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Reconciliation of Air Force Common Pay and 

Personnel Data for Civilians 


Executive Summary 


Introduction. This report deals with the processes used by the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service (DFAS) and by Air Force, Air Force Reserve, and National Guard 
personnel offices to reconcile common pay and personnel data of their civilian 
employees. Reconciliations help detect payment errors and reduce the risk of fraud and 
abuse. A previous report addressed Air Force active-duty members. During FY 1994, 
DFAS used the Defense Civilian Pay System (the DoD Pay System) and the Air Force 
Standard Civilian Automated Pay System (the Air Force Pay System) to pay 
approximately 197,000 civilian employees almost $9 billion. Payments were based on 
data recorded in personnel files at installation and regional locations and entered in the 
Defense Civilian Personnel Data System (the Personnel System). 

Audit Objectives. The primary audit objective was to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
reconciliation process used by DFAS, Air Force, Air Force Reserve, and Air National 
Guard personnel offices to ensure agreement of data common to civilian pay and 
personnel systems at the end of pay period 14, 1994 (July 9, 1994), and to recover any 
inappropriate payments. We also reviewed applicable management controls for 
compliance with the DoD management control program. 

Audit Results. Overall, payroll accuracy was excellent. We found a relatively small 
number and amount of payment errors and no fraud or abuse. However, the process of 
reconciling pay and personnel records of civilian employees could be improved to 
ensure the agreement of common data elements. Payments made from inactive pay 
records were not reconciled to source documents. The management control program 
for the Personnel System did not include the reconciliation process as part of an 
assessable unit. Also, DoD Regulation 7000.14-R, the "DoD Financial Management 
Regulation" (FMR), volume 8, "Civilian Pay Policy and Procedures," January 3, 1995, 
allows quarterly manual reconciliations without considering whether management 
controls in pay systems are adequate if they lack an automated pay and personnel 
interface. As a result, payment errors could go undetected, and the potential exists for 
fraud and abuse (Finding A). 

Our reconciliation for pay period 14 identified payment errors, many not previously 
detected, which affected only 1/lOth of 1 percent of the civilian pay records reviewed. 
Some overpayments could not be recovered due to circumstances that caused collection 
to be waived (Finding B). ­

We identified a material management control weakness in the reconciliation process in 
that critical pay data in the Air Force Pay System were not reconciled at required 
intervals (Appendix A). Both monetary and nonmonetary benefits can be achieved by 
implementing our recommendations, although the monetary benefits are not 
quantifiable. See Part I for details of the audit results and Appendix E for a summary 
of the potential benefits resulting from the audit. 

Summary of Recommendations. We recommend that the FMR be amended to 
authorize quarterly manual reconciliations only when other management controls 
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designed to avoid payment errors and detect fraud and abuse are adequate; that 
biweekly reconciliations of critical data in the Air Force Pay System are done as 
required; that payments made on inactive pay records in the Air Force Pay System are 
validated against source documents; and that the reconciliation process is included as 
part of an assessable unit in the management control program of the Personnel System. 
We also recommend the expanded use of data retrievals to identify possible pay errors, 
and the development of a means to ensure that procedures are followed when paying 
reemployed annuitants. 

Management Comments. The Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
nonconcurred with amending the FMR, stating that requiring biweekly reconciliations 
in the Air Force Pay System will achieve the objective of the recommendation. The 
Air Force concurred with requiring all personnel offices to complete biweekly 
reconciliations of critical data in the Air Force Pay System, stating that this was already 
required and is being done. The Air Force nonconcurred with establishing the 
reconciliation of pay and personnel data as an assessable unit, stating that 
reconciliations are not designed to prevent fraud and abuse, and that their absence is 
not a material weakness. The Air Force also nonconcurred with developing a means to 
ensure that procedures to pay reemployed annuitants are followed, stating that 
procedures already exist. The DF AS concurred with the recommendations, stating that 
DFAS has issued procedures to ensure that reconciliations will be accomplished; that 
supervisors will be required to review all payments on inactive records; and that data 
are being provided to the Defense Manpower Data Center to expand the use of data 
retrievals under Operation Mongoose. The National Guard Bureau did not comment on 
the draft report. 

Although not required to comment, DFAS did not agree with the recommendation to 
the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), stating that the FMR does not apply to 
payroll offices that use the Air Force Pay System. The DoD Civilian Personnel 
Management Service also provided unsolicited comments on Finding A, stating that 
management plans to take an active role in resolving problems with the reconciliation 
process. The Air Force also provided unsolicited comments on the findings. See 
Appendix D for a summary of the comments and our audit response. See Part I for a 
summary of management comments on the recommendations, and Part III for the 
complete text of management comments. 

Audit Response. Requiring biweekly reconciliations of the Air Force Pay System will 
not achieve the objectives of the recommendation, because that requirement does not 
address other DoD pay systems. Although the Air Force concurred with requiring 
biweekly reconciliations, we do not consider its comments responsive. Employees 
were not following the existing procedures, and additional enforcement measures are 
necessary. Reconciliation of pay and personnel data does not have to be a separate 
assessable unit in the management control program. However, it is a management 
control and should be included as part of an assessable unit. Procedures for processing 
the records of reemployed annuitants were not always followed, and additional 
guidance is necessary. We request that the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), 
the Air Force, and the National Guard Bureau provide comments in response to the 
final report by April 26, 1996. 

We disagree with the unsolicited DFAS comments on the FMR. The FMR covers 
other payroll systems and contains provisions for payroll offices that do not have the 
capability for mechanized reconcili_ations. The Regulation should not authorize mere 
quarterly reconciliations of these systems without considering the adequacy of other 
management controls. 
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Audit Results 

Audit Background 

This audit was performed in conjunction with a General Accounting Office 
(GAO) review of Navy civilian pay and personnel data. This report deals with 
the methods used by the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DF AS) and 
the Air Force, the Air Force Reserve (AFRES), and State National Guard 
personnel offices to reconcile common pay and personnel data of Air Force, 
AFRES, and Air National Guard (ANG) civilian employees. The purposes of 
those reconciliations are to detect and correct payment errors and reduce the risk 
of fraud and abuse. 

Personnel System. Regional and installation-level Air Force, AFRES, and 
ANG civilian personnel offices maintain pay-entitling source personnel 
information, such as support for new pay accounts, grades, and promotions, for 
Air Force civilian employees. This information is maintained in the Defense 
Civilian Personnel Data System (DCPDS). Similarly, AFRES and State 
National Guard personnel offices maintain the DCPDS for civilian employees. 
That information is provided to the two DF AS-maintained civilian pay systems 
serving Air Force employees. During the audit, the Air Force was 
consolidating installation-level civilian personnel offices at regional locations. 
The DCPDS received computer support from Defense Information System 
Agency (DISA) regional computer sites and Air Force-owned installation-level 
computer sites. On July 9, 1994, the end of pay period 14 and the time at 
which most audit tests were made, the Air Force employed over 200,000 
civilians. 

Pay Systems. DFAS maintains two pay systems to serve Air Force civilian 
employees: the Defense Civilian Pay System (DCPS) and the Air Force 
Standard Civilian Automated Pay System (AFSCAPS). At the time of the 
audit, the DCPS, a centralized pay system controlled by the DFAS Financial 
Systems Activity at Pensacola, Florida, paid approximately 40,000 Air Force 
employees located in the United States through computer sites serving three 
DFAS locations: Charleston, South Carolina; Pensacola, Florida; and Denver, 
Colorado. Similarly, the AFSCAPS, a decentralized pay system managed by 
the DFAS Denver Center, paid approximately 136,000 Air Force employees 
located in the United States through 113 installation-level payroll offices, using 
the services of DISA regional and Air Force-owned computer sites. At the time 
of the audit, DISA was taking over the management of installation-level 
Air Force computer centers at regional sites, and DFAS was converting 
installation-level AFSCAPS operations to DCPS operations at the DFAS 
locations. DFAS pay managers stated that the AFSCAPS will cease operations 
when the last of 162 Air Force installation-level payroll operations is converted 
to the DCPS in March 1997. According to Air Force budget officials, the 
Air Force budgeted about $9 billion in FY 1994 to pay an end strength of nearly­
197,000 civilian employees. 
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Audit Results 

Audit Objectives 

The overall audit objective was to evaluate the effectiveness of the reconciliation 
processes that DFAS, Air Force, and ANG pay managers and Air Force, 
AFRES, and State National Guard personnel managers use to ensure the 
agreement of data common to Air Force civilian pay and personnel systems and 
to recover any inappropriate payments. We also examined management controls 
at DFAS and the Air Force Personnel Center (AFPC, formerly the Air Force 
Civilian Personnel Management Center) as they pertained to the audit objective. 
This report discusses the objective as it applies to civilian employees. In a 
previous report, we discussed the objective as it applied to Service members. 
See Finding A for a discussion of the material management control weakness we 
identified; Appendix A for the audit scope and methodology and the results of 
our review of management controls; and Appendix B for prior audits and other 
reviews. 
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Finding A. Effectiveness of 
Reconciliations 
Pay and personnel reconciliation processes for Air Force, AFRES, and 
ANG civilian employees did not ensure the agreement of pay-affecting 
data elements common to the pay and personnel systems. The 
AFSCAPS did not have adequate management controls to detect payment 
errors, fraud, and abuse unless critical data were reconciled each pay 
period. For the decentralized AFSCAPS pay system: 

o Most Air Force, AFRES, and ANG locations did not make the 
required biweekly reconciliations of critical AFSCAPS pay data and 
DCPDS personnel data. Completing biweekly reconciliations eliminates 
the potential for duplicate payments arising from employee transfers or 
fraudulent payroll manipulations. The absence of these reconciliations 
for each pay period made AFSCAPS particularly vulnerable to fraud and 
abuse. · 

o The AFSCAPS had no management controls over the 
reconciliation of payments made on temporarily activated inactive pay 
records to authenticating documents. 

For the centralized DCPS pay system: 

o In February 1994, DFAS required that centralized DCPS pay 
data and decentralized DCPDS personnel data be reconciled every 
4 months; however, as of September 1995, the process had not been 
implemented for Air Force civilians. 

o Management controls did not exist to detect erroneous 
multiple payments made to employees from DCPS pay files at different 
DFAS paying locations or from AFSCAPS pay files, and to correct 
invalid codes from servicing Air Force personnel offices when these 
codes might indicate the presence of manipulations or ghost employees. 

o Maintaining inactive payroll records for Air Force civilians on 
the DCPS file increases the risk of fraud. 

Also, DoD Regulation 7000.14-R, the "DoD Financial Management 
Regulation" (FMR), volume 8, "Civilian Pay Policy and Procedures," 
January 3, 1995, did not consider the adequacy of management controls 
in pay systems before allowing manual quarterly reconciliations to be 
made when an automated pay and personnel interface did not exist. 

As long as these management control weaknesses continue to exist, both 
pay systems, especially the AFSCAPS, are vulnerable to increased 
incidence of future payment errors, fraud and abuse. Although the 
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Finding A. Effectiveness of Reconciliations 

payment errors identified were not considered material (Finding B), 
many could have been promptly corrected and overpayments recovered 
if adequate reconciliations had been performed. 

Background 

Each pay system uses a different method to reconcile pay and personnel data for 
civilian employees. 

DoD Requirements. The FMR requires civilian payroll and personnel 
offices with automated interfaces to make biweekly reconciliations of critical 
data elements. It states that civilian payroll offices that do not have the 
capability for automated reconciliations will perform quarterly reconciliations 
using locally-determined procedures that are agreeable to all parties involved. 

AFSCAPS. Air Force Regulation 177-372, volume I, "Air Force 
Standard Civilian Automated Pay System User Manual," June 1, 1994, 
designates data elements in the AFSCAPS as critical or noncritical. DFAS 
Denver Center Regulation 177-104, "Civilian Pay Transactions at Base Level," 
August 30, 1993 (formerly Air Force Regulation 177-104), requires that the 
26 data elements designated as critical (for example, Social Security number 
[SSN] and salary) be reconciled biweekly to comparable data elements in the 
DCPDS. Biweekly reconciliations of critical data are especially important 
because of the design of system access controls. Any clerk who can access this 
pay system can change entitlements on any account at any time (for example, 
both before and after the end of a biweekly pay period). Because the 
AFSCAPS is being converted to the DCPS, a system change to control this type 
of access for pay clerks is not feasible. Therefore, if pay and personnel data are 
not reconciled biweekly, the risk of system manipulation is very high. On 
January 20, 1995, the DF AS Denver Center directed all civilian payroll offices 
using AFSCAPS to certify each quarter that required reconciliations and 
corrections had been made. On August 18, 1995, the DFAS Denver Center 
reiterated the certification requirement to civilian payroll offices. The 42 data 
elements designated as noncritical (for example, date of birth) are reconciled 
each quarter. 

