !apru,.r llutlneu practlc1 •M ,.rsonal conflicts ef 
1~t1r11t la vlolatlo• of tllt ~vd•r~ A~~ulsltlon !01ulat:~• lfAll; speclfloaalr, fAI J.~'Ol 
were ~u..onplace; 

J. !li••nt ,, pro1:t1.: ;r112vnt.; .1n 11 i ;11fttr~\:!'.2t ~~w•ts ~tfft .Jone 11ttt.out adeq•:J· 

ttv1ww ~1141 1::~tln1, In v101atlun ~t FAI JJ.~3·5; 


~. .>:onlbit•d P1frtonnel iorJct~r.u w1r1 coaaltt~d which r•::1u~10 I~ v:olatloa of: l"-O 


total .ilsr11.ard r1r tllt Mt!t j1rln.:lpt11; 


$. lvr:~••• of ;oaputer sor~wart and equlpaent ••r• •••• without roaard tor 

spoctrlc r•qulrea1at1 of tti. Flllll1 


t. llotot v••tol•• woto tented for Iona ter• u•• at t1t11 that far 11c.od lllt purc11a11 
price& 

1. Gov1rna1nt ~ualltr a11ur1nc1 por1onnel were acceptl•& ..terlal1 and coeponent1 
tnat were noa·conforelnc to contractual r1qulr••111t1 and la •o•• ca••• ••r• •• fat out ef 
1pectflcaUoa to rendtr \"9 uttrl~I• uHIHll 

1. ft&na&Hlftl wat aware ttf.·r:~udulenur 1lcned 1ov1r11111nt 00 'orH 250'• Cft&t1rl11 
ln~,.o\loa ~nd ltc•lvlna l1porta1 and 5' 'ore1 Ill• CClalo fer lolallur11..1t tar 
!apen<tlturtl 01 Orflolll lu1lne11I 71l .. lotion VII ta•t• •llllllt tllote lnvllVedl 

1. ftana&••••t, l11Cludln& an Arar Colonel a11l&nld to U. s. Arer Coeavnlcatlone 
llectronlc1 Coaeand CCICOlll, dlr1ctlr lnt1tf1red wit• tllt r11olt1 of a Preawar~ 5'irv1r 
CPASI w•tcll ••• llelna portoreed o• a tlnanclallr trou•lld co•tractor I• l1raol. Tiit ~ICClll 
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APPENDIX B: LETTER TO CONGRESSMAN MAVROULES (continued) 

Colonel wa1 a11e1•d to ll&vo advised t.,. Colonel at our Headquarters In Fran•furt that •Mo 
CCotonal * VH 1oln1 to lie 1111 <Colonel* ltoH -' ,, A•11•at 
lt90 and that lie CCol.* I sllould fa1 hl1 positive coeeonts crocardlnc t: 'ASI to 
1111 off ice 1...dlatetr.•1 and 

~ I~. ftan11teent •nowln1tr Ultd pro1r1e ~pproprlated fur.ds for travel to l~r&ol f~r ,.,. 
· purpo•• of tourln1 t.,. countrr; u1tn1 th• pro1r•• 11 a 1ulso. 

t ae roquo1tl111 rour a11l1t1nc• In havlnc th• DoO Inspector General CIGI tnltlat• 111 

1nve1tt1atlon or lnvostl1atlon1 11 11oce1s1rr to ldontlfr ••ell of tlle persons Involved: •he 
specific areas or law and recutatlons that th•r violated; and their d•1r•• of lnvolveeent. 
nr leeodlato concern• are that thl• or1anl1atlon Is 1latod to IHI absorbed Into th• nowlJ 
foreed Defense Contract llan11oeont Coeeand CDCllCI and t.,.se crlelnal1 wlll be lnt•crated 
Into a lllerarcllr within the Defense 1.o111tlc1 Acencr wherebr their Identification and 
11sesseont or the specific d•1ree of lnvolvoeont viii be delar•d to the eatont that ~h•1 
will set off 1cott free. I •• 1110 concerned that the ..r1er of Contract Ad•lnlstraticn 
Office• CCAOsl overseas viii be used as an oacu•• or Ju1tltlcatlo11 to d•l•r the necessary 
ower•labt and lnve1t11atlo11. 

