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INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

400 ARMY NA VY DRIVE 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202-2884 

April 12, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
(FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND COMPTROLLER) 

DIRECTOR, DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

(LOGISTICS) 
AUDITOR GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

SUBJECT: 	 Report on DoD Component Implementing Action Plans for Improving the 
Quality of Spare Parts (Report No. 94-079) 

We are providing this report for your review and comments. This is the second 
of two reports on the DoD Action Plan for Continuously Improving the Quality of 
Spare and Repair Parts. Comments on a draft of this report were considered in 
preparing the final report. 

DoD Directive 7650.3 requires that all audit recommendations be resolved 
promptly. The Navy comments to the draft of this report were fully responsive. 
The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics), the Army, the Air Force, and the 
Defense Logistics Agency comments were partially responsive. Based on management 
comments, we revised two recommendations. We request the Deputy Under Secretary 
of Defense (Logistics), the Army, the Air Force, and the Defense Logistics Agency to 
provide final comments on the unresolved recommendations by June 13, 1994. See the 
table at the end of each finding for the specific requirements for your response. 

We appreciate the cooperation and courtesies extended to the audit staff. If 
you have any questions on this audit, please contact Mr. Salvatore D. Gull, Audit 
Program Director, at (703) 692-3025 (DSN 222-3025) or Mr. C. J. Richardson, Audit 
Project Manager, at (703) 692-3220 (DSN 222-3220). Copies of this report will be 
distributed to the organi7.a.tions listed in Appendix G. The audit team members are 
listed inside the back cover. 

David K. Steensma 

Deputy Assistant In~tor General 


for Auditing 
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DOD COMPONENT IMPLEMENTING ACTION PLANS FOR 

IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF SPARE PARTS 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Introduction. On March 2, 1990, the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition· 
signed the DoD Action Plan for Continuously Improvmg the Quality of Spare and 
Repair Parts (the DoD Action Plan). The DoD Action Plan was developed in response 
to large numbers of nonconforming products identified in the Defense supply system 
during 1988 and 1989. The DoD Action Plan consists of 26 objectives formulated to 
improve the DoD quality assurance program. The DoD Action Plan was presented in 
March 1991 to the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs as the overall DoD plan 
for continuously improving the quality of spare and repair parts. In addition, the 
Inspector General, DoD, accepted implementation of the DoD Action Plan as 
satisfactory management response to audit recommendations designed to improve the 
quality assurance of spare and repair parts procurements. Each Military Department 
and the Defense Logistics Agency (DoD Components) issued its own action plan to 
implement the DoD Action Plan. 

This is the second of two reports on the DoD Action Plan. Inspector General, DoD, 
Report No. 93-091, "Management of the DoD Action Plan for Improving the Quality 
of Spare Parts," April 28, 1993, states that after 1990, the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense did not manage and monitor implementation of the DoD Action Plan and did 
not revise DoD Action Plan objectives and milestones to reflect changes needed for 
continuous improvement of quality. 

Implementing an action plan can result in a one-time improvement in the quality of 
spare parts procured. Realizing long-term quality goals requires continuous actions 
resulting from consistently updated action plans. Poor quality spare parts can adversely 
affect military equipment and the military members who rely on the spare parts. 
However, management officials responsible for implementing the action plans and for 
achieving continuous quality improvements are not accountable for the adverse effects 
of poor quality. 

Objectives. The primary audit objective was to evaluate DoD Component plans for 
implementing the DoD Action Plan. Additionally, we were to determine the 
effectiveness of internal controls for verifying that DoD Component implementing 
action plans reflect current objectives, initiatives, performance measures, and 
milestones. 

Audit Results. The initial DoD Component implementing action plans were short­
term measures designed to address long-standing quality assurance problems. While 
DoD Components have continued to develop initiatives to improve the quality of spare 
and repair parts, implementing action plans were not effectively used as primary tools 
for managing quality programs. 



o The DoD Components implementing action plans did not include the bases 
for holding management officials accountable for achieving quality program results. 
As a result, DoD Components did not have performance measures, milestones, and 
feedback mechanisms to measure the effectiveness of the quality program (Finding A). 

o The DoD Components did not have complete implementing action plans 
because changes were not originated to add, delete, and revise the action plan 
objectives and the supporting initiatives. Consequently, the action plan objectives and 
initiatives were not current and were not used as a management tool for continuously 
improving the quality of spare and repair parts (Finding B). 

Internal Controls. Internal controls were not adequate to establish the accountability 
of management officials for the action plans. Internal controls were also needed to 
verify that the DoD Component implementing action plans reflected current objectives, 
initiatives, performance measures, and milestones. We consider these internal control 
weaknesses to be material. See Part I for the internal controls reviewed and Finding A, 
Part II, for details of the weaknesses. 

Potential Benefits of Audit. Implementation of the recommendations will result in 
better action plans for continuously improving the quality of spare and repair parts. 
However, we are unable to quantify the monetary benefits that could be realized by 
improving the quality of parts. Appendix E summarizes the potential benefits of the 
audit. 

Summary of Recommendations. We recommended that DoD Components update 
implementing action plans every 2 years, or as significant events occur, and establish 
accountability of management officials for accomplishing initiatives in the action plans, 
program milestones, and performance measures. We also recommended that the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) select a standard DoD vendor rating 
system and made a series of recommendations to the DoD Components to update and 
revise the implementing action plans to reflect current or planned objectives and 
initiatives. 

Management Comments. The Navy concurred with and was implementing 
recommendations directed to it. The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) 
agreed to evaluate the need for a standard DoD vendor rating system. The Army and 
the Air Force generally concurred with recommendations directed to them. The 
Defense Logistics Agency only partially agreed with the recommendations. Each of the 
DoD Components agreed to revise and reissue implementing action plans but disagreed 
that they lacked accountability for quality programs. A summary of management 
comments is in Part II and the full text of management comments is in Part N of this 
report. 

Audit Response. The Navy comments on the recommendations are fully responsive. 
The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics), the Army, the Air Force, and the 
Defense Logistics Agency comments were partially responsive to the intent of the 
recommendations. Based on management comments, we revised our recommendation 
to update implementing action plans every 2 years by adding an option for updating 
action plans as significant events occur. For another recommendation, we removed 
reference to and limits on in-plant quality evaluations. We request comments from the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics), the Army, the Air Force, and the 
Defense Logistics Agency by June 13, 1994. 
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Introduction 

Background 

DoD Response to Nonconforming Parts. On March 2, 1990, the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition issued the DoD Action Plan for 
Continuously Improving the Quality of Spare and Repair Parts (DoD Action 
Plan). The DoD Action Plan was issued in response to large numbers of 
nonconforming products identified in Inspector General (IG), DoD, Report 
No. 89-065, "Nonconforming Products in the Defense Supply System at Warner 
Robins Air Logistics Center," April 10, 1989 (Appendix A). 

Progress of Improvements in the DoD Quality Assurance Program. On 
March 6, 1991, during a congressional hearing that addressed counterfeit and 
substandard products, the chairman of the Senate Committee on Governmental 
Affairs expressed frustration over the progress of improvements in the DoD 
quality assurance program. The chairman noted that, during a 1989 hearing, 
DoD promised to improve the quality assurance program in response to the 
number of nonconforming products identified at Warner Robins Air Logistics 
Center, Robins Air Force Base, Georgia. The chairman further stated that, 
since the 1989 hearing, the IG, DoD, reported that a lack of controls at all 
levels routinely allowed the acceptance of nonconforming products into the 
DoD logistics system. In September 1990, IG, DoD, Report No. 90-113, 
"Nonconforming Products Procured by the Defense Industrial Supply Center," 
September 27, 1990, showed that 27 percent of 1.3 billion parts contained 
major nonconformances to contract specifications. The chairman concluded that: 

Clearly something is wrong with the way our procurement 
and quality control systems work. The Government receives 
too many substandard products. Manufacturers and 
distributors do not seem to be concerned with quality and do 
not have the necessary quality control systems ... Quality 
does not have to cost more, but it does require a management 
commitment and discipline. 

In response, the DoD representative, the Director, Supply Management,..Policy, 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics), agreed 
that a problem existed regarding nonconforming parts. The Director stated that 
DoD efforts to ensure that the Government gets what it pays for were well 
documented in an action plan (the DoD Action Plan). The DoD representative 
stated that: 

Our DoD-wide action plan was formalized in 
March [1990] •.. The hearings held prior to that point by 
your Committee, and similar hearings by the House Defense 
Readiness Subcommittee, helped focus the attention of the 
highest levels of DoD management on the problem .•• The 
actions we have already taken and those in process deal with 

*Supply Management Policy is now in the Office of the Assistant Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense (Materiel and Resource Management), Office of the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics). The Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics) was disestablished. 
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Introduction 

all phases of the problem and are designed to remove non­
conforming items from the current inventory, to stop new 
nonconforming items from getting in, and, of course, to 
ensure that bad items which are in the supply warehouse do 
not get issued to the operating and maintenance units for our 
weapons systems and support equipment. 

The DoD Components plan to procure an estimated $56 billion of spare and 
repair parts from FYs 1993 through 1997. 

DoD Action Plan Organization. The DoD Action Plan is made up of 
26 objectives divided into 5 acquisition phases: pre-contract, contract, contract 
administration, depot (supply management), and feedback intelligence. Each of 
the 26 objectives contains activities for implementation of that objective, with a 
total of 41 specific activities spelled out in the DoD Action Plan. DoD planners 
originally assigned either a 1990 or a 1991 milestone to each of the 
41 activities. A description of the 26 DoD Action objectives is shown in 
Appendix B. 

DoD Component Implementing Action Plans. In a March 2, 1990, 
memorandum, the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition directed the 
Military Departments and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) (DoD 
Components) to provide implementing action plans within 90 days. Each 
DoD Component used the 5-phase, 26-objective format. 

Terminology. For the purposes of the report, the term "initiative" will be used 
to describe the implementing actions and activities the DoD Components 
described in their implementing action plans. The terms "products" and "spare 
and repair parts" are used interchangeably. 

Objectives 

The primary audit objective was to evaluate the DoD Component plans for 
implementing the DoD Action Plan. Additionally, we were to determine the · 
effectiveness of internal controls for verifying that the DoD Component 
implementing action plans reflect current objectives, initiatives, performance 
measures, and milestones. 

Scope and Methodology 

Audit Information, Methodology, and Locations. We reviewed the 
management initiatives taken to verify that the DoD Components appropriately 
updated and revised their implementing action plans to reflect current quality 
assurance policy objectives and initiatives. Our evaluation covered management 
initiatives from July 1990 through May 1993. We did not rely on computer­
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processed data to achieve the audit objectives or use statistical sampling 
procedures in the audit. We obtained our audit information primarily from 
examination of the DoD Action Plan; the DoD Components' implementing 
action plans; and from interviews with representatives of acquisition, legal, 
supply, and quality offices of the DoD Components. We contacted National 
Inventory Control Points and maintenance depots in the Military Departments 
regarding use of the action plan. We did not contact the DLA Defense Supply 
Centers and Defense depots. Appendix F lists the organizations visited or 
contacted. 

Audit Period and Standards. This program audit was conducted from 
August 1992 through May 1993 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 internal controls 
as were considered necessary. 

Internal Controls 

Internal Controls Reviewed. We attempted to identify internal controls within 
the DoD Components for assuring that implementing action plans were 
maintained to reflect current objectives, initiatives, performance measures, and 
milestones to continuously improve the quality of spare and repair parts. Also, 
we attempted to identify offices of primary responsibility for each objective to 
determine the adequacy of oversight and responsibility. The DoD Components 
had no internal controls in their internal management control programs to 
address whether management officials revised and updated implementing action 
plans. 

Internal Control Weaknesses Identified. The audit identified material internal 
control weaknesses as defined by DoD Directive 5010.38, "internal 
Management Control Program," April 14, 1987. The DoD Components did not 
revise or update their implementing action plans to verify that the action plans 
included definite performance measures to assess program results and realistic 
time-phased, long-range milestones for the actions needed to continuously 
improve the quality of spare and repair parts. 

The Army, and, in some cases, the Navy and DLA could not identify the 
offices of primary responsibility. The Air Force identified offices of pnmary 
responsibility for each objective. In addition, the offices of primary 
responsibility in all DoD Components could not always provide information 
about their assigned objectives. The lack of responsibility, oversight, creditable 
performance measures, milestones, and accountability in the DoD Component 
implementing action plans constituted material internal control weaknesses. The 
recommendations in Finding A, if implemented, will correct the internal control 
weaknesses. We could not determine the monetary benefits that will result from 
implementing the recommendations because the benefits will result from future 
actions to improve the quality of spare and repair parts procured. Appendix E 
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summarizes the potential benefits of the audit. A copy of the report will be 
provided to the senior officials responsible for internal controls within the 
DoD Components. 

Prior Audits and Other Reviews 

The DoD Action Plan was the subject of IG, DoD, Report No. 93-091, 
"Management of the DoD Action Plan for Improving the Quality of Spare 
Parts," April 28, 1993. The report stated that the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics) did not manage or oversee 
implementation of the DoD Action Plan after issuing it. Appendix A contains a 
summary of seven prior IG, DoD, reports with findings related to quality 
assurance actions for nonconforming products. 





Part II - Findings and Recommendations 




Finding A. 	 Accountability in 
Implementing Action Plans 

DoD Component implementing action plans did not include the bases for 
holding management officials accountable for achieving quality 
assurance program results and for continuously improving the quality of 
spare and repair parts. Implementing action plans lacked accountability 
because the DoD Components did not establish definite performance 
measures to assess program results and did not set realistic, time-phased, 
long-range milestones. In addition, the DoD Components did not 
develop procedures for obtaining feedback from the users of spare and 
repair parts regarding the adequacy of the action plans, and the Army, 
the Navy, and DLA did not assign or reassign responsibilities for 
implementing the action plans. As a result, the DoD Components could 
not use the implementing action plans as a management tool for 
measuring the effectiveness of quality program results. 

Updated Action Plans 

When the DoD Action Plan was issued in March 1990, no provision or policy 
required the DoD Components to update their implementing action plans. 
Updated action plans, reissued every 2 years, would give DoD management a 
means to track quality program results, improvements, and achievements and to 
maintain the action plans as effective management tools. The current status of 
DoD Component implementing action plans is discussed below. 

Army Action Plan Issue and Update. Headquarters, Army Materiel 
Command (AMC), developed the Army Action Plan and issued the plan in 
July 1990. The Army Action Plan was similar to the DoD Action Plan and 
briefly described the actions to implement the objectives. The Army did not 
reissue an updated Army Action Plan after July 1990. 

Navy Action Plan Issue and Update. The Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
(Research, Development, and Acquisition) issued the Navy Action Plan in 
September 1990. The Navy Action Plan listed the objectives and the activities 
from the DoD Action Plan. After September 1990, the Navy updated their 
action plan for use in a 1991 Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 
hearing. 

Air Force Action Plan Issue and Update. The Air Force Logistics Command 
developed the Air Force Action Plan and issued it in July 1990. The Air Force 
Action Plan listed the objectives in the DoD Action Plan and described the 
initiatives needed to implement the DoD Action Plan. The Air Force made 
minor revisions to its action plan and reissued the Air Force Action Plan in 
April 1991. 
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DLA Action Plan Issue and Update. DLA published an action plan in August 
1989 and then published a revised action plan in May 1990 that listed and 
described initiatives to implement the 26 objectives in the DoD Action Plan. 
DLA used the Action Plan as a corrective measure for material internal control 
deficiencies identified for nonconforming products. 

DLA developed an automated version of the DLA Action Plan to facilitate 
regular, recurring updates. This automated DLA Action Plan was updated 
periodically after it was developed in 1990. However, DLA did not reissue an. 
updated version of the DLA Action Plan after May 1990. 

Performance Measures To Assess Program Results 

Government Performance Measurement. Public Law 103-62, "Government 
Performance and Results Act of 1993," August 3, 1993 (the Act), provides for 
the establishment of strategic planning and performance measurement in the 
Federal Government. The Congress found that Federal managers are seriously 
disadvantaged in their efforts to improve program efficiency and effectiveness 
because of insufficient articulation of program goals and inadequate information 
on program performance. Further, congressional policymaking, spending 
decisions, and program oversight are seriously handicapped by insufficient 
articulation of program goals and inadequate information on program 
performance. The Act provides for performance planning that establishes 
performance goals to define the level of performance to be achieved by a 
program activity and expresses goals in an objective, quantifiable, and 
measurable form. The Act is pertinent to the DoD Action Plan and DoD 
Component implementing action plans. 

The Act emphasizes management accountability in two areas: 

o Improve the confidence of the American people in the capability of 
the Federal Government by systematically holding Federal agencies accountable 
for achieving program results. 

o Improve Federal program effectiveness and public accountability by 
promoting a new focus on results service quality, and customer satisfaction. 
The DoD Component implementing action plans lacked the detail and specificity 
needed to support either of the two goals. 

The initiatives for implementing the 26 objectives in the DoD Action Plan are 
primarily short-range actions and do not represent a long-range plan to 
continuously improve the quality of spare and repair parts. The 
DoD Component implementing action plans were one-time responses that 
reflected the DoD plan and did not describe time-phased, long-range activities 
and initiatives for each objective. 



Finding A. Accountability in Implementing Action Plans 

Performance Measures in DoD Component Implementing Action Plans. 
The Military Departments did not include performance measures in their action 
plans. DLA included performance measures for the objectives in the DLA 
Action Plan. However, DLA performance measures were not always 
meaningful and did not provide for the quantifiable measure of progress from 
established baselines. For example, DLA described the following programs as 
performance measures for objective 18, identify and purge nonconforming 
materiel from wholesale level inventory. The performance measures 
are quality control and product quality audit results, technical assistance and 
operational reviews, and quality assurance management review visits. The 
objective 18 performance measures do not provide for anything other than 
ongoing management programs and do not describe quantifiable measures of 
progress such as reduced nonconformances from an established baseline. DLA 
does have a laboratory testing program that reports continuous reductions in 
nonconforming products. DLA's use of the laboratory testing program can 
provide a performance measure that provides quantifiable results. 

Setting Action Plan Milestones 

The DoD Components did not establish realistic milestones to reflect the long­
term commitment required to remedy the major problems that result in the 
procurement of nonconforming parts or the distribution of nonconforming 
products from the Defense supply system. 

DoD Action Plan Milestones. The milestones in the DoD Action Plan and in 
the DoD Component action plans were near-term dates that called for 
completion in 1990 or 1991. As of June 1, 1993, only one objective was 
completed. Objective 1, standardizing the definitions for a nonconformance, 
was completed in April 1991 when DoD revised the Defense Federal 
Acquisition Regulation Supplement to include standard definitions for 
nonconformances. The definition was also included in Joint Service Regulation 
DLA Regulation 4155.24, "Product Quality Deficiency Report Program." Of 
the 26 objectives in the DoD Action Plan, 21 objectives applied to the Military 
Departments. The Military Departments do not have a role in objectives 10, 
12, 13, 14, and 17 because these objectives address quality assurance in 
contractor plants and depots receiving inspections, which are 
DLA responsibilities. 

Military Department Milestones. The Army did not establish definite 
milestones for 14 of the 21 objectives, the Navy did not establish definite 
milestones for 15 of the 21 objectives, and the Air Force did not establish 
definite milestones for 18 of the 21 objectives. The lack of definite milestones 
reflects a lack of accountability and a questionable commitment to the action 
plan objectives. 
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DLA Milestones. All 26 objectives applied to DLA, and DLA provided near­
term (1989 and 1990) milestones for 14 of the 26 objectives in the DLA Action 
Plan. However, DLA's use of near-term milestones understated the long-range 
problems associated with most of the DoD Action Plan objectives. 

Assigning Responsibilities and Obtaining Feedback 

The DoD Components relied heavily on their headquarters quality assurance 
organizations to develop their implementing action plans and to keep track of 
the offices that were primarily responsible for the subject areas covered by each 
objective in the DoD Component implementing action plans. 

Functional Reorganizations Resulting in Reduced Quality Assurance 
Staffs. Since 1991, the DoD Components reorganized the functional 
organizations that were responsible for managing their implementing action 
plans and monitoring implementation of the DoD Action Plan. The 
reorganizations resulted in reductions of quality assurance staff. After the 
reorganizations and staff reductions, we determined that the DoD Components 
did not formally assign or reassign responsibility for all of the objectives, 
actions, and initiatives in their implementing action plans. 

Army. Since 1990, three separate organizations at AMC merged to become 
one, resulting in a reduction in staff size. The offices of Deputy Chiefs of Staff 
for Product Assurance and Testing, Production, and Research and Development 
merged to become the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, 
Development, and Engineering. The quality assurance function, originally part 
of the office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Product Assurance and Testing, 
was reduced from about 50 people to 5. The Army Action Plan did not 
specifically assign responsibility for objectives to offices of primary 
responsibility. AMC assigned one person to answer all questions regarding the 
Army Action Plan. 

During our audit visits, officials at the Army Missile Command and Corpus 
Christi Army Depot did not have copies of the Army Action Plan and had not . 
provided any feedback to AMC on the adequacy of the Army Action Plan. 

Navy. The Navy Action Plan did not specifically assign responsibility for 
objectives to offices of primary responsibility. The Navy was not able to 
readily identify the correct office to answer questions regarding four Navy 
Action Plan objectives. During our audit visits, officials at the Navy aviation 
depots and Navy shipyards did not have copies of the Navy Action Plan and the 
officials could not produce any record of providing feedback to higher 
headquarters regarding the adequacy of the Navy Action Plan. 

Air Force. Effective July 1, 1992, the Air Force Logistics Command and the 
Air Force Systems Command merged to become the Air Force Materiel 
Command. Three Air Force Materiel Command directorates, Engineering, 
Contracting, and Logistics, have quality assurance functions. As of June 1993, 
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the Engineering Directorate assumed overall responsibility for quality assurance. 
After the merger, the Air Force Materiel Command quality assurance staff was 
reduced from 15 to 5 people. The Air Force Action Plan cited the offices of 
primary responsibility for all 26 objectives, and the points of contact were 
knowledgeable about each objective. Officials at the air logistics centers that 
we visited knew about the Air Force Action Plan but had not provided feedback 
regarding its adequacy or implementation. 

DLA. In March 1993, DLA reorganized from 19 headquarters principal staff 
elements and 21 field organizations that reported directly to the Director of 
DLA to only three management business areas reporting to the Director. The 
management business areas are Acquisition, Materiel Management, and 
Corporate Administration. The 19 headquarters principal staff elements were 
merged into executive and management teams. The Quality Assurance 
Directorate, which was primarily responsible for the DLA Action Plan, was 
eliminated. Quality assurance functions were assigned to the Materiel 
Management and Acquisition business areas. Responsibility for the DLA 
Action Plan now resides with Materiel Management. The DLA Action Plan 
cited the offices of primary responsibility for all 26 objectives, but the points of 
contact for 6 objectives could not answer basic questions and did not know 
whom to contact to obtain answers regarding the initiatives under the objective. 
DLA did not distribute the DLA Action Plan to the users of spare and repair 
parts for feedback. 

Conclusion 

The DoD Action Plan is an important planning document created to 
substantially improve quality assurance. The need for a life-cycle quality 
assurance action plan was demonstrated in two different audits that reported 
high rates of nonconforming products accepted into the Defense supply system. 
The purpose of independent quality assurance organizations is to keep 
management focused on the need for improving quality. When quality 
assurance is integrated into organizations, formal plans to continuously improve 
quality are essential. Unless implementing action plans include commitments to 
definite performance measures, milestones for continuous long-range 
improvement, and the active involvement of personnel from headquarters and 
field organizations, DoD Components jeopardize the quality assurance for an 
estimated $56 billion of future spare and repair part procurements from 
FYs 1993 through 1997. 
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Recommendations, Management Comments, and Audit 
Response 

Revised Recommendation. Based on management comments, we revised 
Recommendation 1. to give greater flexibility to the DoD Components for 
determining when to update their implementing action plans. 

We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the Anny and Navy (Research,· 
Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Acquisition), and the Director, Defense Logistics Agency: 

1. Establish policies to reisme updated plans for implementing the 
DoD Action Plan for Continuously Improving the Quality of Spare and 
Repair Parts either every 2 years beginning in FY 1994 or as significant 
changes occur in the five acquisition phases of quality. 

Army and Air Force Comments. The Anny concurred with the intent of the 
recommendation, but commented that the 2-year requirement does not allow for 
sufficient time to implement changes and measure results. The Anny stated that 
it should decide when to update the Action Plans based on initiative 
requirements and as deemed necessary. The Air Force concurred with the 
intent but believed the Air Force Action Plan should be updated as required 
rather than on a fixed schedule. 

Audit Response. Because of the Army's lack of management attention to the 
original Anny Action Plan, some requirement for updating the Action Plan 
must be established. We recommend that Action Plan updates occur either in a 
specified time frame or when a significant change occurs in the acquisition 
phases of quality. We have modified our recommendation to include significant 
changes in the acquisition phases of quality as a reason for modifying the 2-year 
timeframe. Accordingly, we request the Army to reconsider and to provide 
comments to the final report. We request that the Air Force provide comments 
on the revised recommendation in its comments on the final report. 

Navy Comments. The Navy concurred and stated that it submitted an updated 
Navy implementation plan in December 1993. In addition, the Navy planned to ­
update the Navy action plan as significant changes occurred and make it a living 
plan. 

DLA Comments. DLA nonconcurred, disagreeing with a policy to reissue an 
updated plan for implementing the DoD Action Plan every 2 years. DLA 
contended that although the May 1990 DLA Action Plan was not updated in 
hard copy, it was maintained in an automated format and was a living 
document. DLA stated that the automated aspects of the plan contributed 
significantly to improving the tracking of initiative status and keeping the 
initiatives current and on track for successful initiative completion. In 
December 1993, DLA prepared a hard copy update to its implementing action 
plan. DLA stated that it may or may not publish another hard-copy edition of 
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its implementing action plan in FY 1996. If no further hard-copy DLA 
implementing action plans are published, quality initiatives will be integrated 
into the DLA strategic plans, business plans, and business processes. 

Audit Response. DLA' s characterization of its May 1990 implementing action 
plan as a living document is not accurate. From January 1992 through 
May 1993, the DLA automated version of the implementing action plan was 
largely inactive. The automated version as of May 1993 showed that DLA 
offices of primary interest had not updated the status of 15 of the 26 action plan 
objectives during 1992. DLA accomplished only one update from January 
through May 1993. In April 1993, we requested a meeting with representatives 
from the offices of primary interest to verify repeated reports that DLA no 
longer was interested in maintaining an implementing action plan. The Deputy 
Director for Quality Assurance, along with representatives from Contract 
Policy, Supply, Technical Operations, and Information Systems, determined 
that they did not know how DLA management felt about continuing and 
reissuing the DLA implementing action plan and that they would have to 
respond to our query at a later date. DLA did not provide an official answer to 
our question. We modified our recommendation to include significant changes 
in the acquisition phases of quality as a reason for modifying the 2-year 
timeframe. Accordingly, we request DLA to reconsider its response and 
provide comments on the final report. 

2. Establish accountability for achieving implementing action plan 
objectives and for improving the quality of spare and repair parts by: 

a. Updating implementing action plans to include detailed 
in-process and planned initiatives for DoD Action Plan objectives. 

b. Updating implementing action plans to contain performance 
measures to measure the effectiveness of each initiative in accomplishing 
DoD Action Plan objectives. 

c. Updating implementing action plans to include definite, realistic, 
and obtainable milestones for completion of initiatives in the action plans. 

d. Assigning organizational responsibility for management oversight 
for implementing action plan objectives and for obtaining feedback on the 
adequacy of the initiatives supporting the objectives. 

Army, Navy, and Air Force Comments. The Army concurred and stated that 
the Army Materiel Command will update and reissue the action plan by June 1, 
1994. The revised action plan will include performance measures and realistic 
milestones and will assign organizational responsibility of management 
oversight. The Navy concurred and stated that it was developing a Task Action 
Team to identify needed objectives, meaningful activities to accomplish these 
objectives, and performance measures to evaluate the success of the program 
and milestones by February 1994. The Air Force concurred but stated that the 
content of the Air Force Action Plan depended on the guidance received from 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense . 
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Audit Response. We request the Air Force to provide a date by which it plans 
to reissue the Air Force implementing action plan. 

DLA Comments. DLA nonconcurred, but stated that it had developed a hard­
copy update that included in-process and planned initiatives; a combination of 
quantitative and qualitative performance measures that include overall measures 
of product quality that were applicable to all objectives; definite, realistic, and 
obtainable milestones for completion of the initiatives; and points of contact 
with organizational responsibility for management oversight of each initiative in_ 
the action plan. DLA took exception to distributing the plan to the users of 
DLA-supplied spare parts because no requirement exists to do so. DLA 
asserted that customers are not interested in how DLA plans to verify that its 
spare parts are not defective. 

Audit Response. DLA's reliance on overall measures of product quality based 
on laboratory testing is not appropriate for all objectives. DLA uses the 
issuance of policy and the development of regulations as performance measures. 
DLA should also include the extent of policy implementation as performance 
measures as well. Formulating a policy by a certain date is not a complete 
performance measure; a complete performance measure includes a measure of 
the actual implementation of the policy. DLA customers, the Service's 
National Inventory Control Points and maintenance depots, are interested in 
DLA plans for improving receipt, storage, distribution, and quality assurance 
functions related to the parts that the Services purchase and manage. DLA has a 
responsibility under any total quality environment to solicit feedback from its 
customers on DLA-proposed methods for improving and maintaining the quality 
of spare parts. We request that DLA reconsider its response in comments on 
the final report 

Response Requirements For Each Recommendation 

Responses to the final report are required from the addressees shown for the 
items indicated with an "X" in the following table. 

Number Addressee 

Resnonse Should Cover: 

Concur/ 
Non concur 

Proposed 
Action 

Completion 
Date 

Material 
Internal Control 

Weakness 

1. Army 
Air Force 
DLA 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

2. Air Force 
DLA x x 

x 
x 

x 
x 
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Management Comments and Audit Response on the Finding 

Army Comments. The Army concurred with issuing a revised action plan but 
did not concur with the audit report statements that the internal management 
control weaknesses were material. The Army uses several methods besides the 
implementing action plan to achieve improved quality. The original Army plan 
was not intended to be a long-range response. Conclusions drawn in the report 
that material weaknesses exist are based on the premise that the original plans 
were intended to serve as long-range responses to this area. 

Navy Comments. The Navy concurred with issuing a revised action plan but 
did not concur with Finding A or with the conclusions that the deficiencies 
concerning the Navy implementing action plan constituted material internal 
control weaknesses. The existence of major programs to improve the quality of 
spare and repair parts such as the Red, Yellow, Green Program demonstrate the 
Navy's intent to be a leader in this effort. The Navy stated that the DoD Action 
Plan for Continuously Improving the Quality of Spare and Repair Parts was a 
short-range, immediate response to IG, DoD, Report No. 89-065. The Navy 
implementing action plan was designed to be only one of the many tools used by 
Navy to effect improvements to the quality of spares and repair parts. The 
short-term basis of the DoD Action Plan, and the requirement that DoD 
Component implementing action plans address only the items contained in the 
DoD Action Plan precluded the use of the Navy implementing action plan as a 
management document. 

Air Force Comments. The Air Force concurred with issuing a revised action 
plan and partially concurred with the intent of Finding A while providing 
several comments. The Air Force noted that the DoD Action Plan does not 
contain a statement that indicates that the DoD Action Plan was not to be used 
as a long-range planning document. In fact, the Air Force considered the DoD 
Action Plan to be a long-range document when it was used as the basis for 
developing the Air Force implementing action plan. The Air Force believed 
that a plan that was written in 1990 and had milestones out to 1995, or that were 
on-going, must be considered a long-range document. 

The Air Force implementing action plan followed the organization of the DoD 
Action Plan. The Air Force implementing action plan is only one of many tools 
used to assure that the Air Force obtains quality parts. As such, quality 
improvement verification should be a material commander's initiative rather 
than an internal control checklist item. The Air Force believes that the auditors 
misinterpreted the significance of Air Force initiatives and milestones as they 
related to performance measures and long-range milestones. The Air Force 
believes that supervisors responsible for the initiative can use the "action" 
portions and the milestones to measure their progress without including a formal 
requirement for each initiative. Further, supervisors further up the command 
chain can use the action portions of the plan in the same manner. 

Audit Response. The Air Force is correct that the DoD Action Plan does not 
contain any statement that it is not a long-range document. In addition, DoD 
Material Management Regulation 4140.1-R, dated January 3, 1993, provides 
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the requirement for the DoD Components to maintain action plans for 
continuously improving the quality of spare parts. DoD 4140.1-R also provides 
for the use of post-acceptance testing as a significant quality assurance tool. In 
a February 8, 1994, memorandum to the Office of the Inspector General, the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense proposed to include the following statement 
in a revised version of DoD 4140 .1-R: 

....The DoD Components shall develop action plans .••.to ensure 
continuous improvement in the quality of secondary items. These 
plans should include performance measures and milestones in 
applicable acquisition phases and document actions and 
accomplishments that implement quality program objectives. 

Our recommendations to improve the DoD Components implementing action 
plans were intended to help identify and define existing problems with the 
quality of spare parts. The identification of problems and the continuous 
process to implement programs for improvement are the primary bases for 
improving quality programs. The DoD Component implementing action plans 
should document the entire compendium of programs, initiatives, and activities 
for addressing the problems identified with quality. As DoD gravitates toward 
the use of commercial products and the use of international quality standards, 
new challenges for maintaining quality spare parts will emerge. The DoD 
Components implementing action plans, complete with performance measures 
and milestones, provide the documentation and accountability needed to 
establish each organization's commitment to continuous quality improvement. 
The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense has recognized the need for 
verifying accountability in quality programs by agreeing to include performance 
measures and milestones in revisions to DoD 4140.1-R as requirements for 
implementing action plans. 

DLA Comments. DLA nonconcurred and stated that responsibility was 
assigned for each objective in the DLA implementing action plan to offices of 
primary interest. Senior officials within these offices were held accountable for 
each action plan objective, the milestones, performance measures, and status 
updates, as well as periodic briefings to either the DLA Director or Deputy 
Director. Many of the May 1990 DLA implementing action plan initiatives 
were completed with positive results confirmed through the DLA laboratory 
testing programs. The DLA Deputy Director personally monitored the 
implementing action plan as evidenced through numerous pieces of 
correspondence that the Deputy Director sent to the officers of primary interest. 
The Deputy Director chaired periodic implementing action plan status update 
briefings and invited the Deputy Inspector General, DoD, to attend one of the 
status update briefings. 