Payroll offices begin the reconciliation process by sending pay data to the 
personnel function. The personnel function matches the pay information to data 
recorded in the DCPDS. Differences are listed and checked against source data 
in the hard copy personnel file. Correction of an error in the DCPDS produces 
a transaction that goes to the payroll office. If personnel data are correct, the 
automated listing of data differences is annotated and sent to the payroll office. 
Payroll supervisors then ensure that pay records are appropriately corrected. 
Payroll offices are required to complete the reconciliation within 5 days after 
receipt of data differences identified by the personnel functions. 

DCPS. The DFAS Pensacola Financial Systems Activity's "DCPS 
Interface Specification Manual," DCPS-IS-01, February 5, 1995, identifies 
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Finding A. Effectiveness of Reconciliations 

73 data elements, common to both the DCPS pay system and the DCPDS 
personnel system, for reconciliation. A memorandum issued by the DFAS 
Pensacola Financial Systems Activity on February 8, 1994, "Execution of 
Personnel/Payroll Reconciliation," required data elements to be reconciled three 
times a year. Current DFAS plans call for pay and personnel systems to capture 
data at the end of an agreed-upon processing cycle. Pay data are to be 
forwarded to the servicing personnel office, which will inform the servicing 
DFAS payroll offices of needed corrections. DFAS and personnel officials 
have not set time limits for completing the planned DCPS and DCPDS data 
reconciliations. 

Reconciling AFSCAPS Pay Data and DCPDS Personnel Data 

Although our tests identified significant management control weaknesses, we 
identified few payment errors and no instances of fraud or abuse (see Finding B 
for payment errors and Appendix C for the details of our test results). The 
errors found were not material, considering the number of payments made 
during the pay period reviewed. However, most Air Force, AFRES, and ANG 
locations did not make the required biweekly reconciliations of critical 
AFSCAPS pay data and DCPDS personnel data. The absence of biweekly 
reconciliations made AFSCAPS vulnerable to fraud and abuse. 

In the ANG, a significant fraud totaling nearly $291,000 occurred in pay 
periods before our review; that fraud would have been detected if the required 
biweekly reconciliations had been performed. Similar conditions could exist in 
other Air Force, AFRES, and ANG payroll activities in pay periods when 
biweekly pay and personnel reconciliations are not performed. 

AFSCAPS Payroll Activities for the Air Force and AFRES. During pay 
period 14, 1994, 38 of 41 (93 percent) Air Force AFSCAPS payroll offices, 
and 1 AFRES AFSCAPS payroll office that served personnel at 14 locations, 
did not make biweekly reconciliations of critical pay and personnel data. 
Air Force payroll and personnel managers at the installations reviewed said that 
their work load and personnel shortages were the main reasons why the 
reconciliations were not completed. Similarly, AFRES activities did not 
perform biweekly reconciliations, although attempts had been made to correct 
the problem. For example, the DFAS Defense Accounting Officer serving the 
AFRES civilian payroll office reaffirmed the need for biweekly reconciliations 
and solicited cooperation in a June 3, 1994, letter sent to Headquarters, 
AFRES, and each AFRES personnel office. 

The AFRES payroll manager also said that the consolidation of personnel 
offices prevented the completion of reconciliations. The AFPC had not 
established the reconciliatioq of AFSCAPS pay data and DCPDS personnel data 
as part of an assessable unit in the DoD management control program. 
Consequently, a material management control weakness, failure to complete 
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Finding A. Effectiveness of Reconciliations 

reconciliations at required intervals, had not been reported. As of 
September 30, 1995, 31 Air Force payroll offices and 1 AFRES payroll office 
were still using the AFSCAPS pay system. 

AFSCAPS Payroll Activities for the ANG. AFSCAPS data at ANG payroll 
offices and DCPDS data at State National Guard offices were not reconciled, 
making the AFSCAPS vulnerable to payment errors and fraud. During 
FY 1994, the ANG paid about $1.2 billion to an end strength of 25,749 civilian 
employees. At the end of pay period 14, 1994, 63 of the 89 ANG payroll 
offices used the AF&CAPS to pay civilian employees (26 ANG payroll offices 
had already been converted to the DCPS). Personnel in the ANG Financial 
Management and Comptroller Directorate said that shortly after the ANG 
personnel function was transferred to the DCPDS (about 5 years ago), 
management determined that installing new communication lines between State 
National Guard personnel offices and the ANG bases they served was too costly 
to facilitate reconciling pay and personnel data. The September 1991 selection 
of the Navy's pay system as the standard DoD pay system, to be known as 
DCPS, also influenced the decision not to reconcile pay and personnel data. 
Consequently, the need for an interim reconciliation process was ignored. None 
of the 89 payroll offices established any means other than a biweekly 
reconciliation to guard against the possibility of fraud and abuse or to identify 
and correct routine errors. Payroll fraud involving $291,000 occurred at an 
ANG activity before pay period 14, 1994. If the AFSCAPS and DCPDS data 
had been reconciled biweekly as required, this fraud could have been detected. 
As of September 30, 1995, 39 ANG payroll offices will still be using the 
AFSCAPS pay system. 

Inactive Pay Records. The AFSCAPS had no requirement to reconcile 
payments made on temporarily activated inactive pay records to authenticating 
source documents. At the end of pay period 14, 1994, the AFSCAPS had 
20,607 inactive pay records for civilians transferred, separated, and deceased. 
During that pay period, payments had been made on 689 (3 percent) of the 
records. Although few overpayments occurred (5 employees were overpaid 
$4,956), management controls to authenticate the validity of the payments were 
lacking. Authenticating these payments allows management to correct payment 
errors and detect fraud and abuse. 

Reconciling DCPS Pay Data and DCPDS Personnel Data 

Although the audit identified payment errors (see Finding B) and other 
management control weaknesses in the DCPS, we did not identify any instances 
of fraud or abuse. For the most part, our findings confirmed the existence of 
four observations made by the GAO concerning the DCPS in its Report No. 
AIMD-95-73 (B-258746), "Control Weaknesses Increase Risk of Improper 
Navy Civilian Payroll Payments," May 8, 1995 (see Appendix B for more 
information). Specifically, the GAO observed that few overpayments were 
made in the accounts tested, reconciliations between payroll and personnel 
systems were not routinely performed, the DCPS was not tested for duplicate 
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Finding A. Effectiveness of Reconciliations 

payments, and maintaining inactive payroll records on the DCPS file increased 
the risk of fraud. We also found that no management controls had been 
developed to detect invalid identity codes for Air Force personnel offices. 

Reconciliation Process. An extensive reconciliation of pay and personnel data 
occurs when DFAS converts installations using other civilian pay systems (for 
the Air Force, the system was primarily AFSCAPS) to the DCPS. However, 
recurring pay and personnel data reconciliations have not begun for Air Force 
civilians. DFAS officials said that the downsizing of pay and personnel offices 
delayed reconciliations. A memorandum from the Defense Civilian Personnel 
Management Service to the DF AS Civilian Pay Project Management Office, 
"Predetermined Schedule for Personnel/Payroll Reconciliation Processing," 
August 21, 1995, which referred to a DFAS memorandum dated July 11, 1995, 
gave tentative schedules for payroll and personnel reconciliation schedules for 
each Service. The Air Force was scheduled for February, June, and October of 
each year, and the National Guard Bureau was scheduled for April, August, and 
December. The memorandum stated that "... each of the components has 
indicated that they will require flexibility in their schedules due to circumstances 
driven by functional requirements beyond their control and may need to request 
additional reconciliations at other times to meet their needs. . . . " The 
memorandum did not give an implementation date. 

Management Controls. DCPS management controls can be improved. One 
management control weakness had been previously identified by the GAO. 

Multiple Payments. As the GAO observed, management controls did 
not exist to detect erroneous multiple payments made to employees from DCPS 
pay files at different paying locations or from AFSCAPS pay files. Although 
many records with multiple payments are correctly maintained, some are not. 
For example, an employee may have been paid for half of a pay period by one 
paying location or system, and for the other half of the same pay period by 
another paying location or system. During pay period 14, 1994, two Air Force 
employees, one of whom was overpaid, were paid by two different DCPS 
paying locations. Similarly, 3 of 25 Air Force employees were overpaid when 
paid by both the DCPS and the AFSCAPS during pay period 14, 1994. 

Personnel Office Codes. Management controls had not been established 
to correct DCPS codes that incorrectly or invalidly identified servicing 
Air Force personnel offices. When the reconciliations begin, personnel offices 
will be able to identify and correct some of these incorrect codes when 
personnel records do not match pay records. However, when pay records 
purposely cite invalid personnel office codes in order to avoid a reconciliation 
with personnel records, such pay records could disguise the presence of ghost 
employees and pay manipulations. Although the DCPS can detect and capture 
invalid codes, no procedures have been developed to correct them. As a result 
of the audit, the DFAS Financial Systems Activity, Pensacola, Florida, 
requested a systems change to correct the problem. 

Inactive Pay Records. At the end of pay period 14, 1994, 4,486 (10 percent) 
of the 45,000 Air Force pay records on the DCPS were inactive. This 
confirmed a GAO observation. Payments had been made on 326 of those 
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Fmding A. Effectiveness of Reconciliations 

records during the pay period. None of the payments had been validated by 
comparison to pay-a,.uthenticating source documents. Inactive records will be 
excluded from the planned process for pay and personnel reconciliation. The 
absence of validation allows fraud and abuse in these records. 

Correcting Risks Associated With Duplicate Payments and Inactive Pay 
Records. Because DF AS generally agreed with the recommendations in GAO 
Report No. AIMD-95-73 on multiple payments and inactive pay records,. we are 
not making recommendations to correct those problems. 

DoD Financial Management Regulation 

The requirement to reconcile civilian payroll and personnel data in the FMR can 
be strengthened to avoid payment errors. Currently, the regulation does not 
consider whether management controls in pay systems without an automated 
personnel system interface are adequate before· allowing manual quarterly 
reconciliations. The regulation does not recognize that pay systems such as the 
AFSCAPS do not have adequate management controls to detect payment errors, 
fraud, and abuse unless critical data are reconciled each pay period. For 
example, ANG payroll offices use the AFSCAPS system, but do not have the 
capability for an automated reconciliation of pay and personnel data. Using 
AFSCAPS requires biweekly reconciliations of critical data because of the 
design of system access controls. If biweekly reconciliations of critical data are 
not done, no assurance exists that payment errors have been avoided and fraud 
has not been perpetrated. 

Summary 

The processes used to reconcile AFSCAPS and DCPS pay data and DCPDS 
personnel data were either ineffectively applied or were not implemented, and 
did not adequately guard against payment errors and fraud and abuse. The 
AFPC had not established the reconciliation of AFSCAPS pay data and DCPDS 
personnel data as part of an assessable unit in the DoD management control 
program for DCPDS, so the lack of reconciliation of pay and personnel data 
was not reported as a material control weakness. Both pay systems lacked 
controls over the validation of payments made on inactive pay records. The 
DCPS had a management control weakness relating to payments made from 
multiple pay records for the same individual, and did not have a procedure to 
correct invalid servicing personnel office codes entered on pay records. Those 
invalid codes could disguise fraudulent manipulations. The DF AS took action 
to correct the second condition during the audit. Reconciliation requirements in 
DoD Regulation 7000.14-R did not relate the frequency of reconciliations to 
management controls in DoD pay systems. In a recent report on the Navy's pay 
and personnel reconciliations, the GAO identified management control 
weaknesses in the DCPS for payments made from multiple pay records for an 
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Finding A. Effectiveness of Reconciliations 

individual. The GAO also identified the potential for fraud caused by the 
manner in which inactive records were maintained in the DCPS. The DFAS 
has initiated action to correct those problems. 