I •no,,. fro• personal 11porlenct that the eanac•••nt or1anl1atlon In our Headquarters 
at Frankfurt Gorunr II COHitttd t" violat1111 the r1111t1 of thoH peuons who bell•v• 
tller ar• ••cal Ir o11111ated ~o ri•por~ ieproper actlvi tlH, and vlolatlon1 of laws or 
re1ulatton1. I bav• boon advl~od br people In Frankfurt that Colonel * wal a 
personal friend of the coeeander of t~• local lnve1t11atlon1 orcanlzatlon there and that 
proviou1 reporta of lllecat ~f laproper actlvltl•• vor• never lnvo1tleated properlr. I 
waa therefor• coepeiled tu rvport ar 1u1plclon1 and the knowl•dee I llad or leproper 
actlun1 throueh tlle chain of ~oeeand to llY le•odlet• 1up00 •vl1or oa ..veral occasions. 
Tllil lndlvldual, the ACO, "r. * repeatt41r 1dvlsed .. that be would t.ak• e.•r., 
of the prob I ft or lhal •r "pe.:I !!-: ~'Oncern• ,,.,. allout a1 •H •t wtt•I• the 100,. of n 
Joli and t"-r•fore, not aroas f~r .. t2 worrr allout. It J:• not ta•• lone for .. lo oecl~ 
tu au~poct tllat he wH vlthvr i! r'f.:t tr !nvolv•d or he la•·k'"' the Mctssarr 11perl•nc• ,.,.. 
:11•.,ir&round h 11ndtut•nd l w '"'· :1.:;r.eu of ~ht t'.atoHnll I was aaU11e and the c.,11cor,... 
iwd ana ttlll have. !Ir por~or..ol w1perlonce ii •vldonced llr the fact tbat •r tour in 
t4r••• vat curtailed •arir 1nd I 10 returnlne to or ror..r po1ltlo• ••a 1taft lndus~rl• 
~,...,1a111t ~t )cfonso ~11ntract Adelnl1tration Services loaton COCASll Philadelphia. 

ru provide a i!lt!• 11ac•cround, I apptlod fur and was accepted to thO po1ltlon of 
1nc1u1trlal 1poclall1t la lllrael. I wu lllred br tM u. s. Ar•r Contract1n1 Co•eand, 
&urope, USAllEUI Contractlne Center Frankfurt Gereanr to be stationed 111 Tol·Avlv, I•••••· 
I departed P~lladelphla oe 17 April and report.. ot Frankfurt Gereanr Oft II April 1981. I 
spent approaleatolr el1llt dirt on toaporarr dutr «TOTI at Frankfurt and reported to 
Tol·Avl• o• Aprll 28t.. Vtt•ln a relatlv•lr short period of ti•• I lite•• to realize tllat 
the oreanlzatloo I wa• wor•l•t for wa1 out of control, 

Vo had Qualltr A11uranct ''procontatlv•• CQAl11 011 1tarr who tac•e.t anr •••blanc• of 
obJectlvltr In deallnl with 1.1~•11 ~'Ontractors. lie had a QAI on staff who va1 loreorir 
oeptor•• br the•••• lsraetl contractor that hi wa1·now ell.Ire•• wttb provldtne QA 
ovorsleht on. It wa1 tater detoroinod that thl• saoe Individual wa1 lllrod lil•c•tlr 
within tha Stat• of Israel as • G3·1110·l2 1tthou1h he lac•e.t tba neco11arr 
•uallflcatlo111, tralnlne and ••P••!•nc• to be eaplored at a er.,pd• 111111tr than a GS·09. ~. 
had a QAI on 1taff who was 1n1truoontal In ostabllthlnl lbll office I• Israel and •ho 
repeatodlr fall•d to on1ure that ... t•rlal1 accept., were fut Ir coepllant wltb ft1L·Q·9'1SI 
or llll.·1 ·4$208. Tiii• HH QAll, • llr. * , vH known to have ucepted cratulti.s " 
various for•• f~oe Israel I contractors and to have either 111nec1 DO For•• 2$0 without 

