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1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
washington, D.C., 240500

Daar Mr., President:

¢« - 1 am writing to commend your efforts to better manage the federal
govermment’s civilian aircraft and to offer my assistance in this -

{ endeavor. -As Chairman of the Subcommittee on General Services,
Federalismiand the District of Columbia, I am pleased to present you
with this report, *Management of Federal Civilian Aircraft: Findings
and, Recommeéndations,” based on a ﬁw&nﬁy month investigation initiated
in kugust of 19%1.

As you recall, on February 10 you directed the heads of federal
agencies and departments to ensure all aircraft under their contrel
are used only for government purposes and in keeping with OMB Circular
B 126.% I applaud youxr leadership -~ and in an effori to expedite
meaningful reform, my subcommittee has prepared this report outlining
the problems with aircraft managem&nt and offering a blueprint for
reform.

]

I havé found that the government runs a bxllxanwdallar aircraft
operation that is substantially out of control. Pederal civilian
aireraft are worth over one billion dellars, and they cost well over
one billion dollars each year to operate. Yet the use of these
alrcraft has gone essentially unscrutinized. For example:

o At the ocutset of my investigation, the General Services
Administration {GSA) and the Office of Management and Budget
{OMB}, the agencies responsible for aircraft management, did not
even know how many aircraft government agencies owned, much less
where they were and how they were used. An audit by the GSA
Inspector General, now in progress at my reguest, indicates there
are now 1,384 aircraft in the inventory but we still do not know
how they are used.

o There are no binding safety standards for federal civilian
aircraft, Literally, air pilot licenses and routine safety and
maintenance checks are not required by law. Private aircraft are
subjsct $o broad, strict, government-imposed safety regulations,
but the government's own alrgratft are exampt,
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Agencies' inventory and usage reports reguired by Circular A-126
are often late, inaccurate or incomplete, Only last January
aircraft managers had to reguest computerized submissions because
past submisgsions were illegible. The annual inventory for fiscal
year 1991 was not completed until months inte fiscal year 1583.

Agencies appear to be flouting Circular A~126. They have
contrived technical, legalistic intexpretations of the circular
to allow the most l&ni&nt possible standards. In an effort to
avoid scrutiny, agencies have classified aircraft capable of
administrative travel use as "mission® aircraft supposedly
performing some special government function.

Over IBS aircraft owned by the government are flown less than 100
houre gér yeay.

Reither CMB nor GSA have acted to enforce Circular A-126, even
though they know deficiencies exist. Thess agencies claim not to
have the authority or the duty to enforce their own policies.

The net result of these and the other abuses chronicled in my

report is s loss to the taxpayers of at least $100 million. 1In fact,
I believe that the Inspector General's audlt will reveal )
inefficiencies totalling half a billion dollars or more.

1 have offered a number of recommendations which I believe will

go a long way to amelliorate the problems with government aircraft
management. I hope you will review these recommendations and
implement them in the manner you deem mogl appropriate. Most of my
recommendations can be implementsd administratively -- however, I am
also prepared to lesd the Congressional response to the inefficient
management of government aircraft by taking any legislative action
necessary. ,

i :
1 look forward to working with you to resolve the problems

outlined in my report. 1 plan to remain active on this issue for as
long as is‘:necessary. Thank you for assgisting me in making the
Executive Branch more accountable Lo the taxpayer in the use of its
aircraft. '

Chairman
Subcommittee on General Services,
Federalism and the District of Colunmbia



SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT

b

|

Management of Federal Civilian Aircraft:
~ Findings and Recommendations

Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs
Subcommittee on General Services,
Federalism and the District of Columbia

Jim Sasser, Chairman



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In order to assist President Clinton and the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) in their effort to improve the
federal government's management of its civilian aircraft, the
~subcommittee on General Services, Federalism and the District of
Columbia, 'under the direction of Chairman Sasser, has prepared
this report on the problems surrcunding federal civilian aircraft
management and use. The subcommittee's findings, based on 20
months of, investigation, are intended to provide a thorough
background from which to effect meaningful and expedient reform.

Scope of aircraft operations. The federal government
currently owns approximately 1,400 civilian aircraft worth at
least $1 billion. Operation of these aircraft costs taxpayers an
estimated $1 billion to $1.75 billion annually. Despite these
massive costs, both the central management agencies -- OMB and
the General Services Administration (GSA) -~ and the aircraft-
owning agencies have failed to implement and enforce a management
system capable of preventing waste and abuse.

J

The subcommittee's investigation. Chairman Sasser initiated
the investigation to obtain an accurate inventory and improve
management pursuant to the subcommittee's Jjurisdictional
oversight, of GSA. Central to the investigation is an audit
currently, being conducted by GSA Inspector General William Barton
at Chairman Sasser's request. This audit will provide the first
comprehenhive and accurate civilian aircraft inventory. --
1nclud1ng each aircraft's owner agency, model and manufacturer,
mission, acqu;s;tlon date, and hours flown while in the
government's possession -- and the most comprehensive management
evaluation to date. The subcommittee's independent
investigations have included consultations with personnel from
GSA, OMB, other agencies, and the private sector; review of past
audits; evaluation of existing public and private management
programs and practices; and review of statutory and executive
management directives.

Inventory. An accurate and timely inventory of aircraft is
absolutely essential to determine if aircraft have been used
efficiently -- and thus to reform aircraft management. An OMB
directive requires agencies to report information on their
aircraft to GSA. Yet these reports are often inaccurate,
lmproperiln format, late, or nonexistent. 1In addition, GSA has
not con51stently prov1ded the full support necessary for its own
aircraft management office. Thus, despite computer technology
which th%oretlcally could transmit information instantaneously,
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the current inventory is imprecise and inaccurate.

H

Bvaluation of inventory, costs and usage. As the inventory
probleme suggest, most egencies cannot show their aircraft are
used @ffi&i&nizy Yet OMB reguires agencies to justify all in-
house airaxaft operations as the more cost efficient than
commercial alternatives. Data received at GSA indicate that some
agencies do not even track cost and usage information for each
aircraft under their contrel. Rather, they report average cost
and usage figures, thus obscuring the actual costs and usage for
any particular plane. Many other alrcraft are seldom used,
raising the possibility the government does not nesd them.
Agencies must report the missions of their aixcraft, and
undoubtedly agencies do own aircraft which perform legitimate
missions, but their reports of aircraft missions are too vague to
verify their legitimacy. The resulting wvulnersbilily to abuse is
obvious.