Management Comments on the Finding and Audit Response 

Although not required to comment, the Air Force made additional comments on 
the finding. These comments were considered and changes made to the report 
as necessary. See Appendix D for a summary of management comments on the 
findings and the audit response. See Part m for the complete text of the 
comments. 

While not required to comment, the Defense Civilian Personnel Management 
Service provided comments on the finding, stating that it plans to take an active 
role in ensuring that the reconciliation schedule agreed to by the Services are 
maintained, and problems encountered in the reconciliation process are 
resolved. See Part III for the complete text of the comments. 

Recommendations, Management Comments; and Audit 
Response 

A.1. We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
revise DoD Regulation 7000.14-R, the "DoD Financial Management 
Regulation," volume 8, "Civilian Pay Policy and Procedures," January 3, 
1995, to permit manual quarterly reconciliations of critical civilian payroll 
and personnel data only when other management controls designed to avoid 
payment errors and detect fraud and abuse in the affected systems are 
adequate. · 

Management Comments. The Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
nonconcurred, stating that adoption of Recommendation A.2., requiring 
biweekly recommendations in the AFSCAPS, will achieve the objective of the 
recommendation. 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service Comments. DFAS, while not 
required to comment, disagreed with the recommendation, stating that the FMR 
does not apply to payroll offices that still use the AFSCAPS because these pay 
offices have not been transferred to the DFAS consolidated pay offices. Payroll 
offices still using AFSCAPS are subject to DF AS Denver Center Regulation 
177-104. 
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Audit Response. We disagree with the comments of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller) and DFAS. The 'implementation of Recommendation 
A.2.a. will not address systems other than AFSCAPS. The FMR (paragraph 
010201.A.2.) covers other payroll systems and contains provisions (paragraph 
010407.B.) for payroll offices that do not have the capability for mechanized 
reconciliations. AFSCAPS is an example of one of these systems. The 
regulation authorizes quarterly reconciliations without considering the adequacy 
of other management controls in the affected pay system. If no other controls 
exist, quarterly reconciliations may not be adequate to detect pay errors, fraud, 
and abuse. Therefore, we believe that the regulations should be revised. We 
request that the Under Secretary of Defense reconsider his position and provide 
additional comments in response to the final report. 

A.2. We recommend that the Director, Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service, require the Defense Finance and Accounting Service Denver 
Center to: 

a. Implement a method of ensuring that critical data elements in the 
Air Force Standard Civilian Automated Pay System are reconciled 
biweekly, as required by current directives, at all affected activities of the 
Air Force, Air Force Reserve, and Air National Guard, for as long as that 
system operates. 

Management Comments. The DFAS concurred, stating that the DFAS 
Denver Center has issued procedures requiring quarterly certifications that 
reconciliations are being done, and that at ANG activities, the DFAS Denver 
Center Directorate of Operations, and overseas commands, followup is 
performed at bases that do not comply. These procedures will be incorporated 
in DFAS Denver Center Regulation 177-104 by March 1996. 

b. Require Air Force Standard Civilian Automated Pay System 
payroll offices to validate all payments made on inactive pay records. 

Management Comments. The DFAS concurred, stating that procedures will 
be implemented to require the civilian pay supervisor, the Defense Accounting 
Officer, or the Financial Services Officer to verify all payments on inactive 
records. These procedures will be incorporated in DPAS Denver Center 
Regulation 177-104 by March 1996. 

A.3. We recommend that the Deputy Chief of Staff of the Air Force, 
Personnel, require: 

a. All Air Force personnel offices serving civilians paid by the 
Air Force Standard Civilian Automated Pay System to complete biweekly 
reconciliations of critical pay and personnel data for as long as that pay 
system operates. 

Management Comments. The Air Force concurred with the recommendation, 
and stated that this was already a requirement in Air Force Manual 30-130, 
volume IV. 
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Aud.it Response. Although the Air Force concurred with the recommendation, 
we do not consider its comments responsive. We agree that a requirement 
exists to perform biweekly reconciliations; however, employees at personnel 
offices were not following the requirement, and additional enforcement 
measures are necessary. In 1esponse to the final report, we request that the Air 
Force provide comments explaining the additional actions it will take to ensure 
that reconciliations are completed. 

b. The Air Force Personnel Center to establish the reconciliation of 
pay data in the Air Force Standard Civilian Automated Pay System and 
personnel data in the Defense Civilian Personnel Data System as part of an. 
assessable unit in the DoD management control program. 

Management Comments. The Air Force nonconcurred with the 
recommendation, stating that reconciliations are not designed to prevent fraud 
and abuse and do not assure that fraud and abuse will not occur. The Air Force 
stated that it did not consider lack of reconciliations a material weakness in the 
DoD management control program. 

Aud.it Response. The Air Force comments are not responsive. The FMR 
states that payroll and personnel systems shall interface and that data from the 
systems shall be reconciled promptly to keep information up-to-date and 
minimize the possibility of fraud, waste, and mismanagement. DFAS included 
the reconciliation process in its evaluation of the management controls in the 
AFSCAPS, and reported the lack of civilian pay and personnel data 
reconciliations as a material weakness in its Federal Managers' Financial 
Integrity Act (FMFIA) Annual Statement of Assurance for FY 1994. We agree 
with the DFAS position, and have revised our recommendation to state that the 
Air Force should establish the reconciliation of pay and personnel data as part of 
an assessable unit, not necessarily a separate unit, in its management control 
program. We request that the Air Force reconsider its position and provide 
comments on the revised recommendation. 

A.4. We recommend that the Chief, Air Force Reserve, require Air Force· 
Reserve personnel offices serving civilians paid by the Air Force Standard 
Civilian Automated Pay System to complete biweekly reconciliations of 
critical pay and personnel data for as long as that pay system operates. 

Management Comments. The Comptroller, Air Force Reserve, concurred 
with the recommendation, and stated that corrective actions have been taken and 
reconciliations are ongoing. 

Aud.it Response. The comments from the Comptroller, Air Force Reserve, 
were partially responsive. The comments did not state what corrective actions 
were taken to ensure that reconciliations are being accomplished, or when the 
actions were completed. We request that the Air Force Reserve provide 
clarification in response to the final report. 

12 




Finding A. Effectiveness of Reconciliations 

A.S. We recommend that the Chief, National Guard Bureau, require 
personnel offices serving Air National Guard civilians who are paid by the 
Air Force Standard Civilian Automated Pay System to work with payroll 
offices to perform biweekly reconciliations of pay and personnel data for as 
long as that pay system operates. 

Management Comments. The National Guard Bureau did not comment on the 
draft report. 

Audit Response. We request comments from the National Guard Bureau in 
response to the final report. 
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Finding B. Identifying and Correcting 
Payment Errors 
The audit of the reconciliation process for pay period 14, 1994, 
identified payment errors in only 1/lOth of 1 percent of the civilian pay 
records reviewed. However, DCPS paying locations, AFSCAPS payroll 
offices, and Air Force DCPDS personnel offices can improve their 
methods of identifying and correcting payment errors, and can recover 
overpayments more promptly. Our tests identified 175 civilian 
employees who had been overpaid or underpaid $123,000. During the 
12 months following pay period 14, 1994, DFAS identified errors 
affecting 103 employees and took action to correct payment errors 
totaling $52,000. The remaining payment errors, which totaled $71,000 
and affected 72 employees, were not detected. Some overpayments were 
not recovered because the DF AS Denver Center waived collection at the 
employee's request. The main causes of the payment errors included the 
following. 

o Pay and i)ersonnel reconciliation processes that could have 
detected most overpayments had either been ineffectively applied or had 
not been implemented (see Finding A). 

o AFSCAPS and DCPS pay managers did not have procedures 
to periodically test data in their pay systems for anomalous pay-affecting 
conditions. Use of such procedures would have established that: 

- Air Force civilian personnel procedures did not assure 
that the pay of reemployed annuitants was offset by the amount of 
annuity paid by the Office of Personnel Management (OPM). 

- The AFSCAPS pay system did not have any procedure 
for isolating and validating large annual leave balances in order to avoid 
overpayments. 

By not completing reconciliations as required and not using other 
available means to validate payroll accuracy, DF AS and the Air Force 
allowed payment errors, fraud, and abuse to occur and go undetected. 

Reconciliation-Related Payment Errors 

Over $85,000 of the $123,000 in payment errors found during the audit of data 
in pay period 14, 1994, could have been more promptly identified by an 
effective reconciliation process. Prompt detection would have increased the 
likelihood of recovery. The effectiveness of reconciliations is addressed in 
Finding A. Table 1 shows the composition of those payment errors. 

14 




Finding B. Identifying and Correcting Payment Errors 

Table 1. Composition of Reconciliation-Related · 
Payment Errors for Pay Period 14, 1994 

Pay Condition 
Total Errors 

Employees Amount 
Detected 

Employees · Amount 
Undetected 

Employees Amount 

Mismatched SSN, salary, 
grade, or step 

Overpayments 91 $45,246 53 $27,580 38 $17,666 
Underpayments 63 27,500 41 15,294 22 12,206 

Multiple payments 
(overpaid entitlements) 7 7,736 4 5,592 3 2,144 

Incorrect payments 
(inactive records) __§_ 4,966 4.259 707 2 ..! 

Totals 167 $85,448 103 $52,725 64 $32,723 

Testing for Anomalous Pay Conditions 

AFSCAPS and DCPS pay managers have not established procedures to 
periodically test data in their pay systems to identify and resolve anomalous pay­
affecting conditions through the use of self-generated data retrievals. This 
finding addresses the need to expand the use of edit and reasonableness checks. 
We designed and applied data retrievals to isolate a variety of pay-affecting 
conditions that might exist in both the AFSCAPS and DCPS and could have a 
potential for fraud or abuse. Also, under the provisions of Operation 
Mongoose, a DoD initiative to prevent fraud and abuse, we asked the Defense 
Manpower Data Center (DMDC) to compare SSNs in selected files of Air Force 
civilian employees to isolate situations that might have a potential for p~yment 
errors, fraud, or abuse. The results, summarized in Appendix C, did not 
identify fraud or abuse. However, the retrievals and file comparisons identified 
previously undetected overpayments totaling $37,677. Table 2 shows the 
conditions, the number of employees affected, and the amount of overpayments. 

Table 2. Overpayments Identified by Data Retrievals 
for Pay Period 14, 1994 

Pay Condition Employees Amount 

Overpaid Reemployed Annuitants 7 $36,464 
Unearned Leave Balances 1 1.213 

Totals 8 $37,677 

DMDC file comparisons showed that Air Force civilian personnel procedures 
did not assure that the pay of reemployed annuitants was offset by the amount of 
annuity paid by OPM. Personnel managers at Air Force headquarters 
confirmed that procedures governing the annuity offset were not consistently 
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followed at four personnel offices serving civilians. Those personnel offices 
were located at Hill Air Force Base (AFB), Utah; Edwards AFB and Onizuka 
AFB, California; and Scott AFB, Illinois. 

Also, our retrievals isolated large annual leave balances in the DCPS and 
AFSCAPS pay systems and subjected those balances to validation. An 
employee who is now retired was allowed to incorrectly accumulate and was 
paid for 588 hours of unused annual leave at retirement. The large balance was 
attributed to overseas service, but was actually caused by clerical error. The 
balance, which should have been 520 hours, was overstated by 68 hours. 

Management Comments on the Finding and Audit Response 

Although not required to comment, the Air Force made additional comments on 
the finding. These comments were considered and changes made to the report 
as necessary. See Appendix D for a summary of management comments on the 
findings and the audit response. See Part III for the complete text of the 
comments. 

Recommendations, Management Comments, and Audit 
Responses 

B.1. We recommend that the Director, Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service, require Defense Finance and Accounting Service civilian pay 
locations to expand the use of data retrievals to test for potentially 
erroneous conditions in pay files of the Air Force Standard Civilian 
Automated Pay System and the Defense Civilian Pay System. (See 
Appendix C for examples of retrievals and file comparisons.) 

~ 

Management Comments. DFAS concurred, and stated that by participating in 
Operation Mongoose, payroll offices will be able to test for erroneous 
conditions in the pay files. DMDC is currently receiving data from the DCPS, 
and should begin receiving data from the AFSCAPS in January 1996. The 
DMDC will perform the required matches and will forward discrepancies to the 
appropriate office or agency for action. The estimated completion date is 
March 31, 1996. 