Name deleted due to "Privacy Act" considerations.* 
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APPENDIX B: LETTER TO CONGRESSMAN MAVROULES (continued) 

.nspectlnc eat••l•I• or •ub•ittlnc lalsllled c1al•1 for r•l•burseeent for tra••I ~osl1. 
Tiie fur••• CIA Superwher, Kr. * . was ,.,d to Ila•• done nothlnc but •It ln ll:s 
off le• aulftc out •••r the 111111wa1 durlnc 1111 bnure ln Israel. Ve II.ad a transporhllon 
speulall1t ••staff wllo provided v1traorJlnar1 serwlct for certain conttar.tor• oul lail~d 
for •onthl to ship aattrlal1 that th• u. S. Gov•rn•ent had accepteJ on lH> F~r•• 250 l~r 
~ther contractors. Tlll1 sa•e person u1ed t~t ••elusive serwlcet or one lr•l&hl !~rwar~•r 
without tllo lleneflt of co•pelltlon and even •Ollciled wort lot •I• on contra~t• wnere 1ne 
had no lnvolveunt. 

"r·* , wllcl wa1 the local of!lce cllltf and ACO; •I• 1upervl1or1 at 
Frankfurt, Kr. * , Deputy Chief of tllt Contract Kanac••tnt Olwlslon and 
Colonel * , the Chief of the USA•£UI Contractlnc Cent••· •••• awar• of 
tn••• leproper and lol•c•I actl•l~I•• 1•t •h•J chose to lcnore thea. Tll••• is writt•n 
docu••ntatlon lndlcatlnc that each of lll••• lndlwlduals had knowle4C• of Kr.* 
lil•C•I 1ctlvltle1 1•t t.,. elected t~ not ••port the• nor takt action• whlcb •••• l•11t!1 
nece,sarr and reqvlre4. 

fty per1onal tale of retallatlon bealns ln llo•••btr 1981 •he• I felt tllat I could no 
lancer tolerate ftr. * failure lo tatt actloa to en1ure that the transportation 
1peclall1l did her Job properly. On Now••b•r 2, 1981 I sent ••••ral pac•• of lnforeatlon 
to the Production Chief at Frankfurt. The transportation 1peclall1t la l1r1el, a third 
c.....ntr1 national fro• the Unlt•d ~inc~oa, Nrs. * , ••• a111cn1d In the 
or1anl1atlona1 1tructur•. to an lndlvldu11 wllo ••• ph11lcallr located In Geraany. VIiii• 
11\e rec•l••d local 1upervl1lon f•o• the Olf i~• Chief, ftr. * ,, lier actual 
•up1rwl1or VH ftr. * , I retired 1llll1r1 officer. ftr. * vork•d for "r.

* , the Productlo11 Chl•I In Frankfurt, tllt Individual I Hnt my lnforHtlon to. 
haw• known Kr. * for •••••~I t••rs ~nd I knew thl~ he woul• at •l•laua, have Kr. 
* luok Into., all•catlons. I llavt tnclosed a co~~: the laforaatloa I 1ont to"'·
* as onclot1uro 111. Our Inc recent dlscunloH vltll "r· * ., It ~... evident, 


tnaL a1 Hpecled, llt dlrorcte4 Kr. * to iook Into •1 11111at1••• lhar 1•1 tilt ti•• lie 

WOUid be Ii 111•• I• for llrs. * ........ Slit .... Oft vlCltlo•• .,, .... hcNbet 198!1. 


