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The I lonorable Mike Synar Dist Special
Chairman. Subxommittee on Environment.

Energy. and Natural Resources
Committee on Government Operations
Ihouse of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman: c

This report responds to your request that we examine the Bureau of
Reclamation's management and administrative use of government air-
craft. As agreed. we focused on aircraft that are configured and used
primarily for transportation services similar to those provided by com-
mercial airlines and by rental, lease, and charter businesses. You asked
whether Reclamation, an agency of the Department of the Interior, was
complying with the aircraft ownership. management. and administra-
tive use policies of Office of Management and Budget (o.w) Circulars A-
76 and A- 126. You also asked whether there are any reasons why Recla-
mation's aircraft should not be owned and centrally managed by the
Department of the Interior's Office of Aircraft Services (oAs) like most
other Interior aircraft.

lBecause Reclamation's aircraft management practices were similar to
those we found at other civilian agencies and reported to you in a recent
overall report', and as agreed with the Subcommittee, this report
focuses primarily on the issue of whether Reclamation aircraft should
be centrally owned and managed by ows.

Background o,,,, Circular A-76. "Performance of Commercial Activities," states that
the government's general policy is to rely on commercial sources to sup-
ply the products and services it needs, including aircraft and aircraft
services, when it is more economical to do so. It requires agencies to
justify governme-it performance of such commercial activities through
cost studies demonstrating that government performance is less costly
than commercially available services. The supplement to circular A-76
provides a methodology for agencies to use in doing these cost studies.

ommii Circular A-126. "Improving the Management and Use of Govern-
ment Aircraft." prescribes policies executive agencies are to follow in
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acquiring. managing, using, and accounting for the costs of government
aircraft. Basically, it requires agencies to do cost analyses to justify (1)
the continuing need for government aircraft and the cost-effectiveness
of in-house aircraft operations and (2) flight-by-flight use of government
aircraft for administrative travel, i.e., passenger transportation or other
administrative support purposes.

Within the Department of the Interior, ows was established in 1973 to
centrally manage all departmental aviation resources. ws presently pro-
vides certain management support services to all Interior offices and
bureaus. Individual offices and bureaus have day-to-day operational
control of their aircraft, however, oAs owns or leases and centrally man-
ages all Interior aircraft except those operated by Reclamation and the
National Park Police. Reclamation participated in oxs' centralized sys-
tem from October 1985 unti .June 1986. Reclamation was allowed out of
the o,As system after only 9 months because (1) funding for its opera-
tions, including aircraft, comes under the jurisdiction of a different con-
gressional appropriations subcommittee than other Interior offices and
bureaus and (2) it believed its operating costs wcre higher ander o•,
ownership. Reclamation now owns ard manages its aircraft indepen-
dently of O.ks.

Results in Brief Reclamation does not know whether its aircraft operations are cost-
effective because it has not complied with oMBI policies designed to
ensure that the ownership, operation, and administrative use of govern-
ment aircraft are more economical than commercial alternatives. The
four regions we reviewed had not done the required cost analyses to
justify the continuing need for, and cost-effectiveness of, their aircraft
and in-house aircraft operations. Also, the regions had not done valid
flight-by-flight cost comparisons to justify the use of their aircraft for
administrative travel. The regions' noncompliance with omli aircraft
management policies stemmed from inadequate guidance and oversight
by Interior and Reclamation headquarters and from inadequate and
incomplete cost data on their aircraft.

V4. ,ound no compelling reasons why Reclamation should own and oper-
ate its aircraft independently of oAs. To the contrary, making Reclama-
tion aircraft part of the oAs, fleet should better ensure that aircraft
operation and use are cost-effective and that Reclamation has complete
and accurate cost data to comply with OMB's aircraft management direc-
tives and policies. Such an arangement would also better utilize oAs"
air( .aft-management expertise.
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Objectives, Scope, and Our objectives were to ( 1) evaluate Reclamation's aircraft ownership.
management. and administrative use practices, particularly its compli-

Methodology ance with Cwi Circulars A-76 and A-126 and (2) determine whether
there are any reasons why Reclamation aircraft should not be owned
and centrally managed by .I.s like most other Interior aircraft.