B.2. We recommend that the Deputy Chief of Staff of the Air Force, 
Personnel, develop a means of ensuring that all civilian personnel offices 
follow established procedures to appropriately offset the pay of reemployed 
annuitants by the amount of annuity paid by the Office of Personnel 
Management. 
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Management Comments. The Air Force nonconcurred with the 
recommendation, and stated that the system has a built-in edit to ensure that the 
pay of reemployed annuitants is offset by the amount of the OPM annuity. The 
Air Force further stated that if the correct code is used when a reemployed 
annuitant is hired, the amount of the annuity must be entered into the personnel 
system. 

Audit Response. The Air Force comments are not responsive. Although 
procedures exist to offset the pay of reemployed annuitants by the amount of the 
annuity, these procedures were not followed for the seven reemployed 
annuitants identified in the audit. . Additional measures are necessary to ensure 
that employees are following established procedures. We request that the 
Air Force reconsider its position and provide additional comments in its 
response to the final report. 
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Appendix A. Scope and Methodology 

Scope 

Our audit had three components. We evaluated the processes used to reconcile 
the pay and personnel data of civilians employed by the Air Force and the 
Air National Guard who were located in the United States. Second, we 
retrieved data from civilian pay records to isolate and validate conditions that 
may have the potential for fraud or abuse. Third, we asked the DMDC to 
compare files in its possession to isolate anomalous conditions that may have the 
potential for fraud or abuse. 

Reconciliations. We evaluated the methods used by DFAS to reconcile pay 
data recorded in the DCPS and the AFSCAPS with civilian personnel data 
maintained by Air Force ~d AFRES personnel offices and State National 
Guard activities. 

Methodology. To complete the evaluation as of the end of pay period 
14, 1994 (July 9, 1994), we extracted pay data from decentralized AFSCAPS 
pay files, in coordination with personnel in the Air Force's Headquarters, 
Standard Systems Group; pay data from centralized DCPS pay files at the 
Charleston, Denver, and Pensacola paying locations of DFAS, in coordination 
with the DFAS Pensacola Financial Systems Activity; and decentralized 
personnel data, in coordination with the AFPC. We compiled the assembled 
data on the mainframe computer at the DISA Denver Megacenter and made data 
comparisons using the Department of Transportation's COBOL Architecture 
Program. (COBOL, or Common Business-Oriented Language, is a high-level 
programming language designed for business applications.) We isolated data 
differences and validated them using source personnel information at locations 
visited, and at other locations where we obtained the assistance of the Air Force 
Audit Agency. 

Limitations. We evaluated the reconciliation processes for 
4 pay-affecting data elements (SSN, grade, step, and annual salary) for 177,936 
civilian employees located in the United States. The evaluation focused on the 
processes governing the reconciliation of pay and personnel data for 169,660 
civilians at the end of pay ~riod 14, 1994. Because of missing files or delayed 
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data processing, we used pay data from later pay J>!!riods for 4 AFSCAPS pay 
offices and 2 State National Guard personnel offices1 serving 8,276 civilians. 

Data Retrievals. We validated unusual conditions identified by extracting data 
from both DCPS and AFSCAPS civilian pay records. Those conditions 
included employees who possessed unissued SSNs; multiple payments to an 
employee during a single pay period; multiple paychecks sent to a single post 
office box; no leave .. taken by an employee during the previous 18 months; 
employees whose annual leave balances exceeded 465 hours; employees whose 
pay was fully allotted (no net paycheck); payments made on inactive pay 
records; active pay records with no gross pay entitlement; and multiple savings 
allotments to a single bank account. We also validated the pay status of 
employees with more than one personnel record. 

DMDC File Comparisons. We asked the DMDC to compare SSNs in different 
data files to seek matches that might indicate fraud or abuse. Air Force 
civilians in the OPM civilian personnel data file were compared to the Social 
Security death file (November 1994), and Air Force civilians in the DoD 
civilian personnel data file (June 1994) were compared to both the Civil Service 
retired file and the Civil Service retired death file. All matching SSNs were 
then validated. 

Use of Computer-Processed Data. We performed limited tests to ensure the 
completeness and reliability of computer-processed data from pay and personnel 
sources. Specifically, to ensure the completeness of data, we reconciled counts 
of personnel records from 143 DCPDS personnel offices with control record 
counts maintained at AFPC. To confirm the completeness of the pay files, we 
then compared the -reconciled personnel records to pay records from 107 
AFSCAPS pay offices and the 3 DF AS DCPS pay locations. The four 
pay-affecting data elements selected for review were then compared, and 
differences were validated on a judgmental basis against authorizing information 
in employee personnel files. Nothing came to our attention as a result of these 
procedures that caused us to doubt the reliability of the computer-prQCessed 
data. 

Audit Period, Standards, and Locations. We performed this financial-related 
audit from January 1994 through September 1995 in accordance with auditing 
standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States, as 
implemented by the Inspector General (IG), DoD. We included such tests of 
management controls as were considered necessary. Appendix F lists the 
organizations we visited or contacted. 

1AFSCAPS pay offices at Andrews AFB and the Pentagon provided data for the 
pay period ended October 29, 1994. AFSCAPS pay offices at Vance AFB, 
Oklahoma, and Lambert ANG Base, Missouri, provided data for the pay period 
ended July 23, 1994. Those pay data were compared to personnel data for 
July 9, 1994. The Delaware National Guard provided personnel data for the 
pay period ended August 11, 1994, and the Alabama National Guard provided 
personnel data for the pay period ended September 16, 1994. Those personnel 
data were compared to pay data for July 9, 1994. 
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Statistical Sampling Methodology 


We did not use statistical sampling procedures in this audit. 

Management Control Program 

DoD Directive 5010.38, "Internal Management Control Program," 
April 14, 1987, requires DoD organizations to implement a comprehensive 
system of management controls that, provides reasonable assurance that 
programs are operating as intended and to evaluate the adequacy of the controls. 

Scope of Review of Management Control Program. We reviewed 
management controls that the AFPC, the National Guard Bureau, and DFAS 
used to govern the reconciliation of data elements common to Air Force civilian 
pay and personnel files. We also reviewed management's self-evaluation of 
those management controls. 

Adequacy of Management Controls. We identified a material management 
control weakness, as defined by DoD Directive 5010.38, in the reconciliation of 
AFSCAPS pay data to DCPDS personnel data. At most Air Force, AFRES, 
and ANG activities, pay and personnel data elements that are critical to 
preventing fraud and abuse have not been reconciled biweekly. Consequently, 
no assurance existed that fraud and abuse would not occur in pay periods when 
the reconciliations were not made. Recommendation A.2.a., if implemented, 
will ensure that reconciliations are completed as frequently as required by 
controls in the AFSCAPS pay system. The amount of potential monetary 
benefits associated with the material weakness cannot be quantified because of 
the unknown degree, duration, and consequences of the nonreconciliation of 
critical data. See Appendix E for the potential benefits of the audit. A copy of 
the report will be provided- to the senior official responsible for management 
controls in the Air Force and DFAS. 

Adequacy of Self-Evaluation by DFAS Denver Center and AFPC. In 
October 1994, the DFAS Denver Center identified the inability to complete the 
biweekly reconciliation of AFSCAPS critical pay data and DCPDS personnel 
data as a material management control weakness. However, the AFPC did not 
identify the reconciliation of AFSCAPS and DCPDS data as part of an 
assessable unit, and therefore did not identify or report the material management 
control weakness identified by the audit. We could not determine why the 
AFPC overlooked the reconciliation process. Recommendation A.3.b. will 
correct this problem by establishing the reconciliation process as part of an 
assessable unit in the AFPC management control program. 
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During the last 5 years, the GAO and the AFAA have issued five reports that 
related to management controls over the reconciliation processes for civilian 
payroll and personnel systems of the uniformed services. 

General Accounting Office 

The GAO issued the following reports on the civilian payroll process. 

GAO Report No. AIMD-95-73 (B-258746). This report, "Control Weaknesses 
Increase Risk of Improper Navy Civilian Payroll Payments," May 8, 1995, 
stated that although DFAS made few overpayments, reconciliations between 
personnel and payroll were inadequate, and DCPS did not test for multiple 
payments. GAO also observed that control weaknesses left DCPS vulnerable to 
improper payments because excess levels of computer access were granted, the 
DCPS audit trail was _incomplete, and inactive payroll records remained on the 
system. 

Recommendations. The GAO recommended that appropriate Qfficials 
follow up on overpaid employees and determine the extent of the overpayments, 
collect amounts due, identify and correct systemic causes for the overpayments, 
and conduct and complete pay and personnel reconciliations. GAO also 
recommended that DFAS establish and implement automated procedures to 
detect and correct unauthorized multiple payments made to a single SSN; assess 
and control the need for individuals to possess supervisory computer access; 
develop and identify a DCPS audit trail that cannot be changed; and remove 
current and future inactive payroll records from the active payroll system, place 
them in a separate data base, and restrict access. 

Management Comments. DFAS and Navy personnel officials generally 
agreed with the GAO recommendations. The GAO also acknowledged the 
DFAS concern that GAO did not recognize the extenuating circumstances 
caused by the rapid consolidation of DCPS processing locations. 

GAO Report No. AFMD-92-12 (B-234326). This report, "Financial Audit: 
Aggressive Actions Needed for Air Force to Meet Objectives of the CFO Act," 
February 19, 1992, concluded that the Air Force and DoD had made only 
limited progress in implementing recommendations to correct the deficiencies 
discussed in a previous GAO report, "Financial Audit: Air Force Does Not 
Effectively Account for Billions of Dollars of Resources" (GAO/AFMD-90-23, 
B-234326, February 23, 1990). Three Air Force bases did not compare and 
reconcile master payroll files with master personnel records to ensure that the 
amounts paid were appropriate and accurate. DoD concurred with the finding, 
stating that in FY 1990, an automated civilian payroll system, which facilitated 
more effective and accurate reconciliations of payroll and personnel records, 
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was implemented at all Air Force bases. DoD also stated that Air Force 
directives have been revised to require more stringent reconciliations and that, 
as part of the FMFIA review process, compliance reviews will test the 
thoroughness and effectivene,ss of the new reconciliation requirements. 

Air Force Audit Agency 

The AFAA issued the following audit reports on the Air Force civilian payroll 
process. 

Report of Audit for Project 94053035. This report, "Review of Military and 
Civilian Pay, Fiscal Year 1994 Air Force Consolidated Financial Statements," 
April 24, 1995, concluded that civilian personnel expenses, including accruals, 
were generally accurate and reliable at the installations reviewed, and 
management controls were generally effective when properly applied. The 
AFAA also reported substantial improvement in reconciling civilian pay and 
personnel records. No recommendations were made. 

Report of Audit for Project 93053014. This report, "Review of Civilian 
Payroll, Fiscal Year 1993 Air Force Consolidated Financial Statements," 
June 6, 1994, concluded that civilian payroll amounts were generally accurate 
and supported in installation-level financial records for FY 1993; also the 
payroll process ensured that civilian payroll expenses in Air Force financial 
statements were reasonable. The AFAA also reported inaccurate accruals for 
civilian pay and unfunded civilian leave, and the required reconciliations 
between civilian pay records . and personnel records had not been performed at 
approximately half of the installations reviewed. 

Recommendations. The AFAA recommended that DFAS improve the 
accuracy of accrued amounts in the general ledger accounts, revise instructions 
for validating the general ledger, and train accounting personnel in the use of 
the instructions. The AFAA also repeated prior audit recommendations, but did 
not make new recommendations for improvements in reconciling pay and 
personnel records. 

Management Comments. The DFAS management agreed with the 
overall audit results, except for disagreeing with the statement that failure to 
reconcile payroll and personnel records should be reported as a material 
weakness under the Federal Managers' Financial Integrity Act. DFAS agreed 
with the importance of management controls over the reconciliation of civilian 
pay and personnel records. However, because of other compensating controls 
to prevent errors or fictitious pay records, DFAS did not agree that the lack of 
base-level reconciliation between the pay and personnel functions constituted a 
reportable weakness under FMFIA. AFAA repeated its opinion that the area 
should be reported as a mate_rial management control weakness under FMFIA. 