DLA further stated that the DLA implementing action plan contained definite, 
realistic, and obtainable milestones for identified initiatives. The DLA 
initiatives were not all short-term, one-time responses. Many of the initiatives 
were quite extensive and still continue. DLA cited such programs as !QUE, 
best value contracting, GIDEP, and the laboratory testing program as programs 
that still continue. DLA disagreed that the use of near-term initiatives by DLA 
understated long-range problems. 
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DLA also stated that definite and realistic performance measures were 
established for each initiative in the DLA implementing action plan. Qualitative 
(accomplishment-oriented) measures were identified for each milestone to track 
completion of initiatives. The quality of DLA procured parts dramatically 
improved, which indicated that meaningful initiatives were in the DLA 
implementing action plan and that the plan was used effectively as a 
management tool. 

In addition, DLA disagreed with audit report statements that DLA performance 
measures were not always meaningful and did not provide for quantifiable 
measures of progress from established baselines. The DLA performance 
measures were not used for just ongoing programs. The on-going programs had 
results that could be quantified. DLA also stated that its overall approach to 
performance measurement was to assess the effectiveness of quality initiatives 
with both qualitative and quantitative measures. DLA' s overall measure of 
product quality, such as random laboratory testing results, are the important 
Action Plan performance measures. DLA also disagreed with the audit report 
statement that "DLA did not reissue an updated version of the DLA Action 
Plan after May 1990," on the basis that DLA used an automated version that 
was updated periodically to ensure a continually current DLA implementing 
action plan. In addition, DLA disagreed with the implication inherent in the 
audit report statement that the DLA points of contact for six objectives could 
not answer basic questions and did not know whom to contact to obtain answers 
regarding the initiatives. The IG, DoD, audit was conducted concurrent with a 
complete DLA reorganization, and the auditors were asked to inform the DLA 
point of contact whether additional assistance was required to obtain satisfactory 
answers. During the reorganization, a temporary situation existed in which new 
action officers may not have had full knowledge of previous actions. The 
IG, DoD, should have provided DLA the opportunity to find the appropriate 
action officers. 

Audit Response. DLA led the DoD Components in the development of 
initiatives, especially laboratory testing, to verify the quality of spare parts. 
DLA implemented the short range objectives that were included in the 
implementing action plan and for a portion of the time from 1990 through 1993, 
DLA actively managed the plan. However, DLA' s characterization of the 
management of the DLA implementing action plan is not accurate for a 
17-month period spanning January 1, 1992 through May 30, 1993. We 
reviewed copies of the automated versions of the DLA implementing action plan 
and found that only 11 of the 26 objectives were updated during 1992 and only 
1 of the 26 objectives were updated during the first 5 months of 1993. After 
repeated statements from representatives of the offices of primary interest that 
DLA was no longer interested in maintaining an implementing action plan and 
that our audit was addressing an issue of the past, we requested a meeting in 
April 1993 with the official representatives of the offices of primary interest to 
determine DLA' s official position regarding the maintenance and eventual 
reissue of the action plan. The DLA representatives were uncertain and told us 
that they would ask the Office of the Director of DLA and would respond to our 
inquiry at a later date. We did not get an official response but learned later in 
September 1993 that DLA intended to update and reissue the DLA 
implementing action plan. 
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The finding is accurate. The DoD Components did not have adequate internal 
controls to hold officials accountable for setting and managing realistic, long­
range, time-phased milestones to accomplish objectives and initiatives that 
reflect current problems and for measuring progress through definite and 
quantifiable performance measures. DLA claimed that initiatives were complete 
once policy was formulated and issued. The initiatives with short-range 
milestones, once completed, were not updated to reflect the next step toward 
continuous process improvement. The automated status updates that we 
reviewed showed an accumulation of completed initiatives that left the 
impression that no further management actions were needed. For example,· 
DLA showed that the action on "best-value buying" was complete when a 
source selection handbook was issued in 1990. No other actions or initiatives 
were developed for the continuous improvement and implementation of best­
value buying. In our opinion, issuance of the handbook constituted a start, not 
a completion. Further, the lack of description associated with the DLA 
initiatives and performance measures depicts a lack of openness and an 
unwillingness to be held accountable for all aspects of the quality program. 

On July 22, 1991, the Deputy Inspector General, DoD, attended a status update 
briefing on the DLA implementing action plan. The Deputy Inspector General 
criticized DLA' s qualitative performance measures because the performance 
measures were not quantifiable measures of progress from established baselines. 

We agree that laboratory test results can be a good overall measure of quality. 
However, DLA needs initiatives for verifying the integrity of test plans and test 
results, as well as initiatives for verifying the completeness of supporting test 
plans. Initiatives that support verification are critical to the viability of the 
performance measure. In addition, DLA needs specific quantifiable measures 
for verifying the effectiveness of the initiatives in the acquisition phases such as 
best value buying, process validation at contractor plants, and PQDR trend 
analyses. If DLA policies and procedures are not implemented, then low 
nonconformance rates from the laboratory testing program may be questionable. 

Lastly, we had difficulty obtaining information from various DLA offices 
because the personnel in those offices demonstrated a lack of interest in 
continued management of the implementing action plan. We recognized that the 
DLA reorganization was a factor but we believe that DLA representatives were 
reluctant to claim responsibility for the objectives in the implementing action · 
plan. We notified the DLA point of contract each time we had a problem, and 
after some searching, another representative was provided. The new 
representatives were not always knowledgeable about the implementing action 
plan objective. We extended our audit until we were satisfied that we were 
provided the best answers available from DLA. 



Finding B. 	Adequacy of Implementing 
DoD Action Plans 

The DoD Components did not have complete implementing action plans 
because changes were not initiated to add, delete, and revise the 
objectives and the supporting initiatives related to pre-contract, contract, 
contract administration, depot (supply management), and feedback 
intelligence phases of the action plans. Consequently, the implementing 
action plans did not reflect current quality program objectives and 
initiatives and were not used as a management tool for continuously 
improving the quality of spare and repair parts. 

Initiatives in the Acquisition Phases 

Since 1990, the DoD Components either completed or have ongoing 
92 significant initiatives to improve the quality of spare parts (Appendix C). 
The following bar graph shows the number of ongoing and completed initiatives 
for each DoD Component. 
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Number of Initiatives Ongoing and Complete for Each DoD Component 

The bar graph demonstrates that DLA aggressively pursued significant quality 
assurance initiatives. The details in Appendix C show that DLA developed 
47 initiatives, and the Military Departments developed 45 initiatives. The DoD 
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Components had 80 initiatives that supported objectives in the pre-contract, 
contract administration, and feedback intelligence phases. The DoD 
Components had 12 initiatives in the contract and depot (supply management) 
phases. 

The 1990 DoD Components implementing action plans showed that planned 
short-term initiatives were never completed and that many of the 1990 initiatives 
would not result in significant changes or improvements in quality assurance. 
This report does not address every possible initiative that could affect the quality_ 
of spare parts. The initiatives that DoD Components should improve or add to 
their revised implementing action plans are discussed in each acquisition phase 
below. When the action plans are revised, the DoD Components will 
significantly update and tailor their action plans to their individual needs in 
accordance with the overall guidance provided by the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense. 

Pre-Contract Phase 

The objectives in the pre-contract phase are designed to establish programs that 
will support sound award decisions. The primary quality issue areas in the 
pre-contract phase are contractor past performance information, contractor 
quality assurance, vendor ratings, and technical data. 

Contractor Past Performance Information. A contractor's past performance 
record is a key indicator for predicting future performance. Past performance 
systems are continuous efforts to collect and record past performance 
information for subsequent use in determining contractor eligibility and 
selection. Past performance information is used in objective 4 of the 
DoD Action Plan, encourage the use of quality factors in the source selection 
process for spare and repair parts. 

To make past performance information available to DLA contracting officers, 
DLA designed the Contractor Profile System to link a variety of data bases that 
contain contractor information. The 1989 Defense Management Report to the 
President also recognized the need for past performance information. 
DLA chartered the Past Performance Coordinating Council to develop a 
DoD-wide means of collecting relevant historical contractor performance data 
for use in source selection, to promote information exchange between the 
Military Departments, and to develop an automated past performance 
information system. The Past Performance Coordinating Council designated the 
DLA Contractor Profile System as the DoD system for collecting contractor 
past performance information. The DLA Action Plan should describe DLA 
actions to satisfy the DoD requirement to collect contractor past performance 
information as part of an objective to the pre-contract phase. 

Vendor Rating Systems. DoD Components are developing separate automated 
analytical systems to evaluate past performance information as a source selection 
factor. These automated systems compile and analyze information such as past 
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delivery delinquencies and product quality deficiencies. We identified 
10 systems in various stages of development and implementation to accumulate, 
track, and evaluate contractor past performance (Appendix D). The Navy has a 
mature vendor rating system, the Red, Yellow, Green Program, that rates 
contractors based on the degree of risk associated with contractor quality 
performance for specific products. Contractors who supply spare parts to the 
DoD Components have complained about the confusion in satisfying the varying 
requirements for numerous rating systems. DoD needs to use a standard 
approach for rating vendor performance. The DoD Components should add 
standardization of vendor rating systems to their implementing action plans as 
an objective to the pre-contract phase. 

Technical Data. Competitive procurement of spare and repair parts for weapon 
systems requires the availability of adequate and accurate technical data. 
Technical data include engineering drawings and associated lists, specifications, 
standards, process sheets, catalog item identification and related information, 
and data relating to test or inspection of hardware items. DoD Action Plan 
objective 2 is to ensure technical data are available, adequate, and accurate for 
use in acquiring quality parts. DoD guidance for technical data is contained in 
DoD 5010.12M, "Procedures for the Acquisition and Management of Technical 
Data," May 1993. 

In January 1991, DLA executed a memorandum of agreement with the Military 
Departments that provided guidance for Defense Management Report 
Decision 926, "Consumable Item Transfer Program," regarding transfer of 
consumable item management from the Military Departments to DLA. The 
memorandum of agreement provides criteria for the Military Departments to 
transfer complete technical data packages to DLA. 

The Military Departments are responsible for maintaining technical data; 
however, ensuring that technical data are available, adequate, and accurate is 
a responsibility that DLA must share with the Military Departments. The 
DoD Components have a program for recording all engineering data in the 
Military Engineering Data Asset Locator System, or MEDALS, which should 
make technical data readily available. However, the implementing action plans 
contain only one initiative for ensuring that technical data are adequate and 
accurate. The initiative, for objective 2, requires the DoD Components to 
ensure technical data are available before the breakout of parts for competition. 

The DoD Components initiatives were not adequate to develop and process 
changes to technical data used to acquire spare and repair parts. The initiatives, 
which consisted of "reporting quarterly" and "writing management requirements 
to automate the breakout," did not effectively identify and correct existing 
problems with poor quality technical data. 

Two recent audits substantiate this point. The General Accounting Office report 
GAO/NSIAD-92-23, "Defense Procurement, Improvement Needed in Technical 
Data Management," February 1992, reported that 19 of 23 contractors visited 
during the General Accounting Office audit had experienced problems with 
deficient data such as illegible drawings, out-of-date information, and inaccurate 
or incomplete material. In addition, IG, DoD, Report No. 94-071, "Report on 

22 




Finding B. Adequacy of Implementing Action Plans 

the Transfer of the Management of Consumable Items to the Defense Logistics 
Agency," March 31, 1994, reported that 20 percent of the items requiring 
technical data packages in the audit sample were incomplete (see Appendix A 
for details). The DoD Components should update objective 2 in their 
implementing action plans to include current or planned initiatives to ensure 
technical data are available, adequate, and accurate for use in acquiring quality 
spare and repair parts. 

Contract Phase 

The objectives in the contract phase should result in initiatives to reduce the 
risks associated with procuring and accepting products later found to contain 
patent defects. The primary quality issue areas in the contract phase include 
critical aircraft and ship parts and contractual initiatives for certificates of 
quality compliance, and finality of acceptance. 

Critical Aircraft and Ship Parts. United States Code, title 10, section 2383 
(10 U.S.C. 2383), "Procurement of Critical Aircraft and Ship Spare Parts," 
requires contractors supplying critical aircraft and ship parts to meet appropriate 
qualification and contractual quality requirements. Beginning in April 1989, the 
Secretary of Defense was required to implement 10 U.S.C. 2383, which states 
"in procuring any spare or repair part that is critical to the operation of an 
aircraft or ship, the Secretary of Defense shall require the contractor supplying 
the part to provide a part that meets all appropriate qualification and contractual 
quality requirements as may be specified and made available to prospective 
offerers." DoD has not implemented this law into regulations and does not have 
plans to do so. DoD plans to request repeal of 10 U.S.C. 2383 in its current 
acquisition reform efforts. 

If efforts to repeal this statute fail, then the DoD Components should revise 
objective 7, to ensure all suppliers of spare and repair parts meet specified 
quality and technical requirements, to include an initiative to require compliance 
with 10 U.S.C. 2383. 

Contractual Initiatives. The DoD Components do not have effective plans for 
using contract clauses to reduce the risks associated with the unknowing 
procurement of nonconforming products with patent defects. The planned 
initiatives to reject or require correction of nonconforming products and to 
provide incentives for contractors to continuously reduce production process 
variability needed improvement. The initiatives did not provide a contractual 
basis for recoupment or replacement for products found to have patent defects 
after acceptance. 

Certificate of Quality Compliance. The DLA Action Plan attempted 
to address the problem of procuring nonconforming products with the use of 
certificates of quality compliance (COQC). A COQC provides a record of who 
manufactured the part and detailed records of objective quality inspections and 
test results. COQCs were used for critical items or problem items such as 
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class 3 fasteners. The purpose of the COQC was to hold distributors to the 
same quality standards as manufacturers. If the certificates are not included 
with the shipment, depot inspectors will not accept the shipment. Developing 
and processing COQCs are expensive, and acceptance of products on a COQC 
was final, even when the products were later identified to contain patent defects. 

Finality of Acceptance. Federal Acquisition Regulation 52.246-2, 
"Inspection of Supplies--Fixed Price," provides that acceptance is final even for 
products containing patent defects. In our opinion, contractors who deliver 
nonconforming products will continue to do so under current rules for finality of 
acceptance on products with patent defects. The contractors recognize the 
minimum level of quality controls required to obtain product acceptance and 
will not correct inadequate quality controls until their products are rejected. 
The finality of acceptance is contrary to U.S. business practices. According to 
the quality control standards promulgated by the American National Standard 
for Quality Systems, the supplier is responsible for providing acceptable 
product, and the supplier remains responsible for a product that is rejected after 
the purchaser initially verifies product nonconformance. The Navy, for 
example, recognized the need for reducing the risk of accepting poor quality 
products when it awarded a 1993 contract for the ALQ-99 electronics 
countermeasure receiver. The contract contained a clause stating that the 
receivers would be free from defects in materiel and workmanship and would 
continue to operate for 60 months regardless of Government inspection and 
acceptance. If a defect was found, the contractor was required to promptly 
correct or replace the item. 

An audit recommendation in IG, DoD, Report No. 92-099, "Quality Assurance 
Actions Resulting from Electronic Component Screening," June 8, 1992, to 
revise Federal Acquisition Regulation 52.246-2 was not accepted because the 
recommended revision could produce warranty-like price consequences for 
about five million National Stock Numbered items. Representatives from the 
offices of the Director of Defense Procurement; the IG, DoD; and DLA agreed 
that a better solution would be to target intensive pre-acceptance inspections for 
products tendered by suppliers who consistently shipped nonconforming 
products (problem suppliers). However, when necessary, a contract clause 
could be used to eliminate the finality of acceptance for selected problem 
contractors and on contracts for products vulnerable to nonconformances in 
specific contracts. DLA agreed to identify problem suppliers and 
nonconforming products and to develop contractual initiatives to address the 
acceptance of products with patent defects. The DLA solution was to include 
policy proposals to obtain recoupments for products accepted by the 
Government, but which were later found to contain patent defects. The DoD 
Components should revise objective 8, to reject or require corrections of 
nonconforming products, to show the planned and ongoing contractual 
initiatives that provide the Government with a basis for recoupment or 
replacement for products found to have patent defects after acceptance. 
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Contract Administration Phase 

The initiatives in the contract administration phase were designed to reduce the 
chances that DoD contractors will tender nonconforming products to the 
Government for acceptance. DLA is responsible for quality assurance contract 
administration in DoD. The primary quality issue areas in the contract 
administration phase are In-Plant Quality Evaluation (IQUE) Program, 
international quality standards, waivers and deviations, and Material Review. 
Boards. 

In-Plant Quality Evaluation. The focus of the IQUE Program is to improve 
quality by continuously improving contractor production processes instead 
of detecting nonconformances in the completed product. The IQUE Program 
provides DLA acquisition officials an analytical approach for determining which 
production processes affect quality. Quality assurance representatives have 
more authority and flexibility under the IQUE Program to tailor their programs 
to fit manufacturing conditions. DLA published policy and procedures for the 
IQUE Program in DLA Manual 8200.5, "In-Plant Quality Evaluation," 
October 1990. The manual provides guidance to the quality assurance 
representatives in the Defense Contract Management Command (DCMC). 

DCMC routinely discusses possible contractor improvement areas with 
contractor management. However, the DLA Action Plan does not incorporate 
plans for measuring and describing the progress of DoD contractors in achieving 
the continuous improvement. An initiative for measuring and describing DoD 
contractor progress in the IQUE Program is needed under objective 14, to 
measure effectiveness of in-plant Government contract administration and 
contractor performance. 

International Quality Standards. Senior acquisition officials of the Military 
Departments signed a memorandum March 8, 1993, that authorized the use of 
commercial standards provided in the International Organization for 
Standardization 9000 series (ISO 9000) and equivalent American National 
Standards Institute-American Society for Quality Control (ANSI/ ASQC Q90) 
quality system series. However, the memorandum did not provide detailed 
guidance on how the commercial standards would be applied. ­

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics) expressed 
concerns to the Military Departments in a April 2, 1993, memorandum, about 
the lack of detailed guidance on application of the ISO 9000/Q90 series. In 
addition, the Assistant Secretary stated that DoD personnel were not trained to 
administer ISO 9000/Q90 series standards. 

DLA is responsible for training the quality assurance representatives that must 
administer quality standards for DoD procurements. DLA needs to include 
initiatives in the DLA Action Plan for the training required for quality assurance 
under the ISO 9000/Q90 series standards as part of objective 12, update in-plant 
Government quality assurance procedures to provide Government quality 
assurance representatives flexibility to tailor oversight. 
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Waivers and Deviations. Contracting officers have the authority to grant 
waivers for products that do not conform to contract specifications. 
Additionally, contracting officers may grant deviations from contract 
specifications. The extent to which wmvers and deviations were allowed in 
previous contracts can provide contracting officials with additional quality 
information in the contract award process. 

The 1990 DLA Action Plan contained an initiative to include information 
regarding waivers and deviations in the contractor profile data base. DLA has 
not completed actions to make a data base of waivers and deviations granted to 
each contractor available to Government contracting officers. DLA has 
developed a mathematical model, the Quality Effectiveness Sensing Technique, 
to provide a relative measure of contractor quality assurance effectiveness. The 
model includes Material Review Board actions and waivers in the data base. 
DLA records waivers and deviations in the Quality Effectiveness Sensing 
Technique system. The number of waivers and deviations should decrease for 
each DoD contractor. DLA plans to analyze and evaluate the waivers and 
deviations that are approved through the Quality Effectiveness Sensing 
Technique. DLA needs an initiative to evaluate the extent of waivers and 
deviations through the Quality Effectiveness Sensing Technique for 
objective 10, reduce contractor Material Review Board actions and requests for 
waivers or deviations. 

Material Review Boards. Contractors establish Material Review Boards to 
determine the disposition and correction of minor nonconforming parts 
identified before Government acceptance. IG, DoD, Report No. 89-065 stated 
that contractors did not identify and correct the causes of recurring 
nonconformances and that Government quality assurance representatives 
accepted the recurring nonconformances. As Government contractors continue 
to improve their in-process manufacturing quality controls, the number of 
Material Review Boards actions should decline. DLA needs an initiative to 
analyze and evaluate Material Review Board activity at contractor plants 
through the Quality Effectiveness Sensing Technique as part of objective 10. 

Depot (Supply Management) Phase 

The initiatives in the depot (supply management) phase were designed to 
identify and purge major and critical nonconforming products stored in Defense 
depots and to ensure that only conforming products are shipped to operational 
units. The responsibility for supply management is spread among the DoD 
Components. The DoD Components are responsible for managing the items 
assigned to them, whereas DLA is solely responsible for receiving, storing, and 
distributing all depot storage items. The primary quality issue areas in the depot 
(supply management) phase include parts testing and the quality assurance of 
repackaged items. Parts testing is also a quality issue area in the feedback 
intelligence phase. 
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Army. The Army included initiatives in its implementing action plan to test 
new receipts to keep nonconforming products from entering the inventory. 
However, the Army did not implement the initiatives. The Army Action Plan 
did not include initiatives to test parts already in wholesale (depot) inventories. 
The Army should implement existing initiatives to test new receipts for 
nonconforming products and should revise its implementing action plan to add 
initiatives to test and identify products already in the wholesale (depot) 
inventories. The Army also needs to establish mitiatives for testing suspect 
product lines under objective 18, to identify and purge nonconforming products 
from wholesale level inventory. · 

Navy. The Navy included initiatives in its implementing action plan to test new 
receipts to keep nonconforming products from entering the inventory but did not 
implement the initiatives. The Navy Action Plan did not include initiatives to 
test parts that were in wholesale (depot) inventories. However, the Navy did 
test some diesel parts stored in depots. In 1991, the Navy completed the Diesel 
Engine Parts Improvement Program to test and purge nonconforming parts from 
the supply system. The Navy still has plans to expand the testing program to 
gas turbine engines, pumps, and air conditioning units but needs to include 
those plans under objective 18. 

Air Force. In August 1989, the Air Force developed the Conformance 
Verification Program to identify nonconforming parts in wholesale (depot) 
inventories and to purge the nonconforming parts. Originally, the Conformance 
Verification Program addressed parts already in the inventory at the air logistics 
centers. The Air Force encountered problems with this program and found it 
difficult to administer. The Air Force found that recoupments for 
nonconforming parts were difficult because the parts selected were from old 
contracts and were not properly identified. In addition, contractors who 
supplied some of the parts refused to discuss old contract orders because 
acceptance of nonconforming products with patent defects was final. Because 
of the difficulties experienced, in June 1990 the program emphasis was shifted 
to new receipts. Since that time, Conformance Verification Program managers 
have not tested potentially nonconforming parts in the Air Force inventory. The 
Air Force should establish an initiative under objective 18 to test suspect 
product lines as part of the Conformance Verification Program. 

DLA. Products may be unusable because they are repackaged improperly at 
Defense depots. Conducting quality assurance inspections before issuing 
repackaged products from Defense depots should be included as an objective in 
the depot phase. An objective covering quality inspection of repackaged 
products is needed because repackaged products issued from depot stocks do not 
always contain the contract number, the contractor's identification, or the 
National Stock Number. If those data are not on the package, the product 
cannot be used in controlled manufacturing operations. During our visits to the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Corpus Christi Army Depot, production 
managers complained that DLA depots often supplied repackaged products that 
were either improperly identified or damaged. Production managers had to stop 
manufacturing or repair operations until the depots supplied either correctly 
identified or undamaged parts. 
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Feedback Intelligence Phase 

The initiatives in the feedback intelligence phase were designed to identify 
product lines susceptible to nonconformances and the problem contractors that 
supply nonconforming products so that quality assurance efforts are targeted to 
preclude acceptance of nonconforming products from problem contractors. The 
primary quality issue areas in the feedback intelligence phase are the quality 
PQDR Program, the DoD-wide deficiency reporting system, and independent 
quality assurance testing. 

PQDR Program. The PQDR Program was designed in part to identify and 
purge nonconforming products from the inventory and to provide feedback to 
contracting officers and contractors. The PQDR Program was to provide for 
cross-reporting of nonconforming products between the DoD Components, for 
necessary corrective actions throughout the acquisition and support process, and 
to maintain contractor quality history. Additionally, the PQDR Program was to 
provide the initial reporting, cause, correction, and status accounting of 
individual product quality deficiencies. The program data are used to identify 
problems, trends, and recurring deficiencies. The DoD Components need to 
include additional initiatives for feedback, reporting, data exchange, and 
definitions. 

PQDR Feedback. National inventory control points are the action 
points for most PQDRs. As the action points, quality assurance organizations at 
each national inventory control point are responsible for processing and 
investigating PQDRs and for ensuring that corrective action is completed. 
Investigating a PQDR involves determining its validity, determining the extent 
of nonconforming products in the inventory, and establishing a basis for 
recoupment of nonconforming products supplied by contractors. 

PQDRs provide valuable quality information to contractors on applicable quality 
controls and to contracting officers on the contractors' performance. IG, DoD, 
Report No. 93-066, "Recoupments for Quality Defects," March 10, 1993, 
stated that DLA Defense Supply Centers did not perform complete quality 
assurance investigations because quality assurance specialists frequently 
curtailed investigations of PQDRs without validating quality deficiencies 
through product testing or through verification with the supplier. Defense 
Supply Centers did not screen inventory for other nonconforming products. 
Consequently, the Defense Supply Centers assumed the risk of continuing to 
issue nonconforming products to DoD activities after receiving repeated PQDRs 
on the same contract. We found similar problems at the Military Department 
sites that we visited during this audit and during previous reviews and audits. 
The DoD Components need initiatives to verify reported quality deficiencies 
through product testing or through verification with the supplier as part of 
objective 23, to improve the customer complaint system. 

Reporting Nonconforming Products. In IG, DoD, Report 
No. 90-113, a statistical sample was used to determine the extent of 
nonconforming products. None of the nonconforming products identified in the 
audit were reported on a PQDR. Based on the statistical sample, we estimated 
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that less than 10 percent of product nonconformances were ever properly 
recorded and processed through the PQDR system. Apparently, the users of 
products either did not identify or did not report nonconforming products. 

The IG, Air Force Materiel Command, Report No. PN 92-06, "Report of 
Process Effectiveness Review, Product Quality Deficiency Reporting," 
July 29, 1992, reported that the PQDR Program was cumbersome. Based on 
interviews, no more than 10 to 15 percent of all possible deficiencies to include 
nonconforming products were reported on PQDRs. The report recommended 
improvements to training, procedural guidance, data base communications, and· 
contracting. Previous audits in DLA have also shown a need for training in the 
PQDR Program. During the audit, we confirmed a need for continuing training 
in the Army and the Navy as well. The DoD Components should add initiatives 
to objective 23 for proper training for completing PQDR forms and segregating 
nonconforming products for investigation. 

Government-Industry Data Exchange Program. The Government­
Industry Data Exchange Program (GIDEP) collects and records quality 
deficiency data and enables Government and contractor organizations to 
exchange technical information applicable to Government contracts and 
equipment. On April 9, 1991, the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
(OFPP), Office of Management and Budget, published Policy Letter No. 91-3, 
"Reporting Nonconforming Products," requiring Federal agencies to participate 
in the failure experience data interchange portion of the GIDEP data base. 

OFPP Policy Letter No. 91-3 was intended to establish a central Federal system 
for exchangmg information on nonconforming products that would be useful to 
other Federal agencies and that would protect the public from the effect of 
nonconforming products. The information exchange would help eliminate 
instances in which Federal agencies or their contractors acquire products and 
materiels previously identified as nonconforming by other Federal agencies. 
The DoD Components participate in the GIDEP and the GIDEP office prepares 
reports that measure the participation of the DoD Components. However, 
reporting the nonconforming products to the GIDEP was not included as an 
initiative in the DoD Component implementing action plans. The 
DoD Components should include the reporting of nonconforming products to 
GIDEP as required by OFPP Letter No. 91-3, as an initiative for objective 23. ­

DoD-wide Deficiency Reporting System. The Joint Logistics Systems Center 
is managing the development of the DoD-wide Deficiency Reporting System 
that will standardize deficiency reporting into a single computer application. 
The DoD-wide Deficiency Reporting System will replace the DoD Components' 
duplicate automated information systems. Standardization of this portion of the 
DoD corporate logistics process will result in cost effectiveness and operational 
efficiency. 

The Joint Logistics Systems Center has worked with quality assurance and 
supply operations experts from the DoD Components to model the complaint 
processes and to choose an appropriate standard automated system for reporting 
and recording product discrepancies. The DoD-wide Deficiency Reporting 
System is modeled after the Navy System, Deficiency Reports Log, which is 
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designed to process PQDRs and reports of discrepancy on a few standard 
reporting forms. The standard system was scheduled for five deployments in 
1994 with the first deployment scheduled for February 1994. The 
DoD Components did not include the DoD-wide Deficiency Reporting System 
as an initiative in any of the objectives of their implementing action plans. In 
addition, initiatives are needed to reduce the number of forms for reporting 
nonconformances and to standardize the forms and the use of the forms. The 
DoD Components should establish the implementation of the DoD-wide 
Deficiency Reporting System as an initiative under objective 23. 

Independent Quality Assurance Testing. DoD Directive 4140.1-R, "DoD 
Materiel Management Regulation," states that only spare and repair parts that 
fully conform to contract specifications will enter the DoD suppl¥. system. DoD 
Directive 4140.1-R further states that the DoD Components will implement a 
program for identifying spare and repair parts that do not meet contract 
specifications. The program will be based on the general objectives and 
procedures contained in the DoD Action Plan and will provide that laboratory 
testing will be used as a tool for verification that secondary items procured 
conform with technical specifications before item acceptance. The testing 
program should emphasize conformance of critical items, and those results 
should be used in implementation of the DoD-wide PQDR system. 
Objective 22, to enhance the use of DoD and independent laboratory test 
capabilities, called for expansion and enhancement of laboratory testing 
capability and parts evaluation. The DoD Components already own most, if not 
all, of the laboratory testing capability that is needed to test spare and repair 
parts. 

Random and Targeted Testing Strategies. The Military Departments 
have not developed strategies for cost-effective quality assurance laboratory 
testing programs. Strategies that feature multi-purpose testing, such as random 
testing within specific Federal supply classes and targeted testing of the products 
supplied by problem suppliers were needed. Random and targeted testing would 
provide current intelligence on quality problems. 

Problem suppliers are usually identified through validated PQDRs. 
Unfortunately, PQDRs relate primarily to historical quality problems for 
products procured 12 to 36 months before the PQDR was initiated. Laboratory 
testing of recently delivered products verifies historical quality problems and 
provides current scientific information for targeting quality assurance efforts and 
for applying contract clauses that reduce the risks of accepting nonconforming 
products. In addition, laboratory testing is useful for validating PQDRs that 
deal with nonconformances in complex parts. 

The Air Force Conformance Verification Program tests a modest number of 
new receipts each year. The Army and the Navy do not have testing programs 
to implement DoD Directive 4140.1-R. DLA has, as part of the laboratory 
testing program described in DLA Regulation 4105.20, "Contractor 
Assessment-Product Evaluation," expanded its laboratory testing capability, 
adding three test laboratories to support the Defense Supply Centers. DLA uses 
a combination of its own laboratories, Military Department laboratories, and 
commercial laboratories that specialize in specific test capabilities to support 
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U.S. industries. The results of laboratory testing are recorded in the "System 
for Analysis of Laboratory Testing," data base for future reference by 
procurement contracting officers. The Military Departments should add an 
objective to develop strategies for cost effectively employing quality assurance 
laboratory testing to identify product lines susceptible to nonconformances. 
Also, DLA should update its action plan to reflect continuing DLA plans to 
refine the testing program. 

Identifying Problem Contractors. The Defense Industrial Supply. 
Center uses its testing program extensively to identify and target problem 
contractors for intensive quality assurance actions. For example, grade 8 bolts 
and class 3 fasteners were chronic quality problems that were effectively 
addressed in the Defense Industrial Supply Center Test and Evaluation Master 
Plan. IG, DoD, Report No. 90-113 stated that an estimated 27 percent of 
1.1 billion parts managed by the Defense Industrial Supply Center were found 
to contain major nonconformances. During January through March 1993, the 
Defense Industrial Supply Center conducted random tests of 372 new industrial 
parts that showed the nonconformance rate was 2.2 percent. The lower rate of 
products identified with major nonconformances demonstrates that laboratory 
testing is an effective quality assurance tool. The Military Departments have 
not developed testing programs for identifying problem contractors. The DoD 
Components should add the use of laboratory testing for identifying problem 
contractors as an initiative under objective 22. 

Quality As.surance Test Plans. In March 1993, the DLA Office of the 
Executive Director of Quality Assurance determined that the Defense Supply 
Centers were developing test plans differently. The test plans reviewed during 
prior IG, DoD, audits showed that the test plans prepared by the Defense 
Industrial Supply Center were more complete than those prepared by the 
Defense Electronics Supply Center. Incomplete test plans could result in 
understating the nonconformances at Defense Supply Centers. DLA established 
policy for developing test plans; however, initiatives are needed to verify that 
test plans are complete and that all critical characteristics of a part are tested. 
The DoD Components should add evaluation of the adequacy of test plans as an 
initiative to objective 22. 

Recommendations, Management Comments, and Audit 
Response 

Terminology in Recommendations. The term "update" in the 
recommendations for corrective action recognizes that the DoD Components 
have an existing, ongoing initiative that is not adequately described in the 
DoD Component's 1990 implementing action plan. The term "revise" in the 
recommendations for corrective action is used when a DoD Component must 
add an initiative or objective to its implementing action plan. Our 
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recommendations to update or revise specific objectives are provided as a frame 
of reference. The numbers of the objectives should change as the DoD 
Components tailor the action plans to their needs. 

Revised Recommendation. Based on management comments, we revised 
Recommendation 5.b. by eliminating reference to In-plant Quality Evaluations. 

1. We recommend that the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics): 

a. Select a standard DoD vendor rating system for use in DoD. 

b. Establish regulations for implementing United States Code, 
title 10, section 2383, to require that contractors supplying critical aircraft 
and ship parts meet appropriate qualification and contractual quality 
requirements. 

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) Comments. The Deputr. 
Under Secretary stated that the DoD Past Performance Coordination Council 
would review the possible establishment of a standard DoD vendor rating 
system and would forward its recommendations to the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology by July 1995. In regard to 
10 U.S.C. 2383, additional action by DoD was not appropriate because the 
legislation will likely be repealed. 

Audit Response. The Deputy Under Secretary's comments on the standard 
vendor rating system was responsive; however, if 10 U.S.C. 2383 is not 
repealed before June 13, 1994, we request comments on the final report 
regarding the DoD plan to implement the existing law. 

2. We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the Army and Navy 
(Research, Development, and Acquisition); the Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force (Acquisition); and the Director, Defense Logistics Agency, update 
their implementing action plans to show the current or planned actions to: 

a. Maintain technical data packages and make them available, 
adequate, and accurate as an initiative for objective 2, ensure technical 
data are available, adequate, and accurate for use in acquiring quality 
parts. 