'"" ta•• continue• w1:1l •r olepu~urt for !M 11. ~. for a needff r••l on Dec••ller : '• 
l:fBll. Vnl•• 1la11n1 al., ~i~t•r'~ ••~ldence, I r~colvtd •call fro• Rr. * on~• 
aoout J~nuart t, I~. lie 11ked .. when I va~ r•t~rnlac lo Israel. I know t!\at :0•01n!•0 
was wronc clnc1 llO va1 t!IO ippruvlnc official ~n •t 1tavt ro,uo1t and llad ace••• to t•~ 
J.&t• at tlle vffh.... Vlloa I arrived uck at •t r•~lden.:e I• Israel, I re•l•v•d •1 ..,:i ""' 
lt.vnd '"° l•ll•r froa Kr.* dated I hnuarr I~ that ii attached as onclo:ure • ~ .. 
i•i• letter 1lalH lllal Kr.* provided ftr. * vltll a co~ ef the ltllor lhlt I 
wr~t• to Kr. * la Ill• letter ftr. * ••1• thlt ar lotter wa1 •uaprofe11lonai, 
1landorove, dlvlalwo '"' wltllolit urlt.• He 1111 1t1lt1 •1 llave •l1cus11d tllls 1ltuatlon 
with tho Dtputr Qlet c•. * ·I 11\d tlle Chier or t110 Conttact Kanac•H•t 
Dlvl1lo• CKaJot * J. On •1 return lo tile office I wa1 lllnded a lotltr that 
wH not uted at tile tlM wt on •1 lnslltenc• v11 !land dated Ja-r1 11, lllO •1 tllt new 
off le• clllof 1nd ACO, Rr. * Kr. * wa1 apolocotle and lndlc1tod l-..t 
11e was directed lo be tllt ll••r•r of llad tldlnc1, 110t a wor1 &ood wa1 for two people to 
..., for '"' first ti... Tlll1 let~er froa the c;i.1et of USAIEUll Contractln1 Center 
Frankfurt, C.10..1 * , 1tattd •1 hive re•ltvtd rout ..llavlor and concluded 
tllat JOU Ila•• aot adJu1ted lo tne ,nvlronaenl In l1r1•l. Accordl•llJ, JOU are directed to 
loavo :srael aot l~ttr tllan Janu~rr l•, l!l90.• A cop1 of tlll1 lotter I• attach•d ~s 
onclo1uro cJ1. ­

I aue11 wllon rou lllow the wlli::t:e on JIOOplt •ho art llreatlnc la•• or not dolnc heir 
Joll1, At81 Colonels and Gll·IJ's perctl•• ~hit •••not adJv1tln1.• Tiii 1ctlon1 taken 

' 


* Name deleted due to "Privacy Act" considerations. 
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APPENDIX B: LE'l'TER TO CONGRESSMAN MAVROULES (continued) 

•caln•t a• •r• c,earlr retall•torr lot •r wh1sti• D!owin& sine• I IYd been I• l~rael lot 
In •iceu of el&ht •onth1 alld wi 11 ha•• bevn her• ror 1>ver • r•ar wll•n I depart on Nar !. 
&990. 1 Jid nothln& 111•&•1 nor Hb•rrauln& to tn• United States Covun•ut. I 
••t•bllshed cordial ralatlonlhlps with ••••r•I •~•b•rs .,, tlla start or th• U..ltod 3·•t~: 
E8ohH1 1n 11ra•I· I r•c•lv•d •r pertorunce •ppuisal which••• 1i1ned 111.., 1n<1 ~r
* on Oec••b•r II, and br Nr. * on Oec••ber I•, 1989. Out Qr tile I:•• 