Report of Audit for Project 92053004. This report, "Review of the Civilian 
Payroll Process, Fiscal Year (FY) 1992 Air Force Consolidated Financial 
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Statements," January 12, 1993, concluded that civilian payroll amounts, after 
post-audit adjustments, were fairly presented in the Air Force's general fund 
installation-level financial records for FY 1992. However, the report stated that 
nearly one-third of the installations reviewed had not completed the required 
civilian pay and personnel reconciliations. 

Recommendations. The AF AA made two recommendations to DF AS 
to ensure that reconciliations were performed and mismatched data were 
corrected. 

Management Comments. DFAS partially concurred with the first 
recommendation ancf suggested alternative actions to increase oversight of the 
reconciliation process. AFAA considered the proposed DFAS actions 
responsive to the intent of the recommendation. DFAS disagreed with the 
second recommendation, that the DFAS Denver Center should randomly 
analyze reconciliation listings to determine whether changing the civilian payroll 
process might reduce the number of data mismatches. DFAS stated that such an 
analysis would be dated; that payroll processing and operations were being 
consolidated, and emphasis was being placed on avoiding record mismatches 
rather than on large-scale reconciliations; and that imposing new business 
process requirements on local payroll offices that are scheduled to close would 
be wasteful and misdirected. AFAA considered the DFAS position 
nonresponsive because DF AS did not address determining and correcting the 
causes of large numbers of data mismatches. 



Appendix C. Audit Tests to Detect Fraud and 
Abuse 

To validate reconciliation differences and anomalous situations identified by 
data retrievals and file comparisons, auditors from the IG, DoD, and AF AA 
examined source pay and personnel information. Validations occurred at 
locations where the AF AA had field offices and at sites visited by IG, DoD, 
auditors. Appendix F lists those locations. 

Audit Reconciliation of Payroll and Personnel Data 

We extracted four pay-affecting data elements for each Air Force civilian 
employee from pay records ..recorded in the DCPS and AFSCAPS pay systems, 
and compared the data to source information extracted from the DCPDS 
personnel system. We compared data in 177,936 employee personnel records to 
data in 203,110 pay records from the AFSCAPS and DCPS pay systems. The 
number of pay records exceeded the number of personnel records for several 
reasons, including, but not limited to, the following. 

o Inactive pay records were retained to provide income tax information 
to the Internal Revenue Service at the end of each year. 

o Employees who moved during a pay period may have had two pay 
records in one system or one pay record in each of two pay systems. 

o The personnel system had records for new employees for which pay 
records had not yet been established. 

After all adjustments for these circumstances, 176,318 pay and personnel 
records were compared. Table 3 summarizes the comparison and the number of 
record differences identified and validated. Results of the validation are 
presented in Findings A and B. 
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Employee Pay Records Reconciled to 

Personnel Records 


Pay System and Employer Total 
Employee Records 

Matched Unmatched 
Number 

Reviewed 

DCPS 
Air Force 32,474 30,760 1,714 1,473 
Air National Guard 
Air Force Reserve 

7,574 
__7 

7,320 
__7 

254 
__Q 

0 
_o 

Subtotals 40,055 38,087 1,968 1,473 

AFSCAPS 
Air Force 111,838 108,240 3,598 2,769 
Air National Guard 16,925 15,593 1,332 405 
Air Force Reserve 7.500 7,123 377 217 

Subtotals 136,263 130,956 5,307 3,391 

Air Force 144,312 139,000 5,312 4,242 
Air National Guard 24,499 22,913 1,586 405 
Air Force Reserve 7,507 7,130 377 217 

Totals 176,318 169,043 7,275 4,864 

Data Retrieved from DFAS Pay Files 

We designed retrievals to test the following conditions, which included methods 
of identifying nonexistent (ghost) employees. Audit-validated test results did 
not identify any instances of fraud or abuse, but disclosed unusual situations and 
errors made by employees and payroll and personnel offices. 

Unissued SSNs. Two SSNs in the July 1994 Air Force pay and personnel files 
had not been not issued by the Social Security Administration (SSA). We 
confirmed the existence of both employees. One of the employees had multiple 
SSN s in source pay and personnel records. Both individuals had been granted 
security clearances. AFPC managers said they do not attempt to ensure that 
SSNs in the DCPDS have been issued by the SSA; therefore, SSA criteria for 
issuing SSNs have not been incorporated as an edit in the DCPDS. 

In a January 6, 1995, memorandum to the Defense Investigative Service (DIS), 
the security clearance investigating authority, we expressed our concern that the 
investigative process for security clearances may have a weakness. In a 
response dated February 27, 1995, the Director, DIS, stated that the 11 ••• SSN 
is not considered .il positive source of information for establishing an 
individual's identity because of the ease in obtaining a valid SSN using 
counterfeit documents. 11 The Director added: 
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. . . it is the opinion of DIS that those current PSI (personnel security 
investigation) investigative requirements established by DoD are 
sufficient and present a minimal risk to the integrity of the security 
clearance process. DIS is also of the opinion that if a DoD agency 
chooses to maintain a system of records by SSN to verify the identity 
of their employees, the responsibility for validation shollld rest with 
that agency. 

In response to our questions, the SSA advised that employer and employee 
contributions under the Federal Indemnity Compensation Act are not credited to 
nonexistent accounts. Those amounts are held in a suspense account pending 
possible receipt of future claims. 

Multiple Payments to an Employee During a Pay Period. Thirty-five 
employees received multiple payments during pay period 14, 1994. Of the 
31 payments reviewed, payments made to 24 employees were correct. The 
remaining seven employees were overpaid $7,736 (see Finding B). . 

Multiple Paychecks Sent to a Single Post Office Box. Ten post office boxes 
received checks from two or more individuals. All of the addresses were 
confirmed by employees. 

No Leave Taken by an Employee During the Previous 18 Months. Five 
employees had not taken leave during the previous 18 months. We confirmed 
the existence of each employee. 

Employees With Annual Leave Balances Exceeding 465 Hours. Pay records 
of 377 employees met the selection criteria. Of the 287 employees reviewed, 
283 employees (all firefighters) were authorized the large annual leave balances. 
However, four annual leave balances were incorrect. The DFAS had previously 
detected and corrected the leave balances for three employees, but one employee 
was incorrectly paid for 68 hours of annual leave at retirement (see Finding B). 

Employees Whose Pay Was Fully Allotted (No Net Paycheck). Forty 
employees were entitled to be paid, but did not receive a net paycheck. All of 
the 32 employees reviewed had recently died or had separated while owing 
money to the Government. 

Payments Made on Inactive Pay Records. 1,015 payments were made from 
inactive pay records. Of the 548 pay records reviewed, all were temporarily 
activated to make the payments, and 542 payments were correct. 
However, 6 payments totaling $4,966 were made in error (see Finding B). 

Active Pay Records With No Gross Pay Entitlement. The AFSCAPS and 
DCPS pay systems contained active 2,541 pay records that had no gross pay 
entitlement. We reviewed 1,679 of those records and confirmed the existence 
of the employees. Most employees were either on leave without pay or were 
employed on a seasonal basis. 

Multiple Savings Allotments to a Single Bank Account. Of 877 allotments 
that met the selection criteria, all 730 reviewed were correct. Most allotments 
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were payments to insurance companies, credit unions, and bank clearing 
accounts. 

Employees With More Than One Personnel Record. For 71 employees, 
more than 1 personnel record had been entered in DCPDS. Reviews of records 
for 66 employees showed that all were in the process of moving. 

Comparisons of DMDC File Data 

Under the provisions of Operation Mongoose, we asked the DMDC to compare 
SSN s in different data files to identify situations where the potential for 
overpayment or fraud might exist. The audit-validated SSN matches done by 
DMDC did not identify any fraud or abuse, but did identify anomalous 
situations, erroneot1~ SSNs, and previously undetected overpayments of 
$36,500. The results of each comparison follow. 

DoD Civilian Personnel Data File Compared to the Civil Service Retired 
File. SSNs of 45 Air Force employees also appeared in the Civil Service 
retired file dated June 30, 1994. Eight of the 31 matches reviewed were either 
administrative errors or unusual but valid circumstances. The remaining 
23 matches pertained to reemployed annuitants. For 7 of the 23 reemployed 
annuitants, their active pay had not been offset by the amount of their annuity 
pay. Overpayments ranged between $4,000 and $16,000 and totaled about 
$36,500. Pay and personnel officials took action to correct the files. The 
14 matches not examined during the audit were sent to DFAS for review and 
correction where appropriate. 

DoD Civilian Personnel Data File Compared to the Civil Service Retired 
Death File. Of the 16 matching SSNs, none were in the Air Force civilian pay 
or personnel files examined during our review. They may be employed by 
other Services. All were sent to the Air Force for review. 

OPM Civilian Personnel Data Files Compared to the SSA Death File. The 
SSNs of seven Air Force employees appeared in both the OPM file and the SSA 
death file. Four active employees used incorrect SSNs, and three entries in the 
SSA death file were incorrect. 
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Appendix D. Additional Management Comments . 
on the Findings and Audit Response 

Although not required to comment, the Air Force made additional comments on 
the findings. See Part mfor the complete text of the comments. 

Finding A. Effectiveness of Reconciliations 

Management Comments, References 3, 4, and 10. While early attempts to 
accomplish reconciliations between the DCPS and DCPDS were unsuccessful, 
they have been successfully completed on three occasions since August 1994. 

Audit Response. Matches between DCPS and DCPDS data occurred during 
the period; however, DFAS Denver Center personnel could not confirm that 
data had been reconciled with all personnel offices. Matching data elements in 
the two systems does not constitute a reconciliation. Until mismatches of 
critical data elements are researched and all errors corrected, reconciliations are 
not complete. 

Management Comments, Reference 8. The process developed for reconciling 
pay and personnel data ensures agreement of pay-affecting data elements in the 
systems. Critical data elements in AFSCAPS are matched every pay period, 
and noncritical elements are matched every quarter. DCPS reconciliations 
include both critical and noncritical elements. 

Audit Response. Matching data elements does not constitute an effective 
reconciliation. Mismatched data elements must be researched and errors 
corrected. The process used by the Air Force and DF AS did not ensure 
agreement between pay and personnel systems, as shown by the many 
employees who had been over- and underpaid because pay and personnel 
systems had contained erroneous data for multiple pay periods. 

Management Comments, References 9 and 12. Reconciliations are not 
designed to prevent fraud and abuse, but to identify inconsistencies in data 
between the two systems. The absence of reconciliation processing, therefore, 
does not contribute to fraud. A reconciliation process might help in detecting 
fraud, but it is not specifically designed to identify fraud. 

Audit Response. According to the FMR (paragraph 010203.C.), pay and 
personnel systems should include interfaces in order to obtain accurate 
information, and should reconcile information in a timely manner to minimize 
fraud, waste, and mismanagement. 

30 




Appendix D. Additional Management Comments on the Findings 
and Audit Response 

Management Comments, Reference 11. The report stated that payroll offices 
did not accomplish the reconciliations; personnel offices must initiate the 
reconciliation process and provide lists of mismatches to the payroll office after 
validation to source records. 

Audit Response. The report named the payroll offices because, to complete a 
reconciliation, the payroll office must receive lists of mismatches to determine 
whether all data elements have been corrected. The reconciliation process must 
begin with the transfer of data from the pay system to the personnel system, 
where data elements should be matched. After validation and correction of 
mismatched data by employees in the personnel office, reports should be 
transferred to the payroll office for validation and correction of any remaining 
mismatched elements. The payroll supervisor should retain the listings for 
subsequent review. 

Management Colllll!ents, References 5 and 13. Having inactive pay records 
on a payroll data base is not an erroneous condition, because the system must 
maintain pay records of separated employees until end-of-year processing of 
W-2 forms is completed. In addition, inactive records are not subject to 
reconciliation because they are removed from the personnel data base after the 
employee separates. 

Audit Response. When a payroll system contains inactive records that are not 
subject to any reconciliation, this constitutes a management control weakness. 
This weakness was also identified in a recent GAO report on the Navy pay and 
personnel reconciliation process (GAO Report No. AIMD-95-73, B-258746). 
We realize, however, that these records must be maintained for end-of-year 
processing. Our report stated that no requirement existed to reconcile payments 
made on temporarily activated inactive pay records to authenticating source 
documents. Therefore, we recommended that DF AS validate payments on 
inactive records. 