-

Flight coordination. Most agencies do not centrally
coordinate the zzzghzs of their aircraft to insure the fleet as a
wvhole is operated in the most efficient way possible. Lacking
even this internal coordination, comprehensive coordination among
agencies 1s presently impossible. GSA has fostered the
development of a computerized scheduling program for use at the
agencies, proven effective after years of use by the Navy, which
provides for the most efficient use of government aircraft and
prevents the purchase of unnecessary commercial alternatives. XNo
agency has. implemented this program, even though most agencies
have no centralized, automated scheduling. GSA continues to
work, however, to facilitate its installation.

Aircraft safety and maintenance. There are no suthoritative
reguirements for federal civilian aircraft safety, despite very
specific statutory safety requirements for commercial aircraft.
Agencies have expressed interest in developing such standarxds,
and thus GSA's aircraft management office has been able to
develop safety policies in areas such as accident reporting
regquirements. Nevertheless, the utility of ICAP's safety
guidelines:is limited because GSA perceives its role as an issuer
of *guldance” and makes no effort to enforce any of ite
recommendations.

Statutory and execative authority. Queations of authority
have clouded G8A's most substantial aircraft management missions.
Though GSA and OMB have brcad statutory authority to manage
property, the statutes do not specifically address the minutiae
of aircraft management. OMB still has sufficient authority to
impose management reguirements on agencies, but it assigned much
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of the responsibility for eircraft management to GSA through
Circular A-126. Alrcraft-owning agencies have guestioned GSA's
authority to impose management requirements due to ambiguities in
Circular A-126 and & lack of enforcement provisions.
Consequently, many agencies have not followed the most _
substantial initiatives of GSA, which they view as an agency with
linited expertise and no authority. Though OMB believes Circular
A-126"provides GSA with sufficient authority, it nevertheless has
not addressed the reality that its directives have not been
followed, either by clearing up the ambjiguities in the circular
or using its management authority to enact tough enforcement
mechanisms.

Recommendations. The subcommittee offers a blueprint for
the President and executive agencies to rveform the management of
government aircraft. Further, the subcommittee offers its
continued assistance to improve aircraft operations, including
possible legislative action. BSubcommittee recommendations
incrlude the fellowing: '

C Agencies must cooperate with the GSA Inspector Genexral's
audit of federal civilian aircraft as it proceseds. The
process of providing information for the Inspector General
should be taken as an opportunity to improve agencies’
information collection procedures.

& GS& must provide sufficient rescurces and clout to its own
aircraft management office,

o o im?rave the aircraft inventory, information reporting
reguirements must be clarified and observed.

o To improve the evaluation of aircraft activities and flight
cocrdination, automated management programs should be
reguired unless agencies are exempt from compliance by OKB.

o To continue progress in the area of safety standards, G853
must maintain safety as a prliority and moni-or agencies
implementation of safety guidelines. Based on ICAP's
recommendations, Congress should consider eliminating
federal aircraft's exemption from commercial safety
standards,

o] OMB must more actively seek to improve aircraft management
and the enforcement of its circelars. This may entail
revising its aircraft directives or using the budget procsss
as an enforcement mechanism.
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INTRODUCTION: SCOPE OF AIRCRAFT QPERATIONS

The federal government currently owns and operates a multi-
purpose, §illimn dollar fleet of aircraft. The éﬁvernment‘s
aircrafz,'numbaring just under 1,400, range from tiny two-seat
Piper Cub% ro quger and more cogtly Boeing 727's, Lockheed P-
3's and Cessna Citations. Some of these aircraft perform such
specialize;d tasks as atmospheric research and forest fire
control, while others are simply administrative aircrafc used to
transport government employees from place to place. The total
value of all these aircraft is $1 billion or more.

aixmr}ft operations expenses cost taxpayers an estimated §1
billion to $1.75 billion each year. Total annual aircraft
transactions may approach $2 billion after accounting for
aircraft acquisitions and disposals. During fiscal years 1991
and 1882, &genai@s reported acguisgitions of 130 aircraft worth
$370 million and another 53 aircraft of which the value was
. either unkhown or negligible. During the same period the
government disposed of 85 aircraft valued at over $110 million
and another 21 aircraft of unknown or negligible valve.

Despiée suCh enormous costs, however, the mpanagement of
these exp&ésiva assets is neglectful in some areas and
nonexistenﬁ in others. There is good reason to believe that many
of the govérnment‘s aircraft are underntilized and superfluous,
and even justifiably owned aircraft are mismanaged., %The

subcommittee estimates that the total unnecessary cost to

taxpayers exceeds $100 million each year.
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Two asgencies, the Office of Management and Budget {OMB) and
the General Services Administration (GS4), are responsible for
the oversight of federal civilian aircraft. The individual
airplans-owning agencies also have a duty to ensure that their
airerafe are used safely and efficiently. Unfortunately, neithex
the ovars%ghz agencles nor the alrcraft-owning agencies have been
able to pﬁavaﬁt waste and abuse.

This }@gart explores the facvtors behind the shaxtééwings in
the gavernp&nt'a management of its aircraft. First is & summary
of the activities of the subcommittee which have led to our
findings. ¥$$amnd is a description of the specific problems in
the management of civilian aircraft. Third is an overview of the
statutory and regulatory scheme which has allowed the
uncoordinated and inefficient use of government aircraft to
gontinue unimpeded. Fourth are the subcommittee's
recommendationg to reform the government's management of its
aircrafe.

%
: THE SUBCOMMITTEE'S INVESTIGATION

Chair@an 3853&: and subcommittee staff have examined in
d&zail theigaverﬁmaﬁt‘s alrcraft management practices. The
iﬁ?&&ﬁig&tzan has included ccmmanzcaticns and con&altatiﬁnﬁ with
ocfficials at G8A, OMB, aircraft-owning civilian agencies, the
Navy, the Army, private sector logistics experts and the General
&ac&nnting?ﬁifice {GAQ); atitendance at meetings of the

Interagency Committee for Aviation Policy (ICAP), an office



within GSA; one public hearing of the subcommittee; review of
reports bi auditors and investigators such as GAO and various
agencies' ‘Inspectors General; evalnation of &xisiing public and
private m%nagaméne programs and practices; and review of the .
statutory and regulatory framework for alrcraft management.