eieHnU I wu r.aud ""· I Ht t~ r->•1ul•eHnt1 for ona and ..c••d•d t!le ra•ulrnenu ~ .r 
the otll•r tour. How could •r so called "!allure to adjust• warranted an appraisal s..ch •: 
thil? How could this ~uperlor ,.r!ora•nce have de1raded In l•s• than a •ontll, In 
act..alltr just •l&ht dars sine• I••• ~n •~~·• rroo 17 Oec••b•r 1989 tllrou&h 11 Janu••~ 
1990. Oearaded to tll• extent that It warranted disruptlnc 11 life br sendln& .. pack1n1 
I Ila•• been led to 11a111v• that ~~••• lndi•idual1 have a•assed a fold•t of allecati~•~ Jr 
1a1s than ad•quat• o•ha•lor on •r part 1•t tller •r• S•ndln& •• ho.- adalnl1tratl•••r· 
Tllll •••n• that tiler ha•• unntlallr r•••u•d .. troo •r two , .. , obllcatlo• ur•r. !1 

otller words, ! ha•• satlsfactorllr :o•PJ•t•d •r tour. 

A• a t~uparer, I H outr.i&•d l>e<•t:se ·.1es• lndl•ldual1 toot the actions tller did •i'.ft 
no otner •otivatlon t~an to r~tal!at• ''' sr r•J10rlln1 l•propar actlvltl••· Tiier did ftOt 
c :ider tn• cost to t!le GoYern••nl and tuparers; nor did tll•r consider the llardslllps 
p.4~•d on••· ih•lr actions Ila•• •ndanc•r•d the •llltarr parsonn•I who are the end us•rs 
of tllm suppii•C and •1ulp••nt t!\at 1:w #e:na procur•d on contracts tllat tllls offlc• 
•dolnistars. As t,,. 1une Industrial ~p•cii1lst •ssl&n•d to lsra•I, •r abselle9 will 
r••ulr• tll• eapendltura of TDf fwnds to provide ?AS support to Contln•ntal U.ltad States 
1.;oNUS> procuro•ent activities. !'19 1:•t!e ov•rsicht that I was IMl&lnnlnl to provld• lot'"° olllions of doil~r• I~ procr••• P•r••nc: ••~•to Israel! ..nvtacturer• •Ill c•••• w!'~ 
•r 4-parture. I understand t1At .1n ••t•Pti '" ~o t.,. current OoO •trlnc tr•••• was 
r•centir turwardad t~t fl!!inC ar iu•. 

Tn. ~,,. iws:on :~atnod l·ue a1 t.•e ~ere In I •t>al l the Arer I• furo,. ,.nallza• 
...... 11ence .Ind t :wariC ln<.O•petwn.:e. lppre•;ia•.e lnr J:.;lstanco that JOU &M JIJUt Of!i"e 
c~n pro11.Je ;,. .:"""'' U1is :;:t~•l ~It '"c~:liad. ; will >•In l~ta•I until lier 2, l:>"O. 
, ; ''" .1: .lftJ u-!'h.:r :::ve;tiC.. ~. :• Jt;:~!'l1.:.H.•·~~ 10t'!"tl t~• :1.1ntact M, °"' work v•trll: ....,,. 
~11nJa1 tnruuc11 l:11:r~d•1· !ll•t• :~ i ,.,.u tNJUt -Ji lf•rence Ila tween Eastern ;)a7! ::tit ~ .... 
.a:td ; .ri•• t iH. rl• u• nven ...,.,,. !.1l11r. •~:i t.~ :ontact•d at tlla address abovot •~ >, 
t~.•pnun11 .1: OI; Ji2 S.: ;-188•5 ~.tw..n 1:';0 All"''"' ·•·JO i'". ~hart I ttturrt tn ~'>•!I. 
wi,, D• .~ .. rln' ;,. a 1otel 11nli l I ~tr•nc" l:Jr ~n •i'.lH••nt. I slloul~ be at OC:ASR 
i"n1.4oJe•i>lll• .1n i l!~r •ltd will !>II,~ Jt in '·~" iaa11d1•to UH of telepllone -b•t 
1·£:~·~S2·•U•l durin& the att•rnoon ot that datlf. 