Fin~ing B .. Identifying and Correcting Payment Errors 

Management Col1lll)ents, Reference 14. The report is inconsistent in that it 
states that not completing reconciliations allowed payment errors, fraud, and 
abuse to occur, but also stated that fraud and abuses were not found. 

Audit Response. The report states that "not completing reconciliations and not 
using other available means to validate payroll accuracy allowed payment 
errors, fraud, and abuse to occur and go undetected." Although the report 
stated that we did not detect any fraud or abuse in our review, it also stated that 
fraud had occurred at an ANG location before our review; this fraud could have 
been detected if reconciliations had been done as required. 
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Appendix E. Summary of Potential Benefits 
Resulting From Audit 

Recommendation 
Reference Description of Benefits 

Amount and/or 
Type of Benefit 

A.1. Management controls. Amend 
regulation to reduce DoD exposure 
to payroll fraud and abuse. 

Nonmonetary. 

A.2.a., A.3.a., 

A.4., A.5. 


Management controls. Reconcile 
AFSCAPS pay system to DCPDS 
personnel system biweekly at Air 
Force, AFRES, and ANG activities; 
promptly correct all differences. 

Monetary. Amounts, 
incidence, 
collectibility, or 
payability of over­
and underpayments 
cannot be determined. 

A.2.b. Management controls. On a 
biweekly basis, validate payments 
made on AFSCAPS inactive pay 
records. ­

Monetary. Amounts, 
incidence, 
collectibility, or 
payability of over­
and underpayments 
cannot be determined. 

A.3.b. Management controls. Include the 
reconciliation process as part of an 
assessable unit. 

Nonmonetary. 

B.1. Economy and efficiency. Strengthen 
DFAS procedures to test for fraud 
and abuse and prevent over- and 
underpayments. 

Nonmonetary. 

B.2. Compliance with laws and 
regulations. Enforce procedures to 
offset pay of retired annuitants with 
annuity paid by OPM. 

Monetary. Amounts, 
incidence, 
collectibility, or 
payability of over­
and underpayments 
cannot be determined. 
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Appendix F. Organizations Visited or Contacted 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Under Secretary of Defense-(Comptroller), Washington, DC 
Directorate for Accounting Policy 

National Guard Bureau, Departments of the Army and the 
Air Force 

Human Resources Directorate, Alexandria, VA 
Civilian Personnel Office, Massachusetts National Guard, Natick, MA 
Civilian Personnel Office, Michigan National Guard, Lansing, MI 
Civilian Personnel Office, New Hampshire National Guard, Concord, NH 
Civilian Personnel Office, Ohio National Guard, Columbus, OH 

Air National Guard Directorate for Financial Management and Comptroller, 
Andrews Air Force Base, MD 
Civilian Pay Office, Barnes Municipal Airport, MA 
Civilian Pay Office, March Air Force Base, CA 
Civilian Pay Office, McConnell Air Force Base, KS 
Civilian Pay Office, Otis Air National Guard Base, MA 
Civilian Pay Office, Pease Air National Guard Base, NH 
Civilian Pay Office, Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, OH 
Civilian Pay Office, Selfridge Air National Guard Base, MI 
Civilian Pay Office, Springfield Air National Guard Base, OH 
Civilian Pay Office, Toledo Air National Guard Base, OH 

Department of the Air Force 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Budget), Washington, DC 
Director, Budget Operations 

Deputy Chief of Staff of the Air Force (Personnel), Washington, DC 
Personnel Plans Directorate 

Headquarters, Air Force Reserve, Robins Air Force Base, GA 
Financial Services Office, Dobbins Air Force Reserve Base, GA 
Civilian Personnel Office, Westover Air Force Reserve Base, MA 

Air Force Civilian Personnel Management Center, Randolph Air Force Base, TX 
Integrated Systems Division 

Headquarters, Standard Systems Group, Maxwell Air Force Base - Gunter Annex, AL 
11th Support Wing, Department of the Air Force, Washington, DC 

Financial Services Office, Bolling Air Force Base, Washington, DC 

33 




Append.ix F. Organizations Visited or Contacted 

Department of the Air Force (cont'd) 

Air Force Audit Agency, Washington, DC 
Operations Directorate 
Field Activities Directorate 

Area Audit Office, Andrews Air Force Base, MD 
Area Audit Office, Barksdale Air Force Base, LA 
Area Audit Office, Cannon Air Force Base, NM 
Area Audit Office, Charleston Air Force Base, SC 
Area Audit Office, Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, AZ 
Area Audit Office, Dover Air Force Base, DE 
Area Audit Office, Dyess Air Force Base, TX 
Area Audit Office, Edwards Air Force Base, CA 
Area Audit Office, Eglin Air Force Base, FL 
Area Audit Office, Ellsworth Air Force Base, SD 
Area Audit Office, Fairchild Air Force Base, WA 
Area Audit Office, Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND 
Area Audit Office, Hanscom Air Force Base, MA 
Area Audit Office, Hickam Air Force Base, HI 
Area Audit Office, Hill Air Force Base, UT 
Area Audit Office, Holloman Air Force Base, NM 
Area Audit Office, Keesler Air Force Base, MS 
Area Audit Office, Kelly Air Force Base, TX 
Area Audit Office, Kirtland Air Force Base, NM 
Area Audit Office, Langley Air Force Base, VA 
Area Audit Office, Little Rock Air Force Base, AR 
Area Audit Office, Los Angeles Air Force Base, CA 
Area Audit Office, Luke Air Force Base, AZ 
Area Audit Office, March Air Force Base, CA 
Area Audit Office, Maxwell Air Force Base, AL 
Area Audit Office, McChord Air Force Base, WA 
Area Audit Office, McClellan Air Force Base, CA 
Area Audit Office, McConnell Air Force Base, KS 
Area Audit Office, McGuire Air Force Base, NJ 
Area Audit Office, Minot Air Force Base, ND 
Area Audit Office, Mountain Jlome Air Force Base, ID 
Area Audit Office, Nellis Air Force Base, NV 
Area Audit Office, Offutt Air Force Base, NE 
Area Audit Office, Patrick Air.Force Base, FL 
Area Audit Office, Peterson Air Force Base, CO 
Area Audit Office, Randolph Air Force Base, TX 
Area Audit Office, Robins Air Force Base, GA 
Area Audit Office, Scott Air Force Base, IL 
Area Audit Office, Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, NC 
Area Audit Office, Shaw Air Force Base, SC 
Area Audit Office, Sheppard Air Force Base, TX 
Area Audit Office, Tinker Air Force Base, OK 
Area Audit Office, Travis Air Force Base, CA 
Area Audit Office, Vandenberg Air Force Base, CA 
Area Audit Office, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH 
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Other Defense Organizations 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service, Washington, DC 
Directorate of Civilian Pay 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service Denver Center, Denver, CO 

Directorate of Civilian Pay 

Directorate of Debt and Claims Management 

Directorate of Field Operations 


Defense Finance and Accounting Service Financial Systems Activity, 
Pensacola, FL 

Defense Manpower Data Center, Monterey, CA 
Financial Management Support Division 

Defense Investigative Service, Alexandria, VA 
Freedom of Information Act Office 

Defense Civilian Personnel Management Service, Washington, DC 
Information Systems Division 

Defense Information Systems Agency 
Western Hemisphere, Denver, CO 
Defense Megacenter, Denver, CO 
Air Force Information Service Center, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH 

Office of the Assistant Inspector General for Investigations, Defense Criminal 
Investigative Service 


Atlanta Field Office, Smyrna, GA 

Denver Resident Agency, Englewood, CO 


Non-Defense Federal Organizations 

Social Security Administration, Baltimore, MD 
Office of Systems Requirements 
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Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Technology) 
Director, Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange 

Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
Deputy Chief Financial Officer 
Deputy Comptroller 

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness 
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) 

Department of the Army 

Auditor General, Department of the Army 
Chief, National Guard Bureau 

Directorate of Financial Management and Comptroller 

Department of the Navy ­

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management and Comptroller) 
Auditor General, Department of the Navy 

Department of the Air Force 

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and Comptroller) 
Deputy Chief of Staff of the Air Force (Personnel) _ 

Air Force Personnel Center 
Chief, Air Force Reserve 
Auditor General, Department of the Air Force 

Other Defense Organizations 

Director, Defense Contract Audit Agency 
Director, Defense Finance and Accounting Service 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service Denver Center 
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Other Defense Organizations (cont'd) 

Director, Defense Investigative Service 
Director, Defense Logistics Agency 
Director, Defense Civilian Personnel Management Service 
Director, National Security Agency 

Inspector General, National Security Agency 

Non-Defense Federal Organizations 

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

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 National Security, Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
House Subcommittee on National Security, International Affairs, and Criminal 

Justice, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 

House Committee on National Security 




Part III - Management Comments 




Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
Comments 

• 
OFF'ICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

1' I oO DEFENSE PENTAGON . 
WA5fflNG1'0N. DC 20301•1100 Q)-

OEG I 2 IOOE 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR. OF WANCEAND ACCOUNTING, OFFICE OFTHE 
DOD.INSPECTOR GENERAL 

S1JBlECT: 	 AuditRqlon OJl lbe ~·atAk Potte Commoo.P:ay andPemorme.I Dam 
fot CiVilians (Project No. 4FD-5009.01), date.d OebSber6, 199.S 

11Jb.otfu»== with Recommendation A..l. in the subjectdtaftreport, which was 
addmlsed 10 dle Un.de£~ ofDefeu.se (Comptroller:). Tbatxeco:tmn•dalian suggested. 
that Volume 8 ofthe "'DoD F'ltlmcilll Mana,gemmt:ReglllatiOn" (DoD 7000.14-R) be revised ta 
pemiit~quatte:dyrecoociliaticnsofaittcalc:ivilianpayroilandpen:ameldataooly-.C 
there are adeqiJate ~oonl:t(!U to avoid paymei;it: mraa;; end detec:t fraud and abuse in. 
the afl'ec:r1'ld symm:is {ml requiie more :hquelltm::cmcili.alio.D$ OlbelwiSe ]. 11lls I:elJOlillJlellon 
resuited from~reVie'W ofthe pi:ocesses used by die Defense F"mance and Accoom:ing Service 
(:DF.A.s) to~pa~ iBf'acnetion CX1D13iJl.ed in the AirFoix:e Stimdar.d Civilian Pay Sys=:i 
(AFSCAPS) to :re1:ired per.somiel dai:a.. . . 

This oflice believt.S that yourundm:l.yiI:l3 objci;:tiye willbe achi~by the a®ption of 
Recoma:JIUdati¢ll A..2.a. ~"lion A.2.a.., which the Department_concms with, provides 
for tooplementll.tloc. of a melhod to ensure that critical data elements :in tbs APSCAPS are 
reconciled biwecldy. 

Ifyou hzve my qn&tiOllS on Ibis matter, please cout!ct. Mr. Tom Summeta. & IIIAY be 
reacb.cd ou-(703) 697-0:586. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

HEACQUAll;TEll;li UNITED &TAT£S All! FORCK 


WA&HINGTQN CC 


11 DEC 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDI.TINO 
OFFICE OF THB INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

FROM: HQUSAFIDl' 
1040 Air Forc:o Pmtaaon 

.... Wll&bingt0n, DC 2DlJo.1040 

SUBJECT: 	DoDIG Draft A\ldit Report, Rccolll1ilialion ofAir Force Common Pay and 
l>crsonnel Dflta for Clv!lil.WI (Project No. 4FD-3009.0l) 

This i• in reply to your memorandum iliquutlna tbc Aaillllmt ~of the Air 
Force (Flrum.Dial Mana.11cment and Comptroller) to pravida Air Force oomments on 
subject report. 

Our commim11 ~litAtch 1. COUll1l.ODta from Air Force Raaecve an at Ateh 2. 
Tha Alr 'National Guard will submit comments under acparate cover. You may direct any 
quiuthma to our projc;t officer, M•. Yadira Benn.ea at cx:ims!on 614·2499. 