As of September 1. 1988. Reclamation operated a total of I I aircraft-
10 government-owned and I leased. As agreed with the Subcomi'iittee.
our evaluation focused on five aircraft-two Gulfstream Commanders,
two Rockwell Commanders. and a Cessna-that Reclamation used for
administrative travel such as transporting employees and other official
andi non-official passengers to remote work sites. meetings, and other
ftnctions. The five aircraft were operated by four Reclamation regional
of fices-t he I "ppe-r Colorado Region in Salt Lake City. U'tah: the LOw-ur
Colorado Region in Boulder City. Nevada: the Missouri Basin Region in
Billings. Montana: and the Pacific Northwest Region in Boise. Idaho. In.
carrying out our work. we (I) examined Reclamation cost records, air-
craft flight logs. passenger lists, and other data relating to the owner-
ship and management of the five aircraft for fiscal year 1988 and (2)
discussed these data and Reclamation's management practices with Inte-
rior and Reclamation headquarters and regional officials.

To determine why Reclamation chose to exclude its aircraft from the OAS

fleet and whether those reasons are compelling, we examined documen-
tation on Reclamation's decision and discussed that decision with
resp)onsible officials of the Department of the Interior in Washington.
D.C.: OAS in Boise. Idaho: Reclamation headquarters in Denver, Colorado;
and the four Reclamation regions. We met with OAS and Reclamation
off iicials to determine what services oAs presently provides to Reclama-
tion. what ",rvices Reclamation pays for, and the cost and benefit impli-
cat ions of making Reclamation aircraft part of the OA. fleet. Finally. we
c(m)irdinated our findings with the house and Senate appropriations sub-
(. )mmittees t hat have jurisdiction over these agencies.

We did our work between March 1988 and November 1989 using gener-
ally accepted government auditing standards. Views of responsible
agency officials are included where appropriate. Ilowever, in accord-
aii-e with the Subcommittee's wishes, we did not obtain written com-
inents ton it draft )f this report.
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Reclamation Not Reclamation was not complying wvith-outi Circulars A-76 and A- 126.
l ihich are designed toeetsure that agencies* aircraft operations are justi-"Co -.mplying With OMB fied and,.,,st effective.

Aircraft Policies
The four regions we reviewed owned. operated. and used their aircraft
fr radministrative travel without adequately considering whether cOm-
mercial alternatives might be more economical. The regions were not
doing( I ) annual cost analys,.s required by owM Circular A-126 to justify
the continuing need for. and cost-effectiveness of. their aircraft and in-
house aircraft operations or (2) valid flight-by-flight cost ctmparisons to
determine whether use of their aircraft for administrative travel was
cost-effective. Alm). the regions lacked complete cost data1 to determine
whether their use of aircraft was cost effective.

The regions were not famil:ar with omit's aircraft management rplicies.
Neither lnterior nor Reclamation had (M) notified the regions of the o,.iii
Circular A-I 26 requirements. (2) issued implementing policies or guide-
lines for the regions to iuse in managing their aircraft. or (3) followed up
to determine if the regions were complying with the governmentwide

Regions Lacked Policies ,,.m Circular A-126 required agencies to annmally review Lnd rejustify
and Oversight to Ensure the continuing need for. arnd cost-effectiveness of. their government air-

craft and in-house aircraft operations. It also required agencies- to jus-Cost-Effectiveness tify any administrative use of government aircraft by showing that the

variai)hb costs of using the aircraft are not more than the costs of com-
nmercial alternatives.

At Reclamation. we found that three of the four regions had not done
the required annual reviews of their aircraft or aircraft operations.
Also. we found that the regions had not done valid flight-by-flight cost
comparisons tojustify administrative usage of their aircraft. ,nmie
regions (lid not do the required flight-by-flight comparisons while other
regions said that they did cost comparisons but did not document them.
The cost comparismns available for our review did not consider all rele-
%ant aircraft costs. We noted instances ir. which the regions used the
government aircraft for administrative travel even though their cost
comparisons, which did not include all relevant costs. indicated that
usage wa*Ls not cost effective compared to commercial alternatives.

Regional officials said that they did not do annual reviews of their air-
craft and aircraft operations and did not do or properly do'ument flight-
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by-flight cost comparisons because they were unaware of the Circuiar A-
126 requirements. According to these officials, neither L.terior. (vws. nor
Reclamation headquarters notified them of the Circular or issued any
implementing guidance or regulations for them to use in managing their
aircraft.