Army Comments. The Army nonconcurred, stating performance specifications 
should be used in lieu of detail specifications, creating less need for maintaining 
technical data packages by eliminating drawing requirements. The Army also 
stated that there are initiatives to improve the acquisition and quality of data. 
Army buying centers have installed a digital storage and retrieval engineering 
system and developed a performance specification guide to help foster 
commercial buying practices. The buying centers also installed a technical data 
configuration management system to control changes and design upgrades. 

Audit Response. We do not consider the Army comments responsive. While 
acquisition reform efforts point to increasing use of performance specifications, 
technical data packages will still be needed for a wide assortment of military 
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specified products. The requirement to maintain adequate and accurate 
technical data packages is included in DoD 5010.12M, "Procedures for the 
Acquisition and Management of Technical Data." Both GAO Report 
No. GAO/NSIAD 92-23 and IG, DoD, Report No. 94-071 highlighted 
problems with technical data storage and transfer that require improvement. We 
request that the Army reconsider updating objective 2 as recommended and 
respond in comments on the final report. 

Navy, Air Force, and DLA Comments. The Navy concurred and stated that 
updated Navy implementing action plans described programs for ensuring that· 
technical data were available, adequate, and accurate for use in acquiring quality 
parts. The Air Force concurred and further stated that Air Force Materiel 
Command Regulation 57-7 is being revised to identify the responsibilities for 
maintenance of technical information. DLA concurred and stated that the 
revised DLA implementing action plan included additional initiatives to improve 
the quality of technical data. 

Audit Response. We request the Air Force to provide a specific date for 
completing the corrective action in its comments on the final report. 

b. Comply with the requirements of Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy Letter No. 91-3, "Reporting Nonconforming Products," to 
participate in the Government-Industry Data Exchange Program as an 
initiative for objective 23, improve the customer complaint system. 

Management Comments. The Army concurred with the recommendation, 
stating that Army Materiel Command major subordinate commands regularly 
participate in the GIDEP program. The Navy concurred and stated that the 
December 1993 updated implementing action plan described actions taken to 
participate in the GIDEP and t0 automatically use the GIDEP reports in the 
Navy Red, Yellow, Green Vend0r Rating system. The Air Force concurred and 
further described their participation in the GIDEP for the past 30 years, and 
described cost avoidances of $15.7 million in 1992 from use of the GIDEP 
reports. DLA stated that GIDEP was an initiative in the 1990 implementing 
action plan and GIDEP was institutionalized within the DLA. Implementation 
of the GIDEP is in a regulation, a manual, and in training courses thus 
additional initiatives were unnecessary. 

c. Support the development, planned deployment, and 
implementation of the DoD-wide Deficiency Reporting System as an 
initiative for objective 23, improve the customer complaint system. 

Management Comments. The Army concurred, stating that the Materiel 
Command Logistics Support Activity and Missile Command are Army lead 
activities for development and deployment of the DoD-wide Deficiency 
Reporting System. The Navy concurred and stated that it fully supports and is 
actively participating in the development of a standard deficiency reporting 
system. The Navy described the supporting actions in the December 1993 
updated implementing action plan. The Air Force concurred and stated that 
they support a Joint Logistics Systems Center effort to implement a DoD-wide 
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Deficiency Reporting System. DLA concurred and stated that the revised 
implementing action plan included an initiative outlining DLA support for a 
DoD-wide Deficiency Reporting System. 

d. Reduce the number of forms used to report nonconfonnances, 
and standardize the forms and the use of the forms as initiatives for 
objective 23, improve the customer complaint system. 

Management Comments. The Army concurred, stating that actions are being 
taken to use electronic data transfers of PQDRs, reports of discrepancy, and 
transportation deficiency reports. The Navy concurred and stated that the 
December 1993 updated implementing action plan addresses standardizing and 
reducing the number of forms used to report nonconformances as part of other 
initiatives to improve the PQDR process. The Air Force concurred and stated 
that, as a result of the standard DoD Deficiency Reporting System, the number 
of forms to report nonconforming products would be reduced and the remaining 
forms would be standardized. DLA nonconcurred and stated that, as a direct 
result of electronic systems, the use of paper forms would be significantly 
reduced and a specific item in the implementing action plan was not needed. 
Also, with the initiatives related to the time phased implementation of the 
Deficiency Reporting System, there was no need to detail a related initiative in 
the DLA action plan. 

Audit Response. The DLA response does not reconcile with other available 
information. The program manager for the DoD-wide Deficiency Reporting 
System informed us that gaining acceptance from DLA on the use of 
standardized forms was one of the unresolved problems facing the program. 
Accordingly, we request that DLA reconsider its position on the 
recommendations and provide comments on the final report. 

e. Provide the training needed to verify that the Product Quality 
Deficiency Reports Program is used effectively as an initiative for 
objective 23, improve the customer complaint system. 

Army Comments. The Army did not respond to this recommendation. 

Audit Response. We request that the Army provide comments on the final 
report. 

Navy, Air Force, and DLA Comments. The Navy concurred and stated that 
the December 1993 updated implementing action plan addresses training 
improvements and other actions taken to improve the customer complaint 
system. The Air Force concurred and stated that it will develop automated 
training packages that provide instructions on how to fill out PQDRs by 
June 1994. DLA nonconcurred but stated that extensive training initiatives were 
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previously accomplished and that training has already been scheduled to 
coincide with deployment of the DoD-wide Deficiency Reporting System. 
Therefore, additional PQDR initiatives were unnecessary. 

3. We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the Army and Navy 
(Research, Development, and Acquisition); the Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force (Acquisition); and the Director, Defense Logistics Agency, revise 
their implementing action plans to: 

a. Support an effort to identify and designate one system as the 
standard DoD vendor rating system as part of an additional objective to the 
pre-contract phase. 

Army, Navy, and Air Force Comments. The Army concurred and stated that 
it will support the initiative as required by the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition and Technology. The Navy concurred and stated that it revised the 
implementing action plan in December 1993 to include initiatives to fully 
support efforts to identify and designate a standard vendor rating system. The 
Navy also stated that the Navy Red, Yellow, Green program could effectively 
perform as a DoD-wide system. The Air Force concurred with the intent of the 
recommendation; however, it questioned whether a single vendor rating system 
was cost-effective and whether a single vendor rating system would improve the 
quality of spare parts. The Air Force also stated any action on this should be 
addressed by a joint service, DLA, and Office of the Secretary of Defense 
committee. 

DLA Comments. DLA nonconcurred and stated that standardizing the vendor 
rating systems would be inappropriate and would limit flexibility. The adoption 
of a single system would place restrictions on activities that were capable of 
developing more effective systems. DLA also stated that standardization of 
ratings for contractor performance was a valid goal and that goal was being 
pursued by the Past Performance Coordinating Council. 

Audit Response. The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology has determined that the Past Performance Coordinating Council will 
study the issue of adopting a standard vendor rating system and will provide a 
recommendation regarding the use of a standard vendor rating system; 
Therefore, we accept the comments of the DoD Components as responsive to 
the recommendation. 

b. Describe the actions taken to comply with United States Code, 
title 10, section 2383, "Procurement of Critical Aircraft and Ship Parts," as 
an initiative for of objective 7, ensure all suppliers of spare and repair 
parts meet specified quality and technical requirements. 

Army and Navy Comments. The Army concurred, stating that it has had an 
active critical safety item program since 1985. Also, the Army incorporated the 
"Critical Safety Army Program" in a regulation in 1991. The Navy concurred 
and stated that it would support any action initiated by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense but noted that Congress was considering legislation to 
repeal 10 U.S.C. 2383. 
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Air Force and DLA Comments. The Air Force stated that compliance with 
10 U.S.C. 2383 is achieved with each written contract because contracts include 
clauses regarding all aspects of the procurement. The Air Force also stated that 
section 2401 of Sl587 repeals 10 U.S.C. 2383. DLA nonconcurred and stated 
that DoD was recommending repeal of 10 U.S.C. 2383; therefore, the 
recommendation pertains to a potentially defunct law. Furthermore, the 
Defense Acquisition Regulations Council has determined that the statute was 
directed at program managers rather than contracting officers, essentially 
removing DLA from involvement in the issue. 

Audit Response. Repeal of 10 U.S.C. 2383 was recommended in several 
acquisition reform proposals submitted to Congress. If 10 U.S.C. 2383 is not 
repealed, the Air Force and DLA should include the requirements of 
10 U.S.C. 2383 in their implementing action plans. If 10 U.S.C. 2383 is not 
repealed by June 13, 1994, we request the Air Force and DLA reconsider their 
position on the recommendations and provide comments on the final report. 

c. Support development of contractual policy proposals to obtain 
reimbursement or replacement for products accepted by the Government, 
but later found to contain patent defects, as an initiative for objective 8, 
reject or require corrections of nonconforming supplies. 

Management Comments. The Army concurred, stating that contractors are 
held liable for and are required to provide restitution to the Army for materiel 
accepted and later found to be defective. The Navy concurred and stated that it 
revised the Navy implementing action plan in December 1993 to include 
examples of contractual initiatives taken to hold contractors responsible for 
patent defects after acceptance. The Navy also stated that it would support any 
actions taken by the Office of the Secretary of Defense to obtain reimbursement 
or replacement for patently defective products. The Air Force concurred with 
the intent of the recommendation and offered an expansion to the 
recommendation, suggesting that the Military Departments and DLA jointly 
examine the product acceptance process and emphasize monitoring and 
controlling suppliers' manufacturing processes before shipment to depots. DLA 
concurred and stated that additional actions were needed to continue initiatives 
begun under objective 8 of the DLA implementing action plan. The additional 
initiatives were included as identified during discussions in May 1993 with the 
Director of Defense Procurement and representatives of the IG, DoD, to devise 
a means for holding contractors accountable for patent nonconformances 
discovered after acceptance for certain designated product lines. 

Audit Response. The Army's comments, coupled with the Army plan to 
update and reissue an implementing action plan by June 1, 1994, are responsive. 
We believe that cooperative initiatives between the Military Departments and 
DLA could enhance the DoD Component implementing action plans. However, 
we ask that the Air Force provide a completion date for the planned actions in 
response to the final report. 
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d. Remove nonconforming products identified on Product Quality 
Deficiency Reports from Defense Supply System inventories; notify 
contractors when their nonconforming products are discovered and provide 
copies of quality deficiency information to contractors so the contractor can 
correct the cause of the quality control failure; inform contracting officers 
so they can attempt to recoup the value of the nonconforming products; 
and document the quality assurance decisions to request or not request 
laboratory testing needed to support Product Quality Deficiency Report as 
initiatives for objective 23, improve the customer complaint system. 

Management Comments. The Army concurred with the intent of the 
recommendation but stated that no changes are necessary to meet the intent of 
the recommendation. The Army stated that procedures were in place to prevent 
the issuance of nonconforming products after identification on PQDRs. The 
Army also stated that item managers recoup costs from defective items on a 
case-by-case basis and that recoupment typically resulted from negotiations with 
the contractor. The Navy concurred and stated that it revised the implementing 
action plan in December 1993 to improve the customer complaint system to 
include initiatives ensuring that defective products are removed from 
inventories, that supply sources are fully informed about the defective products, 
that contracting officers attempt to recoup the value of defective products; and 
that appropriate product testing is conducted. The Air Force concurred with the 
intent of the recommendation but stated that the proposed actions were too 
specific to be implemented as written. DLA nonconcurred and stated that DLA 
had previously included all of the recommendation areas in their quality 
assurance manual for the Defense Supply Centers. In addition, management 
reviews have confirmed that the revised procedures have been incorporated in 
the Defense General Supply Center processes. 

Audit Response. We believe the specificity of the recommendations will be 
helpful to the drafters of Air Force initiatives for complete actions on PQDRs. 
In addition, we request that Air Force reconsider its position on the 
recommendations and provide comments on the final report. 

e. Develop strategies for cost effectively targeting quality assurance 
laboratory testing to identify susceptible product lines and problem 
contractors, and to randomly test the products supplied by problem 
suppliers at every national inventory control point as an added objective for · 
the feedback intelligence phase. 

Army Comments. The Army partially concurred, agreeing to use quality 
assurance laboratory testing on a limited basis. However, end-of-line inspection 
and defect detection should be replaced with statistical process controls in the 
production process resulting in defect prevention and control of processes. 

Audit Response. We agree that the use of statistical process controls can be 
used to prevent the occurrence of defects; however, the point of the 
recommendations is for the Army to take the initiative to determine 
effectiveness of DoD acquisition system in supporting Army field units with 
conforming spare parts. We request the Army to reconsider its position on the 
recommendation and provide comments on the final report. 
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Navy, Air Force, and DLA Comments. The Navy concurred and stated that it 
revised the implementing action plan in December 1993 to show that the Navy 
requires 100 percent testing of all Level I subsafe, nuclear, safety, and safety­
of-flight products. The Navy is attempting to increase other quality assurance 
testing programs and to participate with the Air Force and DLA in their 
laboratory testing programs and to use the results of those programs to further 
identify problem suppliers. The Air Force concurred with the intent of the 
recommendation but stated that enhancement of inspections of processes at the 
suppliers' plants would be a better expenditure of funds. Additionally, the 
Air Force suggested the recommendation should read, "Subject to the 
availability of funds...". DLA stated that they had completed numerous 
initiatives associated with making laboratory testing an integral part of the DLA 
quality assurance effort and that staff assistance visits were verifying the 
effectiveness of the laboratory testing programs at the Defense Supply Centers. 

Audit Response. We agree that implementing action plans are realistically 
constrained to current resources. However, we believe that both pre-acceptance 
and post-acceptance laboratory testing is important in today's quality assurance 
environment. We accept the Air Force response. DLA has made commendable 
progress toward establishing an effective laboratory testing program that can be 
used to evaluate the effectiveness of the quality assurance effort in DLA. DLA 
has established laboratories to support the Defense Supply Centers and has 
programs to enhance the effectiveness of the testing operations. We accept the 
DLA response. 

f. Evaluate the adequacy of quality assurance laboratory test plans 
as an initiative for objective 22, enhance the use of DoD and independent 
laboratory test capabilities. 

Army Comments. The Army partially concurred with quality assurance 
laboratory testing on a limited basis. However, end-of-line inspection and 
defect detection should be replaced with statistical process controls in the 
production process resulting in defect prevention and control of processes. 

Audit Response. The point of the recommendations is for the Army to take the 
initiative in determining the effectiveness of the Defense acquisition system in 
supporting Army field units with conforming spare parts. We request that the 
Army reconsider its comments in response on the final report. 

Navy, Air Force, and DLA Comments. The Navy concurred and stated that it 
revised the implementing action plan in December 1993 to show that it evaluates 
the adequacy of quality assurance test plans. The Navy also stated that the 
Navy Supply organizations are conducting meetings to determine how to 
proceed with the laboratory testing effort. The Air Force concurred with the 
intent of the recommendation but stated that, because of the expense of 
laboratory testing and decreasing budgets, the recommendation should contain 
the words, 11 subject to the availability of funds. 11 DLA nonconcurred and stated 
that DLA quality assurance laboratory test plans are adequate to determine 
conformance. DLA has conducted a workshop to verify that the Defense 
Supply Center methods for developing test plans were adequate. DLA has 
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conducted reviews in the past and plans to conduct Quality Management 
Reviews at the Defense Supply Centers to continually evaluate and improve the 
adequacy of laboratory test plans. 

Audit Response. We understand the Air Force's need to prioritize. However, 
we believe that the Air Force should explain how it will evaluate the adequacy 
of test plans when funds are available. We request the Air Force to reconsider 
its position on the recommendations and provide comments on the final report. 

4. We recommend that the ~istant Secretaries of the Army and Navy· 
(Research, Development, and Acquisition) and the ~istant Secretary of 
the Air Force (Acquisition) revise the Military Department implementing 
action plans by adding an initiative to test product lines stored in depot 
inventories suspected of containing nonconforming products as part of 
objective 18, identify and purge nonconforming materiel from wholesale 
level inventory. 

Army Comments. The Army concurred with the intent of the 
recommendation; however, changes were not necessary because current Army 
initiatives are already in place to purge nonconforming products from depot 
inventories. 

Audit Response. We do not find the Army comments responsive. The 
Military Departments are not making use of the available information regarding 
susceptible product lines and poor performing contractors to identify products 
suspected of containing nonconforming products. The recommended revision to 
objective 18 would provide an initiative to proactively identify and purge 
nonconforming items from inventories, instead of reacting to deficiency reports, 
safety alerts, and other information that sometimes comes back from users only 
after equipment has failed under use. We request that the Army reconsider its 
position on the recommendations and provide comments on the final report. 

Navy, and Air Force Comments. The Navy concurred and stated that the 
December 1993 implementing action plan was revised to include a program to 
test diesel engine spare and repair parts. The Navy plans to expand its 
laboratory testing program to include spare parts for gas turbine engines, 
pumps, and air conditioning units. The Air Force concurred with the intent of 
the recommendation but stated that the recommendation should be deleted 
because it duplicated an existing initiative in the Air Force implementing action 
plan. The Air Force has initiatives in the 1990 implementing action plan to 
perform laboratory testing of critical items and products suspended because of 
GIDEP and PQDR identification. 

5. We recommend that the Director, Defense Logistics Agency, revise the 
Defense Logistics Agency Action Plan to add: 

a. An objective to develop the Contractor Prorde System in the pre­
contract phase. 
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DLA Comments. DLA concurred and stated that rewritten initiatives were 
included in the revised DLA implementing action plan. Deployment of the 
contractor profile system is scheduled for May 1994. 

b. An objective to measure the extent to which each DoD 
contractors' quality control processes are reviewed and validated. 

DLA Comments. DLA nonconcurred and stated that Process-Oriented 
Contract Administration Services is replacing IQUE to increase communication 
among the contract administration participants. 

Audit Response. Process-Oriented Contract Administration Services is not 
appropriate for all Defense contractors, and some contractors will not agree to 
participate in a teaming agreement. Therefore, we have revised the 
recommendation to provide an objective to measure the extent to which each 
Defense contractors' processes are verified. Accordingly, we request that DLA 
comment on the revised recommendation in its comments on the final report. 

c. An objective to implement the commercial quality standards that 
are described in the International Organization for Standardization 
(ISO) 9000 series and equivalent American National Standards 
Institute/ American Society for Quality Control (ANSI/ ASQC Q90) quality 
system series. 

DLA Comments. DLA nonconcurred and stated that it was prohibited from 
implementing the ISO 9000 series and equivalent ANSI/ ASQC Q90 on Defense 
Supply Center contracts. DLA stated that it could not act on this 
recommendation until the Office of the Secretary of Defense rescinds the 
prohibition on using ISO as a substitute for the MIL-I-45208A Inspection 
System Requirements. DLA also stated that ISO 9000 focuses on the supplier's 
documented system rather than on the inherent quality of the system's products. 
As such, implementation of ISO 9000 will have minimal impact on the quality 
of spare and repair parts in the defense industry. 

Audit Response. The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology authorized the use of ISO 9000 series standards for MIL-I-45208A, 
"Inspection System Requirements," in a memorandum for the Secretaries of the 
Military Departments and the Directors of Defense Agencies, "Use of 
Commercial Quality System Standards in the Department of Defense (DoD), 11 

February 14, 1994. DLA may now use ISO 9000 in its contracts and it will 
have additional responsibilities to determine the extent of its quality assurance 
effort for ISO 9000 contracts. Therefore, we request that DLA reconsider its 
position on the recommendations and provide comments on the final report. 

d. An initiative to develop training for Defense Contract 
Management Command quality assurance representatives on how to 
evaluate the ISO 9000 and ANSI/ ASQC Q90 commercial quality systems 
under objective 12, and update in-plant Government quality assurance 
procedures to provide Government quality assurance representatives 
flexibility to tailor oversight. 
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DLA Comments. DLA nonconcurred and stated that training applicable to 
ISO 9000 has no impact on the DLA implementing action plan. DLA also said 
that the use of international quality standards was limited to acquisitions to 
which MIL-Q-9858A, "Quality Program Requirements," were applied. 

Audit Response. The DLA implementing action plan needs to show DLA 
initiatives to inform and train its workforce regarding ISO 9000. The Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology authorized the use of 
ISO 9000 for all spare parts contracts involving the higher levels of quality. 
Therefore, we request that DLA reconsider its position on the recommendations· 
and provide comments to the final report. 

e. An initiative to measure the numbers of waivers and deviations 
and the number of Material Review Board actions that are approved and 
include that information in the Quality Effectiveness Sensing Technique 
under objective 10, reduce contractor materiel review board actions and 
requests for waivers or deviations. 

DLA Comments. DLA nonconcurred and stated that experience has shown that 
summaries of waivers, deviations, and Material Review Board actions are just 
not good measures. Data on waivers, deviations, and Material Review Board 
action are collected for and stored in the Quality Assurance Management 
Information System, and extracted for the Quality Effectiveness Sensing 
Technique. DLA stated that it was reconsidering the viability of the Quality 
Effectiveness Sensing Technique and had decided to rely on the process-oriented 
approach, because it more completely, directly, and efficiently pursues our goal 
of reducing nonconforming material. The Process-Oriented Contract 
Administration Services program focuses individually on the contractor 
processes that support contract performance. Performance data are used locally, 
in the plant. 

Audit Response. The DLA comments are nonresponsive. DLA has spent 
years developing and refining the Quality Effectiveness Sensing Technique. 
DLA reported that the Quality Effectiveness Sensing Technique m model was 
tested in November 1991. At that time, experts from the Defense Contract 
Management Command and DLA Headquarters found that it was reliable. 
Without additional information on the deficiencies of the Quality Effectiveness 
Sensing Technique, we can only question the decision to abandon such a 
potentially powerful management tool in favor of the Process-Oriented Contract 
Administration Services program that does not apply to all DoD contractors. 
Therefore, we request that DLA reconsider its position on the recommendation 
and provide comments on the final report. 

f. An objective to verify that inspection procedures for repackaged 
products are applied so that damaged products are not sent out and that all 
necessary information is included on the package label as part of the depot 
(supply management) phase. 
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DLA Comments. DLA nonconcurred and stated that the problems were with 
the Red River Army Depot and that after Red River became a DLA depot the 
problems were corrected. DLA also stated that it has a program for inspecting 
items for proper packaging and marking before shipment to customers. 

Audit Response. DLA has an overall performance measure in the 1993 DLA 
implementing action plan to measure the valid customer complaints against 
distribution depots. We accept DLA's action as responsive to the 
recommendation. 

Response Requirement For Each Recommendation 

Responses to the final report are required from the addressees shown for the 
items indicated in the table below. 

Addressee 

For Recommendation Shown Response Should Cover 

Concur/ 
Nonconcur 

Proposed 
Action 

Completion 
Date 

Deputy Under Secretary 
Defense (Logistics) 1.b. 1.b 1.b. 

Army 2.a. 2.e. 
3.e., 3.f., 
4. 

2.a., 2.e., 
3.e., 3.f., 
4. 

2.a., 2.e., 
3.e., 3.f., 
4. 

Air Force 3.b., 3.d., 
3.f., 

3.b., 3.d., 
3.f., 

2.a., 2.d., 
3.b., 3.c., 
3.d., 3.f. 

DLA 2.d. 2.e., 
3.b., 5.b., 
5.c., 5.d., 
5.e. 

2.d., 2.e., 
3.b., 5.b., 
5.c., 5.d., 
5.e. 

2.d., 3.b., 
5.b., 5.c., 
5.d., 5.e., 

Management Comments and Audit Response on the Finding 

DLA Comments. DLA nonconcurred with the Finding B and stated that DLA 
had an automated capability to add, delete, and revise objectives. Printouts of 
periodic updates showed that DLA revised objectives, initiatives, performance 
measures, and milestones in each area and that the revisions reflected current 
quality program objectives and initiatives. The DLA Deputy Director used this 
system to review and monitor actions. Periodic briefings were presented to the 
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DLA Director and Deputy Director. Documents from the above actions show 
that DLA did use the DLA Action Plan as a management tool for continuously 
improving the quality of spare and repair parts. 

Audit Response. As previously described in our response to DLA comments 
on Finding A, the printouts of the DLA implementing action plan show that 
relatively little change was made to the objectives and initiatives from 
January 1, 1992 through May 30, 1993. For at least 17 months, DLA did not 
use the DLA implementing action plan as a management tool for continuously 
improving the quality of spare and repair parts. 

Management Comments and Audit Response on Appendix C 

DLA Comments. DLA stated that the evaluative criteria used for Appendix C 
was not clear for determining initiative and objective completion. Many of the 
action plan objectives were meshed into the DLA key business processes and 
will always require management attention. DLA stated that the action plan 
objectives that will always require management attention should be part of an 
organization's strategic and operational plans and should not be included in a 
"Quality Assurance" Action Plan. An action plan ought to mean that immediate 
action is needed to resolve known or anticipated problems. Specifically, DLA 
did not understand why objective 3, assign parts requiring intensive technical 
management oversight to the proper item manager; objective 7, ensure all 
suppliers of spare and repair parts meet specified quality and technical 
requirements; and objective 22, enhance the use of DoD and independent 
laboratory test capabilities, were not considered complete. DLA considered the 
urgent actions under the objectives 3, 7, and 22 to be complete. 

Audit Response. The DLA implementing action plan should be a compendium 
of all significant objectives with near-term and long-range initiatives. In the 
absence of a separate internal quality organization within DLA, the DLA Action 
Plan represents the most significant quality statement for DLA for continuous 
long-range improvement. The DLA action plan for continuous improvement 
should openly identify the chronic problems that affect quality and then should _ 
fully describe the initiatives for both short-range and long-range solutions. The 
accountability for each initiative should be established through definite and 
quantifiable performance measures and realistic milestones. The DLA Action 
Plan should openly identify DLA' s chronic problems associated with technical 
data; poor performing suppliers; Government in-plant quality assurance; depot 
receiving, storage and distribution; and feedback programs to include laboratory 
testing. An action plan for continuous improvement should include initiatives 
that go beyond issuing regulations, policy memorandums, and handbooks. The 
additional initiatives should verify implementation of the policy. 
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Appendix A. 	 Summary of Prior Audits and 
Other Reviews 

General Accounting Office 

Report No. GAO/NSIAD-92-23, (OSD Case No. 8891) "Defense Procurement, 
Improvement Needed in Technical Data Management," February 1992. The 
report stated that data quality problems continued to inhibit contractors from 
competing for Government work or completing the work after a contract was 
awarded. The report recommended that procurement offices and data repository 
sites include in each solicitation the telephone numbers of the persons who can 
solve technical data problems. DoD Management concurred with the finding 
and the recommendation and is initiating action to establish the point of contact 
in DoD procurement solicitations. 

Inspector General, DoD 

Report No. 94-071, "Report on the Transfer of the Management of Consumable 
Items to the Defense Logistics Agency," March 31, 1994. The report stated 
that the Services' inventory managers did not transfer essential logistics 
management data needed to complete the technical data packages in a timely 
manner. The data were not transferred because controls were not established to 
ensure that transferred data were timely, complete, and accurate. The report 
recommended that DLA establish a tracking system for technical data and 
reconcile the number of technical data packages that are overdue from the 
Services. DLA concurred with the recommendation. 

Report No. 93-091, "Management of the DoD Action Plan for Improving the 
Quality of Spare and Repair Parts," April 28, 1993. The report stated that 
Office of the Secretary of Defense officials did not manage the DoD Action 
Plan. The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology did not 
assign management of the DoD Action Plan to the appropriate action office, did 
not monitor implementation of the DoD Action Plan, and did not change the 
DoD Action Plan as needed. The report recommended that the Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition and Technology revise and reissue the DoD Action 
Plan every 2 years, establish a feedback system to monitor DoD Component 
implementation of the DoD Action Plan, assign management responsibility to 
the appropriate office and update the March 1990 version of the DoD Action 
Plan. The Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and 
Logistics) concurred with the intent of the recommendations. We agreed to 
accept revisions to DoD Directive 4140.1-R, "DoD Material Management 
Regulation," as satisfactory management action on the recommendation. 
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Report No. 93-066, "Recoupments for Quality Defects," March 10, 1993. The 
report stated that Defense Supply Centers did not perform complete quality 
assurance investigations needed to obtain recoupments for defective electronic 
products. The report recommended revising DLA Manual 4155.2, "Quality 
Assurance Program Manual for Defense Supply Centers and Defense Industrial 
Plant Equipment Centers," to verify that complete quality assurance 
investigations are performed. In addition, the report recommended screening 
inventories supplied under 21 specific contracts and requesting replacement of 
products with major nonconformances from Federal Prison Industries, 
Incorporated. The DLA agreed to revise DLA Regulation 4155.24, "PQDR 
Program." The DLA also agreed to screen specific inventories and to request 
replacements from Federal Prison Industries, Incorporated. The Army 
generally concurred with the report's :findings and other recommendations. 

Report No. 92-099, "Quality Assurance Actions Resulting from Electronic 
Component Screening," June 8, 1992. The report described problems with the 
collection, distribution, and use of quality deficiency information in DoD. The 
report also stated that testing of electronic components was inadequate to 
identify and follow up on contractors who provided defective electronic 
components. In addition, DoD did not have effective remedies to obtain 
reimbursement or replacement for major and critical products with patent 
defects. The Army, Navy, Air Force, and DLA generally concurred with the 
report's findings and recommendations. As a result of the recommendation, the 
Director of Defense Procurement requested and DLA officials agreed to identify 
problem products and product lines/suppliers and to describe ongoing, planned, 
or proposed initiatives to address nonconforming products and possible policy 
proposals covering recoupments for products with major nonconformances. 

Report No. 90-113, "Nonconforming Products Procured by the Defense 
Industrial Supply Center," September 27, 1990. The report stated that, of 
1.3 billion parts, 27 percent (valued at about $171 million) were major 
nonconforming products. The audit recommendations involved standardizing 
definitions for nonconformances, improving new receipt quality assurance 
testing, establishing criticality of spare parts, and improving the quality 
assurance feedback system. The DLA implementation of the DoD Action Plan 
satisfied the intent of the recommendations. ­

Inspection Report No. 90-INS-17, "DoD Quality Assurance Program," 
August 29, 1990. The report stated that administrative contracting officers were 
not seeking consideration for excessive amounts of minor nonconforming 
material. The report recommended that DLA establish and implement policy 
that ensured consideration would be sought for each contract containing 
nonconforming material. DLA nonconcurred with the recommendation, stating 
that DLA policy was consistent with the Federal Acquisition Regulation. DLA 
and IG, DoD, agreed that the proposed actions in the DLA Action Plan would 
provide the needed improvements to the quality of products. 

Report No. 89-065, "Nonconforming Products in the Defense Supply System at 
Warner Robins Air Logistics Center," April 10, 1989. The report stated that 
$14.4 million of $110 million of spare parts contained major nonconformances. 
Additionally, the Air Force PQDR System did not provide an adequate data 
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feedback system or reflect the quality of spare parts provided to field activities. 
The report recommended that the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production 
and Logistics) issue a joint-Service regulation to reduce nonconforming 
products. The report also recommended that the Air Force establish quality 
assurance testing programs and provide PQDRs to contract administration 
offices for investigation. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and 
Logistics) and Air Force management concurred with the recommendations. As 
a result of the report, the DoD Action Plan was formulated and issued in 
March 1990 and the Air Force established a Conformance Verification Testing 
Program. 

Air Force 

IG, Air Force Materiel Command, Report No. PN 92-06, "Report of Process 
Effectiveness Review, Product Quality Deficiency Reporting," July 29, 
1992. The report stated that the PQDR Program was cumbersome and only 
15 to 20 percent of quality defects were reported on PQDRs. The report 
recommended improvements for training, procedural guidance, database 
communications, and contracting. The report did not require a response from 
Air Force management. 



Appendix B. 	DoD Action Plan for Continuously 
Improving the Quality of Spare 
and Repair Parts 

The DoD Action Plan issued on March 2, 1990, contains the following 
26 objectives presented in 5 phases: pre-contract, contract, contract 
administration, depot (supply management), and feedback intelligence. The 
five phases recognize the need for continuous management throughout the 
acquisition process. The objectives are not prioritized. 

Pre-Contract Phase 

The primary pre-contract phase objectives are to standardize definitions for 
nonconformances; make technical data available, adequate, and accurate, using 
quality in the source selection process; and apply available remedies to protect 
DoD interests in support of sound contracting decision-making. 

1. Standardize the DoD definitions and terminology for a nonconformance. 

2. Ensure technical data are available, adequate, and accurate for use in 
acquiring quality parts. 

3. Assign parts requiring intensive technical management oversight to the 
proper item manager. 

4. Encourage the use of quality factors in the source selection process for 
spare and repair parts. 

5. Share the desire and incentive for sustained high quality with the contractor 
through long-term competitive buyer/seller contract relationships for families of ­
items. 

6. Apply the remedies available to the Government to identify and protect 
itself from chronically poor suppliers. 

Contract Phase 

The primary contract phase objectives are to ensure that spare parts suppliers 
meet quality requirements; nonconforming products are either rejected or 
corrected, and contractors are provided incentives to reduce risks associated 
with procuring, accepting, and distributing products later identified as 
containing patent defects. 
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7. Ensure all suppliers of spare and repair parts meet specified quality and 
technical requirements. 

8. Reject or require corrections of nonconforming supplies. 

9. Establish incentives for contractors to continuously reduce production 
process variability. 

Contract Administration Phase 

The primary contract administration phase objectives are to reduce the number 
of waivers, deviations, and contractor Material Review Boards; make 
Government quality assurance more flexible; encourage the use of analytical 
methods to control production processes; recognize quality contractors; enforce 
prime contractor responsibility for subcontractor controls; and measure the 
effectiveness of Government quality assurance to reduce the chances that 
DoD contractors will tender defective products to the Government for 
acceptance. 

10. Reduce contractor Materiel Review Board actions and requests for waivers 
or deviations. 

11. Require/ encourage contractors to use analytical methods to control 
production processes. 

12. Update in-plant Government quality assurance procedures to provide 
Government quality assurance representatives flexibility to tailor oversight. 

13. Enforce prime contractor responsibility over subcontractors. 

14. Measure effectiveness of in-plant Government contract administration and 
contractor performance. 

15. Recognize quality contractors. 

16. Review application and use of certificate of conformance. 

Depot (Supply Management) Phase 

The primary depot (supply management) phase objectives are to improve the 
effectiveness of destination receipt inspections and, identify and purge major 
and critical nonconforming products in the Defense logistics system to ensure 
that only conforming products are shipped to operational units. 

17. Improve the effectiveness of destination receipt inspections. 

18. Identify and purge nonconforming materiel from wholesale level inventory. 
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19. Identify and purge nonconforming materiel from retail level inventory. 

20. Identify and purge nonconforming spare and repair parts and prevent 
reentry into the DoD supply system through customer returns. 