The subcommiét&a*s investigation began in the summer of 135391
amid numerous press accounts of top government officials using
aircraft for personal or political reasons, In the latter half
of President Bush's term in office, upper level abuse of flight
privileges became & widely cited example of the arrogance of many
in government and thelr isclation from the pecple they serve,

The subcommittee sensed, however, that the problem was deeper and
more pervasive than simple abuse of perks or benefits.
Subsequent investigation has confirmed that misuse of government
aircraft exists at gll levels of governament that use aircraft.
the subcommittee ovsrsees the 0g&r§&iaﬁs of GSA, which
Luntrols ﬁuch of the government’'s acguisition, managamént and
disposal qf property. OMB assigned a substantial role in
civilian ;ircrait management to GSA through OMB Circular A~
126, 1 Th%s circular directed the Administrator of GSA‘to
caordinaté “policy recommendations® and "guidance” for the
"procurement, operation, safety, and disposal of civilian agency
aircraft.” GSA was also to establish a "government-wide aircraft
managemen€ information system” and provide advice and assistance

1 %7 Fed. Reg. 22150 (1992). OMB Circular A-126 is discussed

in greater detail in this section and under the heading "Statutory

and Executive Reguirements" bhelow.
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to OMB ang the aircraft-owning agencies. The circular directéd
GSA to form an “interagency aviation policy working group” to
help carry out the reguirements of the cireulax.

Pursuant to this last reguirement, GSA established ICAP in
1886, 2s of 18%1, however, it was apparent Lo the subcommittes
that the requirements of Circular A~126 had not been fulfilled.
Host nataéiy, twhe computer program ICAP set up as the
"government-wide aircraft management information system” required
by the circular was so riddled by incomplete and inaccurate
information as to be useless as a tool to evaluate and reform
aircraft ﬁae. Thus there was no centrally kept, accurate
inventory of the federal government's aircraft. Without even an
inventory, establishing and implementing management goals and
decisions yauld be a fruitless exercise., It seemed obvious that
if ICar co?ld not say how many aircraft the government owned,
evalnatian}af how those alrcraft were used and how much they cost
was beyan&ixaasan&bZ& speculation. Yet the subcommittee takes
the view t;ac basic inventory information should be accurate ang
readily available. Aircraft are simply too valuable not to
maintain this minimal level of oversight.

Recagniéing the need for accurate and complete information,
Chairman Sasser requested Inspector General William Barton'af GSA

to conduct-the first comprehensive audit of all federal civilian

aircraft on November 15, 1991. "The audit raquestg included “an

2
reguest,

Appendix II c¢ontains a complete summary of the audit



accurate count of the number of civilian government aircraft
assigned go each agency, the model and @anufactnr&r of each
aircrafy, ? description of the mission of aach‘aircraft, the date
each aircrpft was acquired by the government and the hours logged
on each aircraft while in the pogsession of the government.”
Chairman Sgsser also requested an evaluation of ICAP's role in
managing cﬁvilian sircraft.

The I;spector General's audit is stil) in progress at this
time. The' Inspector General has kept the subcommittee informed
of his fin?dings through one public h&aringzg and a number of staff
briafings%

The stcommittee has observed that subﬁténtial savings are
possible tirough improved auvtomation which not only tracks
inventory-related information but which als¢ coordinates flights.
Snbcamitt;ee staff has observed the management systems of the
Navy and the Army on site. These systems help the Navy and Army
avoid costs by eliminating duplicate flights of military-owned
aircraft and unnecessary ?urehases of commercial alternatives.

In recent. years, the Navy has calculated savings between §$68

4

million and 3111 million” while the Army ha§ saved beiween 818

3 Management of Federal Ciwvilian Alrcraft: Hearing Before
the Subcomm, on General Services, Pederalism and the District of
Columbia of the Senate Comm. on Govermmental Affairs, 1024 Cong.,
2d Sess. {1552) [hereinafter "Civilian Aireraft Hearing©]).

4 Ses Staff of the Subcomm. on General Services, Federalism
and the District of Columbia of the Senate Comm, on Governmental
Affairs, Report to the Chairman, The Navy Air Logistics Information
System: An Overview, Civilian Aircraft Hearing, gsupra note 1, at
67.



million and $24 million annually. ICAP maintains a clone of the
program used by the Ravy and th&‘axmy known as the Demand
Logistice Management System (DIMS). DLMS is available for use by
aircraft«qwning agencies, but as yet no ¢ivilian agency has
implemanted the program.

Simi%&rly, the subcommittee has observed a system used by
the Customs Service which tracks aircraft uéage and costs with
particular emphasis on ©ost accounting. The Customs Service has
used avtomated management programs since the late 1870's. Their
current system, the product of a decade of evolutionary

impravemagzs to their management programs, has been in place
since 1588. The U.5. Customs Service Boftware System, a set of
five computer programs, tracks the usage of aircraft, monitors
the inventory of parts and assists in the scheduling of routine
maintenanca. Furthermore, it monitors the costs of operations,
- parts, maintenance and salaries. Funds are centrally monitored
from the time Congress provides them until the Customs Service
uses them. The software may be customized to facilitate the
unique reporting requirements that may be imposed on a federal
agency such as the requirements of the Chief Financisl Officers
Act of 1990,

ICAP bas informed the various federal agencies of this
gofrware, Fnd the subcommittee has reguested ICAP and the private
sector contractor which runs the Customs Service system to loogk
into maki;g it avallable for other federal agencies. It is to

ICAP's credit that other agencies have become aware of such

P
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innovative programs at all. Nevertheless, it is unfortunate that
agencies have notvtaken advantage of & system which has served
the Customs Service so well for five yesars.

(ne éaasa of poor aircraft management has been the lack of
specific feqairemeﬁts to document all uses of government aircraft
in ﬂireul;r A~-126, Chairman Sasser helped strengthen Circular A-
126 thr&uéh the public comment process when the circular was
revised in May 1%32. In response tu comments submitted by
Chairman S@ssex, O¥M8 added a new aectécn to the circular entitled
”ﬁacumenﬁi;q the Use of Government Alrcraft.® This section
regquired agencies to document the}r use of all aircraft to an
unpreceden?e@ level of detail., Circular A-128 now requires
agencies to document each use of government aircraft including
the tail nunmber cﬁ the plane, the date used, the identities of
the flight crew and passengers, the route flown, and the purpose
of the flight.”

It appears that the public scrutiny sparked by the
subcommitt%e'a investigation has spurred limited progress in the
managementiof government aircraft. All involved federal agencies
now seem to take a greater interest in improving aircraft
management, Without guestion, informatjion which was previocusly
unavailable has become available after requeste by Chairman
Sasser and :GSA’s Inspector General. Clearly, however, there is
s8till room%fcr & great deal of improvement.