Tnank you •Caln tor •"1 ••sl~tance you c•n pro•id•. 

Sinc•r••r 1ours, 

* 
* 

Name deleted due to "Privacy Act" considerations. 

24 

http:pro11.Je


APPENDIX C: LIST OF INVESTIGATIVE REPORTS 


Agenci: Ti::ee of Re:,eort Report Number Title of Report 

USACIDC Report of Investigation 0079-90-CIDS07-17020 * 
USACIDC Report of Investigation 0080-90-CIDS07-17021 * 
USACIDC Report of Investigation 0081-90-CIDS07-17022 * 
USACIDC Report of Investigation 0082-90-CIDS07-17023 * 
USACIDC Report of Investigation 0085-90-CIDS07-17024 * 
USACIDC Report of Investigation 0087-90-CID507-17025 * USACIDC Report of Investigation 0088-90-CIDS07-17026 * 
USACIDC Action Record 0045-90-CIDS07 Target Analysis 

Israel 
USACIDC Action Record 0049-90-CIDS07 CECOM/Tadiran 

Procurement 
USACIDC Action Record 0064-90-CIDS07 Target Analysis 

Progress Payments 
N 
(.Jl 

USACIDC Action Record 0078-90-CIDS07 * USACIDC Action Record 0084-90-CID507 s. 	Hanany Metal Craft, 
Inc. 

DCIS 
 Information Report 9110113H-17-0CT-90-60WB-IR-(E2) * DCIS 
 Information Report 9110114H-17-0CT-90-60WB-IR-(E2) s. 	Hanany Metal Craft, 
Inc. 

Name deleted due to "Privacy Act" considerations.* 



APPENDIX D: SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL BENEFITS RESULTING FROM AUDIT 


Recommendation 
Reference Description of Benefit Type of Benefit 

1. Compliance with regulations. Nonmonetary 

2. a. and 2. b. Compliance with Joint Travel Undetermined "!..../ 
Regulations. 

-*/ An insignificant amount (less than $300) will be obtained by 
the recovery of unauthorized travel expenses. 
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APPENDIX E: ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED 

Department of the Army 

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Procurement), Washington, DC 
U.S. Army Europe, Heidelberg, Germany 
U.S. Army Contracting Command, Europe, Heidelberg, Germany 
U.S. Army Europe Contracting Center, Frankfurt, Germany 
Mid-East 	CAS Branch, U.S. Army Contracting Command, Europe, 

Tel Aviv, Israel 
U.S. Army Communications Electronics Command, Fort Monmouth, NJ 
266th Theater Finance Command, Heidelberg, Germany 
Headquarters, Second Region, U.S. Army Criminal Investigation 

Command, Mannheim-Seckenheim, Germany 
Europe Fraud Team, Second Region, U.S. Army Criminal 

Investigation Command, Frankfurt, Germany 
Frankfurt Military Community, Civilian Personnel Office, 

Frankfurt, Germany 

Department of the Air Force 

Detachment 32, AFCMC, Tel Aviv, Israel 

Other Defense Activities 

Defense Logistics Agency, Alexandria, VA 
Defense Contract Management Command, Alexandria, VA 
Defense Contract Management Command International, Wright-

Patterson Air Force Base, OH 
Defense Contract Management Area Office, Tel Aviv, Israel 
Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, OH 
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, PA 
Office of Counsel, Defense Logistics Agency, Wiesbaden, Germany 
Defense Contract Audit Agency, Northeastern Region, European 

Branch Office, Wiesbaden, Germany 
Inspector General Regional Off ice Europe, Wiesbaden, Germany 

Non-DoD Activities 

United States Embassy, Tel Aviv, Israel 
Criminal Investigation Division, Israeli National Police, Jaffa, 

Israel 
Financial Management Service, Department of the Treasury, 

Washington, DC 
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APPENDIX E: ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED (continued) 