Feedback Intelligence Phase 

The primary feedback intelligence phase objectives are to improve deficiency 
reporting systems, improve independent laboratory testing programs, measure 
contractor quality performance, identify product lines that are susceptible to 
nonconformances, and identify problem contractors that supply nonconforming 
products. These objectives are designed to target quality assurance efforts to 
preclude acceptance of nonconforming products. 

21. Centralize, automate, collect, and share contractor performance 
information. 

22. Enhance the use of DoD and independent laboratory test capabilities. 

23. Improve the customer complaint system. 

24. Expand participation with industry associations and small contractors. 

25. Develop measures of contractor and DoD quality performance. 

26. Maximize the use of feedback intelligence to improve the acquisition 
processes, purge defective materiel, and improve the quality of DoD spare and 
repair parts. 



Appendix C. Summary of Completed and Ongoing Initiatives 


Objectives and Initiativesl Army Navy Air Force DLA 

Pre-Contract Phase 

Objective 1: Standardiz.e the DoD definitions and terminology for a 
nonconformance. 

c c c c 

Initiative: Standardiz.ed definitions terminology for nonconformances in 
Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement 246.407. 

c c c c 

Objective 2: Ensure technical data are available, adequate, and accurate for 
use in acquiring quality parts. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Define critical application part so that contracts will require 
appropriate levels of quality assurance. 

c c c c 

Initiative: Enter technical data into the military engineering data asset 
locator system. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Published "Acquisition Planning Guide," April 1992, to 
serve as the Navy guide for technical data acquisition. 

c 

Initiative: Published Naval Supply Systems Command Publication 594, 
"U.S. Navy Procurement Technical Data Handbook," to provide 
guidance for the acquisition of technical data and technical data packages 
suitable to procure or reprocure DoD materiel. 

c 

Initiative: Revised Army Materiel Command Regulation 702-32, 
"Critical Safety Item Program," August 1990, that included the 
definition for critical application parts. 

c 

See footnotes at end of appendix. 
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Objectives and Initiatiy~l Anny Navv Air Force DLA 

Obiective 3: Assign parts requiring intensive technical management 
oversight to the proper item manager. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Identified the types of items that should be managed by and 
transferred to DLA from the Services. 

c c c c 

Initiative: Published and revised memorandum of agreement with 
Military Departments, January 1991, setting policy for transferring 
technical data to DLA. 

c c c c 

Obiective 4: Encourage the use of quality factors in the source selection 
process for spare and repair parts. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Published "Handbook For Source Selection," April 1990, to 
establish procedures for evaluating and selecting a source when the 
award is on the basis of technical merit as well as cost or price. 

- - - c 

UI 
w 

Initiative: Developed and implemented through OLAR 4105.1, "Quality 
Vendor Program." Under this program, contracting officers consider 
past quality and delivery performance in addition to price in the contract 
award decision. 

- - - c 

Initiative: Developed DLA Handbook 4105.3, "Buying Best Value 
Handbook," July 1990. This handbook was developed to assist DLA 
contracting offices to develop and use appropriate source selection 
techniques to buy best value. 

- - - c 

Initiative: Develop the automated best value model to expand the 
quality vendor program and to provide an automated capability to assess 
contractor delivery and quality histories for the contract award process. 

- - - 0 

Initiative: Developed the Red, Yellow, Green Program to help evaluate 
contractors' historical product quality performance by individual Federal 
supply classifications. 

- c - ­

See footnotes at end of appendix. 
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Obiectives and Initiativesl Army Nayy Air Force DLA 

Initiative: Developed Army buying best value programs. The Army has 
four programs that evaluate contractor past performance. The Army 

Missile Command and the Tank.-Automative Command developed Blue 

Ribbon programs, the Armament Munitions and Chemical Command 

developed the Performance Incentive Contracting Program, and the 

Aviation and Troop Command developed the Best Value Program. 

These programs are similar and each program evaluates price, past 

quality performance, and past delivery performance. 

c - - ­

Initiative: Developed a Blue Ribbon Program which recogniz.es good 
performing contractors in specific Federal stock classes for a specific 
time period. A contracting team may award a contract to a blue-ribbon 
contractor at a price other than low offerer. 

- - c ­

VI 
~ 

Initiative: Develop a vendor rating system for evaluating contractor past 
performance for contract awards. 

- - 0 ­

Initiative: Develop an automated contractor responsibility review 
program to share contractor performance data with other Air Force 
Materiel Command air logistics centers. 

- - 0 ­

Objective 5: Share the desire and incentive for sustained high quality with 
the contractor through long-term competitive buyer/seller contract 
relationships for families of items. 

- - - ­

No significant accomplishments or initiatives that affected quality were 
identified because the DoD Components determined that this objective does 
not effect quality. 

Objective 6: Apply the remedies available to the Government to identify and 
protect itself from chronically poor suppliers. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Established fraud data base to track every case with 
suspension and/or debarment recommendations. 

- - - c 

See footnotes at end of appendix. 
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Obiectives and Initiatiyesl Army Navv Air Force DLA 

Initiative: Developed the product quality deficiency reporting and 
evaluation program to manage deficiency reporting systems and to 

collect and analy7.e contractor product quality history data for use in the 

acquisition process; vendor data analysis and reporting system to 

identify vendors who have a history of some type of serious quality 

problems; and the contractor evaluation system to evaluate the 

information collected in the product quality deficiency reporting and 

evaluation program. 


- c 


Initiative: Merged the vendor data analysis and reporting system that 
identified poor performing contractors with the Red, Yellow, Green 
Program. 

- c - ­

Initiative: Developed Army Materiel Command Circular No. 70-3, 
"Contractors Requiring Special Attention," to categori7.e contractors who 
meet or exceed established criteria for poor delivery and quality 

performance. 


c - - ­

VI 
VI Initiative: Develop process-oriented approach to contract administrative 

services to apply management oversight to problems in contractor 
systems and processes for poor performing contractors. 

- - - 0 

Initiative: Increase the contractor poor performance information with 
quality information supplied on the contractor alert list. 

- - - 0 

Contracting Phase 

Objective 7: Ensure all suppliers of spare and repair parts meet specified 
quality and technical requirements. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Issued DLA Regulation 4105.1, subpart 46.390, "Certificate 
of Quality Compliance," guidance, which states that COQCs are to be 

used in DLA contracts when the products are to be produced in 

accordance with product specifications as designated in procurement 
item descriptions. 

- - - c 

See footnotes at end of appendix. 



Oh,iectives and Jnitiativesl Army NaYV Air Force DLA 

Oh,iective 8: Reject or require corrections of nonconforming supplies. 0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Performed feasibility study regarding finality of acceptance of 
products containing patent defects to determine the cost-effectiveness to 
test instituting exceptions of 1 year to the finality of acceptance for 
patent defects determined to be major or critical. 

c 

Initiative: Developing warranty use instructions for two Navy inventory 
control points located at the Ships Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg, 
PA, and the Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA. The "Warranties 
Notice" is due to be published by January 1994. 

0 

Objective 9: Establish incentives for contractors to continuously reduce 
production process variability. 

VI 
O'I 	 Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition rejected the concept of 

additional incentives for contractors. 

Contract Administration Phase 

Objective 10: Reduce contractor Material Review Board actions and requests 
for waivers or deviations. 

0 

Initiative: Issued DLAM 8105.1, "Contract Administration Manual For 
Contract Administration Services," which provides guidance to the 
administrative contracting officer for pursuing consideration for 
nonconforming products. 

c 

Initiative: Establish quarterly status reports on waivers and deviations 
that requires DCMC districts to report the number of waivers/deviations 
and disseminate quarterly summary data to the acquisition commands. 

0 

Initiative: Issued DLAR 8200.11, "Quality and Reliability Assurance, 
Quality Improvement and Product Nonconformance Reduction," which 
provides guidance on improving quality through reduction in the cost of 
nonconforming products. 

c 

See footnotes at end of appendix. 
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Obiectives and Initiatives1 Anny NaVY Air Force DLA 

Objective 11: Require/encourage contractors to use analytical methods to 
control production processes. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Develop and implement in-plant quality assurance training for 
quality assurance personnel statistical process controls and the use of 
statistical techniques. 

- -
 - 0 

Initiative: Developed two statistical process control clauses that describe 
the requirements and general procedures a contractor will use to validate 
the quality of a product. 

- - - c 

Initiative: Developed contractor performance certification program to 
encourage contractors to improve process controls on a continuous basis. 

c -
 - -

Initiative: Developed Anny Materiel Command Pamphlet 715-16, 
"Program For Continuous Process Improvement," July 15, 1992, to 
establish requirements and define the methodology to be used in 
validating contractor continuous process improvement. 

c - - -

VI 
......;i 

Objective 12: Update in-plant Government quality assurance procedures to 
provide Government quality assurance representatives flexibility to tailor 
oversight. 

-
 - - 0 

Initiative: Develop and implement IQUE Program to improve quality 
through continuous improvements in contractor production processes 
instead of defect detection of the completed product. The IQUE 
Program provides an analytical approach for determining process 
capabilities that affect quality. 

-
 -
 - 0 

Initiative: Developed DLAM 8200.5, "In-Plant Quality Evaluation." 
This manual provides guidance to the quality assurance representatives 
intheDCMC. 

- -
 -
 c 

Initiative: Developed "IQUE Tomorrow Report and Action Plan," 
which contains 40 tasks designed to improve IQUE Program. 

- -
 -
 c 

See footnotes at end of appendix. 
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Obiective 13: Enforce prime contractor responsibility over subcontractors. - - - 0 

Initiative: Prime contractor conducted reviews of subcontractors to 
determine the adequacy of prime contractor control over subcontractors 
in higher level quality program requirements (MIL-Q-9858A) facilities. 

- - - 0 

Initiative: Developed training packages on subcontractor control. 
Training packages on subcontractor control were completed in the "DoD 
In-Plant Quality Assurance" (S-89) training course, which addresses 
subcontract quality assurance. 

- - - c 

Objective 14: Measure effectiveness of in-plant Government contract 	
administration and contractor performance. 

- - - 0 

VI 
00 	

Initiative: Develop Quality Effectiveness Sensing Technique, a 
mathematical model developed to provide a relative measure of 
contractor quality assurance effectiveness. 

- - - 0 

Initiative: Incorporate the Quality Effectiveness Sensing Technique into 
the mechanization ofcontract administration service system. 


- - - 0 

Initiative: Merge the Quality Effectiveness Sensing Technique into the 
contractor profile system. 

- 0
- -	

Obiective 15: Recogniz.e quality contractors. 0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Naval Aviation Supply Office developed the Blue Star 
program to recogniz.e quality contractors who supply spare parts. 

- 0 

Obiective 16: Review application and use of certificates of conformance. 0 0 0 0 

No significant initiatives were developed for this objective. 

See footnotes at end of appendix. 
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Obiectives and Initiativesl Army Navy Air Force DLA 

Depot (Supply Management) Phase 

Obiective 17: Improve the effectiveness of destination receipt inspections. - 0 

Initiative: Develop workforce certification program to enhance the skills 
of warehouse receiving inspectors. 

Initiative: Developed the product receipt and evaluation process to 
refine the receiving inspection process and to provide additional 
guidance to receiving inspectors. 

Objective 18: Identify and purge nonconforming materiel from wholesale 
level inventory. 

Initiative: Test and monitor conformance of nuclear, Level 1, subsafe, 
and controlled industrial materiel parts. 

Initiative: Develop Army Materiel Command Regulation 702.32, 
•critical Safety Item Program,• which provides for intensive control of 
safety critical items and special consideration in the selection of 
suppliers and testing for critical safety parts. 

VI 
IQ 	

Initiative: Developed a program to purge nonconforming products from 
existing inventories. 

Objective 19: Identify and purge nonconforming materiel from retail level 
inventory. 

Initiative: Navy has established defective materiel assist team to 
streamline reporting and managing defective materiel. 

Oruective 20: Identify and purge nonconforming spare and repair parts and 
prevent reentry into the DoD supply system through customer returns. 

Initiative: Established criteria for inspection of customer returns 
(limited to safety critical and weapon system critical parts). 

-

-

-

0 

-


0 

-

0 

-

0 

-

-

-


-


0 

0 

-


-


0 

0 

0 

-


-

-

0 

-

-

-


0 

-

0 

-

0 

c 

0 

-

-

0 

0 

-

0 

c 

See footnotes at end of appendix. 
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Initiative: Develop program to laboratory:-test safety and weapon system 
critical item customer returns. 

- - 0 0 

Feedback Intelligence Phase 

Objective 21: Centralize, automate, collect, and share contractor 
performance information. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Develop Contractor Profile System to collect and share 
aggregate contractor performance information with all DoD agencies, 
the Military Departments, and DLA Defense supply centers. 

- - - 0 

Initiative: Develop preaward survey system, an automated data base, 
that contains historical contractor information regarding financial, 
quality, and performance information obtained during onsite preaward 
surveys. 

- - - 0 

O'I 
0 

Initiative: Establish a contractor past performance rating system steering 
group to conduct a survey of existing and proposed rating systems for 
recommended use by the Army major supply commands. 

0 - - ­

Objective 22: Enhance the use of DoD and independent laboratory test 
capabilities. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Published policy for the laboratory testing program. - - - c 

Initiative: Establish test labs in New Cumberland, PA; Columbus, OH; 
and Sharpe Depot, CA. 

- - - 0 

Initiative: Develop OLAR 4105.2, "Contractor Assessment Product 
Evaluation Program," which provides for laboratory testing on a random 
and a non-random or "targeted" basis. 

- - - 0 

Initiative: Develop system to analyze the laboratory test data collected 
from the contractor assessment product evaluation program. 

- - - 0 

See footnotes at end of appendix. 
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Obiectives and Initiativesl 	 Army Navv Air Force DLA 

Initiative: Develop the conformance verification program to inspect and 
test products and eliminate defective products from the supply system. 

- - 0 

Obiective 23: Improve the customer complaint system. 	 0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Develop DoD-wide deficiency reporting system to 
standardize into a single computer application all of the deficiency 
reporting in DoD. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Developed electronically processed PQDRs that allowed the 
Navy to centralize PQDR management. 

- c - ­

Initiative: Revised OLAR 4155.24, "Product Quality Deficiency Report 
Program,• to include additional definitions of nonconformances as 
"critical, and major,• and participation in the Government Industry Data 
Exchange Program. 

c c c c 

O'I 	-	 Initiative: Developed "How To Processing Guide" to provide training 
instruction for the PQDR system. 

- - - c 

Objective 24: Expand participation with industry associations and small 
contractors. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: DLAM 9100.1, "Small Business Program Operations 	
Manual,• stresses quality and total quality management as important 
aspects for Government contracts. 

- - - c 

Initiative: Developed policy letter requiring small business specialists to 
emphasize quality concerns in associations with industry. 

- - - c 

Initiative: Letter requesting procurement technical assistance 	
cooperative agreement. Recipients provide counseling and assistance to 

small and disadvantaged businesses. 


- - - c 

Initiative: Established program to exchange lists of small or 	
disadvantaged blue ribbon contractors among the air logistics centers. 

- - c ­

See footnotes at end of appendix. 
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Obiective 25: Develop measures of contractor and DoD quality 
performance. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Developed the Quality Effectiveness Sensing Technique. - - - c 

Obiective 26: Maximi7.e the use of feedback intelligence to improve the 
acquisition processes, purge defective materiel, and improve the quality of 
DoD spare and repair parts. 

0 0 0 0 

Initiative: Developed a centrallled PQDR database to provide contractor 
PQDR history, whether or not the PQDR was valid, whether or not the 
PQDR is open, and the cause of the deficiency found. 

- - - c 

Initiative: Navy developed the Product Deficiency Reporting and 
Evaluation Program to disseminate quality deficiency information. 

- c - ­
O'I 
N 

Total Number of Initiatives: 14 18 13 = = -== ~ 

Total Number of Objectives: 21 = ..... 21 21 26 = == 

Completed2 2 2 2 2 ..... ..... ..... -= 
Ongoing 19 19 19 24 -== ..... -== == 

lobjectives and initiatives are listed as open or ongoing (0) or completed (C) initiatives. Deleted and nonproduct­
oriented initiatives were not included. Dashes(-) indicate that either the initiative or the objective did not apply to 
the DoD Component. 
2completed objectives includes objective S which was discontinued as an objective because it does not effect quality. 



Appendix D. Performance Rating Systems 

Army 

Best Value Program. The Army Aviation and Troop Command developed this. 
program to consider quality and delivery performance. Under this program, 
contracting officers evaluate each offerer who submits a proposal. A rating 
system assigns point scores based on quality and delivery performance during 
the last 24 months. Contract awards are made to the lowest-priced best value 
offerer. 

Blue Ribbon Program. The Army Missile Command developed this program 
for competitive secondary-item procurements in six areas: electro-optical, cable 
assemblies, electronic components, mechanical assemblies, electro-mechanical 
assemblies, and electronic assemblies. Qualification for this program depends 
on successful past delivery performance and quality performance. A contractor 
must have demonstrated 90 percent on-ti.me delivery and quality performance, a 
quality deficiency rate no greater than 1 percent, a first-time quality verification 
sample rejection rate no greater than 10 percent, and a first article test rejection 
rate no greater than 25 percent during the last 24 months. The Army can pay as 
much as a 10-percent price premium to lower performance risk contractors over 
a low non-blue ribbon offerer to increase the assurance of on-time delivery and 
quality products. 

Blue Ribbon Program. The Army Tank-Automotive Command developed this 
program for the procurement of spare and repair parts. This program considers 
a contractor's delivery performance rating during the last 18 months and quality 
performance during the last 24 months. 

Contractor Performance Certification Program. The Army Materiel 
Command developed this program to encourage contractors to enhance the 
quality of products, reduce variability in product quality, and use process 
controls in the production process. · 

Performance Incentive Contracting Program. The Army Armament, 
Munitions, and Chemical Command developed this program, which measures a 
contractor's delivery performance and quality performance. 

Navy 

Red, Yellow, Green Program. Red, Yellow, Green is a contractor rating 
system based on a contractor's quality history. The program classifies the 
degree of risk by assigning a color to a contractor's historical product quality 
performance in individual Federal supply classes. The Navy identifies high-risk 
quality performers with the red, moderate-risk quality performers with yellow, 
and low-risk quality performers with green. 
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Air Force 

Blue Ribbon Contract Program. The Air Force Materiel Command 
developed this program to recognize contractors who have maintained high 
levels of performance. In addition to recognition, a contracting team may 
award a contract to a blue ribbon contractor at a price higher than the lowest 
responsible offerer. 

Vendor Rating System. The Air Force Materiel Command is developing this 
system to provide each offerer historical delivery and quality performance data 
by Federal stock class or by total business conducted with Air Force Materiel 
Command central contracting activities. If no data exist on a specific Federal 
supply class, then all other Federal supply class data will be used. The vendor 
rating system will provide contracting officers on-line visibility into the 
performance of all contractors who supply spare parts to the Air Force. The 
vendor rating system will recognize both good and bad performance. Under the 
vendor rating, contractors will be classified as blue (exceptional), green 
(acceptable), yellow (marginal), and red (unacceptable). The data will be used 
by contracting officers to evaluate contract awards. The blue ribbon program 
and the vendor rating system use the same data base. The projected 
implementation date is September 1994. 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Automated Best Value Model. DLA is developing this program to automate 
data collection and analysis and to provide a means to evaluate contractor 
quality and delivery history. Vendors will be given scores based on quality and 
delivery performance. These scores will be used by contracting officers to 
evaluate performance risk and will be updated monthly. DLA could not provide 
a projected implementation date. 

Quality Vendor Program. Headquarters, DLA developed this best value 
buying technique to recognize contractors who have demonstrated a history of 
superior performance in previously awarded Government contracts. The 
program enables a contracting officer to consider past quality and delivery 
performance in the award decision. 



Appendix E. 	Summary of Potential Benefits 
Resulting From Audit 

Recommendation Amount and/or 
Reference Description of Benefit Type of Benefit 

A.1. 	 Internal Controls. Establishes a Undeterminable.* 
policy requiring DoD Components 
to continuously improve their 
implementing action plans. 

A.2.a. 	 Internal Controls. Establishes the Nonmonetary. 
baselines for future improvement, 
describes the actions for future 
improvement, and maintains 
implementing action plans as active, 
viable management tools. 

A.2.b. 	 Internal Controls. Establishes the Nonmonetary. 
performance measures for the 
effectiveness of the initiatives in the 
DoD Component implementing 
action plans. 

A.2.c. 	 Internal Controls. Establishes Nonmonetary. 
definite, realistic, and obtainable 
milestones for DoD Components to 
complete initiatives and actions in 
the implementing action plans. 

A.2.d. 	 Internal Controls. Assigns Nonmonetary. 
accountability and responsibility to 
the proper office for management 
oversight. 

B.1.a. 	 Program Results. Standardizes Undeterminable.* 
the DoD procurement community 
approach toward rating the 
performance of vendors. 

See footnote at end of appendix. 

65 




Appendix E. Summary of Potential Benefits Resulting From Audit 

66 


Recommendation Amount and/or 
Reference Description of Benefit Type of Benefit 

...
B.1.b. 	 Compliance. Requires DoD Undeterminable. 

Components to issue regulatory 
guidance to comply with 10 U.S.C. 
2383 that requires critical aircraft 
and ship parts to be conforming. 

...
B.2.a. 	 Program Results. Updates action Undeterminable. 

plan initiatives to enhance 
competition and assists contractors 
in obtaining accurate technical data 
to manufacture parts. 

...
B.2.b. 	 Compliance. Updates action plan Undeterminable. 

initiatives to inform all Federal 
agencies of quality problems in 
accordance with Government-
Industry Data Exchange Program 
Requirements. 

B.2.c. 	 Program Results. Updates Nonmonetary. 
initiatives that will lead to 
improvements in the DoD-wide 
Deficiency Reporting System. 

B.2.d. 	 Program Results. Creates an Nonmonetary. 
initiative to reduce and standardize 
the number and use of forms for 
reporting nonconforming products. 

B.2.e. 	 Program Results. Updates Nonmonetary. 
initiatives to improve the use of the 
PQDR Program through training. 

B.3.a. 	 Program Results. Establishes an Nonmonetary. 
objective to support the 
development of a consistent 
approach to vendor ratings. 

See footnote at end of appendix. 



Appendix E. Summary of Potential Benefits Resulting From Audit 

Recommendation 
Reference Description of Benefit 

Amount and/or 
Type of Benefit 

B.3.b. Compliance. Establishes an 
initiative to verify compliance with 
regulatory guidance that requires 
contractors to supply conforming 
critical aircraft and ship parts. 

Nonmonetary. 

B.3.c. Program Results. Creates an 
initiative that seeks to provide 
contractual remedies for DoD to 

Undeterminable. * 

recoup cost of products found to 
contain patent defects after 
acceptance. 

B.3.d. Program Results. Establishes a 
series of initiatives to remove 

Undeterminable.* 

nonconforming products from 
inventories and attempt 
recoupments. 

B.3.e. Program Results. Creates an 
objective to direct laboratory testing 
efforts towards previously identified 
problem product lines and problem 
contractors. 

Undeterminable.* 

B.3.f. Program Results. Creates an 
initiative to improve the quality of 
laboratory test plans. 

Nonmonetary. 

B.4. Program Results. Establishes an 
initiative to test suspect product 
lines and remove nonconforming 
products from the depot before they 
are issued to operational units. 

Undeterminable.* 

B.5.a. Program Results. Creates an 
objective that enables contracting 
activities to perform more effective 
contractor past-performance 
evaluations in the source-selection 
process. 

Nonmonetary. 

See footnote at end of appendix. 
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Recommendation Amount and/or 
Reference Description of Benefit Type of Benefit 

B.5.b. 	 Program Results. Establishes Nonmonetary. 
an initiative to measure the 
effectiveness of each contractor's 
quality control program. 

B.5.c. 	 Program Results. Establishes an Nonmonetary. 
objective to implement a standard 
approach for contracts containing 
International Organization for 
Standardization quality system series 
requirements. 

B.5.d. 	 Program Results. Creates an Nonmonetary. 
initiative to develop training in 
International Organization for 
Standardization quality system series 
requirements. 

B.5.e. 	 Program Results. Establishes an Nonmonetary. 
initiative to measure the continuous 
improvements in quality controls at 
contractor facilities. 

B.5.f. 	 Program Results. Creates an Undeterminable.• 
objective to reduce the chances that 
nonconforming products will 
interrupt depot manufacturing 
processes. 

*Monetary benefits cannot be reasonably estimated. 



Appendix F. Organizations Visited or Contacted 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology, Washington, DC 
Director of Defense Procurement, Washington, DC 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics), Washington, DC 

Joint Logistics Systems Center, Dayton, OH 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Logistics), Washington, DC 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production Resources), Washington, DC 
Program Manager, Total Quality Management, Office of the Director, Administration 

and Management, Washington, DC 

Department of the Army 

Office of the Chief of Staff, Washington, DC 
Army Materiel Command, Alexandria, VA 
Army Missile Command, Huntsville, AL 
Corpus Christi Army Depot, Aviation and Troop Command, TX 

Department of the Navy 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research, Development, and 
Acquisition), Washington, DC 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management), 
Washington, DC 

Naval Air Systems Command, Washington, DC 
Naval Aviation Depot, North Island, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda, CA 

Naval Sea Systems Command, Washington, DC 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, NH 

Naval Supply Systems Command, Washington, DC 
Fleet Material Support Office, Mechanicsburg, PA 
Naval Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA 
Navy Ships Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg, PA 
Naval Material Quality Assessment Office, Portsmouth, NH 

Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion, and Repair, San Diego, CA 
Commander, Naval Air Pacific (Antisubmarine Warfare) Wing, Naval Air Station, 

San Diego, CA 
Commander, Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity, Naval Surface Pacific Fleet, 

Naval Station, San Diego, CA 

69 




Appendix F. Organizations Visited or Contacted 

70 


Department of the Air Force 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Management Policy and Program 
Integration), Washington, DC 

Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Logistics), Washington, DC 
Air Force Materiel Command, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH 

Ogden Air Logistics Center, Hill Air Force Base, UT 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center, McClellan Air Force Base, CA 
San Antonio Air Logistics Center, Kelly Air Force Base, TX 

Defense Organizations 

Defense Logistics Agency, Alexandria, VA 
Defense Contract Management Command, Alexandria, VA 
Central Testing Facility, Columbus, OH 
Western Testing Facility, Stockton, CA 



Appendix G. Report Distribution 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology 
Director of Defense Procurement 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security) 
Comptroller of the Department of Defense 
Director, Administration and Management 

Program Manager, Total Quality Management 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) 

Director of Materiel and Resource Management 

Department of the Army 

Secretary of the Army 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management) 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Research, Development, and Acquisition) 
Chief, Army Management Division, Office of the Chief of Staff 
Commander, Army Materiel Command 
Auditor General, Department of the Army 

Department of the Navy 

Secretary of the Navy 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management) 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition) 
Inspector General, Department of the Navy 
Commander, Naval Supply Systems Command 
Auditor General, Naval Audit Service 

Department of the Air Force 

Secretary of the Air Force 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition) 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and Comptroller) 
Deputy Chief of Staff of the Air Force for Logistics 
Commander, Air Force Materiel Command 
Inspector General, Department of the Air Force 
Auditor General, Air Force Audit Agency 
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Defense Organization 

Director, Defense Logistics Agency 

Non-Defense Federal Organizations 

Office of Management and Budget 
National Security and International Affairs Division, Technical Information Center, 

General Accounting Office 

Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of Each of the Following Congressional 
Committees and Subcommittees: 

Senate Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Committee on Armed Services 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 
House Committee on Appropriations 
House Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Armed Services 
House Committee on Government Operations 
House Subcommittee on Legislation and National Security, Committee on 

Government Operations 



Part IV - Management Comments 




Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) 
Comments 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE . 
3000 OEFENSE PENTAGON 


WASHINGTON DC 2Q;I01..;;iooQ 
 Cj. . 
t 4 fE1! 19!14 

(L/MRM) 

MEMORANDtJM FOR DOD INSPECTOR GENERAL 

5UBJEC'l'1 	 Draft. AUdit Report on DoD canponent Implementing Action 
Plans for Dnproving the Quality o! Spare Parts (Project 
No. 2CF-0053) 

This responds to your 111C1110randum ot November 17 1 1993, on the 
aubject. dr1tft audit report. There is one recommendation, in two 
parts, :for the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and 
"J'echnology) r 

•1. We recoomend that the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisitionr 

a. Select a stillldard OoD vendor rating system for 111!18 in DoD. 

b, Establish regulations for impluienting United States Coda, 
title 10, section 2383, to require that contractors aupplyinq 
critical aircraft and ship parts 111Get appropriate qualification and 
contractual quality requirGl!lenta.• 

This office proposes alternate methods o.f meeting t.he intent of 
these recannendations, The possible establishment of a standard DoD 
'V'8ndor rating syste!ll is a complex issue that has received 
coJUJiderable attention from the DoD Components. Further reviEllif will 
bo conducted by the OoD Past Performance Coordination Co\lncil and 
raC01D11Sndations fonmrded to OUSD (Acqubition and Technology) by 
July 1995. 

In regard 	to United States Code, title 10, Section 2383, repeal 
o:f this section was proposed in S.1597 introduced by Senator Glenn on 
October 26, 11193. In view of the likelihood of legislative relief, 
additional action by the Department is not appropriate at this tillle. 

iL,e~
X~a R. Klugh 

Dapuly 	Under Secretary 
of Defense (Loqieti.ca) 
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DEPARTllllENT OF THE ARMY 

• 

Ol'l'ICE OP Ttl9 iUSISTANI &eclieTAA'f 


llEBUllCll OIVELOl'UENT AND ACOURTION 
ta AllllY PENTAGONw-De20lllMllG:I 

=::..OF 
SARD-DE 	 January 31, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	DJ:REC"rOR, COll'!RACT llARAGDO!!NT, OFFICE OJI' THlC 
:INSPECTOR GENERAL, DEPAR'l'HEJIT OF DEP.BHSB, 
ATTM: MR. SALVA'l'ORE D. GULI 

SUBJECT: 	 Report on DoD component Implementinq Action Pl.8.JUI 
.for Illlproving the Quality of Spare Parts (Project 
Ho. 2CF-0053) 

I have reviewed the subject draft audit report .for th• 
Office of the Assistant Sec:rat.a.ry of th• Army (Rasaarab,
Development and Acquisition). The attached co.uient• are 
provided. for your consideration for incluaion in th• final 
report. 

Point Of contact for this acticn is LTC Mike Murphy, 
(703) 695-7616. 

Attacbllent 

CF: 
SAAG-PRF-E 
AMCRD-IEE 
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F'ROMl OASA(RDA)/SARD-DE, washinvton D.C. 20310-0103, 
LTC MUrphy, DSN 225-7616 

Draft AucUt Reporti DoD Coaponent Iinpl-.mtin9 Action Plans 
tor n&proving Quality of Spar• Parta (Project Ho. 2CP-0053) 

General coigment, Anay doea not concur with atatmnt• in 
the DoD l:G report concerning the materiality of 11anageJMmt 
control weakness-. Army has had a number of initiatives 
undarway since the initial. report that apply diractl.y to 
acquisition. These initiativBB include acquisition 
1-.prove.ent •-inars commonly known •• •MO&d show.• In 
Karch 1992, OASA(RDA) and AMC executives travel.l.ed to th• 
AJIC Major Subordinate COJULandtl to present Roadshow :c to the 
senior managers. This prasentation explained tbe 
fundamentals or how the Army must chancJ• the way it obtains 
it.II •atariel requirements in order to fUlfill its mission in 
the future. An expanded seminar tor w.id-leval •anagers, 
Roadshow l:I, explains the principles, conducts case atudi­
on h9" thasa principles can be applied, and provides a 
real-life exaainatic:m of bow raquirements can be 
atrea1ninlld. Roadshow :ll: has trained nearly 2000 
acquisition employees on streasllninq acquisition principles 
during FY93. A version o:f Roadshow II ha• been presented to 
industry. statistical proo-s oontrol i• bail'ICJ utilized in 
spare• and new •Y•t- contracts. AMC al•o ha• a program to 
work with contractor• to i111prove product quality. 'l'hi• 
procJram, known aa the Contractor Pertorsiance certification 
Pr09ram (CP) 2 , ancouraCJe& contractor• to implement process 
control and continuous improveJllBnt principl-. "l"he (CP) 1 

pr09r- i• beinq expanded to inol'lld• Continuous Process 
Iaprove•ant (CPI). The expanded proqram will provide
extensive metrics as wall as includinq design parameter• for 
contractors. Army believes that these and other initiatives 
are objective evidence ot our intent to iaprove the quality
of spare and repair parts. 'l'h• ori9inal Arllly plan was not 
intended to be a lonq range r ..ponse. Conclusions drawn in 
the report that a material weakness exists are based on the 
premise that the criqinal plans were intended to serve as 
lonq ranqa responses to this area. 

Findinq A, Reco11J11endation paqe lJ. 

we raco..end that the Assistant secretaries or the Army and 
Navy (Research, Developll!Qnt and Acquisition), the Assistant 
~etary of the Air Force (Acquisition), and the Director, 
Defenae Logistics Agency: 

1 
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P.indinq A, Recommendation J.., pa9e 13. 

Batab1illb policies to r•i••11e upclated plans far impl..enting
the DoD Action P1an far Continuously Improving tha QWl.lity
of Spllr• and. Repair Part• every 2 year• beginning' FY 1994 to 
track qlnllity improvement •CCOllPliabllenta. 

QASA<RQA> position: concur vitb intent of recowndation to 
update action plan. However, tba requ1r81118nt to update the 
plan every two yea~• i• arbitrary.and allawa insufficient 
tbie to ilaple118Dt cbancjalill and uallU%'e raults. Sarvicaa 
ahould be allowed to update th• plan baaed on initiative 
requir.-.ents and aa deemed nac-•ary by Service mana9eMnt. 

Findin9 A, Raco111aendatian• 2.a. - 2.d., Pa9e 13. 

Establish accountability for achieving impl8118ntin9 action 
plan objectives and tor i111J>rovinq the quality of spare and 
repair part• by: 

a. Updatinq implementing action plans to 
include detailed in-proo.•• and plannad initiative• tor DoD 
Action Plan objectives. 

b. Updating i1'P1amantinq action plana to 
contain performance -•ur- to -••ur• th• affecit.ivenoaa of 
ea.ch initiative in accoaplishing DoD Action Plan objaotlvas. 

c. Updatin9 iapleaenting action plans to 
include detinJ.ta, raali111tio and obtainable milestone• for 
OOll(>lation of initiative• in the aCJtlon plan•. 

d. A111ai9nin9 organisational reapcmaibility 
for aanageaant oversight for implementinl;J action plan
objective• and for obtainin9 feedback on the adequacy of tha 
initiativaa supporting the objective•. 