3 Other proplems involving ambiguities in other areas of the

circular are discussed under the heading “Statutory and Executive
Requirements” bhelow,



The subcommittee investigation is nbw focused on three main
goals: the continued acquisition of basic information regarding
aircraft and Sﬁrcraft management; better c0mpliénce by ali actors
with thé existing laws, rules and regulations; and possible

improvements with the laws, rules and regulations themselves.

DEFICIERCIES IN THE MANAGEMENT OF FEDERAL CIVILIAN AIRCRAFT

The major deficiencies of aircraft management may be divided
into four broad areas. First, central inventory records are
incomplete and laggardly kept. This leads to the second problem,
that any ﬁeaningfui evaluation of the use of aircraft is
currently impossiblet Third, there is no apparent coordination
of flights to ensure a rational use of the fleet as a whole.
Finally, there are no binding standards for federal civilian
aircraft to ensure proper aircraft safety and maintenance.

Inventory

The inventory o©of aircraft maintained by ICAP is neither
current nor accurate. The full inventory for fiscal year 1991
wvas not completed until December 1992 -- months into fiscal year
1993. Yet theoretically, in an age of computer technology, there
is nothing to prevent the establishment and maintenance of an
instantaneous, on-line inventory system.

ICAP's information system installed to comply with Circular
A-126 is known as the Federal Aviation Management Information'
System (FAMIS). Though FAMIS is the federal government's only

centrally maintained inventory of civilian aircraft, it is
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impossible to obtain a current and accurate count of federal
aircraft from FAMIS as it is maintained today. Because it is
impraaisaland inaccurate, FAMIS is useless as a tool to examine
and lmprove the efficlency of aircraft operations.

Therg are essentially two reasons for the deficiencies of
FARIS, each of which is discussed in turn, First, the agencies
report information slowly and in some Cases inaccurately or
incompletely. Second, ICAP itself is not poised to assess and
complle this information instantaneously, nor does ICAP teke the
necessary action to encourage delinguent agencles to improve
thelr reporting.

(1)

not report: information about aircraft under thelx control

In many cases, federal agencies do

accuratelyiand promptly. Judging from the quality and lateness
of agency ;epmrts received by ICAP, it appears that most agencies
do not maintain information in any central location and in good
encugh wr&%r to allow verification of their c&mpli&nzaxwith
Circular aézz&.

Cap énly reguests inventorxy information once a year. That
is, FAMIS is not on-line and instantaneous, but rather it is an
annual statement which reflects the agencies’ lnventory at the
end of each fiscal yeaxr., Even though agencies must submit
inventory information only once a year, agency submissions often
arrive lete andd contain inaccurate information. Moreover,

information submitted to ICAP does not conform to the standards

or format of FAMIS. ICAP staff must therefore spend time and
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effort adapting submissions for éntry into FAMIS. Furthermore,
ﬁanagemeng practices and accounting standards vary from agency to
agency, wéking COSEL COMpArisons across agencies difficult if not
impossible. This uncoordinated process contributes to the
problems of malntaining accurate Iinformation at ICAP.

ICAP has experienced problems in the past receiving
information that is not even legible. 1In January 1993 ICAP staff
raqnastaﬁ%airsx&ft«awning agencies to submit information on
computer disketles or at least type or print clearly. Thé reason
given fax%thi$ request was that in the past ICAF had received
hanﬁwritcén information or photocopies of handwrirten information
illegible to ICAPR staff.

Some dnformation is not reported to ICAP at all. For
example, some agencies have not reported information regarding
aircraft kept in storage. Since these aircraft are not in the
"active iné&ntory,” the agency sees no reason to report them to
ICAP.

As another example, the Inspector General ©f the Department
of Agriculpure réported that the U.S., Forest Service obtained
dozens of &—130 and P-3 aircraft from the Department of pefense.®
Pwenty-eight aircraft were then transferred to private sector
contractors without the authorization of GSA, despite legal

reguirement that GSA approve a property disposal of this kind,

{
Although GSA knew 0f the Forest Service's desire to transferx

1

6 §g§ Forest Service Historic Exchange Program, Audit Report
No. 08087-2-3t, United States Department of Agriculture Office of
Inspector General (1932).
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ownérship te private contractors for fire-fighting purposes, GSA
never formally apﬁxeved such a transaction. GSA claims it was
not even Iinformed of the transaction before it happeged; the
Forest Se%viae disputes this claim. In any event, none of the
aireraft épyeara& in FAMIS while the Forest Service had
possession of them,

Later, the Forest Service vanted to transfer seven more
aircraft to private parties and thus sought the approval of GSA’'s
General Céuﬁsei as required by law. §B5A denied the reguest, but
the Forest Service allowsd the contractors to take possession of
the aircréft and use them for personal gain anyway. Thase
aircraft now appear in the FAMIS inventory, but most have already
been extensively raided for gérts by the private parties and are
incapable of flight. In cases such as these transfers of
alrcraft by the Forsst Service, FAMIS did not help prevent or

! .
scrutinizel a highly questionable aircraft transaction. Yet FAMIS

A

or & simii?r system, if maintained accurately and on-~line, c¢ould
help the gévernment evaluate the reasonableness of airxcraf:
amquisitiohs and disposals as they occour instead of afier the
fact,

It is currently impossible to say how common or widespread
the prabzeés ¢f inadeguate agency reporting of aircraft
infarmatioé really ere, because agency practices have never come
under seriégs scrutiny., The quality of agency reporting is one
of the subjects the Inspector General of G8A is currently

attempting to assess. Some agencies have made genuine efforts to
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improve thelr reporting of information, and others &iqht‘zaﬁplain
that they receive inadequate guidance on how to fulfill reporting
requirements. FPor whatever reason, the lev&z}w{‘zf‘ covrdination and
coapex&tién between agencies and ICAP is not what it should be.