Although the regions did not fully comply with twe aircraft justification
policies of Circular A-126. they had done aircraft :itudies. Two regions
did A-76 cost analyses in 1982 and 1983 when they acquirea new air-
craft. Another region that wanted to convert from a leased aircraft to a
government-owned aircraft had oA. do a cost analysis in 1.984. Because
of the time that had elapsed since the studies were made, we did not
attempt to validate the study results.

Interior's Office of the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Budget. and
Administration has overall responsibility for departmental leadership
and coordination of aviation management policies, procedures, and prac-
tices. Interior assigned to ows the responsibility for t.stablishing Policies
to guide all Interior aviation operations. However, (i,.$ did not notify
Interior offices and bureaus about oMH Circular A-126 following its is'su-
ance in October 1983 or issue any regulations or other guidance to
implement the circular. An oAs official said ihat he drafted implement-
ing policy guidance but could not recall why it was never issued. Also.
Interior officials we cotitacted could not explain why Interior did not
follow tip on the lack of guidance or ensure that Reclamation's aircraft
management practices were consistent with own policies. Hlowever, (As,
on October 3. 1989, issued guidance to implement owiM's .anuary 1989
revision to Circular A- 126.

gions Lacked Complete IUesides prescribing policies forijustifying government aircraft and their

rcraft Management Data "e' for administrative travel. oHli Circular A- 126 requires that agencic-s
maintain accounting systems that accurately and completely account forDo the Required all aircraft costs. Without complete cost data. agencies cannot do the

talyses cost-effectiveness, determinatio,..; required by owI Circulars A-71; and A-
1276.

None of the regions accounted for all aircraft costs. Generally. the
regions accounted for aircraft fvel. maintenance. hanpar. and deprecia-
tion costs, and labor costs such as pilots salaries and benefits. However,
only one region allocated administrative overhead costs to its aircraft
operations None of the regions recorded, as annual costs, reserves- for
accident damage (insurance) or for major maintenance costs. The
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regions recorded costs for major maintenance as one-time charges in the
year ,)aid rather than amortize them over the remaining estimated flight
hours, of the aircraft. Regions werc- also inconsistent in their treatment
of aircraft useful life and residual or salvage value for depreciation pur-
poISs. I nlike Reclamation. ()s' cost.-%.,counting system for the fleet air-
craft. consistent with omit Circular A-12t, as revised in January 1989,
accounts for all these costs (see p. 10 of this report).

We found 1no compelling reasons for Reclamation to own and manage its

OAS Ownership of aircraft independently of (Xks. To the contrary., we believe that making

Reclamation Aircraft wtl,.,, i.on aircraft part of the oAs. fleet would better ensure that Rec-

)ffers Opportunity for lamation aircraft are operated and used comt-effectively.

[mproved Management

)ur Past Reports Have In three earlier reports. we concluded that Interior's limited efforts to
nd,)rsed t he OAS Concept centralize uontrol over departmental aircraft through (As had ben

effective. For example. in an October 1.9P1 report- we concluded that
Interior was achieving important benefits from (As' centralized aircraft
management in the areas (if contracting effectiveness, safety, manage-
ment information, flight coordination, and cost savings. We also con-
(hided that individual Interior offices and bureaus could not provide
these services a.s cost-elffectively as (m.s.

In a .June l19is;3 report we concluded that ("S had very effectively man-
aged a number of Interior's aircraft operations by establishing uniform
aircraft policies and procedures, an aircraft management information
system that included a cost accounting system, and a safety program.
We.' reported that a further indication of oAs' effectiveness and potential
broader ipplication (If its services was that some non-Interior agencies
had benefitted from using OAs services. On the basis of our work at o,),
we 'oncuided that civilian agencies, in which multiple organizations
required substantial aircraft services, needed an aircraft office, such as
()As. to serve ats a focal point for overall aircraft management. We also
concluded that the oAS aircraft management information system could
serve as a model for a much needed governmentwide system. In that

-The- fl.'partmenh of th. Intenors O)fif,. rf Airrraft N.ntvq Should dNot It A )h (tGAO,
IITR.r 2 - 'hkT 7.-1,18 )

FedeI ('ralivtll .\Cw 'fian ,vv4 ( Ain iIettrer Manage Their Air'rAf, andld Relale 5Serv'14t (GAO
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repxort. we recommended, among other things, that (1) o.ui require each
civilian agency with substantial aircraft needs to establish a central
office responsible for aircraft management and oversight arid (2) the
General Set•'vices Adm;nistration (GmA) establish and operate a govern-
menntwide aircraft management information system similar to the one
or( rated by oA$.