CAfiA(RQAl position: Concur. SARD-DE in conjunction with 
the o. s. Arlly Materiel command will \Jpdate and r•i11111Ue 
action plan "Dy 1 June 1994. Army will includ.e performance 
..a111ures, realistic mileatonaa and will a111111ign
or9anizational resporu11ibility o~ •ana9eaant overaiqht. 

2 
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PindincJ 8. Adequacy of Imple.antinq Action Plans. 

J'indilUjf B, 'lteaOlll-8lldation :a.a., page 27. 

We r~ that the Assistant IMac;retari•• of tbe i.r.y and 
llavy (bsearch, Davelop..nt and .lola\li&ltion), 'l'b• Aasiatant 
searatary o:f the Air :rorce (Acquisition), and tba Director, 
Defense LOgistics Aqency, update tbllir impl..enting action 
plans to show the current or planned aotion• to: 

a. Maintain technical data package• and make thea 
availabl•, adequate, and accurate as en initiative for 
objective 2; ensure techniaal data are availa.bl.a, adequate, 
and accurate for use in acquiring quality parts. 

OASA(BQAl position: Nonconcur. The initiative lihould be to 
use pertoraance specifications in lieu of detail 
specifications. Th• thrust of recant Roadahova II Ii III has 
been to stress use of perfor19ance specifications. Uae of 
performance apaaificatiorus will reduce the lllllintanance of 
Technical Data Packaqaa (TOP) by eliainating drawilUjf
requireaents. Performance spooifications will also allow 
contraotora to apply new technology to meet requirB111BDts.
Use of new tachnoloqi.. can be expaotad to keep acquisition 
oosts down for the Aniy. Al110, AMC has several on-qoinq
initiative• to J.aprove the acquisition and quality of data. 
Digital Storage and Retrieval Engineering Data Syatalls 
(DSRBDSJ bave ba8J1 installed at all the buyinq KBC•, all 
active drawings have been loaded into the new ay&t..a and an 
automated Technical Data/Configura:t.ion Manaqement syeta. ha• 
been installed to control chaDCJe8 and design upgrades. A 
pert'onwmce •pacification guide haa been prepared and ls in 
coordination. The guide is intended. to foater COJ1111ercial 
buying practices. In addition, storage and Retrieval and 
COnfiC)Uration control systeaa are being designed for 
Defense-wide application. Prototype testing is beinq done 
at AMC'a Mieaile Ccmmand using DSREDS and TD/CHS as the 
standard. 

Finding B, Reco.-endation 2.b., pa9e 27. 

b. co.ply with the requir...nts ot' Oft'ice of Federal 
Procur...nt. Policy Letter No. !11-3, •Reporting Nonconfo1'1lin9 
Products,• to participate in the GoverJUHIJ'lt-IndWltry Data 
Exchange Program•• an initiative t'or Objective 23, Xmprova
the customer Colnplaint systaa. 

OASA(BDAl position1 concur. AMC Major subordinate COmmanda 
(MSC) regularly participate in the GIDEP progrldl. 
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Finding B, Rec0-8ndation .2 .o. , page :n. 

c. Support the developll181tt, plannacl deployaent and 
i•pl...ntation of the DoD-wida Defiaiangy Raporti119 Sy•t­
a• an initiative for objective 23, illprove \:be auata.ar 
coaplaint aystmi. 

OMACBDAl pppltion: concur. AMC Lo9i•tic• Support Activity 
and KiHil• eom.and (KICOM) are AnSy/AJ«: 1-4 aativitie• for 
development and deploYJllent of the DoD-wid• Deficiency
Reporting Syataa. LOGS.A., 111'.COH, AHCCOll Ir 'l'ACOll bave bacl an 
active and continuing role in develOPJIGDt and daploymant of 
the DOD-wide DRS. 

Findinq B, JlecoJllll8ndation 2.d., page 28. 

d. Reduce the nwnJ>er of fo.rJUI ll8ed to report
nonconto:nuance•, and •tandardize the forms and the uaa of 
tba foraa aa initiativ.. for Objective 23, Improve the 
CUs~olll8r em.plaint System. 

OASAIRI>Al position: concur. Action i• already underway by
th• Def.nae Loqistics Management Syste:ma Office (DLMSO) with 
the ANSI Xl2 electronic data interah.Bng'e convention 
nonconformanca report. 'l'hi• convention will be \l&ed to 
report QDR'•• ROD'•• and Transportation Deficienoy Reporm.
DLMSO expects to beqin ..rvic• •taffing of tbia convention 
in January 1994. 

Findinq B, Reco-endation 3.a., page 28. 

We recommend that the Assistant Sacretarias of tbe ArllY and 
Navy (Research, Dav•lopaant and AcqUiaitionJ, Tb• b•illtant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquiaition), encl the Director, 
Defense Loqistics Agenoy, update their impleaantinq action 
plan• to show th• current or planned actions to: 

a. Support an effort to identify and designate on• 
system as the standard non vendor ratinq systam as part or 
an additional objective to the pre-contract phase, 

OA§A{BD,A> pgsitlgn: Concur. Army will support this 
initiative a• required by USD(A). Thi• will ba po..ibl• 
with the DOD DRS. 
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:J'i.nding 8 1 Reao111JMnclation 3.b., page 38. 

b. De•oribe the aationa taken to comply vitb united 
Stat.. Cod•, title 10, aeotion 2383 1 •Prucmre11ent of 
critical Aircraft and Ship Part11,• a• an initiative for 
Objective 7 1 Bneure All suppl.iu-. of ap.re and Repair Parbl 
Keet Specified Quality and. Techn.1.aal Bequireaent•. 

OA!JAIBQA) paitign: Concur. 'rh• Army baa bad an active and 
effective Critical Safety Item Progra• (CSIP) •inca 1985. 
During calendar year 1989, a coaplete revi- of the proc,ir ­
was performed. Raaomllended chanqa• bave been incorporated
into a revision to AMC-R 702-32, 29 Aug 90. Additionally, 
we bava al•a incorporated th• CSIP into Army policy and 
published it in an Army Regulation (AR 750-lJ, 1 Mov 91. 

FindiIMJ B, Racoiqendation 3.c•• page 28. 

c. support develop-nt of contractual policy proposal• 
to obtain reillbur-..nt or replaC4lllent tor products accepted 
by tbe Govarnaent, but later found to cont.in patent defects 
as an initiative for Objective a, Reject or ReqUira
corrections of Wonconformi119 suppli••· 

OASA(RQA) poaitigm Concur. AB part Of th• Qual.ity 
Deficiency Report (QDR) proqram, c:ontraotors U"e held 1iab1e 
and are required to p:r:ovide reatitution to the Army ~or 
aateriel. acceptacl and later :found to be defective. Thi• 
prograa ia impleDenteci at the AKC bU.yi119 commands. Wbera 
there i• a warranty in e!ract, the contractor i• required to 
c::oaply with the warranty. Statistical Proc:-• control (SPC) 
i• a1ao J:ieing •tr••sed as part of our aontinuou11 1-proveaant
effort. Continuoua i11prov-ant 111 proc-• oroiented and 
foc:wi- on defect prevention rather than detection. A 
Defense Fltd.aral Aequisition Regulation ca•• to eliminate 
conclusiveness of acceptance of defective products was 
presented to the Defense Acquisition Requlation (DAR)
Council in 1991. DAR council has not yet accepted. this ca­
for action. 
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FindiD9 B, Racoluaendation 3.d., page 2a. 

d. Remove nonconforming product• identified on product
QU.ality Detioiency Reporta fraa Dafen11• SUpply &y•t­
inventori-1 notify contractora vhtan their noncont'orminq
produate are discoverecl aad prcwide copie• of quality
deficiency inf'ormation to contractor• mo 1:be contractor can 
correct the cause of the qwality control failure1 infora 
contractin9 officer• eo they can attAllpt to recoup the value 
of th• nonconformi*.J prodUct•; and documant th• qual.ity 
aaaurana. decisions to requ••t or not raqu••t laboratory
teatinq needed to support Product Qllality Deficiency Report 
as initiatives for Objective 23 1 Improve the cuatoaer 
Compl.aint Systui. 

QMACBDA> pgaitipn: concur vitb intent. The Ar!Dy uses .l\R 
702-'7 to react to PQD.R type t and type II .non-conformance. 
We also utiliae safety of flight, ••f'•tY alert and •upply
alert ..asaqas tbat provide instructions on defective 
1111ttaria1 tbat has been found at the retail levels. current 
prooeduree are aatiafactory. hthod• are in p1ace t:o 
identify non-co~o:niing, di•ar•pant parta in tbe retail 
inventory. Honoonforainq stock• are already being frozen 
frOJ1 iaeua by uaiJUJ condition coda Q until th• probl- i• 
r-olved. "If the uaer di•covare a probl.-, it 1• reported. 
to the Source of Supply (SOS) via the QDll proc-•. onoe the 
iten aana9er confirms the problem and identifies th• scope
of the isaue, guidance i• i•sued to the field via 11eSsa9es, 
nawsl.attara, I'll 11a.9azine, etc. other• are discovered by the 
wholesale lMUUlger and broadca•t to the field in tbe sa.. 
'll&Dner. Depending on t.be nature of the problell and/or the 
u- ot the lt-, tbe sos vill isaua a "-f•ty of use," or 
"Safety of 7li9ht" ....age. 'lb••• are flashers to tba field 
that identify •ignifioant probl.8JD9 and requaat illmadiate 
re.adial action. At the same tia, the Loqiatio A&siatance 
Representative CLAR) network is used to identify, confirm 
and/or aeqreqate non-conforming inventory. Also, itm. 
aanagera rlilCoup costs fro• detective it... on a case-by-case
basis. Recoupinent typically result• frOll nagotiatiorui with 
the contractor involved. Th• Anly'• poaition is that no 
change• are needed ta meet the intent of this 
recommendation. 
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Pindinq 8, Raoo-ndation 3.e., page 38. 

e. Develop atrateqies f~ ~t erfeotivaly t:argeti.n!J
quality aa•uranoe laboratory te.ting to identify e'WKMtptible
prod.uot lina11 and probl- contractort1, and to randomly t-t: 
the product• supplied by probl81l suppl~• at: every national 
inventory control point as an added objective for tba 
feedback intelliqence pball!ltll, 

OASA<RDA> pgsitlon: Partially concur. Concur with r;iuality
a11urange laboratory teatin9 on a l.iait:ecl l>asia. over the 
paat aeveral y-r• the Arlly haa eJlbraced the ph:ilollOphy o:f 
'l'otal Quality Management (TQ)l) for acquieition. Thi• 
embrace -phasia- •prevention" va. •detection• of defect• 
a• a atrataqy for the improveaant ot the quality of all 
procured Arlay aaterial. By 911Ployinq the continuous 
improveJlent aspect of TQK to spares and repair part•, we 
have decruaed the risk to tbe Goverruaant and incr-sed tbe 
risk t:o tbe contractor. Where quantities permit UH of 
statiatical process control in the production process,
defect prevention and control of processes are replacing tbe 
praotice of defect detection and and-of-line inapaotion. tfe 
believe thi• recOlllllendation llhould be llOClified to expand the 
use of process cantrol during -.anu:racture, where f-•ibl.e, 
but aaintain U•• of laboratory testing 'When a firet artial.a 
i• required and production quantity i• not adequate for 
application of SPC. 

Pind.inq B, !lea~endation 3.f., pa41e 28. 

t. Evaluate the adequacy of qwtlity assurance 
laboratory test plans as an initiative for Objective 22, 
Enhance the Use of DoD and Independent Laboratory Test 
capabilities. 

QASA(RPA) position1 Partially concur. s- concarna cited 
above. 
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Finding B, RAICOJUl8ndation 4. 

W• recmmend that th• Allmi•tant secretari•• of th• Army and 
lfavy (RaaaarOh, Deve1Dp111ent and AcqUi•ition), and 'rh• 
ABsist:ant Searetary o~ the Air Force (Acquiaition) revise 
the Military Deparbent impleaanting action plilllll by addinq 
an initiative to t••t product lib.. •tor..:l in depot
invantoriu •uapected of containing nonconforminCJ product11 
aa part of Objective 18, Identify and Purge Honconformin.;i 
Materiel froa Wholesale Level :inventory. 

Ql\SAfBDA) position: Concur with intent. !l'bia i• al.ready 
beinc;J dona, where appropriate, througb normal cyclic
in•peation and care of SUppli•• in starag• (COSJ:S)
proo.dur-. Rational• tor r80011211811dation 3.e. al•o appli ­
in thi• aituation. We do not believe that chanq- are 
necessary in order to •eet th• intent of this 
recomendation. 

8 
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DEPARTMENT Of' THE NAVY 

OFRCF OF THI: 4SSISTANT SECRETARY 
~..... ~ •ftd AoQui.llian) 

WASfflNGTON, DC 1!1l.151).J000 

MEMORANDUM POR THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ASSI:STANT :tNSPECTOR 
CENBRAL FOR AODITING 

Subj: DODIQ DRAFT AUDIT REPORT ON DOD COHPOHBN'l' IMPLEMENTING 
PLANS FOR IMPROVING TUB QUALITY OF SPARE PARTS (PRoJ'ECT 
HO. :ZCF-0053) 

Encl: (1) DOH Response 

Xn reply to your memorandwn ot 17 Novelll:ler 1993, ay staff 
bas reviewed the fin~inga and recollllll8J\d.atlon• in the subje~t 
report. We c:oncur wltb t.he findinq concerninq the adequacy ot 
I.llplementing Action Plana and with the recomnu!lndationa. 

We concur vith the recommendation that Navy develop policy 
for reissuing updated plans. 'l'hat policy will be developed and 
is expected to be published in December 1994. Navy proposes
continual update of the action plan in lieu of updating every two 
years. 

Wa concur with updating and revieiDCJ the Havy•s 
I~plamentation Plan. This update was submitted to the Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defenaa (OUSD) (Logistics) in December 1993. 
Navy proposes replacill9 the current I•plementation Plan with an 
action plan that is lonq range in nature and better suited for 
use as a 111a.naqeaent tool. A Task Action Teaa will be formed in 
February 1994 to accomplish thi• taak and the plan ia expect_.. to 
be finalized 30 Hove•ber 1994. 

We do not conr:ur wit.h the findinq that clailllB iaaterial 
internal control weaknesses. Conclusion• concerning internal 
control cannot be made solely on whether or not official updates 
to tba Navy Impleaentation Plan were submitted to DUSO 
(I..ocJistics). 

Detailed oollllll9nts are provided in enclosure (1) • 

... ·.,-;::·_;~~-~
B:-·a. Ha rqer 
RA1>M, , USN 
Deputy for Acquisition Policy

Integrity and Accountability 

Copy to1 
NAVINSGEN 
HAVCOKPT (NCB-53) 
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DDAR'l'MBM'r 01' '1'1111 DVY JlllSli'Olld 
TO 

DOl>?C Il.llAP'l' llEPOa'r or llOYDUR 17, 1993 
OB 

DOD OOMPQONT IKPLBllB!n'IllQ M:TIOll PLDS 1'0R IllPROVlNC 
nm OUALirY or ·- PARTS 

(PRDJBC'l BO, 2CJ'-0053) 

"J, rincU."9 A. ACCO\lnt:ability in :blpl-nl:ing AatloD Pl.an• 

DOD ec.ponam: illlpl-ntlng aation plana did not. include the baaia fOI:' 
holding M&naQ41111111t official• accountable fOI' achilrfifti Ci(Qal1ty a•auranc• 
prc19ram rlltCJl&lt• and foi: contlnuoudy improviJICJ tlle qaaUty at •p&r• and 
repair parta. lmp1-l!Ung action plana laabd llCCD\lirtabUity beoa11.. tha DOD 
ca.ponenta did not ••tabliah daff.n.l.t.e perfcmnanc:e -11.:H to a•H•• prC>Cjjram
niault• and did - Mt realbtic, t~aHCI, long-r•D99 ailaatOM1a. ia 
aclcllti.an, tbe DOO CDmpon.nt• did not 4"91.op procedure• for ob'oalnlng
:f...dbaclc: from the u••H of apua and rapair put• ~ardl119 tha adaqllacy of 
t:lle aotian plana, and the a-y. Ila,,,., and the Def- L09iatic1 Agenoy (DQ)
did not aHl!Jll nor raua19n rMpondbilitiu for i.mpl-l:in11 tba actLon 
plana. All a ra1111lt, Uuo DOD ccmponant• co1.1ld not all8 the 1.mpl-tiDCJ action 
plana aa a .anagtB111tnt tool for me••uriJ19 tb• affact.l.vanaa11 af qwality pr~a.
raau1u. 

'rlla laak at re11panaibility, ovaraicJht, creditable performance Maaaurea, 
mil•etana•, and accountability in th• DOD COdlponent U.pl...ntinq aotion plilllll 
conin:itutlld M&ter.l.al 1ntarnal control weakne••••· 

DON. cmernt 
Do not. oancur. Tha 'DOD Action Plan for Continuou•ly %Jllpr091ng tha 

Qu.aJ.ity of llpara •nd llapair Part• -• • ahart-raJ>9•• 1-diai;e rMpona• to 
DOD lG Audit Report !lo. 89-0li!i. U waa not iotetldlld t:o b4a a lang-ranoe
planninq or Uil&CJl-t dacumaot. Thi• taot wa• acknawl114!1ad on pa11<9 nine cf 
the draft audit report where it •tat.. the •1n.1.ti.ati'"'• for impl-ntlncJ th• 
26 abjectiv.. iA tha llOV ACtlon Plan ara prt.&r.l.ly a!IOrt•ranga action• and do 
not. rapre118ot a 1ong-r-anga plan to oontlnuou•ly impzove tha qual.l.t.y oC •par•
and J:WpD.i.i: paru. Tha DOO COlllpoAent impl-nting aot.J.Dl\ plan• wora ona•ti.me:r••iion-• that ratleobad i;ha DOD plan •nd did ftOt m•aribe time-pha-.c!,
lanq-r1m9• aci;ivitl.ae and initiai;ive• for aach objective.• A nwabar af 
objCK:tiv•• ~ initiative• ln the DOD Acrt:ian Plan were not applicabl• to 
Kavy, ae thay ware primarily deaigned to ~•• DLA IU."eas of reiap:m•ibility. 
roz theee reuon•, th• lfavy I'!'\>l..nt•tion Plan waa daeignad to porb:ay 
ahort:-range r••pon••• to the liaitacl •cope of the DOD initiatives and, where 
-rrant.ed, aupport for Di.A rlilllpDD&ible lt8118. 

TbD Navy Impl-ntat.Loa Plan .,.. de•Lgaad to l>e only on. of t.he many
tool• u•ad by Navy t:o affact bpra-nts to 1:1\a quality of aparee llftd repair 
part.a. othar tool• inoluded tha "" of Totd Quality HanaQeMnt ('rQK}
t11ehniquea, auch aa the craation of Quality KDtlDQacllDllt Board• (QNB•l (e.g.,
{luality Deticiency Report QMB, S11ff>ly and lll•t..rihuticm gim, ~raining QMB, 
etc.) and Proceaa Aation Taama (PAT•> to taakla critical HQ1118nta of quality 
needa and prohlam area•. Progr&Cllll -re crDDtacl •• a re•ult af new direotl.on 
•nd changln!J philoaopby on 'tba part of 'Del•- Acquiaition. 'l'hl.a wa• 
..feolally evidant .l.n ~ oreat:ion of ti.. a.cl, Vallow, Green P1"09ram t:o judg• 
the pioat parfoaunee af aontractora and \IH the r-aulta to acid the e11t.J.mat..d 
coat aaaoc:illtlld with 1.noruaad tHtiJ19 to tbe aontract b14a of b~ 
per:forman. In - ea..., - provr- ....,. creat8CI to taJca adYant-.p1 of 
ahanglng teohnoloqy that praYidail new aapabilit:iea, 8\IC!h .. tha •lactronic 
tran11111bdon of Qu.&U.ty Defioienc:;:y !WpOrta IQDRa). ThD Navy bas ueed a 
llllltl-prongad approach to ~inq about iilprov...nts in quality. 

1 
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'llMi audit report incorrectly atatas that the H&TJ' Illpl...ntation Plan 
JaH no& been upd&tad •inoe 1990. ?t wu updat..S in 19H ft»: uaa during the 
MMt.. ~tt- beaio.U.q• conducted by sena~ John Glenn. A new -.pdat• 
waa ini.tLated I.a lrlll>ru&1:y 1993 al\d aub<oltted to om> in 'D~r 199J. Thia 
updat.e incorporat.. the nw progr.... And initlativH dav•loped. •ince the la!R 
updat.e 1n 1991. 

Tiie ahort: t:eni .bula of t• J>OD Action Plan, aAd tlla .requi..-nt that 
servlc:ie 1.lllpl-.tatlo&'l plane addreH only the it- OOl\taiiMKI in the DOD 
.aot.t.an Plan, have preolu~ the uae of thtl M&Y)' ?apl-tatJ.on Plan &a • 
~~t. To l>ea- a vlab1• 1'-1 for mana~ of ~ Quality 
~-. ..,..trlation• 011 tj\e <!enl'.ant. of tba Mavy Plan -•t b-. eliminated,
thereby allowing t.i... plan to undergo 11011A aiqnificant oh•llll••· Cbjectiv••
IDUR be rewritten to addreH probl• moLut.1.ona tbat are of pr.i.aary beneU.t. to 
Ra..y, rattuu: than alantecl tow«rd DLA lnt•r•at anaa, aucll •• thll c,..• found 
in the current DOD Aotion Plan. Realhtlo act.1¥!.ti.. muat be arived that 
can be aehievad by ••"l'• B&aecl on U>oe• actlvJ.t.1••• Havy can deVDlop lanv 
Hft9'1 11111-tonee and deawion ix>inta. Thi• a110u1d be th& foe11a of fvt..,re 
Havy aotJ.ona to .l.ll(>rov• tlw quality of aequiaU:lon it_., z:-&tbeL" than tlla 
aurrent DOD Aeticn Plan which cont&itl8 only • fllW uaabl• &ctivit.l.lla and 
objKl:ivea. 

Havy doe• not oonour with the atatement• in the audit npoi:t. that refar 
to material lnterual control wealcneae111111. The a..i11teno111 of -1ar prcgr.... to 
~ the 'i"&Utr of •pan• and ntpaii- Pl'rt• 1 aw:h .. the automatlaa of 
1nfo,...t:l.on _.,...,..1.ag quaU.t:r (POMP ory•t:-1 r 11•• of def.l.,.i.anay dal:a to 
-•l..•t• WNldor• (Red, l"•ll-, Creen Proqr••) 1 •""" t:ha oraation of l>ef•cti.ve 
!lated.al AHht: 're&-. (DMATl dealOn.trate llavy•• J.ntent to be 11 leaar: in thJ.a 
effort. II.nee the DOD Action Plan waa not intendood to be • 10119-rug.
plannLng doc.....nt, and aa the llavy lmpl ...n~ticn Plan wa• not intendad to be 
an all •nco.11p&••.l.119 1UDa9-nt docwnent, eonalu•iona aa to the atrlllllC)t.h orweaJule•• ot internal control cannot be drawn based on whet!Utr or not ~ 
plan waa updated. 

bmmtmsJatiqg• 

We ~ that the AHiatant B.cnttadu at the Army and xa~ 
(~cb, J>ev•lcp!Mnt and M:qui•ition), the llHilltant saontary of t.ha Ur 
J'Orctl (Jlequ.1.91.tion) 1 and the DI.JU 

1. 8ac}innl.ncJ in fhcal y•e.r 1994, ..t.i.llall poU.oi<1• to r•iHue 
~pda~ plans for i.lllpl.aolontinq the DOD Action Plan for Continuoualy
J11proYing the QQali.t:y of Spare atld Repair Part• •vBry tvo year• ta track 
quality impJ:OYe111tnt accompllahaent•. 

<:oneur. H•YJ" al....ady ll•H a..mi.tted an updat:• u thll ••")'
?111Pl-tation Plan isl Deollllbar 111113. ht.ur8 aubm..l•dona, howavu, abould 
i.. baaed on a rev.I.MCI llavy Plan which ref11tat• only Wavy interut: ltau. 
The DOD Act.ion Plan ahould be revl•ecl or dropped in favor of <JeMr•l 
vuidanee to allow the 5enl.C111• to d•v•lop a more me•nl.n4Jful set of 
obj..ct:i..- and •at.:iviti••· A requlreoumt tor a two year updat• will not 
J.ncu:.... t:he •ffec:tivene•• or a plan that 1• intendlld •• a una~t tool. 
A .ore effeatl.¥8 requirement i• to update thll ••vy Plan when naoe•aitated bf 
aignific:ant ahang••. J:a th.I.• faanion, ti.. plan wovld l:le a 11.,.1.ag do......,.nt 
that -fl..ata the o~rent. •tata• of lfavy •ffort• at all ts.-tl, ratlwlr than 
on<:e every two yaara. ••vr will etlt•bllah policy to up.Kt• the lr•"Y ActJ.011 
Plan u ch•ll!I•• occur. The policy-will bti contained in the naw Plan wbich 
i• eJCP111CU4 t:o be publi.ahed 1n ~.,..._,, 1994. 

2 
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b. snell.sll re;ulatlon• for imp1-nUng unii:M stat•• Cod9 (USC), 
t:ltl• 10, ..ation 2383, to r.quir• tbat cont:r&ctora aupplyi119 cr.1.tioal 
aircraft and •hip part• ..-rt appropriate qualif1oatlan and contractual 
quality l:eq\li~•· 

De.f.r to thll Under Acr9tat'y of U.f•n" for AaqUbition. ••"Y will 
support e.f.fort:• to atandardid ..,.ndor r&ti119 mys~. 'l'he Red, ¥•11-, Gr.... 
.Prc:Hp"- -lopad by ••vy -ld b9 &II itxc•llent cAndilkta for adoption as a 
lltandard llOD aya~. OllD baa J.ndicatad it ia awaitiDQ' th9 out- of 
oonqreaaiaaal uliher&tiona on proposed l99ialatl.o11 S.1587, introduced by 
senator 01.nn on 26 October 1993, which will ri9p6&l use, tltl.e 10, Motion 
.:Zl8l. llavy npport• ORD l...S.nhip i.Jl this matter. 

2. we r11C-ad that the Alla.I.st.ant Seoretar.1.- of tu Army aad ••"J' 
(Re11earoh, DeYelopoant and Acqu.bition), the Ma.l.atut Sllontary of tb9 AJ.r 
rare:• (Acquisition) 1 and the Director, DLll up:late tllel.r 1.lllpl-..tl.!MJ action 
plane t.o abaw the GlU'Hnt or planned aotions toe 

a. KAintaiJI t-hnical data paolca;H and Nb tham available, adaquat. 
and. ac:ourate &.11 an initiative for objeocti•• 21 enaare technical data SC'S 
availabla, admquate, and ac:curate for u.... in aaquiriag quality part•. 

b. CO!llply with the roiquir...nt• of Of.fie• of Federal Procu.r91111mnt l'Oliay
l.ettar 110. 91-3, •a.porting Konconformi119 Produota,• to partloipate in the 
Clovvr...ant-Iadu.atry Data sxchange P.:"ogrui u an .l.nit.iativa far obj•cti- 23, 
iaprove tbol cuat.omer comiildnt ayat... 

c. Support tha devaloputnt, pi•imad daployw.nt and impl-ntatiOn of the 
DOD-wide Defi<:ienoy llapcxtino; Syat- (DllSI aa an lnitiat.1- for objeotive 33, 
ialp11:0ve t.,. cuatamar campl&int ayatani. 

d. lteduoe th• nllllber of fa....,. uOMKI to ,...p0rt nonoonfo_...,••, and 
•t.aad&rdb.e the t ..... and tbs .... of ~ ,.....,. aa initiat.iv•• for objectiv• 
23, hprov• tlla cutOMer c:.,.plaJ.nt 1y•t-. 

•· Prov.I.de the training Dlltldad to varifr that the Product Quality 
:O.fioienoy llapart• Proqr... (l'Ql>R) ia u11ad •ff•at.l.valy •• an in!.tiatiff for 
objecti.Ya 23, .l.lllprov• the cuatomar ccmpiai.nt ay•t-. 

Conour. Kavy 1111bmit.tlld an updated l1Jpl-ntation Plan to OSD 1.n DaeelU>ar 
1993, containlno; currant action• and initiativaa not 1noludllild in the laat 
update aubalittad in 1991. Thia updata addnaiMdl 

a. In .ruponH to llbjact:iv• 2 of tbs DOD Action Pl•n, DOD 
publillhacl DOD 5010.12K (X.y 1993), •P.rocedar.• for the "'°'l"bition and 
1tanao;-nt of '1'1tahnioa1 Data,• whivh provl.dea a unifa..,,. aptn:aaah t.o aoquiriDCJ 
and -fta9il1Q data. In addition, tha ASM (RD5AJ publl•hetd thll •Acquiaitio11 
Planninr;i Guide" ll'I April 1992 which aarvea &a the Ravy• a 911.ide for teohniaal 
data acquisition. ll!AVSDP 1aaued Publ1oation 594, •u.s. •avy PrOcu~nt 
Teehnical llata H.an4boak, • in Septtllllber 1992, which l*O'lid- guid&ne9 :for tbs 
ac:q~iaitian of tachnical data and teclhnlaal data pac:ka9t1a auitabl• tG procure 
or J"lprocare an TO identify t.he location of t..,hnioal data in ol'der ~1.t... 
acqutr. quality part.a, M•YJ' hH loaded over 19 million d&ta it- into t.ha 
Military •119inaerill\T Data Aa..t t.ocator Syate. (llEDALS) databa... l'inally, 
CQrraD.t: »a"'Y braakout procedun.a an9\1n adequat.a and compl•t:• tachnic:al d&ta 
pac:ka;ea .r. available prior to competitive J*OOUll:lillPllPt of spare p.i:ta. 

b. RAVSUPJNS~ 5200.268, •aovarnmant-Illd"atry Data Bxohanga ~rogr... 
IGIDBP),• aigned 10 llovembotr 1993, 1-plement• pol1oy, •••iglUI
reapon11ibilitia•, and providaa uniforai p.:ooedu~•• ror particip11t1.on in the 
GmBP proo;;r;-. GIDSP information i• collected in •u-•q- form .l.n th• Kavy' • 

http:particip11t1.on
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Prodllc:t Defle.lanoy Raporting and llvaluation 1'ro!P:• (l'DUP). On<:e 1n PDRBP, 
th.I.• ~OZ9At:iCln i• •••Uabl• for u•• in t:u Bavy•a ..d, 1'•11-, li\r- vandor 
rati"'I ayllt-. &l.milarly, • .,.,,. 'l'l•lit:y fCObl- LMnt:J.fiad by the ••vr and 
.S-.-n- - PDRBP ...llat:.l.u ue of int:e,,.at: to FiYata companl••• and ar• 
prcw.1.dmd for inalu.ion in tbe UllIIP ayat... At pn119at:, tha .aclur.nillill fer 
~J.a laurch&nge of .l.nfo11:1111t1on h muwal, hawaTU, an •lectron1ci .l.ntH·?•ce 
bat- the two ltYlrt- ia andar development and a110a1d be ccmpltrtlld by 
Januuy 1994. 'llitll thi• iilterface, Mavy 11111. bll abl• to download ..1acted 
CIDIP .,.porta el.ectron.l.cially, tlUta laa&1 ti- directly .l.nto .oJIBP. 

"• DClG wUl ataada.l:di- d.tic.l.eacy repoceing .I.Mo a •J.avl• ~ter 
-- call..S tlw l>U. Bavy hUy a11pport• mid ia act:ively participating in 
thia affort:. Ille NayY'a Dafichncy Report T.o!J (DllLOQ) bu bean ..1acted by 
the Joint togut:ica Ayetama Center (.:rL8C) Dir9Cl:or of Katu-.1.el Kana<J-nl: a• 
tlw pn>tot:r»e foi: the DQ. 

d. 11avy policy on quality deUoi.enay .reporting baa bM'll updllted. 
lncl- .I.a poU.oy 911ldanoa on anJuuurl.nv tbe ~ nport:ing aDcl feedbAclt 
•r•"-• Ba.,,,. PA't• ..,. aat:ivalJ' imrMt:i.9aU.,.g -Y• to ~ tha PQDR 
•r•"-· ....,. of t.bll bp=-nta that have alrHdy H8D .realized ara1 
eleotronic proceHi119 of PQDB•J oant:raliH.tiOll Of l'Ql)B ....,~nt1 and 
autoiut..S acreen.l.ft9 d11r1n<J ,._ipt pi:ocaHing for all D8V ~ipt• and 
mat•rlal raturna. AU of th.-M .l.nitiat.l.vea .. u1 •••ht: ln standardising and 
.red\ac.l.ng thll n.-r of foa:as u...i. t.o r.port nonconfoCMnoea. Another 
initiative l:hat will p.romot• 9niate&" •ff1c18Jlcy l• the U.f9CtiY• Nat.4r.lal 
AH.I.at TaUI (DMAT). Two DllAT• ..._ be- -tad - - i. San Diago and the 
<¢har 1n .1ac1r.....,.,.1.11e. ~ha,- ara -btrlront O(Mlratiou eatabl.l.ahed to ud•t 
fl..t and indqstrial oustDllllr• wlth reportintll and IU.D&qillQ' dafective 
11&t•rlal. Thar perfora a Ya.riaty of fwiotiona on balullf of the ouat-• 
proy.l.cle onelta ...1.atanoe witA filing P<ll>Raf nt...l.t 'Ol>lla •l.aotronically to 
the appropriate soraeull>g point f track PQDRI to omavre reported. clefeot• a.re 
inYeatS.igatlld, result• are provided to the PQDll cir191natoi-, and defacti•• 
11111t.ari.al diapg•i.ti.cn 1.n•truc:Ci.on• U"e proYidadl aonaoU.date Hhoi'e all 
aaDDCiat.d defeotift mat•rla1 pendi>lg dlapo..11 and an•ur• tha dafaot.iv• 
-tarl.al .I.a pu~ in auch a ..nnar to praclude .:euae within DOD. Thll uae of 
a DMAT will .boprovt1 the quality ot PQD'R sublli.Hicn•f nduc• the 'II.Wiiber cf 
foll:IU rttqUs..r.d to identity, .report, and traok nonaonfc.raance•1 redlloe 
proc:8ad11Q' t1-1 reduoa cu•-r -rltload uaoctatad with defeotiV9 -t•rlal1 
and eliminate •hipbo&rd •toi:A9• of clefectin 1Uterl.al. 