Contractors 

Ashot Ashkelon Industries, Ashkelon, Israel 
Israel Military Industries, Haifa Division, Haifa, Israel 
Israel Aircraft Industries, Ltd., Technologies Division/RAMTA 

Structures & Systems, Beersheba, Israel 
IMCO Industries Ltd., Tel-Hanan, Israel 
Reshef Systems Ltd., Haifa, Israel 
Tadiran Ltd., Tel Aviv, Israel 

30 




APPENDIX F: REPORT DISTRIBUTION 

Off ice of the Secretary of Defense 
Director of Defense Procurement 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) 
Comptroller of the Department of Defense 

Department of the Army 
Secretary of the Army 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Research, Development, and 

Acquisition) 
Commander In Chief, U.S. Army, Europe 
U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command 
Commander, Second Region, U.S. Army Criminal Investigation 

Command 
Inspector General of the Army 

Department of the Navy 
Auditor General, Naval Audit Service 

Department of the Air Force 
Air Force Audit Agency 

Other Defense Activities 
U.S. Commander In Chief, Europe 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Defense Contract Audit Agency 
Defense Contract Management Command 
Defense Contract Management Command, International 
DoD Inspector General Regional Off ice Europe 

Non-DoD Activities 
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 Committee on Governmental Affairs 
Senate Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Armed Services 
House Committee on Appropriations 
House Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
House Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Armed Services 
House Subcommittee on Investigations, Committee on Armed 

Services 
House Committee on Government Operations 
House Subcommittee on Legislation and National Security, 

Committee on Government Operations 
Representative Nicholas Mavroules 
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PART V - MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 


Department of the Army 

Defense Logistics Agency 
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MANAGEMENT CO.MMENTS: DEPARTMENT OF ARMY 


OIEftARTMIENT O' THIE ARMY 
Of'f'ICS Of' THC AllllTANT llCIUTARY 

U.I. ARMY CONTRACTING IUPPORT AOSNCY 
- UlllURO PlltS 

f'ALLS CHURCH. VIROINIA aao•• 1101• ..~· 
An'C•TIOll • 

1 8 NOV 1991 

lrllD-ltl 


KIKORANDUM POI TRI INSPICTOa GINllAL, DIPMTNINT or DIFINll, 

ATTH1 AFU, 400 Al'KY NAVY DllIVI, MLINGTON, 

VllGINIA 22020-2114 


IUBJICT1 	 Con9re11ional lequ11t at u.1. Aray Contract 

Adaini1tratlon l1rvic11 lranch Office, Tel Aviv, 

larael (Project OCD-0067.01) 


1. Thi• la in r11pon11 to your raqueat for coaaant on aubject
draft audit report. Prior to coaaentin9, clarification 11 
appropriate. The tvo r1coaa1ndation1 are incorrectly directed. 
1aploy11 c i1 currentlI an ••ploy•• of the D•f•n•• contract 
Mana91a1nt Area Oparat on1-rrankfurt, while the aranch Chief i1 
a current ••ploy•• of the u.1. Aray Surope Contractln9 Canter. 
In viev of thi1, ve are coaa1ntin9 on th• recoaaandation 
conc1rnin9 corrective action for th• lranch Chief and not 
••ploy•• c. 

2. Concur with finding and recoaaandation. Appropriate
adaini1trativ1 corrective action ha1 already been taken 19ain1t 
th• foraar lranch Chief. •• ha• been aad• aware of th• nature 
of th• violation and counaeled on hov to handle 1uch aatt1r1 ln 
th• future. 

J. ror aore inforaation contact LTC Beath, coaaercial 
(703) 756-7572 or DIN 289-7572 

~X:::::.:!7
Actin9 Di rector 

CPI 
IAIG-PA 
IUD-DI 
DAJA-KL 
AIAPI 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 


,,..."'
i~~\.... 
t I
\.,_,..,.; 

... 
DEfENH LOGllTICI AGENCY 

HIAOQUUTCH 	
CAMlltON ITATION 

ALllANOftlA. VlltGIHIA Ul04-e100 

... ........ 