(2) ICAP Operations. ICAP itself is in need of
imgxavema§z,' Problems at ICAP include its relationship with
other corners of G8A a5 wel)l as internal difficulties within
ICAy,

Like many governmental operations, ICAP has been constrained
by the bufaaucracy which surrounds kt. From its inception, ICAP
has fallen under the Federal Supply Service (FS8), GBA's prisary
supplier of property other than real property. However, ICAP is
unugual within F8& in that ICAP oversees othex agencies’ property
without responsibility for supplying it, and ICAP activities have
no specific statutory authority behind them. Most FSS activities
involve a&qaizing supplies and providing them to other agencies
for a price, thus bringing in revenue for GSA. ICAP, on the
other hand, merely seeks to manage aircraft already procured by
the agencies themselves. Thus compared to many other FSS
operations; ICAP is a revenue loser and in that sense a burden on
F8S. che% PSS activities which do not raise substantial
revenues, such as regulation and management of government travel
and transportation, are backed by firm statutory authority.
Perhaps for these reasons, policymakers at GSA did not appear to
concentrate on ICAP activities until public attention on

geverament aircraft intensified.
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Participation of higher-ranking GSA officials at ICAP has
increased. 1In fa&t, GSA recently created an Airoraft Managemen£
Division as well as a Federal Aviation Plan to address aircraft
safety, acquisition, use and disposal, computer systems and
regulatory policy. This appears to be a step in thé right
direction. However, this classic bureaucratic approach to
grablamwséiviﬁg -- the creation of a new vffice and agenda --
must be f%il&w@& by qualitative efforts to improve alrcraft
bpax&ziaxé*- Organizational or procedural changes may be helpful,
but they éanaaz by themselves producse gualitative improvements.

It dé&s not appear that ICAP has consistently maintained
through téa course of its existence a level of operation cvapable
of kaepiné FAMIS current and error free. At times, ICAP has not
appeared to be adeguately staffed to do its job. In other cases,
private sector computer experts relied on by ICAP have been
relieved temporarily or permanently aue to contracting problems,
slowing the development of new systems.

?uxth&xmaxe, ICAP has not taken adegquate steps to correct
the deficiencies in other agencies' reports. In other words,
ICAP is reluctant to criticize agency practices -~ such as the
inadequate! reporting of information -« even though criticism may
somatimes ﬁa warranted. The subcommittee has observed that ICAP
perceives itself as an advisor to agencies and & coordinator of

policy but not as an enforcer of aircraft management

requirements. Agencies, on the other hand, seem to have no clear
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idea of what tﬁeix reporting duties and obligations really axe,?

i
i
i

As the preceding section suggests, agencies do not currently

justify a&l their aircraft operations as cost efficient; despite
the c{Lear‘l regquirement of Circular A-126 that they do so. In
fact, records maintained in FAMIS indicate that at least some
agencies %ave no slear idea what it casts .o Qperate any given
aireraft nndax their contrel, much less whether any particular
use of th?t sircraft is the most cost-effective alternative under
the circu;stanaﬁs,

One %f the requirements of Circular A-126 is justification.
of aircra?t usage as cost-effective in comparison to private
sector al%ermatiw&s. Agencies are required to do costeefficiency
analyses ;ndex ancother QMR circular,.Ciraular A~76, which forbids
the use o% government resources to perfcrm'& task when private
sector ai%&raativ&s are avallable more cheaply. &geﬁaiés profess
to be uacértain as to what precisely it means 1o Justify aircraft
aperatian% as costweifective -- whether iz.apglies to the flight
needs of ép&mifiv individuals, or the specific flights of an
aircraft,|or the total number of flights of an aircraft over a
period ofEtime, or 8impiy the ownership of the aircraft,

Howe%er? if any one of these activities must be justified as
cost-effe%tive, each of the others must also be considered.

; N . .
Whether gwnership of an alrcraft is justified cannot be
H

E

7 problems of authority under the current framework are
&1scussed under the heading "Statutory and Executive Reguirements®
below.
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dezermin$§ without looking at how it is used over a periocd of
time, an&!wﬁazhex jndividual uses of aircraft are justified
CARRoL b&idﬁtermined without examining the flighf needs of the
p&ﬁsengerg and carge as well as the available commercial
alt&rnatié&s»

Mogt agencies have not justified their aircraft usage under
Circular A-76., In fact, it is unclear if some agencies really
know precisely how any given aircraft is actually used. Some
information on specific matters of cost and usage is not reported
at all, and in éther cases the reported figures are meaningless.
For example, some agency reports for matters such as hours flown
or variabi& crew costs show rows of idgntiaal numbers for many
different planes. Cbhwiously, the agencies took a sum figure of
total aast% oy usage and divided it by the number of planes.'
Thus it would appear that some agencies either do not record
information regarding specific flights of its alrcraft or they
withhold such records to avoid scrutiny. Such Qracticés defeat
the point of reguiring documentation of aircraft usage, because
there is no way to determine if a given aircraft may be
underutilized or otherwise misused without examining the
pazticuiax%asaga and ceoets for that aireraft.,

In 5§it& of such vague reporting, it is nonetheless possible
to &etermlna that some aircraft owned by the government are flown
very little and may be unnecessary. Out of 1,384 asircraft

currently believed to be in the inventory as of fiscal year 1532,

it appears that over 185 are flown less than 100 hours per year.
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It is possible that some of these alrcraft may have legitimate
uses. For example, NASA maintains twe aircraft to do nothing but
launch the space shuttles; even if that calls for less than 100 .
hours of flight time per year, the ownership of the aircraft éan
be just;f;ed because of the unigque reguirements of such a craft.
It is dlffxcult Lo ao&aa&v@, however, that all 185 airaraft which
fly less éhan 10D hours pey year are necessary Lo the
gavernmené‘s operations.

¥hether the stated mission of an aircraft is accurate and
whether the government really needs aircrafr for any given
purpose are currently impossible to determine based on
informatiqn submitted ¢o ICAP. Though agencies report the
mission or purpose of each aircraft to ICAP, ICAP does not have
the ahiliﬁy te verify that the aircraft is actually used fﬁx the
stated pufpoae. Sensing that so-called "mission” aircrafe,
because of their specialized purposes, will come under less
scrutiny than *administrative® aircraft, the only purpose of
which is to transport p&&pia and things, some agenciss have
attempted to classify as meny of their aircraft as possible as
mission ai?craft‘ The audit of GSA's Inspector General now in
progress i? the first comprehensive attempl to verify that
aircraft a%e used for their stated purpose.

It is likely that '‘some aircraft classified as mission
aircraft are éctually administrative aircraft, and it is certain
that some aircraft with a legitimate mission are configured in a

manner that would allow administrative use. For example, the

¢
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Department of Justice owns 267 aircraft. ‘Without exception,
every single one of these aircraft is reported as a mission
aircraft whose mission is law enforcement. The Department of
Justice may very well need aircraft for.the sensitive and often
urgent miésions it performs, but it strains credibility to assert
that every single one of these aircraft has an identical mission
and that ﬁo aircraft is used primarily for administrative travel.
In fact, recent press accounts indicate that some of the Justice
Department's aircraft have served the "mission" of transporting
the Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigations on personal
business.E This example illustrates how vague reports of the
mission of aircraft only serve to obscure the nature of their
actual use.