•· ••vr eontLnually .triftl• to !.mprova traialntJ of peracanal in 
campletlnq and prac:e••iDO PODR•. The advent of :DHAT• will prov.l.da additional 
traiAJ.119 ~o personnel aompletin9 PQD1t fo.rlMI through ona-on-ona aaaietancie and 
advice. Wilen PQIJ•lbla, !>HAT par.annal will complete tba form• for fl..t and 
1nduatr1.al unite, thua anaqring th• PQllll• ace a.,.pi..t.t and eorraet. TM u... 
of llKAT• i.a eicpect:ad to vnatly JAprove tu cuirt:Dlll8r CClllplalnt ayat-. 

l. lfe rec:cmm.ncl that tha Aaaiatilnt S.oreta..i•• of tlut Army and ••"1' 
(lleaeacoh, DllYelopMOnt and Aoqu1ait1on} 1 the Aa•l•tant Seo...t...y of th• ~r 
roraa (Acqubiticn), and tha Director, DLA revlaa tluti.r Ulpl-nting acition 
plana to: 

•· support an effort to idantify and ele•i<Jn•t• .,... •yat- u the 
atandard DOD Y9ndcir rating myatalll H part of an additional objeotlva to the 
pr.-c:ontract pha••· 

b. Dllac.r:Lbe the aot.!OA11 t.i..n. to oc-ply witb UllC, title 10, ..«ion. 
2381, "ProC11&"911111nt of Critioal Aireraft and Ship Part•,• •• an in1t1at1V9 for 
objective 7, •n•u.re all 1N1>Pliera of apar• part• and repair part• ...t 
apec.1.f.l.ed qua11tr u,d tachnl..oal raqui.r9Dlata. 

c. Support develoJ;m9nt of colltractual poUcy pi'Opo111&la to o'btain 
raillbur....nt or npla~t for proctuota aeo11pt:ad by tha Gove~nt, but 
later found to c:ont•in patomt defacta, aa .. iaLtiatiY• for obj•otl...,,. a, 
reject or raqaira correction• of nonrxmforai.nv auppl.I.••· 

5 
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cl. Raaove nonconforming producu ldentif led on PQDRll from Defe1111• supply
57111:• in...entorle•I nocu:y contractor• wben their noaconfDDLlluJ praduat• are 
dbaoYerecl •ad ...,-us. aopl.8• ot 'l"•Utr defbS.-o;rr :Lat-".l.D6 to 
11C1Atrac:t;ora •o the oon"aot:or oan aorreot the cau- of tlm q.aU:l:y -1:-1 
t•ilura1 1nf'o- contracting oltlcer• •o ~y aan att.npt ta recov.p tile 'lalue 
of the 'l\OACOnforml.119' p~uat•1 and document the qual1t:y aawrana• dllabiona 
to ~t. or not: reciue•t labaratory tHti-ng n.ecled ta eupport JIQIJRll .. 
inil:hti.,.• for abj...ti'v• 23, l.9prcr.. t:u cue~r aamplaint ayaum. 

•· Davelop atrata9i•• for aoat •ffeatl.,.ly ta.,.,.tlng 'l"&llty 
...uranc:e lallocatory 1:-t.i.l"J to 1.d.nt:lf'f n.aept.l.bl• ~uat line• and 
probl• coJ\t:a:-act:ors, and t.o rando&ly teat the product• a11ppli.ad by problam 
auppli•H at ..,.ry national 1.n"11tory control 110int IJCP) •• an addlld 
objec:t1'r• f"oc tbe f..dback intelliQellee phue, 

f. SYaluate tlie adequacy of quality u.uranoe laboratoey teat pl&ru1 H 
an J.nitlati.'18 for objec:t.l.n 22, enhan<Je 'the u- of DOii and lndiep111ldent
laboretory teat capabllitJ..ee. 

OOll Cgmment; 

Conour. •avy .W.l.ttad Aft updated l•Pl-ntation Plan il'I oe-i=.r 1993 
contaln.lJ\i current 1n1tiat1.vH and ~ogrania not included in t.h• laat update
.W:...itt41d 1n 1991. Tbto followln; CCllllMIDta •re offered la rt111iJ011•• to 
mpeol.Clo ~ti.on• COAtalned in the aud.J.t report• 

a. ••vy fully •upport• 1111y affort by oaD t..o ldantify and deai.!Jn.lte a 
atandacd Yendor ratJ.nv ayat•• Navr'• Rad, ll'eU.,.,, Gretta Prooru CCllld 
•ffeotivaly perfor.a •• a DOD-wide ay•t... 

b. Should Can;a:'eH not p&H tbe leqblati.on iatrochlced by S11Mt.or Glenn 
on :ir. OCtober 1993, (8.1581), Kuy will aupport any action tlllmn by OllD to 
C0111PlY wlUI U8C, title 10, ....,t;ion 2383, "Pr~t; of Crltioal Alroraft 
•nd llllip Part•.• Vpoll r-aeipt of dir.ction br ostt, ll•vy will 4RValop 
specific impl..,,,.ntl.lMJ lnatrvctiona. 

c. Ravy will all~ any actioa talutn by OSD to de'18lop conuactu•l 
policy propoaala to obtain rel.llhuraemant or ,.,.pl•C..-nt. for product• aocepted 
by tha cio..e~nt, but later fcullll to have pate11t defect•. Jt i• aot 
poaaible for Jllavy to wiilat.arally coba119• ournnt l'•daral A<><plait.1.on 
11mqulation/ DefenH 1'9daral Aacpiaition 1'egvlat1on l11ppl-t ln!Rr..aU.•"'• to 
n.flec:t the YaU.d Ila• of th•M p:t'CpGH4 pat:eA't dafact clauMa la 11&"1' 
cont.rac:t:a. Thi• llUal: be addreHltd. by OBJ>. JIU}' haa Men alll.• t:o ....,at:iate 
failur• frae warrantia• on twa conta:-acta - a aoaq>atitl- purcbaM of the 
ALQ-1111 &l~icoaio Coantairmeaeurea Reoeivar and th9 Qlaa.rt.a Rate sen11ar for tu 
Harder. In tile cue of tu ALQ-99, th• contractual claaH -i-cificallJ 
at&ted the J.t.- "would be free from deteot• in matuial and -rlau.nahlp, and 
~ntorm wlth all the ~iz.-nta of ti.. .,..ntr&ot. fo..- • l'"'rlod ~ 60 -u 
J:89&Xdl..a of govarnmant inapaotion aiul aoaaptanoe.• Clau..• ..,oh aa ~ae 
a1<• not. appropriate for all aywtema. ••'IJ' ia Cle'lelopin; a notice on 
warrantiH whieh should be relea...S l.n January 1994. lfayY hU ,P&'OVl.ded 
copi•• of theaa two warrant.y clau- to otur Ser'licaa/DLA fa&' poesibla uaa. 

d. upoa rec:alpt ot • l'Q.Dl\1 11a.,,. cond1.1ot• an 1nvest1qation to 
•ub11t:ant1ate Ule noncoaforman~ an4 dateralne re11ponaiblU.ty. lloth 
90.,er-nt and oOlllllllrci.&l faoU1t.l.u are u..cl ta ptJefoni required 't••t• to 
1111pport the 1'Ql)ll. llonconfgrml.119 product• are r_,.,.d fro. !:he ayat- and 
pw:vecl to lnaure tlwly do nat :r.tum to the DOD aupply ayirt11111. Wbere it haa 
been datan1t.n.d that the .,.ndQr l• reaponaihla, the contraotin; e>ffioar• a.re 
notified aa tby cu ati:aolllt " effect roopair, repla-1\t, or 
raimbur-ilt. 'the recent updat. to ll&vy'• policy e>n qu.ali.ty defl.ciAney and 
raportlnQ provl.da• far llltlra •~J.flclty in ..•ignl.lMJ cauae 111 ~DR cle>ai119 
actiona. Thia J.a expeotad to anhanc• capebUiUu to dat•rmilm -ndor 
liability. l\ll of the abav9 procltd.urea are at.a~ within Kavy and ha'18 
been pa:-ovaa effective. 

' 
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•· llayY cequina 100 percenl; uetln9 of all i..vel 1 1Nb8ate, MllclAar, 
safety, al1d Safety cd! 1'1111ht it-•. •avy ICP• u•• ~nt i..•tl.¥>9 oa a very 
l.bt.it..t bae.l.e beo&>1•• of .,.eaurce ......etrainta. 'tM FDCJI'.. al; llavy Shl.p9 Parl:a 
COAt.:ol Cent:er (IPC:C) 1e cva.ntly li•i.ted ta U.tinv l'8Plllr•hl• cOMpOnant.a fram 
major -•.POI' •rat-. The proorui at t:M •••al Aviat:ion S\lpply Ofrioe (AllO) 
teate oal:r conaumabl••, but will include rap111rul• in the future. Ra.,. created 
t:he 01-1 llnQiue P•rl• l~-m: Provr- to iJlprO't8 t.lle qulity of di...•l 
migi.,. •pt.re IUlcl reptilr part• prc>Yided to tMi n~. J.napect:ioa. of auapect 
part• (ldtlntified ue.l.119 PQPll, eauaa11ty ..part;i"'I (CASllBP), arw1 3ll data) in 
.."Y ..,.. DOD imrent:ori.ea ace -, with nonc:onfal'lll1ng paieta pn•ged f..- the 
aupply ayat-. ..yY plane to tulpand t.hb t ..tliig p&"ogr- to include QH 
turbine ea.ginea, pmpa, and air Conclitioni119 unit•· 'llben re-.:cH pei:mit, 
..vy w1U expand the teatln!I' ~- to other crU•1oa1 it-•· both in atock 
and pziar to plaoing u in-arr. •a.y will .... DLA and otlwr DOD t.aatinq 
laboratorle• far thh effort. DLA bH agreed to allow llavy to uH •1-nt• 
of their lab tNting ~-. to include contr~ vehi.cl••• ta uat 1'avy 
aHet:a. Wa.y ~ arranged to"" teet reaulte b- tlae DLll. apt- far 
Analyaia of Lab TWt. lle•ult• datab... aJul the AU ll'orae Conformanca 
V.ri.fJ.cat::Lon program to identify potenUal prob1- areu oc contraot:ore for 
inffllti;at:Lon, In t:hi11 -y. a - aaat eff~i"• meana for tar;•t:inq t..,t 
.Lt- can be .mpl0)'9d. 

f. !l'avy I.a evaluatinq t"8 adequacy of quality a•aurance laboratory te11t 
plana. MatillCJ• wl.th llPCC and !ISO i.oan in Mov-.0 l.993 and will continue. 

•· w. .reaaaaand that tM &aaiatant: aacretul.aa of the ~ and Mavy
(Rllaearch, .,.,,.lopnomnt anci Acqlliait:Lon), and the Aeai•t:ant lecintary of thtl 
au roiree (Aoqq1ait:.lon) ref'1- ttMP HJ.lit.arr ~t iltpl-nt.l.ng action 
plane by ~inq an init.1.atbe to teat. product 11..nea lltored iii depot: 
J.nventcn-ille ....pect:ecS of oont:llinin<J noneonfor.l.ng producta •• part of 
Dbj9Cti"• 18, ldent:1fy and purge nonoontormint;J materl•l trocn th• wbol•••l• 
level inventory. 

Concur. wa...y haa •ubclitt.d an updated l•p1-nt.a1'ion Plan l.n Deamnbar 
1!193 cont:ainiiuJ initiative• and prcigrama not 1no1udecl in tha 1991 update. 
One of the it:eiul dlaciu118ed in tha new updated plan deal.a with the Dle..1 
lngina Part• Iiap&'DV-nt PrOQJl'&lll, &taigned to ~· the quality of di-1 
11119.l.ne apara and repAil' ptorla. Inapectiona of 11U•pect pa.rt• lidentifiad 
uaing l'QDll, CASNSt, and 3M data) in 11avy and DOD inventor!•• are made. llavy 
plana to •XJ>Alld th.I.a t••t.l.119 proor• to include v•• l;urbine 8119'11"1•, pump•, 
and air condltl.onin9 uni.ta. 

s. we reOOIDllllUlll that the Director, DLA, red.- the DLA Action Pl.aA to adda 

a. An objllCti.. to develop the Contractor PrcifUe •t•"-- 1.n the 
preaonuaat. p1uaae. 

b. t.n lnltiatJ.- ta -aura and daacribe the PJtOIJl:e•• of all DOD 
contrac1:ora 1.n l:he In-Plant Qudlt:y llvaluation •rci11ram under objective 14, 
-nun effttetbetteH of 111-pl.ant oovernment gontract adlii.n.f.atratf.on and 
contract.or ,erformance. 

o. &n objec:tl... to J.mpl_,1; the -rcial qualit.r .tandard• that are 
deacribad in the International ~ani&ation far ltandardlaatlon (ISO) 9000 
aer:Lea and equivalent Amer!oan National standard• In..tJ.tuu-lmllrican Society 
for Quality Control (.11118?/ASQC Q90) quality •y•t... eerJ.ea. 

d. An initiative ta dnalop training for DafanH Contract. Management 
OClalNlnd quality •••uran<ie r•presentativa• on how to ..a1uate the l80 9000/Q9D 
~re.I.al q;uallty •y•t- under objeciU.ve 12, update J.n-plant Government 
quality aeeurance proc:edur.. to provide GoverN118111' quality •••ur•nc• 
repraa.ntat.ivaa flexibility to tall~ ovarmi11ht. 
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•· An lnU:iativ• to MHlln the 11Qlllb<ln of waiver• and d4Wiationa and 
the inmboar of ..twl.al a.¥.t.ew 9oa%d action• tbat are apecowecl lllUl include 
that inf-Uoa I.a Ula QualitJ' Sfhgt:I.,,._• Mulnq Tec:hnic;iue under 
abj•C1t.i.ve 10, reduoe CCMl~aot:...e 111&.terial ,....,.,_ boaEd aationa and requ•llt• 
for W&i.......,• or ....,:Latioii•. 

f. An objective to vari.fy that inspection ~· :for r.packac;ied 
product.A ar. applied H that dulaqad product• are not Hiit out and that all 
naeeHary Lnf.,,,..tioa h iacluded on tha paclra99 laJ)el aa part of thll upot 
(•upply -v-nt) 1"haN• 

DON Gnnnent 

Defer to DLA. 

8 
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DEPARTMENT DP' THE AIR FORCE 

N•ADQU~ UNITKD lfTATES AIR l'OltCC 


WUNINQ"l'ON, D.c. aoasD 


16 F£8 1994 

{.!EMORANDUll1 ~·o.a 	 ASSISTAHT INSp~;c•J'OJ{ Gt:Ht:RAL ['0.R AUDITING 
OFFIC\:: Ot' i·ui:; INSPECTOR GF.J\'F.Rl!.L 
IJEl'AH'l'MJ::ll'.l' O~ DCFEKSE 

SUBJECT: 	 Report on DOD Component Implementing Action Plans for 
Improving the Quality of lipare Parts (Project No. 
2CF-0053) - l~FOHMATION MEkORl,NDUN 

Tbis is in re~ly to your memorandu• requosting the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and Comptroller) 
to provide hir Force comments on subject report. 

Our com&ents are ~ttached. 

AtLachmen\;: 

Air ~orce comrucnts 
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AIR FORCE COMMENTS ON DOD(IG) REPORT 

ON 

DOD COMPONENT IMPLEMENTING ACTION PLANS FOR IMJ.>ROVING 

THE QUALITY OP SPARE PARTS (PROJECT NO. 2CP-0053) 

INTERNAL CONTROLS 

1. The DOD (IG) report on pag• 4 s111U1arised tbe services 
and DLA actions taken r•garding establi•hing internal eontrols 
pertaininq to id•ntifying officec of primary responsibility 
(OPRs), revision of the component plans which would include 
•easurea to assess performancG, and establishing realistic time­
pbas•d milestones for accomplishnlent. ~he two Internal Control 
paragraphs also ace closely related ta Findinq A discussion on. 
pages 8 through 13. The Internal controls paragraphs follow; ~ 

•rnternal Controls aeview•d. We attempted to identify 
internal controls within the DOD Co•ponenta for assuring that 
imple•enting action plans were maintained tQ reflect current 
Qbjectives, initiatives, performance measures, and milestones to 
continuously improve the quality of spare and repair parts. 
Also, we attempted to identify offices of primary re•ponsibility
for each objective to determine the adequacy of oversight and 
responsibility, The DOD Components had no internal controls in 
their internal manage•ent control programs to address whether 
management officials revised and updated the implementing action 
plans, 

•rnternal Control Weaknesses Identified. The audit 
identified materiel internal control veaknessee as defined by 
Public I.aw 97-255, Office of Management and Budget Circular A­
123, and DOD Directive 5010.JS. The DOD Component• did not 
revise or update their implementing action plans to verify that 
the action plans included definite performance measures to assess 
proqram results and realistic time-phasad, lonq-range milestones 
for the actions needed to continuously improve the quality of 
spare and repair parta. ­

2. Compon~nt comments on internal control& were requested 
in your 17 November 1993 ••mocandu• whicb forwarded tbe report to 
the services, DLA, and uso. 

MANAGDIENT COHMENTS: The Ait Force partially concura. 

J, Tbe to11owing summarizes the Air rorce position 
regardinq co•pliance with the USO plan and internal controls. 

94 




Department of the Air Force Comments 

95 


Page 3 of your report states that •The primary audit objective 
was to evaluate the DOD Component plans for i•plementing the DOD 
Action Plan•. It also stoted that you would examine internal 
controls for verifying performance. 

a. The DOD plan outlined 26 "objectives• ana their 
related 41 •activities• or sub-tasks. The Air Poree plan, which 
waa forwarded to the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisltlon) on 
11 June 1990, meticulously followed the contents of the OOD plan.
This is readily discernable by placing the tlolO plan& side by side 
and coapacinq the •objectives• and •activities• of each. It is 
our position that the Air rorce ~lan implemented the DOD plan and 
hence has met or exceeded your i•plementation criteria. 

b. As it pertains to internal controls, the DOD plan 
did not contain • requirement for institutinq internal manaq~ment 
controls to ••aaure performance1 however, how the Air Force 
meaaured performance is diacuQaed in detail in paragraphs 4 
throu9h 7 below. 

(1). It ia the our position that improvement of 
the quality of Air rocce spares and repair parts in the DOD 
supply syste~ was the responsibility of tbe commanders of Air 
Poree Logistics CoJllllland (APLC) and Air Force Syste•• Cofllllland 
(AFSC). These co111J11ands have been conaolidated into the Air Force 
Materiel Command (APMCJ. 

(2). Further, in and of itself, the AFMC plan
should not be a compliance document listing every aspect of the 
acquisition process that could be deemed a means of assurinq
total quality. It ie only one of many tool• used by the 
co11111ander to assure that the Air ¥ore• obtains quality spare 
parts. Por example, Air Poree Materlel Co111111and (AFNC) has a 
Product Improve•ent Worting Group. It is a program that team• 
buyers with the user• to explore various methods of improving the 
quality of syste•S and spare parts. 

c. Baaed Qn the above, we recommend that quality
i•provement verification be wade a materiel COIUlandera• 
initiative rather than placinq it in tbe plans of the components 
as an internal control check-list item. Tbe reaaons tor this 
reco111J11andation are that: 

(1), The plans are only one means of attacking
the probla~ of non-conforqing parts. 
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(2). I•proving the quality of spares and repair 
parts is tbe responsibility of the materiel co-.anders. The act 
of placini internal controls for verifying product improvement in 
the plan will not ensure such action. Quality l•provement can 
only result Crom the culmination of ~any actions, all of which 
are dependent upon the actions taken by the commanders concerned. 

4. Th• following provides detailed information supporting 
our su.111111ary paragraph. 

a. COMMENTS REGARDING NOT UPDATING AND REVISING THE 
AE'MC PLAN - PAGE 4 OF THE REPORT (INTERNAL CONTROL NEAJ:NESSES 
IDENTIFIED). While the A~KC plan did not specify dates ror 
revising and updating the original June 1990 plan, lt waa revised 
in Oecember 1991. It is our position that it should be revised 
aa required and not on a scbedule such as every two years. 
selective revision will make it a •1ivin9• document•. Objecti~es 
and •activities• (sub-set actions related to the objectives) that 
require revision will be chan9ed1 however, those that have not 
changed will remain as printed. The method of revision could be 
by complete republication of the plan or by preparing page 
changes. This would be at the option oe AFHC. 

(ll· The Air Poree will have a plan; however. how 
the plan will be revised depends upon the new guidance that USD 
is planning to place in the •non Materiel Management 'Regulation 
(DOD '140.l-R). The contents currently are being discussed by 
you a.nd osn. 

(2). Our co111111ants on your report are predicated 
upon the stAted audit objective on page J of the report that you 
would evaluate bow tbe components plans implemented the DOD 
Action Plan. lt is our position that we meticulously followed 
the guidance in the 3 March 1990 USO plan. It contained no 
requirement for the services and OLA to establish internal 
controls for verifying performance. 

(JJ. AFMC planned to revise its plan bQsed upon 
the consolidation of Headquarters Air Force Loqistics co111111and and 
Air Force Systems COmmand1 however, this was placed on hold 
pandinq the results oe this audit whicb took place from Auquat 
1992 to June 1993. We concurred with the AFMC decision to delay
the revision based on three reasons: 

(a). Changes should not be based on informal 
discussions with auditors. Revising an objective and its 
initiative(s) must be staffed within Headquarters AFMC and sent 
to the Air Logistics centers (ALCs) for implementation. This 
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involves changinq detailed acquisition procedures throughout the 
ALCs. lt can be an extensive process which affects how people
perform thelr duties. Because of this, changes must be based on 
firm requirements. 

CbJ. Onnecesaary changes should be avoided. 
Changing an existing plan to conform to auditors comments, made 
during the course of the audit, could result in unnecessary
changes if the comments were not included in the final report. 

le). Any changes must ba based on new OSD 
guidance that wlll be given to the services and DLA based on your 
report number 91-091, uubjcct •Management of the DOD Action Plan 
for Improving the Quality of Spare Parts•, dated 29 Apr 93. 
Action on this report was addressed to USD. It is atill under 
discussion by your two offices as we indicated in paragraph 2 
above. 

b. COMMENTS ON lCOUR STATEMENT AT THE BOTTOM OJ.I' PAGE 4, 
THAT THE COMPONENTS OXD NOT HAVE DEFINITE PERFORMANCE MEASQRES TO 
ASSESS RESULTS AND DIO NOT HAVE REALISTIC TIME PBASSD MIL~STO~ES 
TO IMPROVE QUALITY, 

(1). We believe that this comaent possibly is 
based on misinterpreting the AFMC activities and milestones. For 
example, the OPRs' actions, which follow each •ctivity, describes 
the expected performance by indicating the milestones for each 
activity, the statu• of its plannin9, execution, and estimated 
completion date. 

(2). It is the Air Force position that 
supervisors responsible for the activity can use the •action• 
portions and the milestones to measure their progress, without 
including a for•al reporting requirement for each activity. 
Further, supervisors further up the colllllland chain can U•• the 
plan in the aame manner. 

(l). we believe that achieving progress on the 
plans actions is the responsibility of the AFMC and ALC 
commanders. Without command interest, any plan to improve the 
quality of items in the DOD supply system is doo•ed to failure. 
This is equally applicable to the other services and DLA. 

c. COMMENTS OH YOUR STATi:Mli:NT AT THE BOTTOM OF PAGS 4, 
Tl:!A'r THE COHPONENTS NEED TO .ESTABLISH •x.oNG-RANGE MILESTONES·. 

(1). We believe that this is another area of 
possible misinterpretation. For example, our Activity 4a states 
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that •contractinq officers are encouraged to apply the benefits 
of •beat value• contractinq to the acquisition of spar•s and 
repair parts•. This ralat•• to th• •alu• Ribbon Contractors• 
(BRC) and establisbinq the •vendor Rating Syatem• (VBS). 

(2). The plan stated that the SRC •planninq• was 
complete, •ezecution• was on-going, and that •co•pletion• was on­
going. Since the •execution• and the •co~pletion• portions were 
•on-going" {open-ended), we conaidered that tbese were lonq range
actiona. Conversely, ·~Lanning• foe the BRC was complete, hence 
we considered this to be a abort ranqe action. 

(3J. Actions on tbe VRS have two phases. Both 
were described in the •Action• portion of Activity 4a. Phase I 
•planning• was completed in August 1991. It was scheduled for 
testing fro• October 1992 to August 1993. "Execution• was 
programmed to begin in OC:tober 1993, with •completion• being an 
on-going or open-ended and was considered to b• a long range
action. Likewise, Phase XI •planning• was to begin in October 
1994, •execution• was to begin in April 1995, and the 
•completion• date was on-golng or open-ended and was considered 
to be a long range action, 

(4J. Examples similar to the above exist 
throughout the plan. Nowhere in the DOD plan is there any 
•tatement that tt ls not a long range document. Further, the Air 
Poree considered it to be a long range document when we used it 
as a basis for developing our pl~n. We believe that a plan that 
was written in 1990 and has •ileatones out to 1995, or that are 
on-qoinq, •ust be considered a long runge docU.11ant. 

5. COMMENTS ON FINDING .A. or THE REPORT - PAGES 8 - 12. 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: 

The Air Force concurs with the statements on page 
a that only •inor plan revisions were made1 however, the reasons 
for this are outlined on page 3, paragra~h 4a. we alao concur 
with comments on page 9 about transferring •oojectives• to OLA. 
We further agree with the co~ments about the AFMC orqanization
and the lack of feed-back on paqe 12. 

We only partially concur with para9caph 3 1 under 
tbe title •performance Measures• on page 9 that our plan was a 
one-time response and did not describe time phased. long ranqe 
activities for each objective, and the last paraqraph on page 10 
and 11 that the Air Force had no def inlte milestones for 18 of 
its 21 objectives. These are addressed in paragraphs 6 and 7 
below. 

s 
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6. COMMENTS ON PARAGRAPH l ON PAGE 9 OP THE REPORT 

REGARDING THE COMPONENT PLANS BEING A ONB-TlHE RESPONSE 'l'O TBE 

DOD ACTION PLAN. 


The Air Force conaidered the plan to be a continuing 
•1ivinq document•. This is evidenced by the June 1990 plan
having been revised in December 1991 and that AFMC was planning a 
second revision untll it was placed on hold pendinq the results 
of this audit - see the Air Poree discussion in paragraph 4a 
r~gardinq internal controls. 

7. COMMENTS TO THE STATEMENT IN 'l'HE LAST PADAGRAPU ON PAGE 

10 OF THE ltl!!PORT, THAT •THE AIR FORCE DID NOT ESTABLISU DEFINITE 

MILESTONES l"OR 18 OF ITS 21 ODJECTIVEs•. 


a. For each activity of an objective, A!'KC assigned 
three categories of milestones - one for planninq, one for 
execution, and one for completion. AFHC did not assign a 
calendar date to each milestone; however, this was done in aome 
cases. Please refer to examples in Activities 2B, 4A, 48, 4C, 
6A, 7A, 8A, 9A, lOA, IDB and lOD, which ware completed, llA, lJB 
and lJC, wnicb were completed, l5A, 17A, l8A, 188, l9A, 22A, 24A, 
and 26A. 

b. We consider that indicating actiona as •complete•,
•underway•, or •on-going• to be responsive , especially when read 
in conjunction with the description of the actions to be taken by
the offices assigned the implementinq responsibility. Again
please note that paragraph 7a indicates that many activities had 
calendar dates assigned. We also conslder that the ter~ •on­
going• assigned to a completion data indicates a long term 
com•ltmant whicb is open ended. 

c. We appraciata your remark• in paragraph 2 on page
12 regarding the AFMC points of contact being knowledgeable about 
the AFMC Plan and each objective. 

a. PINDING ·A· CONCLUSION OH PAGES 12 AND 13 or THE REPORT. 

MANAGEMENT COHKE:NTS: 

a. We concur with your conclusion on page 12 that tbe 
•ooo Action Plan ia an important planninq document•, that quality 
assurance organiiations must keep 11anagement focused on improving 
quality, and that without action plans and a commitment to long­
range improvement, and ~active involvement of {MlCBonnel from 
headquarters to field organizations• is essential for improved
quality. 
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b. We object to the po•~ibl• misinterpretation of the 
paragraph ~ecauee it iaplies that the services and DLA are not 
intereated in i•pcoving quality and that they are jeopardizinq 
$56 billion in future spares procurements. We ceco1U1end that tbe 
laet aentence be reworded •• follow•• 

•Action plans must include a comiaitment to 
improvinq quality and these actions muat be su~ported by the 
commanders of all orqaniiattons concernea•. 

COMMENTS ON FINDING ~A• RECOMMENDATIONS. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION PERTAINING TO FINDING 
•A• ON PAGE .13, 

•we recomn1end that the Assistant Secretaries of the Army and 
Navy (Research, Develop•ent, and Acquisition), the AJ>siatant 
Secretary of the Air Poree (Acquisition), and the Director, 
Defense :C.Ogistics Agency: 

9. .RECOMMEN1>ATION l. ~Establish policies to reissue 
updated plans for imple•enting the DOD Action Plan for 
Continuously I•provlng the Quality of Spare and Repair P~rts 
every 1 year• beginning in PY 199f to track the quality 
improvement accomplishments•. 

MANAGEMENT COHME.NTS: 

We concur with the intent; however, we b9lieve 
that it would be better to update the plan on an aa required 
basis, rather than on a fixed achedule. 

a. Under our concept, an objective or an 
activity would be changed as required. For example, if a change 
waa required in 12 months, we would make the change and not wait 
for another 12 110nth• to pass befoce taking action. This will 
assist tn makinq the plan a •1iving document•. 

b. We plan to revise the plan; however, what 
ia included in the plan will depend upon the guidance that is 
received from OSD when it revise• the Materiel Management
Regulatlon (DOD 4140.l-R). Tbis was discussed in our comments 
regarding Internal Management Controla. 

10. RECOMMENDATION ~. •Batabliah accountability for 
achieving impl•••nting Action plan objeetivem and for improving 
the quality of ~para and rep~ir p~rta by1• 
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REC~DATION 2a. •updating implementation action 
plans to include detailed in-proce•a and planned initiatives for 
the DOD Action Plan objectives.• 

RECC>HltENDATION 2b. •updating implementation action 
plans to contain perforaance •easures to measure the 
effectiveness of each initiative 1n acco~pLishing DOD Action Plan 
objectives.• 

RBCOHKENDATtON 2c. •updating i•plementatlon action 
plans to include definite, realistic and obtainable mile•tones 
for completion of initiatives in the action plans.• 

RECOMMENDATION 2d. •Assigning organizational 
responsibility for management oversight for implementing action 
plan objectives and for obtaining feedback on the adequacy of the 
initiatives supportin9 the objectives.• 

MANAGEMENT COMM£NTS: 

We concur with reco11111endations 2a through 2d1 
however, the wording will depend upon uso guidance to be 
published in tbe revised DOD Materiel Management Regulation (DOD 
4140.l-R). The content& are currently being discu•aed by you and 
uso. 

COMMENTS ON FINDlNG •a• RECOMMENDATIONS. 

11. RECOMMENDATIONS roR CORRECTIVE ACTION BASBO OH FINDING 
•s• AND THE FIVE RECOMMENDATIONS ON PAGES 27, 28, and 29. 

RECOMHBNDATION B-1. •we recommend that the under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition: 

•a. Select a standard DOD vendor rating system foe use 
in DOD. 

•b. Establish regulation• for implementin9 United 
Statea Code, title 10, section 2383, to require that contractors 
supplying critical aircraft and ship parts meet appropriate 
qualification and contractual quality requirement•.• 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: None - this is an action tor USO. 

RECOMMENDATION B-2. •we recommend that the Aasistant 

secretarie• of the Army and Navy (Research, Development, and 

Acquisition), and the Assistant secretary of the Air Force 
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(Acquisition), and tbe Director, Defense I;.ciqistics Aqency, update 
their imple•enting action plans to show the current or planned 
actions to: 

RECOMMENDATION a-2a. •Maintain technical data pac~ages and 
make the• available, adequate. and accurate as an initiative tor 
objectlve 2, ensure technical data are available, adequate, and 
adequate for use in acquiring quality spare parts.• 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: 

Concur. Existing policy on the acc1111ulation and 
maintenance of technical data packages and havinq them available 
for use in procuring quality parts is in Air Force Materiel 
co111111and (Al'MCJ Regulation 57-7. Thls regulation is being
revised. It will clarify individual functional responsibilities 
in tbe maintenance of technical information. ~ 

RECOMMENDATION B-2b. •cO.lllply with the requirementa of the 
Office of Procurement Policy Letter NO. 91-J,Reportin9 
Nonconfor~ing Products, to participate in the Govern•ent-Induatry 
Data sxchanqe Progr11111 aH an initi~tive for objective 23, improve 
the customer complaint ayatem.• 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: 

CQncur. The Air Force has been participating in 
the prograM for 30 years. The Joint Logistics Commanders are the 
pri~ary sponsors, contributing $3.35• •illion of GIDEP's 4.25 
~illion dollar FY 94 budget. AFMC subordinate units are well 
attuned to the progra~. The program's docU11ented co~t avoidance 
has increased from $540,000 in 1964 to $61,200,000 in PY 92, 
The Air Force portion in 1992 the coat avoidance was '15.7 
million. 

RECOMMENDATION 8-le. •support the develop•ent, planned 
deployment, and implementation of the DOD-wide Deficiency
Reporting S~atem as an initiative for objective 23, improve the 
cust0111er CO*plaint ayatem.• 

HANAGENl:N'J: COMMENTS1 

concur. Tbe Air Force la supporting the Joint 
Logistics Systema Center (JLSCJ effort to imple~ent a DOO 
Standard Deficiency Reporting System (DRS). It ia so~eduled for 
Air Foroe-~ide iaplementatlon in July 1994. 

g 
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RECOHMENDA'l'LON B-2d. •Reduce the numbec of forms to report 
nonconfor•ances, and standardize the for:ns and the use of tbe 
forms as initiatives for objective 23, improve the customer 
complaint system.• 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: 

Concur. The initial i•plementation of DRS will 
use eziating foras and data elements. The objective of the joint 
services is to reduce both the number of forms and the data 
required for submiasion. 

RECO>IMENOATION B-2e. •provide the training needed to veriry 
that tbe Product Quality Deficiency Reports Program is used 
effectively as an initiative for objective 23. i•prove the 
customer complaint system.• . 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: 

concur. The Air Force is considering on line and 
interactive training by the use of computer prograMs, probably
•floppy discs, which will •troop lead• the user through the 
actions oe filling out the for••· This should make the traininq
readily available and easy to use. It is planned to h4ve thi5 
available in June 1994. 