At!*1hmcnll: 

L AF/DP Comtn.ont11 

2. AF/REC Memo, 1 Dec 9~ (AF R.eerve Comments) 

cc: AF/REC 
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AFIDP C11111111...ll 
o• 

Dol>IG D,..ftAudltlhport 
Rtoondlltloa flf Air Poree Co11m01 Pi)' u4 Pc.-ul Data taP CMU111 

(Prejtct No. 4FD-S00~.01) 

Cllmmtlltl hive btm pro\lidtd for llplGlftG 1'9ml IDo1ud6d .Ill. m.draft audJt npon:, ENI COllllllem u 
prec1dld by Ibo lo~ of Iha U.11e ll1 w report. In 'om'-· a '1al\IDllK.my IJIPly to MVlll"al diir.r.it 
np1111: 1tmme11t1 111 of111blah wlll be ldain!W ,..Ith a .mp aommu.t. Pa- lhl •• ot~larlly, ttt- to 
"APCPMC" .. ntalned ID.0111CIQmmtnwb'1owu1llllwu11!1 AFl'CIDPK Cll'pllizallan .i:tbe tlin• Oftlif 
IUdit, 

L BJPOU HDUNCI; 

OOM1tRN11 .Al'CPMC ~I aot pl?&rm. lhl -cl.II.-!~. Thi rllliO!ldllM!ou ue 
per(ooned at W. louaa. AFCPMC provldt1 thl ~ to lllow1be kHI lo ~llth 1116 Jl'IOC'tll, 

:a. REPORT UDUNCE• 

CoMMJNTt 1bJI lalMIQf II ~ II lmpll111 ihd Al'CflMC opertU1 u.d lll&int&lu1 lh1 
DCPDS delabuti llUd fnr the r-iUallon pmc1a. Tbci datlbellll an, Ill &.:!, .i the,,._« n:1lo11 Jevol 
wllh all rllC«d UHM and maln111111111Ge be1Da m:eampllt.:bd by .., bu1 gr- rt&foml ~lvlliu pcnO!llld 
~mcai. AFCPMC ldtntlf!N l)'lll:IQ proctUbla tel'!Wnm111b tor lndw.lam Ill DCPDS, ~hu no q1tcms 
op1111i011 l'Olj!Ollllbllll)'. 

3. BEPQRT pDBINClr lb.aautiY11 .!lummary, Alldfc Jlaulto, 5'nltnge 4 
Pip4, Flndila A, Buu.t J 
Pqo d, Pifllrtph 3, SMul\Ct 3 
Pl&• I, Parqrapb 3, !entlna 4 
PIP. LO, Elwlu&\er'j, Plll'l&fll)b 1, Stolienee l 

COMMJNT; Atllmpw to -..plllh rrmmoill.Uon b.~- OCJ'S _. DCPOS WU IUllllpled 
In NOI' Pl, Fib 94, and lwi M 11\ithout IUUNI a11110 ot'Jl'<lblema with Iha DCPS rKonciU.loa 1itir¥t 
ftte, IM DJ!$1Rl!.s UM4 to ICC0111plilla 'llw nco.nclllallou, and dlfl'uucu In lbc= Ml)' DCPS lllld OCPDS MOll 
~ .._ f!*llio data &ld1; howCl'Ht', n-Hl•lion wu IUCOtllftllly .:c11111plllhed ill Alla 94, M• 11~. ~I! 
Allj 95. 

W• ~v1bal: !ht recolllllllal(Oll pl'OOHI t'OI' AFSCAPS bu nlll hftn •l'&cllvtly 
U1ed. by A.Ir Forte ~ oftl001 llDll payroll oftlca. 

4, BIPQBT BVJBINCI! hi• U. PltlanPll J, seiuoau 1 

<;DMMEN'I: 'Tho j!TOCI.... 10 IWl'Olllplllh i-c;llialkm bctw.n DCPS mxl DC!'D9 .hacl '1-ffn 
lmplememed !.n Nov H wldi He.eNdil m1111111lll1\I011 IHllDI t.acomplllb«l Ill Aut P4. Pl~• - ~o 
commllllt far ibom 3 ~. 

l/1C.H J 

Final 
Report 

Reference 

Revised 
pages i, 
ii, 2 

Deleted 

Page 9 

Deleted 
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!. BEPORT RIDHm;Jt 

COMMINT1 lnNtfv. p&y MClDllDI& _.. 110C JQoludtd Ill tb1 r-i:IHUloD. prootH. DCPD!j 
bau ltvtl dMI baM1 do not rec.In inactive neordl lllld Offlaill. Pr:nDlllltl Pollta.. ....,11o lb1 plnln1 
a~lvily or 1hi recordf Cilllter • St. Louil fi:llhlwln1 clfI)ll'Ntl al!hi einployA 

COMMIU,; AJICPMC dDN nDt malmaln pay·mitfdlna- per1011111l lntmmatlori. All 
110WH d04WIHIDlt .. .Wdby flli Mn'lllina; p11110ll.MJ office. 

? QPOBT BIFtlJNCI• P1112, Audit Baekpund, ~apb 2, ~ 5 

COMMJNTt AJICPMC WU !ICC Involved lh W n1loulizltloil olpenonnel otlku.. Theso 
'"'-vlt!Q were dlrecicd by 11111 undm' Ill• aanlrol otlbe Mt,lor Commu. 
'BIMJITBIDBtNCJi 

COMMtNIL 't1.- pn:iaww drnloptd for HQoa;lllltion of'pllllOlllltl IDd pe>'Nll cllla dilm 
emun1 qre1m1n1 ofpay-eft'ectlnj cl-... ei.taait - to lhe P-r and penODMI 1ya-. 'J\t nwdl of 
DCPDS 411d AFSCAl'S dMa IDeluda l:l'i!k:al. cla1111lamnta every pl)' piriod IDd. 11011."illlt~1l data eJ.mants 
qulltt!rl)'. DCPDS 111d DCPS N0011'1IUlll011 lncl1ulea bolh m~ Ad ucn-«illctl ei.n.,,i. with uch 
111.W.. 

9, BVOBI BJFIBliNQ: 

COMMSNT• AtiMIU>~ ohamc!llutm ~ dOl:I !\Qt "'°1111'1bu1' to hl>d." 'Ib1 
-cW.111111 bctwN11 lb1 per111llllD1 1nd payroll 1yltlm1 11 lateaded 10 ldlntl& poulb.le dlKnpan,lu In 
P•>..•~ 111111 fn Ollt ~Wll or !ht Dlbw. While lb~Hm~bt hDlpt\11 ht ~ &and, tile 
lmw ud Pft!Mllll .-e not~ly dellped 111 ldmtl:fy hid. 

1Q RpoRT QDHNQ1 Pap 4, Plndm1.A.Duli.t 4, Somma. l (lecoad Issue) 

CoD™JNT1 Two proceuu ba..,. bHn ac.bllahed l'llr IUlCvmpibliinii; reconolll.U.X. btnw...n 
APSCAP& lllll DCPD8 -ria. 111• llrll II Ill "la l)'llllnl" ptoMH whld> hrinfa !be dll& fUt hm !he 
pay10U 1)'111lm Imo Ibo penon.ul 1)'1Mm, MOmllllcall)' llld ;rovldM tru!llllllOI! 1:111llt.f IDl!IMfCI fur tho 
dlll fteldl ti. .,. mismatc:btd. Thll )lRIOlll doe1 oot 14111~ i.:mll tb1t .. oo IU pll)TO)I file Ind Doi 
Oii tho pencumel fUo or YIC41 ........ 'lbt l)ES[U proceuea FGYW.i;I fer AFSCAPll and DCPS 
roeon;i!IRiOM do pro'l'idl liitl!lp l2lld ldlnd~ lhNe ~lkma. 

11. RIPOB,I Bl!IRINGI• Pqe 7, r.r.,r.ph l, INnt«ieo l 

CQMMJN'J'1 l'li• ~ "*'Iha! payroll omw did na1 1U0111plilll 19CG11~Warlou lbr pa)' 
period 14. lhe reco11t:lll!W<in prouu ruat be 111111~ I.)! tholl;f™!m•I omst wllb mllD'latdl.tl provid~d 
lo lhD pl)'?Oll aMGt atllt Yalidllloll Of WJrC:!t doCllmeall. 
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Iii. BEPQBT UFQJ.NQ; 	 1'ege 7, Plfaanpil l, ScnwncC: 6 
~ 1O.8ummmy, P11ragr1ph l, SmtlllK» 2 
P1111V l l.~1111S farComcitv. Adl1>111 ltt:m 3.b. 
Pqe10, ~t CG11110l 1'n9'am. PA!'QnPh I 
Plp11 

CoMMJNT1 NONCONCUR. Tiit report SIBill, lll&Rdl.tty, &bat r.l1ure to pNf<mo 
n:0011eilialillll5 rta!IW in ll\!Jur. WP'fV'llC fr'au.d. lllld ablue, i!lld !lu;t la pqpmlodJ wblll n:Dllnll!lilll:lon. WU 
not -pUalwd, "ao DllllllDCI) mdsted dW &umul abmc wauhlnat-." RaoDDG!llatlana - not 
dc:1lpr;d 10 "Jnyer1I; hlld 11114 .tiuW' and do not •15....e'' It will not ~1111. It onlY 4-llll iacontlmncloa 
In dllta bmriRI! two llY5llm&. Thi& lack ottmder&tlmdla1 SHIM IO haw led tu 1hc: JSDm111tadatlo4 ofihl• 
u II mllerlal lllllftt.gem.1111.t CDllll'OI ~sVlillllll lbould ha i&ndflid. WI 111'11 D.ot explrQI Ill d!t 
MIUlAJllJDUt co11101 l'iolll'V'l. bui ..,, don'! thfnk tllta meets lhf crikri1 u a llWelia1 Vo'Nkn1KS. 

1.1. REPORT UFDINCI• 	 ,... •• Parqnpl I, ScPlaMle l 

COMMJ;tll'i liwUYI JlllY lllOClllAll an.11 peyrall dmbaH Is aot .!Ill tmincous condltloJt. 
Jucuw Ila)' IO~o~ 1111 maimallled by !he Pl)'tOU 1)'5lel!I Wllfl end of'yeer when W2 proetSSillS Ir. 
ac:lilOlllplWwd. 

Ji. Bf,POBT Ulfpl'.l:fCJt· 	 l'q4I !3, Flndlag B, Lu.t ~ 

COM MEN.Tr The NlemKt 11121: not ;aupldlli1rtC011Cillllion• "ellowt4 pa.ymeat wror1, 
"Ii~ llll4i .d!llSll IO ~CUI'" is in~nsiJIMcwilll. SlllClllU.1:1 In 1nlfll Qtbmo plW!I In1hc report lhlll fr.nud Bild 
&bust wtl'll not ibwld Alislmu of the noonclllKlom did ai>1 nllow ~wl.held on IM lnCf!rt or 
ihc rcc011cclll;a.tkm pr°'uMS, 1$11« 1Mt111111w1BI In BllllW.lna w ~e11 dtmflng :&-111d or t.buu oflhs 
pay l)'5'tl!llU. 

111, BBP9JT RJ!:FIBl:NCI!• 	 hp 15, Jllftll'l.llb 2, Seatence 2 

COMMfiMIJ. Qutdou ralMCI by DoJ>.10 lnvtlllplar l'llprdin& pro=lllftJ flll' ~11sutlag 
"211vlty ofl'a« wm ~to HQ USAl'/'DPCC• ..UCPMC .111.ugm 414111>1 "eOlll'lrm" lluit proc:1dures 
wore nor f'ollowed M1111 l'lttninud 'Dues. 