A number of other aircraft in various agencies are reported
as having missions such as "program support," "training," or
"program management.” No doubt many of these aircraft do indeed
have legit&mate missions -- but there is no way to know from such
a vague statement of purpose. The vulnerability to abuse is
obvious.

[
Flight Coordination

Most égencies now have no apparent means to assure théir
fleets as % whole are used in the smartest possible way. That
is, there is no evidence at most agencies that the flights 6f
different aircraft are coordinated to transport people and things
efficiently. With no central, automated scheduling office, there

is a strong likelihood that a number of flights on separate

l

+
i
i
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aircraft @ight occur when a few aircraft or a single plane could
have deliéered all passengers with minimal inconvenience. Given
this lack of coordinatioﬁ within any given agency, comprehensive
coordination among agencies is presently impossible.

As aisimple example, consider the possibility that a number
of federal officials must travel from three different cities to
Waahingtoﬁ for a meeting. Minimal coérdination among these
officials{could allow one plane and one crew to stop at each city
and take them to the meeting. However, without coordination,
three separate planes with tﬁree crews might fly froﬁ each city
to Washington at the same time, incurring unnecessary expenses.
Few if an; agencies currently have the centralized scheduling
operations necessary to prevent such negdless duplication of
effort. ‘

Comprehensive flight coordination is the only way to assure
the efficient use of aircraft contemporaneously -- that is, as
the planesiare used. Circular A-76 cost-effectiveness studies
described 3n the previous section are burdensome to do manually,
and audit-oriented o?ers;ght such as the current audit of the GSaA |
Inspector ?eneral can only address impropriety after it occurs.
Computer sbftware currently exists within the government which
can assess all flight requests according to priority, take into
account the existing fleet of aircraft including seating capacity
and 1ocati$n, and produce the most efficient possible schedule

for the fleet as a whole. The computer software can be

customized . to meet the particular needs of the user agency.
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As noted previously in this report, the ﬁavy uses a flight
coordination ﬁystém* Before 1986, the Navy scheduled domestic
administrétiva flights, which for the Havy includes both
personnel ‘and cargo transport, centrally but without automation.
Schedulers coordinated the Navy's administrative aiiczait by
sketching individual flights with grease pencils on maps. In
1886, the Ravy Alrx Iogistics Information System {(NALIS) was
installed. The Navy maintains a central, arcund-the-clock
sahaduliﬁ§ center in New Qrleans with a support staff of about 30
people. ’It}zis center receives all flight requests by Navy
personnel 'in the continental Unitgd States, evaluates the
location énd type of each of its approximately eighty aircraft,
and creatés a comprehensive schedule ensuring the fléet meats
demand as ‘fully and efficiently as possible. By avoiding
duplicate flights and unnecessary purchases of commercial
alternatives, the Ravy has documented annual savings between $69%
million and $100 million in recent years.

Recognizing the benefits of NALIS, ICAP obtained the program
from the Navy and modified it for use with civilian agencies.
The r&&uit&ng progran, the Demand Logistics Management System
{DLNS}, iszavailable at ICAP for use by agencies. Installation
costs ¢uxr§ﬁt2y run at &n estimated $100,000, which must be paid
by the user agency. These costs are attributable primarily to
the expensive, specialized hardware necessary to yun DLMS: ICAP

will provide the software for free.

Despite the benefits of flight coordination, no agency has
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att&mpted;tm instgll DLMS. The agencies’' reason for not
installing the program is that they own mostly mission aircraftc
which do not lend themselves to this kind of schédaling, and
there are not enough purely administrative alrcraft to justify
installation gosts. This may be 80O at some agengies, and
commendably, ICRP is currently working with the Navy's scheduling
experts to develop DLMS for ordinary personal computers to make
its inst&%lation easier and less costiy. In any case, the
preliminaﬁy findings of the GSA Inspector General's audit
indicate éhat there are hundreds of administrative aircraft
servicing;faderal civilian agencies., A flight coordination
program would undoubtedly be a worthwhila investment for a fleet
of thig magnitude,

The lack of flighz eoordination is more likely explained by
the resistance of a bureaucratic orxganization to changs,
compounded by agency resentment of external management
initiatives. ICAP's activities impose on domaln previously held
exclusiv&lﬁy by the agancies: The agencies may view this as an
impingemen% on their authority, and they may resent the
implicatio? that their operations are in need of improvement.
Moraover, ;ny agency action of any kind, particularly ammﬁihing
calling fo? expenditures of $100,000, may c¢all for the approval
of higher-level officials who do not directlz'partieigat& in
ICAP's activities; thus the lower-level aircrafi manager must be

convinced not only that DIMS is a good program bul that it can be

“sold” to his oxr her superiors. Every agency involved with
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sircraft management has its own multiple levels of bureaucracy
that make gulck or decisive action imposgible. Measures
r&guiringiccordination between or among agencies face even more

red tape.

Curréntly there are no auvthoritative reguirements for
federal civilian aircraft safety. An extensive body of alrcraft
safety r@quiréments is found in the United States Cada,s but
these requirements apply mainly to cam&araiazxairaxaft‘ The lack
of statutgry guidance for government aircraft is discussed below,

Although agencies generally appear reluctant to allow
external forces to dictate how aircraft are used, they have
repeatedly expressed interest in developing safety standards for
government aircraft, With the cocperation and participation of
aircrafi-owning agencies, ICAP has achieved limited success in
é&v&loping;standards for safety policies, though real progress
has been limited to issuing guidelines on the reporting of
accidents 1o the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB).
Because of;the agencies' support, safety guidelines have remained
among ICAP s top priorities. |

However, the utility of ICAP guidelines is limited. ICAP
sees itself as having the authority to issue "guldance”™ but not
binding requirements oxr regulations. It apparently makes no
effort to enforce any of its recommendations., Presently the only

operative %ircxaft safety and maintenance controls are those

& 49 U.8.C.A. Sections 1301-1557 (West 1876 & App. 1992).
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implemented by agencies at their own initistive. The
effectiveness of these contyols will be addressed by the sudit of

GSA Inspector General now in progress.
|
)
STATUTORY AND EXFECUTIVE REQUIREMENTS
Statutes

There is no statutory authority specifically providing for

i

ICAP to exist or p@fform its functions. This in combination with
needlessly ambiguous executive branch directives, discuésad
below, has repeatedly proven to impede ICAP's operation.

GSAa ;nd OMB have broad statutory avthority to manage
government property generally. Pursuant to this authority, OMR
issued Ciyxculars A-126 and A~76, which in turn .impose
requiremeﬁts on GSA and the aircraft-owning agencies. However,
these circulare and the practices reguired by them do not follow
any statutory requirements specific to aircraft.