In response to our recommendations. OMB issued Circular A-126,
" improving the Management and Use of Government Aircraft," in Octo-
tbr 1983. It contained some of the policy guidance and procedures we
n,(ommended. including a policy that ag( ncies establish clear accounta-
bility for aircraft management at a senior management level and assign
responsibility for implementing the Circular to a senior official Also in
respo)nse to our recommendations, GSA implemented a governmentwide
aircraft management information system in February 1985.

In an April 1084 report, we pointed out that A.s was established to mar-
age all Interior aviation reso)urces, but Interior had only given ci,,s these
responsibilities in Alaska. We recommended that the Secretary of the
Interior direct GA.S te assune ownership and overall manager ient of ail
d(l)artmental aircraft, aircraft facilities and equipment, and aviation-
related personnel managed by other Interior offices and bureaus.

i Now Owns and As of October 27. 1989. the Department of the Ir.terior owned or leased

itrally Manages Most a total of 86 aircraft. Of these. 73 were centrally managed by oAs (OAS

her Interior Aircraft fleet aircraft); 2 were managed by the National Capitol Park Police in
e;Lshington. D.C.: and I I were managed by the Bureau of Reclamation.
While •)•As owns or leases the 73 fleet aircraft, individual Interior offices
and bureaus maintain day-to-day operational control of 71 of the 73 air-
craft: (),v4 controls and uses the other 2 aircraft.

lBesides owning most of Interior's aircraft, oAs provides certain central-
ized aviation support services to all Interior offices and bureaus, includ-
ing Reclamation. These services include (1) developing, implementing,
and maintaining departmental aviation policies and standards governing
aircraf't operations, maintenance and aircrew qualifications, and profi-
ciency; (2) procuring aircraft and charter and rental services and pro-
viding technical atssistance to offices and bureaus upon request; (3)
evaluating departmentwide aviation safety and providing aviation

.'t lion,' T~k,'n to Impnm." IMa1 gr'mernt and Re'duce ('Ctq% o" Interor'Ars A raft Operatiom.'i and Fur-
rh r Inmpr, %e..L.; 10'dd NSIAD-4-15 Ar 19 914)
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safety training: and ,4) (ontracting for commercial aircraft .irvict.- and
aircraft maintenance.

Additionally, l).ks provides certain centralized aviation suptport services
to other Interior offices and bureaus bitt not to Reelamatlon. These scr-
vices include ( I , co')rdinating t.se of the fleet aircraft under the opera-
tional control of other Interior offices and bureaus to maximize their
utilization and (2) prescribing the procedures foi justifying, budgeting.
and managing the financial aspects of the fleet aircraft, incLuding air-
craft acquisition. aircraft billings and payments, aircraft cost account-
ing. and the aircraft management information system. Through its cost-
accounting system. ).-xs collects, and makes available to other Interior
offfices and btureatns. datai on the costs of operating the fleet aircraft.
such as fuel. regular and unstheduled maintenance, and r.serves for
major overhaul and accidental damage. Interior offices and bureaus
need such cost data to make the A-76 cost analyses and the A-126 flight-
by-flight justification cost comparisons.

As table I show-,s. A:S Ns'oprations are financed through a combination of
appropriated funds, user fees. and other administrative fees. Interior
receives direct appropriations for some of the aircraft services 1%s pro-
vides to all Interior offices and bureaus. As a part of its centralized
departmental program. (u.ks procures commercia! aircraft services-air-
craft charters. rentals, and maintenance I-ontracts-through a working
capital fund arrangement and charges user fees to Interior offices and
bureaus as well as other federal agencies who use those commercial ser-
vices. Like other Interior offices and bureaus. Reclamation finances a
portion of ().x soperating costs through .hese user fees when it rents or
charters aircraft or contracts for aircraft maintenance services through
ohA.s. During fiscal year 1q98. for example. Reclamation spent $.920.00(0
for such commercial aircraft se-rvices it obtained through ().vs. o..\s" oper-
ating costs that are nrot funded by appropnations or user fees are cov-
ered by other administrative fees charged to the Interior offices and
bureatis that have operational control over the fleet aircraft.
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Sources of OAS' Funding for
-at 190~ Sources Amount