RECOMMENDATION J. "We recommend that the Aasistant 
Secretaries of the Army, Navy (Research, Development, and 
Acquisition)., the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Acquisition), and the Director, oeeense Logistics Agency, revise 
their implementing plans to1• 

RECOMMENDATIOH Ja. •support an effort to identify and 

designate on• systa• a• the standard DOD vendor rating system as 

part of an additional objective to the pre-contract phase.• 


MANAGEMENT COMHENTS1 

Concur with the intent1 however, a single vendor 
rating system (VRS) may not be viable, cost e!fective, or iaprove 
the quality of spare parts. ~be value added of a ~OD-wide system 
is hiqb1y questionable because there is little couuaonalit~ across 
the services and DLA in the products that are bought and there 
genecally is suft!cient information in the aervice and DLA unique 
systems to tat• contractors. Another qu~stion ia the cost 0£ 
developing a DOD system. Thi• recommen~ation also waa addressed 
to USD in teco..endation la. Any action on this ahould be 
evaluated by a joint service, DLA, USO coD1J11ittee. 

10 
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RECOMMENDATION Jb. •oescribe the actions taken to comply 
with United States Code, title 10, section 2383, •ecocure•ent of 
Critical Aircraft and Ship Parts•, an initiative for objective 
7, ensure that all suppliers of spare and repair parts meet the 
quality and technical requirements.• 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: 

The Air Force in essence complies with Section 
2l83 ev~ry time a contract is written because contracts include 
clauses regarding all aspects of the procurement. Indications 
are that 2383 will be repealed as was recomraended by the •section 
800 Panel•, Specifics regarding repeal are contained in section 
2401 of the Senate Bill s-1587, Federal straa•lin9 Act of 1993. 
Detailed justification is outlined on page 2-107, paragrapb 
2.s.2, 10 USC 2383, of Chapter 2, Contract Ad•inistration. 
•streamling Defense Acquisition Laws• - DOO Report of the 
Acquisition !.av Advisory Panel to the United States Conqress, 
January 1993. 

RECOMMENDATION Jc; "Support development of contractual 
policy proposals to obtain reimburs••ent or replacement fer 
products accepted by tbe Government, but latar found to contain 
patent defects, as an initiative for Objective 9, reject or 
require corrections of nonconforming supplies•, 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTSz 

Concur with the intent. The audit co~ments on 
page 22, paragraph 2, described the problem that is encountered 
in trying to recoup damages for nonconforming products tbat were 
delivered against old contracts. Often the firms no longer exist 
or they refuse to discuss old contract• when the Covernment has 
already accepted the ite•a and has paid the contractor. 

a. our comments under OOjective 8 of our 
plan cites the actions which we can take against oonconforaing 

contractors: 


(l). To the eztent feasible, pursue firm• to 
correct product deficienc~ea. 

(2). Obtain recoupment after acceptance. 

13). Use P~oduct Deficiency Quality aeparts 
(POQRs) as a basis to pursue fitas that we believe are li~ble. 

(4). Place warranties in contracts to the 

eictent feasible. 


ll 
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b. We know that we have difficulties in 
obtaining recoupment aqainat old contracta. The question is bow 
to deal with new procurements. We cannot •write• our way out of 
the quality problem. we muat expect additional costs if we 
include warranty clauaes. We need to iaprove the acceptance 
procesa to preclude poor quality products passing from the 
supplier, through the OLA receiving process at the depots, and on 
to the cuatoaer. 'l'o help improve thia process, we au99eat 
expanding your Reco..end&tion Jc by adding the following at the 
endr 

~The services and DI.A abould jointly examine the 
product acceptance process to enhance the capability of the 
Government to identify and r•ject nonconforaing supplies and 
require correction prior to acceptance by the Government. 
Emphasis should be placed on monitorin9 and control of the 
auppliera• manufacturing processes prior to items being •hipped; 
to the depot. · 

RECOMMENOJ\TION Jds •aemove nonconforming producta
identified on Product Quality Deficiency Reports from th• Defense 
Supply System inventories1 notify contractors when tbeir 
nonconforming products are discovered and provide copies of 
quality deficiency inforaation to contractors so the contractors 
can correct the cause of the quality failure1 inform contracting
officers so they can attempt to recoup the value of nonconforming 
products1 and document the quality assurance decisions to request 
or not request laboratory testing need to support Product Quality 
Deficiency Report initiatives for Objective 23, !~prove the 
customer complaint system•. 

MANAC.&MeNT COMMENTSr 

Concur with the intent1 however, we believe that 
the proposed actions are too specific to be implomcnted as 
written. SO•e are already in procedures. Further, offices 
raaponaible for the processes need iatitiW• to imple•ent their 
initiativea. Based on this, we reco11191and that the following be 
inserted at the beginning of your aaco11111endatlon Jd: 

•Materiel colllWlnds and DLAr to the extent feasible, 
will consider the following actions, either individually or 
together, in ordac to improve product quality.• 

12 
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RECOMMENDATION Je. •nevelop strategies foe cost effectively 
targeting quality aaaurance laboratory t•atinq to identify 
susceptible product line• and proble~ contractora, and to 
randomly test the products supplied by problem suppliers at every 
national inventory control point aa an added objective eor the 
feedback intelligence pbaae•. 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS: 

concur with the intent. We believe that the best 
expenditure of funds would be to enhance the inspections ot the 
processes at the suppliers• plants. 8y doing this, we would more 
readily preclude bad parts being shipped to DOD depots. while we 
interpose no objection to placing this in the •Feedback 
Intelligence ~hase• of tbe DOD Plan, we believe that it should be 
a pact of Objective 22 (Enhance the use of DOD and independent 
laboratory testing resources). We reco11111end that: 

a. The worda •subject to the availability of 
resources• be inserted at the beginning of Reco..endation Je. 

b, our added words and .Reco111J11endation 3e 
become Activity 22b. Cucrently there i• only Activity 22a. 

RECUMMENDATION Jf. •£valuate the adequacy of quality 
assurance laboratory teat plans as an initiative tor objective 
22, enhance the use of DOD and independent laboratory test 
capabilities•. 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS! 

Concur with the intent. See our co111111ente undet 
1teco111111endation le that the best way ta eliminate bad ~arts i• to 
work on the contractors• in plant processes: however, assllllling 
that the Defense Contract ttanaqement Co111111and IDCHC) cannot 
achieve this in all case&, we concur that laboratory t•sting is 
essential even though it ii expenslve and generally •U&t be used 
selectively. Because of testing costs and decreasing budgets, we 
reco11U11end that tbe fallowing change be aade in Reco11191endation lf1 

Insert the word• •subject to the availability 
of resources• at the beginning of the reco111111endation. 

RECOMMENDATION 4: ~we recommend that the Assistant 
Secretarles of the Army and Navy (Researcb, Developaent, and 
Acquisition) and the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

lJ 
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(Acqui5ition) revise the Military Departaent imple•enting action 
plans by adding an initiative to test product line• stored in 
depot inventories suspected Of containing nonconforming product& 
as part of objective 18, identify and purge nonconforming 
materiel from wholea~le inventory.• 

HANAGEHEN'l" COMMENTS: 

l. Concur with the intent; however, we recommend 
that Reco111111endation 4 be deleted basea on the following coauuents1 

2. Recommendation 4 duplicate& Objective lB 
(Identify and purge nonconforming material from wholesale level 
inventory) and its two Activities - lBA and l8B. 

a. Activity 18A says to •t.aboratory test new 
receipts of safety and weapon system critical items for 
nonconformance. Within resources, apply sample testing to 
noncritical items•. 

b. Activity 183 says •Review existing 

Product Quality oeftcienoy Report• (PDQRS) for identiftcation of 

validated major nonconformancea. Also consider Government 

Industry Data Exchange Proqra~ (GIO£P) Safety Alerts, and other 

feedback means, to identify suspect p•rts. Suspend issue of such 

stock pending inspection and laboratory test.• 


J. Please note that: 

a. Activity l8A addresses "critical• items. 

b. Activity l8B addresses using available 

information to identify parts having •1114jor• nonconformances. 


4. If we add an initiative (Activity) lBC as 
suggested by RecolllJllendation •· it would be an Activity that could 
not, witbin itaelf, be complied with because1 

a. We would have no basis for deter~ining if 
a part was •suspect• unless we received data such as a PQOR or a 
safety alert which is already covered in Activity lBB. 

b. Further, the proposed Activity 18C would 
require testing of all suspect items, assuming that we could 
identify the•· Purging all nonconforming item• is not desirable 
or cost effective because there ore many items, which while they 
may be nonconforming, but do not warrant purging because the 
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defect is not on a •critical• iteq_9r is not a •major•
nonconformanca. In addition, contracting officera often 
authorize waivers or devi<ltion5 fiom specifications or contr~~t 
provisions. 

RECOMMENDATION s, we bave not responded to aecoW1111andation 5 
because \t is addressed to DLA and relates to improving tba DLA 
plan. 

lS 
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

KIEADQllUTtR• 


CAMl.RCNllTATIOtll 

ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIAHJOC-1100 

t 4 HB 1994 ,......,,, DDAI 
ltlER•tO 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GEmmAL FOil AUDIT.ING, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFJ;;NSB 

SUBJECT: 	 Report en DoD Component Implementing Action Plans for 
Improving the Quality of Spare Parts (Project No. 
2CF-OOS3) 

Thia is in response to your 17 November 1993 request. 

/; ..( J/./o/.f'Jfo-rv J!~ 
-(/'!_A INE G, BR.'!25 Encl Vc:n~lnternal Review Office 

cc; 
HM 
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FORMAT l OF 24 

TYPE OF REPORT: AUDIT 	 DATE OF POSITION: It FEB 1994 

PURPOSE OF INPUT: INITIAL POSITION 

AUDIT TITLE AND NO: 	 Draft Report on DoD Component Implementing Action 
Plans for Improving the Quality of Spare Parts 
(Project No. 2CF-0053) 

FINDING A: Accountability in Implementing Action Plans. DoD Component 
implementing action plans did not include the bases for holding 
management officials accountable for achieving quality assurance program 
results and for continuously improving the quality of spare and repair 
parts. Implementing action plans lacked accountability because the DoD 
Components did not establish definite performance measures to assess 
program results and did not set realistic, time-phased, long-range 
milestones. In addition the DoD Components did not develop procedures 
for obtaining feedback from the users of spare and repair parts regarding 
the adequacy of the action plans, and the Army, Navy, and DLA did not 
assign or reassign responsibilities for implementing the action plans. 
As a result, the DoD Components could not use the implementing action 
plans as a management tool for measuring the effectiveness of quality 
program results. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. The DLA Action Plan assigned Offices of 
Primary Interest (OPis) for each objective and activity. The heads of 
these activities were held accountable for (l) the initiatives that were 
developed, (2) the milestones to be met, (3} the monitoring of the per­
formance measures, and (4) the status updates made in the DLA on-line 
computer system and periodic briefings to the DLA Director and/or -Deputy 
Director. DLA definitely used the Action Plan as an Agency-wide manage­
ment tool to improve product quality. Many of the DLA May 1990 Action 
Plan initiatives are complete and with very positive results in improving 
the overall quality of spare and repair parts, as confirmed/measured 
through the DLA hardware Inventory Control Points (ICPs) random 
laboratory testing results. 

Accountability. The May 90 DLA Action Plan identified OPis for each 
objective/activity. The OPI was at the Primary Staff Element (PSE) 
level under the old DLA organization and reported directly to the Agency 
Director. PSE Heads, normally at SES/Flag Officer level, were held 
accountable for achieving the May 1990 DLA Action Plan objectives and 
activities and meeting their associated milestones. Action Plan manage­
ment oversight was present through CPI/senior corporate leadership mon­
itoring of Action Plan initiatives/status, updates into the DLA on-line 
computer system, milestone accomplishments, overall Action Plan perfor­
mance measures, and briefings to senior Agency leadership. In addition, 
the .DLA Deputy Director, personally monitored the Action Plan - ­
initiatives, milestones, performance measures, and computerized status 
updates -- on a quarterly basis. This is evident through the many pieces 
of correspondence that the Deputy Director sent to OPis for 
clarification/ explanation. Periodic Action Plan status update briefings 
were chaired by the Deputy Director and included the PSEs and other 
senior officials such as the DLA Director and DoD IG personnel (including 
Mr. Vander Schaaf). 

Feedback From Users. There was no requirement for DLA to obtain feedback 
from the "users• of spare and repair parts regarding the adequacy of the 
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DLA Action Plan. Certainly •users• or customer needs and expectations 
were key to developing many of the DLA Action Plan initiatives. However, 
feedback on the DLA Action Plan itself would not be meaningful as our 
customers are typically concerned about the increase in the level of 
quality materiel and service rather than how that increase is/was 
accomplished. The DLA Action Plans were provided to Military Service 
activities that perform procurement and logistics functions, i.e., Army 
Materiel Command, Office of the Secretary of Navy/NAVSUP/NAVSEA/NAVAIR, 
Air Force [then] Systems Command and Logistics Command. In turn, DLA 
obtained copies of the Military Services Action Plans. _ 

Milestones. DLA's Action Plan contained definite, realistic, and 
obtainable milestones for identified activities and tasks. For our 
initial initiatives/tasks or for new tasks that were added, these 
milestones were updated in DLA's on-line computer system when required 

DLA disagrees with the DoD IG's associated finding under •DLA Mile•tone•• 
on page 11 that: • ••• DLA provided near-ter. (1989 and 1990) milestones 
for 14 of the 26 objectives in the DLA Action Plan. However, DLA'• use 
of near-term milestones understated the long-range problems associated 
most of the DoD Action Plan objective•.• 

All objectives in the DLA Action Plan had milestones. In the 
automated version of the DLA Action Plan, each new initiative had 
milestones assigned. DLA Action Plan initiatives were not all 
short-term, one-time responses. Many initiatives were quite extensive. 
Some Action Plan initiat~ves are still continuing and will have a lasting 
effect upon quality; e.g., In-Plant Quality Evaluation, Best Value 
Contracting, GIDEP usage, Contractor Profile System, MEDALS, logistic 
reassignment, materiel receipt inspection, and the laboratory testing 
program. 

DLA disagrees that the use of near-term initiatives by DLA understates 
the long-range problem. 

While in some cases, our initiative milestones required revision, 
the very essence of an Action Plan is to create action -- to change a 
given situation; i.e., improve product quality. Setting and 
accomplishing near-term milestones focused action on incremental 
improvements that did/will eventually resolve long-range problems. DLA 
has been successful in this effort as confirmed by an overall quality 
improvement. The results of random laboratory testing conducted by the 
DLA hardware Inventory Control Points (ICPs), our primary quality 
improvement metric, show that the percentage of lots (national stock 
numbers) rejected has declined significantly since Fiscal Year 1990 when 
we began implementing the May 1990 DLA Action Plan. 

Performance Measures and Use as a Management Tool. Definite and 
realistic performance measures were established for each Activity and 
Task in the DLA Action Plan to track action completions and assess 
quality program results. Qualitative {accomplishment-oriented) measures 
were identified for each milestone to track accomplishment (completion)
of specific actions linked to a specific Activity or Task. Quantitative 
measures were identified for specific activities whenever results could 
be directly attributable to a specific activity; e.g., number of waivers 
approved to number of technical data packages changed, inspection and 
audit results, and trend data for delinquencies and nonconformances. In 
addition, there were overall measures of quality and Action Plan 
successes; e.g., random laboratory testing results. Unquestionably, the 
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DLA Action Plan was used as an effective management tool with appropriate 
performance measures to improve product quality. The dramatic increase 
in DLA's quality level, after implementing the May 1990 Action Plan, 
indicates both (1) meaningful initiatives were included in the DLA Action 
Plan and (2) the Action Plan was effectively used as a management tool. 

DLA disagrees with the DoD IG's statements under •Performance Meaaurea in 
DoD Component Implementing Action Plana• on page 10 that: • ••• DLA 
performance meaeurea were not always meaningful and did not provide for 
quantifiable measure of progreee from established baeelinee. For 
example, DLA described two performance measures for objective 18, 
identify and purge nonconforming materiel from wholesale level inventory. 
The two performance measures are quality control and product quality 
audit results and technical assistance and operational review and 
quality assurance management review vieite. The objective 18 performance 
measures do not provide for anything other than ongoing management 
progr&lll8 and do not describe quantifiable :measures of progress such aa 
reduced nonconformancea from an established baseline.• 

In fact, DLA's performance measures for objective 18 are not just 
ongoing programs. Quality control and product quality audit results are 
numerical measures of a number of inspections versus a number of 
nonconformances which results in a percent-defect rate. These rates are 
compared against a baseline of previous nonconformances and provides a 
basis for further analysis as necessary. The number of findings/problems 
identified with the purge program during reviews/visits can also be 
quantified and used to directly measure progress in this specific area. 

More DLA Rationale For Action Plan Measures. The DLA Action Plan had a 
number of activities, initiatives, and tasks requiring measures to track 
progress and assess success. Our approach to measurement was to have 
measures to both assess overall Action Plan effectiveness and 
track/assess individual actions/activities with appropriate measures - ­
qualitative, quantitative or both. For some initiatives (e.g., an 
initiative to develop, issue, and implement a new/improved policy),
qualitative performance measures (accomplishment-oriented) are meaningful 
performance measures of progress. These include measures such as 
• ... timely completion of associated tasks and milestones ... " and 
• ...on-site HQ DLA Quality Management Reviews at ICPs to assess 
new/improved policy effectiveness/ implementation.... • Quantitative 
measures are used whenever and wherever meaningful. However, when you 
implement a plan with widely diverse initiatives that complement and 
reinforce each other as the DLA Action Plan, it is not possible to 
determine precisely which individual initiatives caused or cause overall 
measures of product quality (e.g., random laboratory testing results) to 
improve nor how much each individual initiative contributed/contributes 
to overall improvement. Therefore, individual initiatives will need to 
use qualitative performance measures of sufficiency, as well as 
quantitative performance measures where feasible/appropriate. 

The overall measures of product quality, such as random laboratory 
testing results, are the important Action Plan performance measures. 
They measure the bottom-line; i.e., whether or not the initiatives in 
the Action Plan have collectively improved the quality of spare and 
repair parts. 

OTHER FINDING SUPPORT COMMENTARY WHERE DLA DISAGREES 

DLA disagrees with the DoD IG's statement that •DLA did not reissue an 
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updated version of the DLA Action Plan after Kay 1990.• 

An automated version of the DLA Action Plan was used in lieu of 
publishing an updated glossy version. Periodic updates insured a 
continually current DLA Action Plan instead of a static hard-copy plan. 
Future Action Plans, when they become necessary, should continue to use 
modern automation technology to remain current and provide widespread 
access. Hard-copy Action Plans can be obtained directly from the 
automated version whenever necessary. 

DLA disagrees with the implication inherent in the statement: •The DLA 
Action Plan cited the office• of primary reaponsibility for all 26 
objectives, but the points of contact for six objectives could not answer 
baaic questions and did not know who to contact to obtain ansver• 
regarding the initiatives under the objective.• 

Although the timing of the DoD IG Audit was concurrent with the 
largest HQ DLA reorganization in the Agency's history, the DoD IG 
Auditors were asked to inform DLA (during t~-e initial in-brief and by the 
DLA Action Plan audit Point of Contact (POCi) if additional assistance 
was required to identify objective/initiative OPis/POCs (past and 
present) during their audit. Admittedly, during the reorganization, many 
functions were transferred and the new action officers may not have had 
full knowledge of previous actions for their initiatives. This was a 
temporary situation and responsibilities were quickly clarified. DOD IG 
should have provided DLA the opportunity to find the appropriate action 
officers. 

DISPOSITION: 
-( ) Action is ongoing. Estimated Completion Date: 
(X) 	 Action is considered complete. 

INTERNAL MANAGEMENT CONTROL WEAKNESSES: 
(X) 	 Nonconcur. (Rationale must be documented and maintained with your 

copy of the response.) 
Concur; however, weakness is not considered material. (Rationale 
must be documented and maintained with your copy of the response.)
Concur; weakness is material and will be reported in the DLA 
Annual Statement of Assurance. 

MONETARY BENEFITS: N/A 
DLA COMMENTS: N/A 
ESTIMATED REALIZATION DATE: N/A 
AMOUNT REALIZED: N/A
DATE BENEFITS REALIZED: N/A 

ACTION OFFICER: Duane Rice, MMSLP, 617-0506, 17 Dec 93 
REVIEW/APPROVAL: James J. Grady, Jr., Deputy Executive Director, Supply

Management, MMSD, x70510, 1/26/94 
COORDINATION: AQCO 

Anthony Broadnax, DDAI, x49607, 2/1/94 

DLA APPROVAL: 
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RECOMMENDATION A.l: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency establish policies to reissue updated plans for 
implementing the DoD Action Plan for Continuously Improving the Quality 
of Spare and Repair Parts every 2 years beginning in FY 1994 to track 
quality improvement accomplishments. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. DLA disagrees with establishing a policy to 
reissue an updated plan for implementing the DoD Action Plan for 
Continuously Improving the Quality of Spare and Repair Parts arbitrarily 
every two years to track quality improvement accomplishments. The May 
1990 DLA Action Plan, although not updated in a hard-copy edition, was a 
living document and, in many ways, superior to an updated hard-copy plan. 
DLA Off ices of Primary Interest (OPis) for individual 
objectives/activities (initiatives) used the on-line Distributive 
Miniature Information System COMINS) to periodically update their 
activities. The automated aspects of DLA's Action Plan contributed 
significantly to improving the tracking of initiative status and 
providing an avenue to keep initiative status current and on track for 
successful initiative completion. The DLA Action Plan has been effective 
and since its implementation in 1990, the quality of DLA 
products/materiel has improved. This improvement has been confirmed/ 
measured by the results of random laboratory testing conducted by the DLA 
hardware Inventory Control Points (ICPs); i.e., Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC}, Defense Electronics Supply Center (DESC), Defense 
General Supply Center (DGSC), and Defense Industrial Supply Center 
(DISC). Since FY 1990, the DLA Action Plan has provided us improved
product quality as measured by the percentage of lots (national stock 
numbers) rejected on new procurements. 

DLA has decided to issue one more new hard-copy edition of its Action 
·Plan with the goal of further reducing the rate of nonconforming 
materiel. As with the May 1990 DLA Action Plan, OPis will periodically 
update their initiatives, as necessary, on an automated version of this 
Action Plan and not arbitrarily at a fixed two-year frequency. DLA may 
or may not publish another hard-copy edition of its Action Plan in FY 
1996. That decision will be made at that time based upon the overall 
measures of product quality that will be tracked; e.g., random laboratory 
testing results, random distribution depot product quality audit results, 
valid Product Quality Deficiency Reports {PQDRs) received at the DLA 
ICPs, and valid PQDRs received by the Defense Contract Management Command 
(DCMC) on source inspected materiel on DCMC-administered contracts. If 
no further hard-copy DLA Action Plans are published, quality initiatives 
will continu~ to be integrated into our overall DLA Strategic Plans, 
business plans, and business processes. 

RECOMMENDATION A.2.a: We recommend that the Assistant secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition} the As · 
Sec7et~ry of the Air Fo7ce (Acquisition), ar.d the Dire~tor, ne:!~;:nt 
Log~stics Agenc~ es~abl1sh accou~tability for achieving implementin
actions plan obJect1ves and for improving t~e quality of sp d 9 · 
~arts by updating implementing action plans••to include deta~redan repair 
in-process and planned initiatives for DoD Action Plan obje~t~ves. 

Revised 
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DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. DLA will not be updating the May 90 DLA Action 
Plan with initiatives that strictly follow ~he DoD Action Plan 
objectives. As discussed in Finding A, DLA already established 
accountability and updated the May 90 DLA Action Plan appropriately. 

DLA has developed a new hard-copy edition of an Action Plan with the goal
of further reducing the rate of nonconforming materiel. This new edition 
of the DLA Action Plan only contains in-process and planned 
initiatives/actions for those old DoD Action Plan objectives still 
requiring pursuit, as well as some complete:y new initiatives not related 
to the old DoD Action Plan objectives. DLA's new edition of its Action 
Plan does not follow the outdated format/objectives of the old OoD Action 
Plan. While there will be an initial hard-copy edition and a master copy 
maintained by the Action Plan Administrator, the primary edition of the 
DLA Action Plan will be a living document -- an automated document. 
Designated Points of Contact (POCsl for in-process and planned 
initiatives in this edition will periodical:y update their initiatives, 
when warranted. In the future, initiatives may be added, deleted, or 
modified (as they were for the May 90 Actio~ Plan) based upon 
review/analysis of the initiatives' progress and the overall measures of 
product quality; e.g., random laboratory testing results, random 
distribution depot product quality audit results, valid Product Quality
Deficiency Reports (PQDRs) received at the ~LA ICPs, and valid PQDRs 
received by DCMC on source inspected materiel on DCMC-administered 
contracts. The Deputy Directors of Acquisi~ion and Material Management 
will provide senior corporate leadership for the new plan and will be 
briefed on current status as appropriate. 

RECOMMENDATION A.2.b: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency establish accountability for achieving implementing 
actions plan objectives and for improving the quality of spare and repair 
parts by updating implementing action plans to contain performance 
measures to measure the effectiveness of each initiative in accomplishing 
DoD Action Plan objectives. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. DLA will not be updating the May 90 DLA Action 
Plan with initiatives that strictly follow the DoD Action Plan 
objectives. As discussed in Finding A, DLA already established 
accountability and updated the May 90 DLA Action Plan appropriately. The 
May 90 DLA Action Plan contained definite and realistic performance 
measures for each activity and task to track completion and assess 
results. 

DLA is in the process of developing a new Action Plan (hard-copy edition) 
with the goal of further reducing the rate of nonconforming materiel. 
However, this edition will only contain in-process and planned
initiatives for those old DoD Action Plan objectives still requiring 
pursuit, as well as some completely new initiatives not related to the 
old DoD Action Plan objectives. DI.A's new Action Plan will not follow 
the outdated format/objectives of the old DoD Action Plan. The 
initiatives in the new DLA Action Plan will contain performance measures 
that may be either qualitative or quantita~ive or both. Every initiative 
will not contain a quantitative performance measure. 
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The ~ew DLA Action Plan will also contain overall measures of rod t 

quality; e.g., random labc;>ratory testing_ results, random distrfbut~~n 

depot product quality audit results, valid Product Quality Def' i 

Reports (PQDRs) received at the DLA ICPs, valid PQORs receiv dlbycen~ 

Defense Contract Management Command (DCMC) on source in e t 7 

on DCMC-administered contracts, and valid customer c sp~cted ma~eriel 

distribution depots per lO?O lines shipped. DLA fi~~l~~i:v:;a~~:~ 

thes7 overall product quality performance measures are the most valid and 

meia~ingful ~e~s~re~ of the success of an Action Plan rather than 
ndividual initiatives• performance measures. 

RECOMMENDATION A.2.c: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency establish accountability for achieving implementing 
actions plan objectives and for improving the quality of spare and repair 
parts by updating implementing action plans to include definite, 
realistic and obtainable milestones for completion of initiatives in the 
action plans. I 

. 
DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. DLA will not be updating the May 90 DLA Action 
Plan with initiatives that strictly follow the old DoD Action Plan 
objectives. As discussed in Finding A, DLA already established 
accountability and updated the May 90 DLA Action Plan appropriately. The 
May.90 DLA Action Plan contained definite, realistic and obtainable 
milestones and many of these milestones are now completed. 

DLA has developed a hard-copy edition of a new Action Plan with the goal 
of further reducing the rate of nonconforming materiel. This new edition 
only contains in-process and planned initiatives for those old DoD 
Action Plan objectives still requiring pursuit, as well as some 
completely new initiatives not related to the old DoD Action Plan 
objectives. DLA's new Action Plan will follow the most appropriate 
format and not necessarily all the objectives nor format of the old DoD 
Action Plan. The new edition will include definite, realistic, and 
obtainable milestones for completion of its initiatives. Nevertheless, 
many of the milestones will be, appropriately, near-term. Milestones 
identified for individual tasks or actions supporting initiatives in the 
new DLA Action Plan represent our best estimates and may change for any 
of .a number of reasons. Therefore, adding or extending individual 
action/task milestones will not necessarily indicate a problem. We wil~ 
emphasize overall measures of product quality, such as random laboratory 
testing results. Such performance measures will indicate whether or not 
the new DLA Action Plan is achieving continuous improvement in the 
q\iaiity of spare and repair parts. Initiatives and associated milestones 
may be modified, added, or deleted based upon review/analysis of overall 
product quality measures and the progress of individual initiatives. 
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RECOMMENDATION A.2.d: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency establish accountability !or achieving implementing 
actions plan objectives and for improving the quality of spare and repair 
parts by assigning organizational responsibility for management oversight 
for implementing action plan objectives and for obtaining feedback on the 
adequacy of the initiatives supporting the objectives. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. As discussed in Finding A, DLA already 
established accountability, assigned organ~zational responsibility and 
had appropriate management oversight for achieving the action plan 
objectives. 

In the May 90 DLA Action Plan, Offices of Primary Interest (OPisJ were 
identified for each objective and activity. The heads of these offices 
were held accountable for achieving the May 90 DLA Action Plan objectives 
and activities. Management oversight was present through status updates 
in the DLA on-line computer system; monitoring of DLA's May 90 Action 
Plan initiatives, milestones, and performa:lce measures; status updates on 
a quarterly basis which were personally mo~itored by the DLA Deputy 
Director; and periodic briefings on the status of DLA's May 90 Action 
Plan initiatives to senior management officials including the DLA 
Director, Principle Staff Element heads, and DoD IG personnel. 

DI,.A has developed a new Action Plan with t~e goal of further reducing the 
rate of nonconforming materiel. This new ~LA Action Plan only contains 
in-pz:cicess and planned initiatives for those old DoD Action Plan 
objectives still requiring pursuit, as well as some completely new 
initiatives which may not be related to the old DoD Action Plan 
objectives. DLA's new Action Plan follows a format that will give us the 
best method for objective/ initiative accomplishment and not necessarily 
the old format/objectives of the DoD Action Plan. However, Points Of 
Contact (POCs) will again be assigned (just as they were under the May 90 

. 	 DLA Action Plan) for each initiative in the new DLA Action Plan. These 
POCs will be assigned organizational respo~sibility for management 
oversight of their respective initiatives and for updating/modifying 
their initiatives based upon the review/analysis of overall product
quality measures and the progress of individual initiatives. 

DLA takes exception to the DoD IG including in its finding under •DLA• on 
page 12 for •Responsibilities and Feedback• that: •DLA did not 
distribute th• DLA Action Plan to the user• of spare and repair parts for 
feedbac~. • · 

There was no requirement for DLA to distribute the DLA Action Plan 
to the users of spare and repair parts for feedback. The users of 
DLA-supplied spare and repair parts expect to receive conforming/usable 
parts, at a reasonable cost, in a timely a:anner. Our customers are not 
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necessarily interested in the details of D!..A's processes/initiatives for 
achieving this. DLA has the responsibility to create/implement the 
processes/programs to meet the users'/custorners' requirements and 
expectations. The needs of our customers were foremost in developing 
many of the initiatives in the May 90 Action Plan. The fact that we had 
an Action Plan to improve quality did not enhance our customers• 
satisfaction with our performance. In fact, the Military Services, our 
major customers, were creating similar Action Plans. Ultimately, nearly 
all of our initiatives directly touched our customers through joint 
participation or better quality of spare and repair parts. Therefore, 
DLA does not plan to solicit feedback for the initiatives in the new DLA 
Action Plan from the users of spare and repair parts. DLA will, 
however, again provide copies of its new Action Plan to the Action 
Plan Points of Contact in the Army Materiel Command, the Naval Supply 
Systems Command, and the Air Force Materiel Command for awareness and 
any feedback relating to initiativ~s. 

FINDING B: Adequacy of Implementing Action Plans. The DoO Components 
did not have complete implementing action plans because changes were not 
initiated to add, delete, and revise the objectives and the supporting 
initiatives related to pre-contract, contract, contract administration, 
depot (supply management), and feedback intelligence phases of the action 
plans. Consequently, the implementing action plans did not reflect 
current quality program objectives and initiatives and were not used as a 
management tool for continuously improving the quality of spare and 
repair parts. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. OLA developed an automated means for Offices 
of Primary Interest (OPis) to add, delete, and revise objectives and 
supporting initiatives in the DLA Action Plan. This system, within the 
Distributive Miniature Information System (DMINS), provided for entry of 
each objective/initiative with the original milestones. Periodically, 
each OPI was responsible to place updated information into the system 
(data entry was restricted to OPis to maintain the integrity of the 
system) . Printouts of the periodic updates show that revisions were 
made to objective, initiatives, performance measures, and milestones in 
each ~rea and that these revisions reflected current quality program 
objectives and initiatives. Other OP!s and DLA management officials were 
provided inquiry capability which they used to review the status of 
activities. 

The DLA Deputy Director used this system to monitor actions, and 
routinely printed out specific initiatives with his comments and 
quest~ons for OPis to answer. 

Periodic briefings on the status of OLA'S Action Plan initiatives were 
provided to the OLA Director, Deputy Director, and Principal Staff 
Element (PSE) heads. The briefings included objectives, supporting 
initiatives, performance measures, and milestones with changes and 
updates as applicable. 

Documents from the above actions show that DLA did use the DLA Action 
Plan as a management tool for continuously improving the quality of spare 
and repair parts. 
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DISPOSITION: 

( ) Action is ongoing. Estimated Completion Date: 

(X) 	 Action is considered complete. 

INTERNAL MANAGEMENT CONTROL WEAKNESSES: (X} Nonconcur. (Rationale must 
(X) 	 Nonconcur. (Rationale must be documented and maintained with your 

copy of the response.)
Concur; however, weakness is not considered material. (Rationale 
must be documented and maintained with your copy of the response.) 
Concur; weakness is material and will be reported in the DLA 
Annual Statement of Assurance. 

MONETARY BENEFITS: N/A 

QLA COMMENTS: N/A 


.ESTIMATED REALIZATION DATE: N/A

AMOUNT REALIZED: N/A 

DATE BENEFITS REALIZED: N/A 


ACTION OFFICER: Duane Rice_, MMSLP, 617-0506, 17 Dec 93 
REVIEW/APPROVAL: James J. Grady, Jr., Deputy Executive Director, Supply

Management, MMSD, x70510, 1/26/94
COORDINATION: AQCO 

A. Broadnax, DDAI, x49607, 2/1/94 

1l DLA APPROVAL: 

2 2 F£a 1994 

LAYi:!.fill'2 P. P'~!.L. .m. 
?.!;;)or Ge!'\C:cl. 08.U' 
Prtnc!p&l Deputy D1.-ec'.of' 
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RECOMMENDATION 8.2.a: We recommend that the Assist.ant Secretaries of 
the Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force {Acquisition), and the Director, 
Defense Logistics Agency, update their implementing action plans to 
show the current or planned actions to maintain technical data packages 
and make them available, adequate, and accurate as an initiative for 
objective 2, ensure technical data are available, adequate, and 
accurate for use in acquiring quality parts. 

DLA COMMENTS: Concur. DLA has determined that additional actions 
are needed to continue the initiative to objective 2. DLA has 
included this rewritten initiative in the new actiOl!l plan to study and 
improve, as necessary, the processes for measuring and assuring the 
accuracy and adequacy {quality) of technical data used in DLA 
contracting. 