In f%ct, governwent aircraft are held te a far lower
standard than the private sector when it comes to statutory
apexatimn{ safety and maintenance specifications. Congress has
imposed comprehensive, detailed requirements on commercial
aircraft to ensure safety in the skies.g‘ The Federal Aviation
Program imposes sitringent requirements on the Administrator of
the F&dex&? Aviation Administration (FAA) to tightly regulate
private aigaraft; and the regqulations promulgated by FAA delve

H
into stlill deeper levels of detailed instruction for private
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carriers, Yet the Federal Aviation Program’'s requirements apply
to "civil aircraft™ -~ defined as "any aircraft other than a
public aiz:i‘t:r&ft."lc Public aircraft in this context would
include afl agency aircraft except “any government-owned aircrafi
‘e carry%ng persons oY property for commercial parpcses,”zl-
Therefare,‘é the vast majority of government asircraft are excluded
from f&der:al aircratt safety requirements.

Clearly, FAA is the government's expert for matters of
aircraft safety and air traffic mana@em&nt, For this reason, the
subcommittee has entertained suggestions that Congress should
therefore ;ransf&r responsibility for the management of
government aircraft from GSA to FAA. In fact, FAA
representa%ives have been key participants in the formation of
ICAP's saf%ty and maintenance guidelines.

Hawevéx, FAA'S expertise is limited primarily to regulation
and oversight of alrcraft safety, which is only one aspect of
aircrafs m;n&q&menz, FAA has no particular expertise in the
management ,of government assets. In fact, the subcommittee has
not found %hat FAA is substantially better at managing its own
aircraft t@an other agencies. On the other hagd, Gsavhas
traditiona%ly been the government's chief property m&nagerf The
current ariangemant, in vhich GSA is responsible for management

policies while relying on the particular expertise and

experiences of aircraft-owning agencies such as FAA, is therefore

10 45 y.s.c.A. 1301(17) (West App. 1992).
11 49 y.5.C.A. 1301(36) (West App. 1992).
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theoretically appropriate.

The practicai reality that there are deficiencies in
aircraft management understandably leads many.t¢ challenge the
present structure, but it does not necessarily follow that’moving
responsib%lities from one agency to another will itself correct
those deficiencies. The subcommittee realizes the need for
greater and quicker improvements in the manégement of government

!
aircraft. The most effective stimulus may well be new
legislation. The subcommittee is currently reviewing legislative

options for all aspects of government aircraft management.

Office of Management and Budget

Pursuant to its broad management authority, OMB has issued
two circulars significantly impacting the management of
government aircraft. As mentioned previously, these are
Circulars /a-126 and A-76.

Circular A-126 requires government aircraft to be used for
official ﬁurposes only; it provides guidance as to who should use
government aircraft under what circumstances; it requires
documentation of all uses of government aircraft; and it assigns
certain responsibilities to other agencies including GSA. The
circular rFquires the Administrator of GSA to maintain an
"interagency aviation policy working group." This group -- ICAP
~= is requ&red to assist the Administrator in, among other
things, th; "coordination" of policy; the maintenance of a

"government-wide aircraft management information system”; the

identification of opportunities to improve aircraft operations
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and dispose of unneeded alrcraft; and the extension of “technical
assistance” to agéncies as they seek to lmprove managemant of
aircraft. |

OMB Circular A-126 also raguires agenciss to justify their
in-house aircraft operations under Circular A-76. Circular A-76
is a decades-cold directive which may apply generically to any
ccmmerciaily available activity perforwmed by the government. It
essentialiy requires the governmental entity to prove that the
services provided Qith government ressurces are at least as
inexpensive as the commexC1az alternative.

NO agency has challeage& the authority of 0&8 to issue
circuiarsigovernxng civilian aircraft management, and in fact OMB
circulars carry the fal} authority of a Presidential corder.

312 provides that “orders ... signed by the

Executive -Order 10,25
Director {of COMB] shall require no further approval and shall be
asdhered to by all agencies in the Executive Branch.* ¥Purtherx,

713 transferred to GSA the functions of the

Executive QOrder 11,71
former Procurement and Property Management Branch of OMB, while
specifically reserving oversight responsibility for those
functions with O¥MB. Still further, President Clinton himself
recently issued a memorandum which requires that all flights of
government! alrcratt be justified as cost-efficient in keeping
with Circuaar A-126, and that all uses of govermment aircraft by

12 3 ¢.F.R. 758 (1949-1953), reprinted as amended in 31
U.5.C.A. 1104 (West 1983).

13 3 ¢c.F.R. 766 (1971-1975), reprinted in 31.U.S.C.A. 501
(West 1983).
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“senior” executive branch officials be documented and reported to
gsa, 14 ‘ I

The construction of Circular A-126, however, has created
mumerous problems for ICAP. Although OMB intended the circular
ag a broad statement of policy,‘aganaigs have exploited the
ambiguities of Circular A-126 to allow a loose interpretation of
its requi%ementsu

For éxample, Circular A-126 reguires agencies to collect ;
great dea% of information about theiy aixsgaft aperatigns and to
“cooperate with the General Services Administration in the
development of aireraft management policies and standards and in
the cmllaétion of air¢raft information." However, it doves not
5pacificaily require the submission of any particular
information. Nor does 1t explicitly provide GSA with the
authority to reguire or demand submissions from the agencies.
Furthermore, GSA cannot gel policy; it must ggordinate policy.
GSA cannot implement computerized systems to improve management;
it must develop such systems and provide assistance to agencies
that chcmag to implement them.