user tees 
-- -6-ormerCiaI aircraft ctrarte:s and rentals 1,01100

_ommrerC,a1 maintenance contrarls 2 826000
:.tme, re,n'Du,sanie seivi'Ps 241000

Ctt er adlministrat-.e !ees for the tOpel aircraft -426.000

Total $6,317,000

Aording to the Chief of tbAs* Management Se-rvices Division, the
"oxist ing ossystem. inclutding personnel as well as administrative sup-
port equipment. could accommodate additional fleet aircraft. fie said
t hat adding Reclamation's I I aircraft to' Ehe ov$ fleet would lik-Ay result
in i inly mninimial increases in OA,< 'operating costs. If Reclamation aircraft
%-v " part off the ovS fleet. Reclamation, like other Interior of'ices and
hta. edits. X0iiild p~ay a pr(.rata share of ().As* op( rating costs that are not
iit lierwise co~vered by appropriat ions and user fees.

nation's Rationale Reclamiation joined ().oS centralized fleet system in October 1985 but was
.-ning and Managing allowed out after only 9 mEoliths. Reclaxnaction's reasonis for wanting out

-n Airraft were that ( I) its funding for operations, including aircraft. fells within
n Airraftthe prirsdiction of a different apprepnatl-.ns subcommittee than other

Interior 4ifict's and] bureau-; and (2) it bt-lieved that its aircraft operat-
ing costs %%ere higher under OA-s owners-hip. We do not beliecy. these are
conmpulliog reasons for excluding Reclamation aircraft from the rxs

Reclamation*-, finding COMes, tinder the juin-Aiction of the House and
Senate Appropriat ions Subcommittees on Energy and Water Develop-
mient. Appropriations for all other Interior offices and bureaus are
under the ju risdict io n of the H ou se and-Senate Appropriations Stibcom-

nulttees 4611 Interior all(d Related Agencies. Interior. Reclamation, and (lAs

EEI'icials could niot i(vnt ify why or how the appropriation jurisdictional
dIiffe'rences were or wotila be an impe~dimeint to Reclamation aircraftt
being part of t he i As ttect.

P4resently. Reclamation receives or has access to. most of ()s' aviation
siiJp)4 rt services. I lowever, Reclamation helps finance 0A5 soperating
costs only when it i-ents or charters commercial aircraft through (vAs.
cont i-acts f r- maintenance t hrough ~x.or obt iins other special services



from Since' Reclamation aircraft are no., part of the (),\N fvevt. Recla-
mnation (toe's not hirlp pa% "' ASopt'raiting costs that ar, not covered by
direct appr(Ipriati( flsan it-wl sr fees. Also. we noted zhat Rc~amnation
st inmetimes chartered or lea~sed aircraft dIirectly from oAs commercial

vendors, at the prices IiA$ negotiatedl with uthos.' vendors, and, thus.
1V'O~de'] he It- user hc-es.

Reclamation officials expressed u desire to keepJ aircraft costs as Io1w as
pdr,ssible because such vosts are ~i'1a 41ate1 Mfl10l19 various wtdcr prokjeots
and reinibtiised by h cai w-ater districts. Ri-clanmat4ion offlicials said that
rhvy were colncerned t hat the water districts wmi ld quest ion any% higher
(I sts associated with otv osIwne'rship (if Reclamiatitn f aircra4ft. lt-catisie lI)

these concerns, Reclamat ion compared the co1ST s (if oIwning and operat-
ing its o~wn aircraft with the costs it would inctir if its aircraft were part
(If Ow 14w II fl4ect Reclamatuion's ania!:, sis. made inl I f;85. indicated that its
uot would 5 IIih e higher t inder the I kxs system. 1IfI %tevvr. Reviamat u in
lindersutedtlite artual lIists 4I o%% mung and o;N'~rating its ()%%n ;'ircrafr

becauseA its , (IN( anflvs'IN 4"It not inrliide administrative overlivad. acci-
(lent reserves. (Ir nut 'jo Irilmintenanice r(,er\t vs. (k rxs I (gnizes and
char~ges these cost s to Ithe flet aircraft. buit Rec lamat ion dtoes. no t-

H4-catisc 41!t htse tinrec. Igiized costs and the administrat Ie fvoews o%5 ci-

ated with ( I.*x up~vratilns. Reclamation's (costs charged tol aircraft 41;wra-

tilons woulld prolbably; be higher in the shoirt-termn if its aircraft Were-
made p~art oft the ilý\N I14t-vt HoI wever. lite believe that thbese' coIst w uild
no(re aIcutirarvly reflect tilt- actuial co~sts (If Rvcl 1maiIon' aircraft Eolwra-

t:. InN, () )er thel loivu-tIerni. t'e helieve that niaikin,., Vvl~ean1.tit 1111;irci dt
t)atl I If the I 1\> ilvet woI 11 resuilt in cosNt sa% int.L, t hrough inhiprii\etl air-