16, BEP9RT BEFERENCE; 	 Pqt I~. ~Olli for Co~c Action, lleltl 2 

CQMMl,NT• NONCONCUR. A kolmlc:al. ln·•Yl*l odlt ls medy In place 10 llhl\Jn""' pl.)' or 
l'Clllllployod-Wtllltl 11 oflkl bl lht tm011111 ofcb• OPM &ll.llllllf. lb edit la 1ud. th..t lftho rollowinc 
lllllWitut illdlclllcn we uaed (l·Retlllployed Almultint.cS; 4 .aalind OftlQet", Jtoemp!O)'td Ann.lllllnl·CS; 
!-llcllrcd l!nUtod, RMmplo)'ed Amiullaa&-CB; A-~emplaycd.AllDU!tmt-PEKS; C· llrtind. Oft"*'• 
B.Nmplo)riAllallitant-JlllRJ; B-bl!Nd BallNc!, lleemplo)'td Amur.IWll-FEJIS)lbcn !he r.Dlllllty llll!l 
111111>W1I m111& be .nlel'ed Imo !ht IWQbllmGt 1r111MdloA.. Al'°' w:111ark POI, "Annum HllllJ' 10 bu reduced 
by dUI llllOUDI ofyourrld!9m11t lllllllltr llld by f'luthtr colt ofli\illj l.Krwoll" la lllltamedcsally *'1aunl«I 
whu tb..t 1811UbPt indlaatot code1 Ut Input ll\UI 11ii1 nco:d. Ills ~11ld--..n1 fW" lbt t.w lostaii~"' (7) 
mi.~-umt 

COMMINJ'1 ~CUL Tbblubady1.noquU-t. A!Tr-~ono>UO·UO.BaeLGYel 
P..rtOllllel Dall! Syst!llM Ulm' Manwll, °'3pk:r 21, rtqulres N0011i:ll!Nlcm1 kl bl< Pfdoimlld.. PQUOOlll!\ 
SyslftQS Mlmlgen mi wdi civllWI pl!l10llll81 fllgb111ssl11 lh1 !unDtic=I of!Wu Dltlic ~lfli~ht In dlt 
pro.;em. 
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HIAOGIUAltT1Ut• UNITltD •T.a..T&e AU1 l'CIRCI.
• 	 '~.· 


~ 
MEMORANDUM FOR. APIDPC 

PROM: AF/REC 

SUBmCT: 	 Audll Repon oa iho Rccoocillation cf Air Foo:e Common ~Y IZlli 

Penonnel Data for CivWw (Projec1No.4FD-!1009.01} 


Pollowtn1 Is lhe Air Force Ro1ervo respo11a on action tlbn to the subject DoD ln.lpeccor
Oenen.l draft MUIJ.t: 

a. Findin& A. Conl:ur. 

b. Rtcommtmdll.tioo 4. Concur. Carm:tlvo acdons have bun taken and 
:cco.ncillttionJ are on°101na. ThLs hu been verified with our ctrlllan Pmonncl Of.fices (CP{J5) 
and HQ APR.BS/PM puaonnel CI.OSBD. 

c. Addfll.onal. mues lclentlfted in ~rfonnlnj reconclllation& Are u follows: 

I. Syarmn lnter!acei a:e alway' out o! time-lync. Ml.in11tciie1 occPr due to laa 
limes approximately 9S pm;e111: of~ lime. NumeroWI ps.1ea mll!f. ho reviowed calllhlJ a 
i:on&!derable amount ofboUl'3 I() support the proeeaa. 

:Z, Inlerfaco problcma came;' llual wort u lhl! ame d4ta ni-1low1 tor 

coIMCtl.on. The ClvlllM Personnel 1tatt exptmd& much etiort to ensure the p11.y tla.ta. baae la 

correct. 


3. Tho CPOt 1'11.uat rely on time cards for va.lidotton ot lc!lvc withollt p1.y of leBS than 
30 daya. Ad<lfilOJ!.ally, ii ~uircl them to oveaide avillan. Pay on CJrllde & Pay Retention 
uanaactl.oru. 

Our Point of coow:t aLt Col J'Mk Whlti:, AFIRECA. 697-1060. 

~~'lr-
NBVA J, LYNDB, COionel, USAP 
Comptrollar 
AlrForcc:~ 

Arc H ,;_ 
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Defense Finance and Accounting Service 
Comments 

DEFl!NSE: FIN,.,NCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVlCI:: 

19a1 Jl:fl'~&PIGON Cl....VIS HIGHWAY 

""'-IN<STQN, VA .3.3:1140-S:ZSI 1 DEC A 1995 

Pf'AS-HQ/f' 

MEMORAND"OM FOR D:tJUllCTOR, FI:ll'Alll'C!l 1J.<ID ACCOUiftING- DI:RECTO'RATE, 
OFFICE OP THB INSPECTOP. GElilB:RAl., DBPAR'l'MENT OF 
DEll'ENSE 

SUBJECT: 	 Response to DcClIQ Draft Report., "Rec:onc:.iliation o:f A:!.r 
Force Common Pay and Peraonn~l ~ta £or Cjvilians,•
Dated O:tober 6, 199~ {Project No. 4Fo~S009.01) 

We have review11d the draft COD Report, "Reconciliation of 
Air ~orce Cotniuon Pay and Personnel Data for civiliit.na• ~nd we 
concur with tna :findings and recommend•~ion• in P~rt I, A.2. aod 
B.1. comments rega~ding these recollllM!ndation• are attache6. We 
have alee provided commentM on Rec:.0111111endation A,1., ev•n thclugh 
it was directed to the "Onder Seor6t~ry of Defense (COl'l\Ptroller) . 

If yo~ have any questione on this matter, please cont~ct 
sus:an Eld.ridge on (?03} 607-5025. .J} _... , 

t. ~~&··~~(1 ~r~;-µ.--
L.'Rog!r .. . Sc ar; e 
B~iaadier en ~a~;' USA 
P@puty Di e~tor for Finance

~ /J
 

At~ac:bmenti 

As stated 
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R•eommendation A,1, 

Nonconcur. A~a.rtntly tbl!lre wae a rti•oonc•pt1on that 
payroll offices •till usin~ th~ Air Poree Staod.ard Civilian 
Automated- Pay system (J\FSCAPS) ar• subject to the DoO Financial 
Management Regulation (OoD ~), Volum.e 8, The DoD nm., VolUl!le 
e, •peaifieally states on page iv of tb• Introduction tha.t "Tnie 
volume supers•d•• the following m&n~ala and regulation• as · 
civila.o pay accounts ara.transfa~rea ~o the l)efanee Finance and 
~eeounting Se:rvic~;•• coneolidateB civilie.n payroll cfficaa1w, 
and one o:f thll regulai:iona listed is the. Air Poree lte~ation 
177-104 (since the Doc PMR, Voluma 8 wa• published, tbi~ 
regulation was renamed a• ~DFAS Denver Center Regulation 17?­
104tt) • These office• still u•ing AJ'SCAPS bav• not beE:m. 
col18olidated and therefore are aubjact to the CFAS•DBR 177-1D4. 
lhscau•e the legacy •Y•tttms are abort 1i'V1':d, it wcuJ.d not.. be 
practical to bring chem in eomplianca with tbe DoD nm, which 
standardized t;.he p•yz-oll ~uainees practices ot ~ll the 
Compon•mta. Raq\lest this raeommendation be.. witl'i.drawilo and that:. 
~ne ~u~~b ~e'l:'J~ ~. ..e~dad to raflect the above infozn.ation. 

Feeommend.ation A.2.a. 

Concur. DFAS-DER 177-104, Chapter 25, ~•~a~apb 25-15, 
currently requires a pay.rcll/personnel reconciliation bi-weekly
for critical Data Identificatio~ Nulllber• {Dlll'S) and quarterly for 
nan-critical PINS. Th• Legacy ayatems B~h (~VA&-DE/FNAL), 
Directorate of Civilian Pay, De~en•e Finance atld Accounting
Ser.rice - D•nvar Center, h&9 published procedures rl!lquiring a 
quarterly certification be submitted certifying that th• 
~econciliationa ax• being acccmpli•he~ aa prepcribod. Follo~-up 
on non-receipt of carti!ication i• accomplish•d by the Air 
National auard IANGl Bureau for ANQ hase•, the Directorate oI 
Field Operationa IP7AS-DE/.ll.O), Oefen9• Pinance and llccounting 
Serlrice - Denver cecter, for atat••ide Air Force bll.Bes, and the 
major conunaod tor overeeaa Air Force b«•e•. These procedures
will he incorporated i.nto tne DF.l).S-OE~ 177-104 in Maren 1996, 

Recommend•tion A.2.b. 

Concur. currently DFAS-PEa 177~104 onl~ r@lquir•• the 
civilian pay supa:rv!1or to verify supplemental and part1•1 
payments wi~h th~ applicable pay racord before approvin9 ~ayment. 
No mention i1 ma.de ot payments for icactive pay acci:iu~ts or 
verification of payment by ~omaone ot!\er than the civiliao pay 
supervisor it the office is only manned by one perecn. 
Procedures will be impl~mented requiriog all Gupplemental,
partial, ·and payment• on inactive account• be verified.by the 
civilian pay au~a:rviaor. In a one pe~•on office, the payments
should be verified by the De~C'l.•e AC!counting O~ficer (DAO) er 
Pinancial servicea Officer (FSO) or their deai;nated 

http:verified.by
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repreOentati'Nt. An XMC to the OPAS-DER 177-104 will be wrictan 
eo rstlact thl£ requirement. Estimated completion d~ta is March 
31, 1996. 

Recommendation B.1. 

Con.:u:r. With the impl.a111an.tat:ic.u:1. o! Op"r«tion Mongaorie,
twenty-aix fraud indicatora and toJ:ty•two datA •l~mentB will ba 
reconciled not only with pe~eonnel %ecorde but also with 
Department of Defense civilian ~ay, ·military pay, ·1171Iluity pay and 
military retirement pay records. Many'of the civili:ui·pay fraud 
indi~atore u•ed in Op;!irRtion Mongoose are the same or aimilftr to 
tho~e propoRed bl" the survey. 

Since April 1995, DCPS ha~ been providing data in support of 
Operation Mongoose to DMOC for the sole pu~oee of id.Rntification 
of potem:ially fraudulent a~/or inccr"'ct payments. AFSCM>S 
eurrently is prl">grammirtg for the Operation Mongoose files wbich 
will be submitted co the Defense Manpower Dat& Center (CMDC) . 
Individual bage level AFSCAPS payroll offieec will submit a file 
to DMDC eac~ pay pexicd, DHDC will accotnplish the r~quired 
reconciliation~. Any di~crepancies will be fo:rward~d to the 
appropriate o!f~.ce/e.geney for action. AFSCA.PS p:rogra11n11ing fcir 
Operation M~ngoose ~s tent~t~valy scheduled for the Jll.lluaxy 1'g6
release. Eetim~ted completio~ d:1te is March 31, i9g6. 

http:AFSCA.PS
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• 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

C:IVIL.IAN PERSONNEL. IWIANAGEMl!.NT 51!.ftVICI!. DEC 1 l 1m 
1400 KEY BOULEVARD 

ARL.INGTON, VA 2220~·514<1 

27 NOV 1995 
CPMS-AM 

M.CMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, FTNANCF. AND ACCOL"'NTING DIRECTORATE, 
OFFICE OF TIIE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

SUBJECT: 	Audit Report on the Reconciliation of Air Force Common Pay and PersoDnel Data 
for Civilians (Project No. 4FD-5009.01) 

The Defense Civili11n Personnel Management Service is not an addressee for, nor do we 
wish to make "mllilllgement" comments on the subject audit report. We have however, reviewed 
the report and v.ish to provide you some additional information on our role in the reconciliation 
pr~ between the Defense Civilian PecsOIUlel Data System (DCPDS) and 1he Defense Civilian 
PayroU System (DCPS). As was mentioned in the report on page 8, I have advised the Defense 
.finance and Accowiting Service that the Services have agreed to conduct regularly scheduled 
reconciliations of the DCPDS/DCPS interface ;md have provided DFAS v.ith a tentative 
schedule for those reconciliations. These regularly scheduled reconciliations are to begin in 
calendar year 1996 and are, of course, dependent on the 1iming ofconversion of th.e various 
Sen.ice activities to DCPS. I plan to 1ake an active role in enmring thot the reconciliation 
schedules agreed tn by the Service~ are maintained and that problems encountered ln the 
reconciliation process are resolved. 

Thank you for the opportwlity to rc\•icw the report. We are vitally interested i11 em;uring 
the accuracy ofpay and benefits to the ci\•ilian cmployocs of1hc Department. 

-)6-,'ar.~
~AM. MCCULLAR, Ph.D. 

Chief. Functional Program 
Management Office 
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Audit Team Members 

This report was prepared by the Finance and Accounting Directorate, Office 
of the Assistant Inspector General for Auditing, DoD. 

F. Jay Lane 
David C. Funk 
Donald F. Broderick 
John W. Barklage 
Ben J. Meade 
Becky A. Lowery 
Lori J. Osterberg 
Kristin M. Klemmer 
Susanne B. Allen-
Lusk Penn, Operations Research Analyst 

Assistance was provided by Air Force Audit Agency Area Audit Offices. 
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