,..,,. •• DLA-CI 	 18NOV m1 

MEMOJlANDUM FOi ASSISTAJrT SICBJ:TARY or DIFllSZ FOi AUDITIIG,
DIPlllTMElfT OP DiPllSI 	 • 

SUBJICT: 	 Draft Audit leport of Concre•aional leque•t U.S. ArlQ' 
Contract Adalni•trativ• Service• Brancb Off ice, Tel 
Aviv, I•rael, Septeaber le, 1991 CProJeot lo. 
OCD-OOH .01> 

Thi• 1• in re•pon•e to your PAX of lovemb•r 15, 1991 redirectinC 
reoo...ndation 1, of •ubJeot audit report to th• co...nder, 
Defen•• Contract llanaC•..nt Operation•, Frankfurt, Germany. The 
attached po•ition ba• been approved bJ Ma. Belen T. McC01, Deput1 
Coaptroller, Defen•e LoCi•tic• ACencJ. 

1 Sncl ~~!V-
Chief, Internal levie• Dtvt•ion 
Off ice of Comptroller 
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (continued) 

TY11 OF llPOIT: AUDIT 	 DATI OF POSITIOW: 11 Soy 91 

PURlOSI OP POSITIOW: lllTIAL POSITIOW 

AUDIT TITLI: 	 Con&r•••lonal leque•t U.S. &ray Contract 

Adatnl•tration Servtcea lrancb Off ice, Tel Aviv, 

Iarael <ProJect lo. OCP-0071) 


RICOMWlllDATIOW 1: We reco...nd that th• Co11111&nder, D•f•n•• Codtract 
llan•Cement Area Operation•, Frankfurt, O.raan1: 

a. lecover unauthorised travel 1xpen••• troa laployee C. 

b. I~ittate appropriate adaini1trativ• di•ciplinary action 
•••inat laployee C tor failtn• to take leave wllil• not at bl• 
aa•iln•d duty •tation and for •ubaittin& a fal•• travel olata. 

DLA COMMEllTS: lonooncur. Tb• employee ••• employed by tbe &ray 
when th• condition occurred; therefore, DLA ha• no authority tor 
diaclplinary action. Addttionally, the audtt report do•• not contain 
•ufftcient tnforaatton to ••tabli•h that the eaplor•• knowin,ly and 
willfully violated the re&ulatton•. Further, th• conduct that for.. 
the ba•i• for thi• reco...ndation took place in Au•u.t 1989 when the 
employee worked tor the &ray. lo action wa• taken at that ti.. and 
now, over two year• later, the •aplor•• ha• been tran•ferred to DLA. 
In lllht of the l•n•tb of ti.. that ha• elap••d a• ..11 .. tbe 
nature of th• purported often••· it would appear tbat continued 
pro••cutton of thl• aatter would co•t th• &overn..nt far aore than 
would be effected in recovery. Further, 1ince any action would have 
to be initiated by th• 1aplor••'• current aupervi•or, wtio ba• no 
kno•l•dl• of the event• that tran•pired, provin• any oba.n&•• at tbi• 
point would be very difficult. leco...nd no further action be 
taken. 

DISPOSITIOI: 

(X) Action i• con•tdered coaplete. 

ACTIOI OFFICER: Larry Phillip•, I>CMCI-A, DSl787-2950 
PSI JEVIIW/lPPBOYAL: Larry Phillip•, DCMCI-l. DSl787-0581, 8 lov 91 

DLA &PPR.OVAL: Hehn T. llleCoy 
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LIST OF AUDIT TEAM MEMBERS 

David K. Steensma, Director, Contract Management Directorate 
Paul J. Granetto, Deputy Director 
Wayne K. Million, Program Director 
Stephanie F. Mandel, Deputy Project Manager 
Robert A. Harris, Auditor 
Tyler Apffel, Auditor 


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