,raft fliiiinigemen'ft B\ plro\lvidig more (mIiljpll't ( l)st daita (In Recklama-
naIn airuralt and11 e-tter !itilizi/(its 'l aircraft nillnag('Mcrit vxrirt isI'.
I'Mch an .1Ira~iveicttiet fl#i, etter eislirl t~iat l?4(lditiution fl ir~ifit are

-nt OMB .Auions Make [firing ;u I wirw' I 'ijfir v.,irk ait Reclamtion,.'~ml letMii, vli-l "1h:in1g~s

*Eff(ýctiv in t he ~llverumnt vnr11 air' mraf ')% ncr-hi;. mtanagementci awvi- ivo

il'slen of, 41 it. ''\w p~iithyl~l. fl %I , wa ii reSji 'ue tmel ~Iand' Irqwctt rs
(I~..1e~ttI~flt ~ I ;tier-al firulings I x l Ifi'ther ftel4rall ,ivi.ii(i'5 plt4 WC tltllt

'irnation Aircraft More 'eri ai r' raft4t wst ir.d%.1 ind lull t1igt -b tlid~it (let l'I ilV;Iri~lnis

cal
.In't\4 ) *-Nlil ',~~t cr I 2.1 it - TiCfr ,ll 1ii1ti. the~ (JV'lS f Te W i-m 11Nls I' I W l



g ivernmewu-i iwned and leased aircraft and In-house provisio~n of air-
cra ft *iqierat 0 ns by Juily :31.1 981). Although no fedleral agenc%, met tile
Jutly 3 1. 1989 deadline'. the requirement to make the analyses is still in
('lect.

ElI eet Ie v.laniiry 13. 198W. owu rev-is.-d its Circular A- 1 26 to (1I) clanfy
Certain ambiguities in its aircraft management policies and 1,o strengthen,
the Interrelationship of Circulars A-76; and A-I 26i: (2) incorporate cost-
atcine(ifting guiidance- and standard aircraft program yosit elements for
agenciies to uise in complying with the justific~atioin and cost -effect~vvness
requirements ((r Circ~i lars A-71; kind A-126;: (3 ) eSitablish a govern-
mnentwidle leadership, technical assistance, and supporting over-sight rMe
fhr (;s.%. in the aircraft area: and (4) provide for more oMII oversight of
agiu ies' aircrafIt management practices.

Co nclusionis In view of the shortco)mings in Reclamation's accounting system for air-
craft rists and( its noncompliancf, with the earlier version of o'mu Circu-
lar A- 1 26, we believe that Reclamation's capab.lt to comply with o.%Iis
revised( aircraft management pol[icies would be enhanced if its aircraft
wereV part of the ox,; fleet. ovus recently issued guzidance to implement
().IIIs revised aircraft management policies within Interior. Its cost
acctitiftiitg system for the fleet aircraft provides the data needed to
comply with O).it's aircraft ownership, management, and administrative
[uSe po~licies. Not withstanding the fleet aircraft issue, sustained depart-
ment al oversight we- .jo be helpful in holding Reclamation accountable
for coi ()plying with ().%II policies.

Recommendations to To hetter ensuro: that Reclamation aircraft and aircraft operations are
lost effective, we recommend that the Secretary of the Interior require

the Secretary of the fI ) Reclamation to place its aircraft into the o.-'fleet and seek u..s' assis-

Interior t ance in managing them and (2) Interior's Assistant Secretary for Policy,
liudget, and Administration to oversee Reclamation's compliance with
(.m'os aircraft management po~licies.

As arranged with the Subcommittee, uinless you putj)lit-l% annoulnce its
contents earlier, we p~lan no further distribution of this report tint i! :31
days from the date of this letter. At that time, we will prov'ide copies to
the Secretary of the Interior, Director of o%1ii, Administrator of (;.SA.
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Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, Director of o., other con-
gressional committees and subcommittees that have an interest in this
matter, and to other interested parties upon request.

If you have questions about this report, please call me cn 275-8676. GAO

staff members who made major contributions are listed in the appendix.

Sincerely yours.

L Nye Stevens
Director, Government Business

Operations Issues
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