RECOMMENDATION 8.2.b: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Anny and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), ar..d the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency, update their implementing action plans to show the 
current or planned actions to comply with tee requirements of Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Letter No. 91-3, •Reporting Nonconforming 
Products,• to participate in the Government-Industry Data Exchange 
Program as an initiative for objective 23, improve the customer complaint 
system. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. DLA already participates in the 
Government-Industry Data Exchange Program (GIDEP) within both the DLA 
Inventory Control Points (ICPs) and the Defense Contract Management 
Districts (DCMDs) . DLA did have a GIDEP initiative in the DLA Action 
Plan, (Objective 18b), and took action to establish the use of GIDEP as a 
feedback means to identify suspect parts. Under tbe DLA Action Plan, 
GIDEP reporting policy was included in the Joint Regulation, OLAR 
4155.24, Product Quality Deficiency Report Program, and in DLAM 8200.5, 
In-Plant Quality Evaluation (IQUE) . 

Policy to use GIDEP is also in the DI.AM 4155.2, Quality Assurance Program 
Manual for Inventory Control Points (Defense Supply Centers) • Training 
on the use of GIDEP is provided in Course •s61", a mandatory course for 
Quality Assurance personnel at the DLA Supply Centers. DLA is also 
participating in training provided by the G:DEP Ope.rations Center, 
Corona, CA. 

The draft report states that "the extent of [GIDEPI participation is not 
measured.• DLA does measure participation through utilization reports
from the GIDEP system and through recurring cost/benefit reports. 

Since the use of GIDEP is already institutionalized within DLA, 

additional GIDEP initiatives are unnecessary. 
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RECOMMENDATION 8.2.c: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition}, and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency, update their implementing action plans to show the 
current or planned actions to support the development, planned 
deployment, and implementation of the DoD-wide Deficiency Reporting 
System as an initiative for objective 23, improve the customer 
complaint system. 

DLA COMMENTS: Concur. DLA agrees that additional actions are needed to 
continue the initiative to objective 23. DLA has included this rewritten 
initiative in the new DLA Action Plan. An initiative entitled, •Improve 
the Product Quality Deficiency Report (PQDR) Processes/Program by 
Supporting the Joint Logistics Systems Center's (JLSC's) Development and 
Deployment of a DoD-wide Deficiency Reporting System (DRS) that 
Effectively Serves the Mission Needs of DLA•, is included in the new DLA 
Action Plan. This initiative outlines OLA'S support from the beginning 
of the DRS and continuing involvement in the DRS through DLA deployment. 
It also includes the update of the Joint Services Regulation for PQDRs 
(OLAR 4155.24). An internal control weakness does not exist. 

RECOMMENDATION 8.2.d: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), a.r:d the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency, update their implementing action plans to show the 
current or planned actions to reduce the nur:.ber of forms used to report 
nonconformances, and standardize the forms and the use of the forms as 
initiatives for objective 23, improve the customer complaint system. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. A direct result of the development and 
deployment of the DoD Deficiency Reporting System (DRS) is the 
standardization of the data content and the use of nonconformance 
reporting formats and a significant reduction in the use of paper forms. 
The primary focus for improvement of the customer complaint system is the 
DoD DRS. The Logistics Management Institute (LMI) analysis and 
recommendations documented in LMI Report DL902R2/Sep 91, •The Feasibility 
of a Single Discrepancy Reporting System,• supported the integrated 
automation of all types of discrepancy reporting at both the retail and 
wholesale levels. DoD is realizing this goa: under the DoD DRS. Phase 1 
of the DRS will be operational in 1994 and will include both supply and 
product quality discrepancies. Phase 2 will compound the benefits of 
standardization and reduction in the use of paper forms by including 
transportation discrepancy reporting as wel: as electronic data 
interchange capability using American National Standards Institute Xl2 
industry standards. With these DoD DRS ini~iatives, there is no need to 
detail specific items in the DLA Action Pla:l, objective 23, concerning 
elimination and standardization of forms used to report nonconformances. 
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RECOMMENDATION 8.2.e: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency, update their implementing action plans to show the 
current or planned actions to provide the training needed to verify that 
the Product Quality Deficiency Reports Program is used effectively as an 
initiative for objective 23, improve the customer complaint system. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. Under the DLA Action Plan, extensive training 
initiatives were taken regarding the PQDR program. To encourage retail 
level reporting of deficiencies, OLA developed a handbook providing 
instructions on how to complete PQOR forms. DLA representatives directly 
trained Military Service users during Customer Supply Assistance visits 
to Military Service locations. 

A review/analysis of the Product Quality Deficiency Reporting (PQDR) 
system was conducted through meetings and workshops of the OoD QA 
Council's Ad Hoc PQDR Working Group consisting of representatives from 
the_Military Services and GSA. The DLA representative chaired this 
group. A revised Joint Service Regulation, OLAR 4155.24, Product Quality,
Deficiency Report Program, was issued. Specific training in new 
requirements of the Joint PQDR Regulation (published Jul 93) has been 
accomplished. Training in the new OoD Deficiency Reporting System 
(DoD-DRS) has been scheduled to coincide with deployment of the system. 

DLA also developed/published implementing policy for Defense Contract 
Management Command elements in Appendix A of OLAR 4155.24. 

Some other initiatives included: standardized summary cause (of 
deficiency) codes; initiating programming requests to add cause codes to 
DLA/DCMC computer systems; standardizing electronic transmission format 
for PQDR Form (SF 368 Form) and DLA Form 1227. 

Within the DLA initiative, reports were provided to Military Services on 
lack of exhibits and training guidance was provided to Military Service 
Screening Points on how to better perform their responsibilities. To 
train DLA personnel, a "How to Handbook• was developed and used as a 
process guide. DLA Deficiency Program Monitors conducted system training
using the guide. 

As a result of accomplishments in the DLA Action Plan, as well as 
previous/subsequent additions of initiatives, DLA has institutionalized 
PQDR training. Basic PQDR and Customer Depot Complaint System 
instruction modules have been included in the core training courses 
(i.e., Course •s61", Defense Supply Center Contract Quality Assurance). 

Additional initiatives for PQDR training are unnecessary at this time. 
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RECOMMENDATION B.3.a: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of 
the Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency, revise their implementing action plans to support 
an effort to identify and designate one system as the standard DoD 
vendor rating system as part of an additional objective to the 
pre-contract phase. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 
delegates source selection responsibilities to the Agency heads or their 
designees. This authority gives agency officials considerable discretion 
in specifying a solicitation's evaluation factors, the relative 
importance of those factors, and the way in which those factors will be 
evaluated. A standard vendor rating system would unduly limit the 
agency's authority and operational flexibility, and have an adverse 
impact on overall effectiveness. 

The nature of supplies and services DoD buys is so diverse that 
specifying a single vendor rating system would be as inappropriate as 
specifying only one contract type or solicitation type. The need for 
flexibility in structuring past performance evaluation systems was 
recognized in Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) Policy Letter 
92-5, which establishes best value, using past performance data, as the 
preferred method of negotiated procurement. Flexibility was a key topic 
in both the public and agency comment process, and has been emphasized 
by OFPP Administrator Kelman in his public statements supporting the 
goals of the policy letter. 

Flexibility is needed not only to reflect the different needs of the 
buying activities, but also their different capabilities in obtaining and 
evaluating past performance information. We note that the Navy's 
Red/Yellow/Green program is a very simplistic best value system which is 
limited in its ability to make distinctions among offerers (although it 
appears to meet the Navy's needs). The same can be said for DLA's 
Quality Vendor Program (QVP) . QVP was a first step in applying best 
value to smaller dollar value procurements, which reflected our limited 
ability to compile and evaluate past performance data at the time of its 
development. Our Automated Best Value Model (ABVM) is a much more useful 
and sophisticated, second-generation system which reflects a significant 
improvement in our data evaluation systems and capabilities. It may not 
be suitable or possible for all buying activities to adopt such a system. 

The adoption of a single, uniform best value system would limit all 
activities to the capabilities of the least capable. It would also 
increase the time necessary to implement enhancements to best value 
systems and slow the progression to more sophisticated and capable 
systems. While we agree with the IG that the use of past performance 
in best value procurement is a useful tool to improve contractor 
quality performance, we believe that the recommendation will have exactly 
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the opposite effect by limiting the use and ~mprovement of best 
value techniques. 

The IG states that suppliers have complair-~d about the confusion in 
satisfying the varying requirements for nume~ous rating systems. This 
has not been our experience with the Quality Vendor Program, under which 
each DLA Supply Center has established its own criteria for quality 
vendors, and which has been in use since 1985. While there are specific 
qualification requirements that contractors 'l!!USt fulfill in order to be 
designated quality vendors, this will not apply under ABVM, where all 
contractors will receive a performance score. 

A distinction must also be drawn between the rating of a contractor's 
performance under a specific contract and tee use of past performance 
information in a best value system which establishes a rating for the 
offeror for that procurement only. DLA's ABVM will use objective past 
performance data to generate a performance s=ore (rating} for use in 
source selection. This rating is updated mc~thly and does not stay with 
the contractor's record. Standardization of ratings for contractor 
performance under a specific contract is a ~-a.lid goal and is being 
pursued by the Past Performance Coordinating Council. For the most part, 
however, definitions for the objective perfcrmance data elements used for 
the ABVM (e.g., product quality deficiency} are already standardized 
throughout DoD. 

RECOMMENDATION B.3.b: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition}, the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency, revise their implementing action plans to describe the 
actions taken to comply with United States Code, title 10, section 2383, 
"Procurement of Critical Aircraft and Ship Parts,• as an initiative for 
objective 7, ensure all suppliers of spare and repair parts meet 
specified quality and technical requirements. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. OoD is recommending repeal of 10 U.S.C. S 2383 
in accordance with a Section 800 Panel recommendation. The IG 
nevertheless recommends that the components should revise objective 7 to 
comply with a potentially defunct law. In our view, this thwarts the 
purpose of the Section 800 recommendation, with which we are in 
agreement. Furthermore, in 1989 the DAR Council determined that the 
statute was directed at program managers, rather than at contracting 
officers, essentially removing DLA from involvement in this issue. For 
this reason, the !G's recommendation is inappropriate insofar as it 
pertains to us. And, as the DAR Council Director noted four years ago,
quality assurance procedures already available to DoD are adequate; the 
law in question does not provide any additional protections to the 
Government. 
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RECOMMENDATION B.3.c: Ne recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency, revise their implementing action plans to support 
development of contractual policy proposals to obtain reimbursement or 
replacement for products accepted by the Government, but later found 
to contain patent defects, as an initiative for objective 8, reject or 
require corrections of nonconforming supplies. 

DLA COMMENTS: Partially concur. DLA has determined that additional 
actions are needed to continue the initiative to objective 8. DLA has 
included this rewritten initiative in the new action plan. The outcome 
of discussions with the Office of the Director of Defense Procurement 
(DDP), DoDIG, and DLA was that we should devise a means, to be 
implemented on a test basis, whereby contractors may be held accountable 
for patent nonconformances discovered after acceptance for certain 
designated federal supply classes (FSCs). (The test FSCs were selected 
because they had yielded high or disproportionate rates of nonconformance 
in the recent past.) For the duration of the test, contracting officers 
would include a special DLA clause, •Remedies for the Post-Acceptance
Discovery of Nonconformances (Test),• in all contracting actions for 
these designated classes of items, in accordance with guidance proposed 
to be included in the DLA Acquisition Regulation. The clause would give
the Government the authority to require contractors to repair, replace, 
or make reimbursement for nonconforming itec:s for one year after 
acceptance. The DLA Lab Testing Program would be used to uncover 
nonconformances, to support determinations of contractor causation, and 
to identify defects as "latent• or •patent.• 

Because the proposed clause and coverage are deviations from the FAR 
which will have a significant impact on the public, it will be necessary 
to publish a proposed rule in the Federal Register. Subsequent to the 
public comment period and reconciliation of any issues identified 
thereby, the DLAR coverage will be published as a final rule and made 
available for use. The test will require at least three years from the 
date when coverage will begin to be included in contracting actions, in 
order for a determination to be made whether the benefits of changing the 
acceptance procedures have outweighed the costs of the change. We will 
use nonconformances and voluntary refund data from the 12 month period
immediately preceding the start of the test as the baseline for 
measurement and comparison. 

Clearly, this test, which is being made a part of DLA's revised Action 
Plan, is an adequate response to the IG's recommendation. If the test 
plan is approved and the test is successful, there is the potential that 
use of the clause and technique will be expanded to other FSCs/Centers.
Since this is such a comprehensive response, we do not feel that 
objective 8 of the Action Plan should be revised to include any other 
contractual initiatives (other than a reempbasis on voluntary 
recoupments) regarding rejection or correction of nonconformances. 
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RECOMMENDATION B.3.d: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), a.c.d the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency, revise their implementing action plans to remove 
nonconforming products identified on Product Quality Deficiency Reports 
from Defense Supply system inventories; not~fy contractors when their 
nonconforming products are discovered and p~ovide copies of quality 
deficiency information to contractors so the contractor can correct the 
cause of the quality control failure; infon::. contracting officers so they 
can attempt to recoup the value of the nonconforming products; and 
document the quality assurance decisions to request or not request 
laboratory testing needed to support Product Quality Deficiency Report as 
initiatives for objective 23, improve the customer complaint system. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. As noted in the draft IG audit report, the IG, 
DoD Report No. 93-066M •Recoupments for Quality Defects• contained 
findings and recommendations as identified above. As a result of that IG 
report, DLA took action to correct the prob:em with the issuance of a 
policy letter that provided procedures to resolve the above problems. 
Training on the new procedures was accomplished at the Defense Supply 
Centers. The provisions of this policy let~er were incorporated into the 
revised DI.AM 4155.2, Quality Assurance Prog~am Manual for DSCs, which has 
been submitted for publication October 1993. HQ DLA has already 
performed a Quality Management Review at the Defense General Supply 
Center, Richmond, VA and confirmed that the revised procedures have been 
incorporated within their processes and have corrected the situation 
originally reported by the DoD IG. 

Since DLA has already taken corrective action regarding the finding, and 
has institutionalized the specific recommendations made above, we see no 
benefit for DLA to place a new initiative in the Action Plan. 

RECOMMENDATION B.3.e: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), a::id the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency, revise their implementing action plans to develop
strategies for cost effectively targeting quality assurance laboratory 
testing to identify susceptible product lines and problem contractors, 
and to randomly test the products supplied by problem suppliers at every 
national inventory control point as an added objective for the feedback 
intelligence phase. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. The May 90 DLA Action Plan included 
laboratory testing as a key component of improving the quality of spare 
and repair parts. Many initiatives and tasks were included with 
appropriate milestones and measures. These initiatives were tracked 
within the DLA Automated Action Plan with new initiatives, tasks, 
milestones and measures added since the May 90 DLA Action Plan was 
published. 

Additional laboratory testing actions accorc.plished include: 

Developed/ issued corporate laboratory testing policies through 
OLAR 4105.20, •contractor Assessment-Product Evaluation (CAPE)" and OLAR 
8200 .12, •DCMC Independent Lab Testing (ILTl • regulations. 

Institutionalized the Laboratory Testing Program at all DLA 

Hardware Centers. 


126 




Defense Logistics Agency Comments 

!

127 


Identified DLA testing equipment and DLA/Military

Services/commercial laboratory capabilities and obtained additional test 

equipment for DLA'• existing laboratories to enhance capacity and 

capabilities. 


Established organic laboratories at Defense Distribution Region 

East, Defense Distribution Region West, Defense Construction SUpply 

Center, and Defense General Supply Center. 


Developed/published •The DLA Internal Laboratory Testing Program•, 

DIAM 4155.9, to provide Agency policy and procedural guidance regarding 

how to establish, operate, and maintain DLA laboratories. 


Established testing support arrangements with Sacramento ALC, Ogden 

ALC, Aberdeen Proving Ground and other Military Service laboratories. 


Developed functional requirements for a Laboratory Information 

Management System (LIMS) . 


Developed an Automated Test Reporting System (System for Analysis 

of Laboratory Testing) . 


Shared laboratory testing data with military services and industry. 

Developed/implemented sampling programs (Sampling Assistance Model 
and Stratified Sampling Plan) for determining random laboratory testing 
candidates. 

Completed a Laboratory Training Analysis to identify specific 
training needs of laboratory personnel. 

Initiated program for the Third Party accreditation of DLA 
laboratories. 

Developed/provided test plan guidance for DLA Supply Centers to 
assist them in preparation of test plans. 

The draft proposed IG audit report, Project No. 2CF-OOS3 •noo Component 
Implementing Action Plana For Improving The Quality Of Spare Parts• cited 
the Defense Industrial Supply Center's (DISC) vast improvement in its 
product conformance rate over the past three years. Part of this 
improvement is directly attributed to DISC's development of a cost 
effective quality assurance laboratory testing program that identifies 
and tests suspect federal supply classes/groups and problem contractors. 
Each of DLA's national inventory control points (ICPs) has a laboratory 
testing program that supports our product quality program by cost 
effectively targeting and testing suspect contractors and materiel. 
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DLA Regulation 4105.20, •CAPE" and DLAM 4155.2, •Quality Assurance 
Program Manual for Defense Supply Centers• emphasize the use of 
1aboratory testing as a major component to building quality history data 
on contractors. This additional contractor quality history directly 
supports improved contracting initiatives such as •Best Value• and 
provides each ICP with contractors/materiels that require increased 
quality assurance surveillance/scrutiny to include laboratory testing as 
appropriate. Laboratory testing includes samples selected randomly 
or nonrandomly. Random testing provides both a measure of the quality 
of new procurements and detection of poor performing contractors. 
Random candidates for testing are selected by ICPs using the DLA 
Sampling Assistance Model (SAM) or similar method. Nonrandom 
testing is a powerful quality assurance tool to investigate materiel 
deficiencies, suspect contractors, and problem products/product lines. 

HQ DLA performs staff assistance visits to the ICPs to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the laboratory testing program. The most recent Quality 
Management Review (QMR) at the Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, 
VA verified the effectiveness of their laboratory testing program. QMRs 
also provide a means to improve DLA policy with regards to the use of 
laboratory testing. 

RECOMMENDATION B.3.f: We recommend that the Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army and Navy (Research, Development, and Acquisition), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency, revise their implementing action plans to evaluate the 
adequacy of quality assurance laboratory test plans as an initiative for 
objective 22, enhance the use of DoD and independent laboratory test 
capabilities. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. DLA quality ass'..lrance laboratory test plans 
are adequate to determine whether an item/materiel conforms to 
contractual requirements. DLA Regulation 4105.20, •contractor 
Assessment-Product Evaluation• and DLAM 4155.2, •Quality Assurance 
Program Manual for Defense Supply Centers• both provide guidance to the 
Inventory Control Points (ICPs) regarding the development of test plans 
and the use of Government and commercial laboratory test capabilities. 
In Feb 93, representatives from each ICP attended a laboratory test 
plan workshop hosted by HQ DLA to further refine the current test plan
guidance. Each ICPs' methods for developing test plans for their 
specific items/commodities were reviewed in detail and found to be 
adequate. 

HQ DLA performs periodic staff assistance visits to the ICPs which 
includes the evaluation of the effectiveness of the laboratory testing 
program. The most recent Quality Management Review (QMR) at the Defense 
General Supply Center, Richmond, VA in Nov 93 verified the adequacy of 
their quality assurance laboratory test pla!ls. HQ DLA will conduct 
similar QMRs at each ICP to continually evaluate/improve the adequacy of 
laboratory test plans. 
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r-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--Refen

RECOMMENDATION 8.5.a: We recommend that the Director, Defense Logistics 
Agency, revise the Defense Logistics Agency Action Plan to add an 
objective to develop the Contractor Profile System in the pre-contract 
phase. 

DLA COMMENTS: Concur. OLA has determined that additional actions are 
needed to continue the initiative to objective 23. DLA has included 
this rewritten initiative in the new action plan. 

A Contractor Profile System (CPS) has been developed for DLA and it has 
been deployed in the Defense Contract Management Districts. CPS accesses 
contractor past performance information from existing OLA data bases, and 
is available to support procurement and contract administration functions 
including the determination of best value award decisions. Contractor 
past performance information is accessed through CPS by entering a 
Contractor and Government Entity code. 

Contractors will be given access to their own CPS information for 
validation and as an incentive to improve performance. Deployment of CPS 
within DLA, contractor access, and limited access by the Military 
Services is scheduled for completion by March 1994. In Feb 94, 
deployment of CPS will be completed at the DLA Inventory Control Points. 
The Military Services are preparing to evaluate CPS in early 1994 to 
determine if the system meets their needs and if further enhancements are 
necessary. 

RECOMMENDATION 8.5.b: We recommend that the Director, Defense Logistics 
Agency, revise the Defense Logistics Agency Action Plan to add an 
initiative to measure and describe the progress of all DoD contractors 
in the In-Plant Quality Evaluation Program under objective 14, measure 
effectiveness of in-plant Government contract administration and 
contractor performance. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. The In-Plant Quality Evaluation (IQUE) 
Maturity Levels were never intended as a measure of contractor progress.
They were to be used by DCMC QARs in performing self-assessments of their 
own IQUE programs. Furthermore, IQUE Maturity Levels were found to be 
ineffective and were cancelled by HQ DCMC in May 93. Process Oriented 
contract Administration Services (PROCAS), a multi-functional process 
improvement approach, is replacing IQUE. PROCAS is intended to encourage 
increased conununication among DCMC, customers, industry, and DCAA through 
the application of given guidelines and direct measurement of contractor 
processes. PROCAS provides v~sibility.of object~ve data in orde~ to make 
informed decisions. By crossing functional, business, and technical 
boundaries, PROCAS provides a seamless approach to contract 
administration. 

F1aal Report 

pce 

Revised 

: 

: 
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RECOMMENDATION 8.5.c: We recommend that the Director, Defense Logistics 
Agency, revise the Defense Logistics Agency Action Plan to add an 
objective to implement the commercial quality standards that are 
described in the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 
9000 series and equivalent American National Standards Institute American 
Society for Quality Control (ANSI/ASQC 090) quality system series. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. The Defense Logistics Agency is prohibited 
from implementing the ISO 9000 series and equivalent ANSI/ASQC Q90 on 
supply center contracts. On 2 Apr 93, ASD (P&L) memo authorized the use 
of ISO 9001 or ISO 9002 in lieu of MIL-0-9858A; but prohibited the use of 
ISO standards in lieu of MIL-I-45208A. DLA supply centers do not apply 
MIL-Q-9858 on their contracts; the highest level quality system standard 
that we use on spare and repair parts contracts is MIL-I-45208A. 
It is premature to tie the use of ISO standards to the Action Plan. 
We can take no action in this regard until the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense rescinds the prohibition on using ISO as a substitute for 
MIL-I-45208. 

The ISO 9000 Quality System Standards establishes a global baseline for 
Quality Assurance (QA} in design, development, production, installation 
and servicing. They were developed to harmonize the large number of 
national and international standards in the field. Focus is on the 
supplier's documented system rather than on the inherent quality of the 
system's products. As such, implementation of ISO 9000 will have minimal 
impact on the quality of spare and repair parts in the defense inventory. 

RECOMMENDATION B.5.d: We recommend that the Director, Defense Logistics 
Agency, revise the Defense Logistics Agency Action Plan to add an 
initiative to develop training for Defense Contract Management Command 
quality assurance representatives on how to evaluate the ISO 9000/090 
commercial quality systems under objective 12, update in-plant Government 
quality assurance procedures to provide Government quality assurance 
representatives flexibility to tailor oversight. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. Although the Defense Logistics Agency is 
developing an ISO 9000 training product to educate the acquisition work 
force, the scope of the training is limited to the application of ISO 
9001, Quality Systems Model for Quality Assurance in Design/Development, 
Production, Installation, and Servicing. Tbe objective of the ISO 9001 
training product is to provide an understanding of the standard and the 
minimal impact on Defense Contract Management Command quality assurance 
oversight. The addition of this training initiative under objective 12 
has no impact on the DLA Implementing Action Plans for Improving the 
Quality of Spare Parts. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics), in an 
April 2, 1993 memorandum, specifically limited the use of International 
Quality Standards to acquisitions where MIL-Q-9858A, Quality Program 
Requirements, would be applied. The application of MIL-Q-9858A/IS09001
is reserved for complex acquisitions as determined by the Contracting 
Officer. Since the DLA Action Plan is focused on improving the quality 
of spare parts and the Defense Supply Centers/Military buying activities 
are constrained from using International Quality Series Standards for 
spare parts, then a training initiative to educate Defense Supply Center 
personnel should coincide with the Department of Defense authorization 
to use the ISO Quality Series Standards in the acquisition of spare 
parts. 
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RECOMMENDATION 8.5.e: We recommend that the Director, Defense Logistics
Agency, revise the Defense Logistics Agency Action Plan to add an 
initiative to measure the numbers of waivers and deviations and the 
number of Material Review Board actions that are approved and include 
that information in the Quality Effectiveness Sensing Technique under 
objective 10, reduce contractor materiel review board actions and 
requests for waivers or deviations. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. Experience has scown that summaries of 
waivers/deviations/MRB data are just not good measures. An up or down 
movement in these numbers does not necessarily relate to deterioration or 
improvement in the contractor base, because of our inability to normalize 
the data. As the finding indicates, we have been collecting data on the 
numbers of waivers and deviations and Material Review Board (MRBJ actions 
for many years. Data is stored in the Quality Assurance Management 
Information System (QA MIS), and extracted for the Quality Effectiveness 
Sensing Technique (QUEST). We are now recor:sidering the viability of 
QUEST; we have serious concerns about its utility as a risk assessment 
tool. Movements in such numbers often occur for reasons other than 
deterioration or improvement in the effectiveness of the contractor 
inspection systems or quality assurance programs. For example, the 
number of waivers may go up because a contractor improved his detection 
efforts, or even conditions beyond the contractor control, such as 
imperfect Government furnished technical data, defective Government 
furnished material, general power failures during machining operations, 
etc. We cannot afford to rely on such data summaries because we do not 
know what movements in the numbers really mean. Furthermore, these 
numbers often ignore nonconforming material that is reworked or scrapped, 
and might never appear in a numerical summary of waivers/deviations/MRS 
actions. We therefore decided to rely on the process oriented approach, 
because it more completely, directly, and efficiently pursues our goal of 
reducing nonconforming material. Process Oriented Contract 
Administration Services (PROCASJ focuses individually on the contractor 
processes that support contract performance. Data is used locally, in 
the plant, where we can understand what movements in individual process 
measurement numbers mean, and use them as a tool to improve process 
performance, thereby reducing the production of nonconforming material of 
all kinds. Additionally, we will continue using the results of our lab 
testing efforts as indicators of overall deterioration or improvement in 
spare parts quality. 

RECOMMENDATION 8.5.f: we recommend that the Di:ector, Defense Logistics 
A ency revise the Defense Logistics Agency Action Plan to add an 
ogjective to verify that inspection procedures for repackaged products 
are applied so that damaged products are not sent out and that all 
necessary information is included on the package label as part of 
the depot (supply management) phase. 

DLA COMMENTS: Nonconcur. DLA currently has.a pr~ram wher~ employees
inspect items for proper packaging and marking prior to sh~pment.to 
customers. our review of data supplied from the IG reg~rding.this 
f·nding indicates that reported problems were from the Red River Army
D~ ot". Although Red River is now a DLA depo~ under DMRD ~02,,the da~a
in~icates that these problems were created prior to consolidation. Since 
consolidation, Red River has worke~ to resolv~ these problems and has an 
inspection program in place to verify correction. 
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AO'OENDllM TO THB DLA itESF:~SES TO THE 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATICXS FOk. THE DOD lG 

·~raft Report on DoD Component Imp:e~~~ting Action Plans for 
~mproving the Quality of Spare Parts (Project No. 2CF-005l) 

OTHER COMMENTS FROM THE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT: 

1. Page i, 2nd Paragraph. •However, maD&gem&nt offic::ia1• rempon.a:l.ble f~ 
:blpl-ent:l.DCJ the acition plana and. for ac::b:l.-ill9' oontlnuov.a qua1:1.ty 
!Dprov...ute are not accountable for t:he ad.v•r•• effeote of poor qiaality.• 

Response. DLA does consider itself accountable for poor quality product•
provided to our customers. Accountability: in taking prudent actions to 
insure that our customers get the product q-~ality expected; in invest!• 
gating customer complaints with monetary refunds when appropriate; and, 
moet importantly, in working as a full partner with our custOt11ers ~o re­
solve quality concerns from the most critical readiness impacts to routine 
day-to-day operational considerationa. In ehe current environment, military
and federal cuetomere have alternatives to ~sing DLA for many of their 
product needs. Our future existence is tied to being the supplier of 
choice -- of providing our customers with the quality, timeliness and 
value expected. To ~ay that we are not accountable for the effects of 
poor quality i• untrue. 

2. Page 4, Paragraph ":tntanaal Ccmtra1• ReviewM.• •'l"h8 DaD Ccmpcm-t• )aacl 
no int:a~l oontrola iu their interaal mazaag-t ooatrol progr- to addz'M• 
W.ther manag-.nt; offioiah revhed and updated illlpl.eaentiag act::Lon pl••·• 

Response: DLA. disagrees with this !iltatement. While DLA never published 
another hard-copy edition of its May 90 Action Plan, DLA, including the 
Deputy Director and Primary Staff Blentent managers. used an automated 
version to track Action Plan initiative sta~u•. The Deputy Director, 
at least quarterly, questioned updates and ~ade requests for additional 
information. Also, Action Plan initiative status was briefed periodically 
to the DLA staff and other officials includ~ng the OoD IG staff. At these 
briefings, he challenged the participants to go beyond the published Aotion 
Plan iUld pursue additional tasks/milestones. Theae were included in the 
automated version of the Action Plan and/or in the briefing charts 
presented. DLA'• management, with only a ahort lapse during the 
Headquarter•s reorganization, has been effective and resulted in better 
product quality for our customers. 

3 . Page 5, 1st Paragraph. •'l'he Aray, and, iD •ome c:••••. tbe lll'avy and DI.I.
aoial.d not ideudfy t:he office• of primaq rellpOl!.8ibility. • 

Reaponse: DIA was unaware of illllY Offices of Primary Responsibility (0.PRsl 
that the DoD IG was not able to iden~ify or interview. Additionally, while 
there may have been eOllle ~emporary delays i=i assigning new OPRs during the 
DLA Headquarters reorganization, the original OPRs were ati11 available and 
responaible for their Action Plan initiatives. OLA can't support DoD tG 
requests if we are unaware of problems or perceived problelllS during an on­
going audit. It's unfair to make thia statement without supporting
documentation. DLA had/haa OPRs assigned for each initiative in the May 90 
DLA Aetion Plan and will do so again in the new DLA Action Plan. In 
addition, each initiative had milestones an::i qualitative, quantitative or 
both types of measures to track progress and success. Thia combined with 
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aenior management involvement and the automated tracking eyetem provided 
etrong internal management of the DLA Aetlon Plan. 

4 • Page 11, 2nd Paragraph under •USPQllSJ:BJ:LIT::C•S UID nm>BM:ll:., • •.1.fter 
the reorganisation• and •ta!f reduot10ll8. we cl•t:•z:mla.d. tllat ta :DoD 
Camp011enta did not formally •••isa or rea••iga re~~il.t.tr ~or al.l. of 
the objective•, aotionl9, and initiative• 111. their iapl~tizlg utioa 
plan•.• and Page 12. •m.a.• paragraph. •'l'be DI.A Aation l'l- ic:U;ed the 
off.ioe• of primary reapOD8ibility for all :&6 objeatb·e•, but. the po.iDta of 
eont:act for •h: objeot.iv•• oould DD't answer :ba•.iic: queetimui aDCl did aot 
know who to oozatact to abta.iD an.awe:n regardiag the in.itiati'"'• unct.r the 
ob:f•ative.• 

Response: The DI.A Action Plan aaaigned reapon•ibility for the objectives
and activities to Offices of Primary Interest (OPial • During the DIA 
Headquarter•s reorganJsation during the Mar-May 93 timeframe, many of the 
OPis changed including the Action Plan Primary Point of Contact (POC) • 
DLA anticipated that the OOD IG 111ay face some difficulty in interviewing 
OPia and requested, on a number of oceaaiona including the official in­
brief, to notify the DLA Audit POC to work any problems and/or resolve 
any difficulties. Evidently this was not done or individual melftber• of 
the Audit Team were unaware of this situation. We believe this issue 
could have been resolved immediately by working through the DLA Audit POC. 

S. ~ndix C comments: DLA is unclear as to the evaluative criteria 
tor dete:rinining initiative and objective completion. Many objectives •re 
meshed into DUX' key business proce••es and will alway• zequlre management 
at tention. "lypic::ally this is done as part of an ur91mixaL.i.un • s 81.rategic
and operational plan• and not aa a •Quality Assurance• Action Plan. An 
Action Plan ought to mean that immediate action is needed to resolve known 
or anticipated problems. Long te:ria planning needs to be fully integrated 
into an organization's strategic and business plans. 

a. Objective J. Not clear why this objective isn't considered 
complete with all initiatives by all DoD Coll!ponents listed aa complete. 
Are you saying that these initiatives did not meet the intended objective?
If so. what criteria were used? 

b. Objective 7. DLA's initiative under this objective is completed..
From an Action Plan viewpoint. the objective would also be considered 
complete. DLA will incorporate this objective/goal into our normal business 
practices and, if required at a future date, develop an Action Plan or Action 
Plan initiative to addreee major deficiencies. 

c. Objective 22. Al.l DLA Action Plan initiatives for this objective 
are complete. DLA has significantly improved its Inventory Control Point 
(ICP) laboratory teeting program and increaoed its internal testing 
capacity. While the laboratory testing program will continually strive for 
improvement, the urgent Action Plan initiatives are complete, Refinement• 
to the testing prog,am should now be in~luded in the A.genQy•s and ICP 
strategic and business plans. 

ACTION OFFICER: Duane Ric::e, MMSLP, 617-0506, 17 Dec 93 
REVIEW/APPROVAL: James J. Grady, Jr., Deputy Executive 

Director. Supply Management, MMSD, x70510 
COORDINATION: A. Broadnax, ODAI, X496 7, 4/1/94 

Dl.A APPROVAL; 
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Audit Team Members 


Paul J. Granetto Director, Contract Management Directorate 
Salvatore D. Guli Audit Program Director 
C.J. Richardson Audit Project Manager 
Ralph S. Dorris Senior Auditor 
Jeffrey L. Lynch Senior Auditor 
Robert E. Bender Auditor 
Janet L. Crenshaw Auditor 
Jerry Hall Auditor 
Wanda B. Locke Auditor 
AnaM. Myrie Administrative Support 


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