Ideazly, the policies set forth in Circular A-126 would
gqulde :Ck? and the air&raftmownzng agencies to the desired r@sult
aven with&nt such explicit requirements and delineations of
authzzzrity.i However, ICAP and the agencies have construed
Clrcular A-126 in a strict, legalistic manner. That is, where

14 President’'s Memorandum for the Heads of Exegutive
Departments and Agencies and Employees of the Executive Gffice of
the President, 29 Weskly Comp. Pres. Doo. 168 (Feb., 10, 19%3).
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Circular A-~126 does not explicitly provide authority, ICAP is
unwilling to act éuthoritatively and the agencies percéive no
particular obligation to follow ICAP directives. If ICAP |
initiatesi an activity that would require substantial effort or

resources. from agencies -~ such as the installation of pLms1® .

agenclies %aapand with confusion or indignation, questioning
ICAP 8 au#harity or ability to impose xrequirements or demands on
them, ;

Even though Circular A-126 has been interpreted to allow
less stringent reporting of information, OMB has not resolved the
circular'g ambiguities, despite having revised i¢ in May 1892,
The Hay 1é32 revision, however, did include a new reguirement
that agencies document each use of their aircraft. If agencies

&

record and compile this information in an organized manner --
such as a% a computer spreadsheet -« it would not be a great
ﬁ&ﬁiﬁi&ﬁ&i burden to require them to pass the information on to
GS8A. Yet this simple transaction is not expressly raqﬁired at
present, ;Uniess an auditor checks the agencies’' records, there
is currently no guarantee that agencies even fulfill corrent
dmcum@ntaéion requirements, much less that the information is
reported to ICAP where it may be put to productive use. OMB
itself doe? not check documentation xecords on an agency-by-
agency basis. ‘

OMB h%s not acted és the enforcar of Cirsular A-126 but has

15 pLS and the agencies' failure to install it are discussed
under the subheading “Flight Coordination' above.
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remained content to lay the responsibility for carrying out the
circular on GSA without giving GSA the specific guidance
necessary&to do an effective job. OMB's most obvious method of
enforceme?t is its control over agency budgets. However, since
OMB does pot generally maintain separate line items for aircraft
expenses,}presently it is impossible for OMB to recommend
increasedlor decreased funding for an agency's aircraft
activities in the President's annual budget request even if they
desired t? do so.

OMB ﬂas worked effectively to foster greater cooperation
between GéA and aircraft owning agencies, and OMB currently
monitors éctivities and developments in this area very closely.
Nevertheless, the position of OMB appears to be that Circular A-
126 provides sufficient authority to ensure the prompt and
complete reporting of aircraft information to GSA and full
cooperatiqn with GSA initiatives. This position is inconsistent

|

with the reality that Circular A-126 has so far failed to produce

these results.

" RECOMMENDATIONS
The subcommittee offers these recommendations to the
President an& all agencies which oversee and use aircraft as a
blueprint for the reform of government aircraft management. If
any agency finds it has inadequate statutory.authority to

implement Pircraft management reforms quickly and fully, that

agency should propose-legislative action to Congress. This
|
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subccmmiitee is prepared to continue its efforts toward a well~
managed and costméfficient fleet of federal aircraft, including
legislative action if necessary.

As the GSA Inspector General’'s audit continues, agencles
must exp%ditioasly cooperate with the auditors to compile a
ccmprehen%ive, complete and accurate inventory of federal
civilian Pircraft. Agencies should take advantage of their
‘having toicomply with the auditors’ requests for information as
an opport;nity to improve their information collection and
reporting procedures permanently.

To increase ICAP's ability to fulfill its mission, GSA must
give ICAP the support and resources necessary to process and
evaluate agencies’' reports. GSA support for ICAP must include a
commitment of resources and agency clout sufficient to allow ICAP
to fulfill its duties.

To i;prove the government's central aircraft inventory, both
ICAP and %ircraft—owning agencias must interpret the reguirements
of Circul&r A-126 broadly to require agencies® submission of
ccmplete,;uniform, computerized data in a timely fashion with the
ultimate gaalhof instantaneous, on-line reporting. Iéh? and OMB,
in consultation with member agencies, must resolve any
ambiguities of the current reporting requirements and define more
cleaxly such categories as statements of aircraft mission. No
aicepti&na to reporting reguirements should be allowed unless
agreed to?in advance by ICAP and OMB. 1In order to comply with

regarﬁiagireg&izements, agencies must centrally maintain records
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of precisely what planes they have and how they are used.
To improve their ability to evaluvate aircraft activities and

;
coordinate flights, agencies should implement.an-in-house

computerized flight management and tracking system unless they
justify i; writing to ICAP and OMB why they should be exempt and
such an e#emptimn is granted. Agencies must dispose of any
aircraft unnecessary for the most costweffeétive fulfillment of
its administrative travel and mission needs. ICAP must QQrk with
the agencies to determine the potential value of intra-agency’
fiight caérdinatiwn« ICAP should also consider further steps
toward a more efficient use of the govarnment fleet, such as
developing a computerized inventory for spare parés or
contrﬁctiﬁg with aircraff manufacturers for the velume purchase
of commonly used makes of aircraft.

To continue progress in the area of safety standards, safety
must remaijn a priority at ICAP, and greater considerastion should
be given to enforcing ICAP guidelines and monitoring agency
compzianaé. FAA and NTSB, given their expertise in safety
issues, should be active participants in the safety debate. Upon
consideration of the views of ICAP and other interested parties,
Congress should consider the elimination of the exemption of
federal civilian aircraft from commercial aviation safety
requirements, providing for specific exemptions only after the:
demonatratgon of unusual or extraordinary government needs.

For OXB to improve compliance with Clreoular A-126, it must

agsume a more active role as government mansager and, if
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necessary, consider another revision to the circular to resclve
ambiguities. Should the pace of reform not be quick enough, OMB
should consider new enforcement mechanisms such as aﬁmp&liinq
agencies to submit aircraft-related budget requests as individual
Line iteés. OMB should use the bhudget process to restrict
airplane funds to agencies with persistent records of poor or

incomplete recording performance.
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APPENDIX I: TABLE OF ACRONYMS

DIMS: .Damand Logistics Management System

FAA: :Fad&ral Aviation Administration

FAMIS: Federal Aviation Management Information System
FS8: Federal Bupply Service

GAD: General Accounting Dffice

G8A: :Q@n&rai Services Administration

ICAP: ilﬁtﬁf&gﬁnﬁy Committee for Aviation Policy
RALIS: §§avy Aixr Logistics Information System

KTSB: iﬁ&ziaﬁaz Transporcation Safety Board

OMB: é@ffia& of Kanagement and Budget
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APPENDIX II:

SUMMARY OF SENATOR SASSER'S AUDIT REQUEST

On November 15, 1991, Chairman Sasser wrote Inspector
General William Barton of GSA requesting an audit of federal

civilian aircraft.

v i (1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(3)

Management (1)
Practices:

(2)

' (3)

(4)

The following information was requested:

An accurate count of the number of civilian
aircraft assigned to each agency

Model and manufacturer of each aircraft
Description of the mission of each aircraft
Acquisition date of each aircraft

Hours logged on each aircraft while in the
possession of the government

Evaluation of the current state of management
of aircraft

Recommendations for ICAP to improve
management

Evaluation ¢f what measures ICAP has taken to
implement a system of flight coordination

Evaluation of the degree to which the

aircraft-owning agencies are cooperating with
ICAP
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