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Summary of Change

This version of The Inspections Guide supersedes the April 2008 guide. The

major changes included in this version are as follows:

Updates the roles for inspections and allows Assistant Inspectors General to
lead, plan, execute, and complete the IG Inspections function (Section 2-2).

Adds the prespective provision from AR 20-1 that all IGs will obtain a written
directive from the directing authority before conducting an IG inspection (Section
4-2).

Adds the prescriptive provision from AR 20-1 that all IG inspections must end
with a written report that the IG provides to the directing authority and others as
necessary (Section 4-3).

Adds the prescriptive provision from AR 20-1 that when approved
recommendations are beyond the ability of the inspected command to
implement, either the IG or the commander will transfer those recommendations
through IG technical or command channels to the appropriate command echelon
or agency for corrective action (Section 4-4).



e Adds the prespective provision from AR 20-1 that all IGs will follow-up each
inspection in one of the following ways: calling or visiting the staff agencies or
individuals charged with implementing the recommendations (known as the
proponents) to determine if the tasks are complete; checking with the tasking
authority to determine if the proponents have closed out the taskers; or, if
necessary, conducting a full re-inspection of the topic (Section 4-4).

« Adds the definition of a finding statement (Section 2-2).

e Adds a sample approval letter for Inspection reports (Section 4-4).
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Section 1-1

Introduction

1. Purpose: The purpose of this guide is to help inspectors at all levels within the Army
prepare, conduct, and complete effective inspections. The U.S. Army Inspector General
Agency's Inspector General School uses this guide to teach inspections -- and the
inspections process -- to prospective Inspectors General. However, inspectors not
assigned to Inspector General duties may use this guide to conduct inspections
throughout the Army. This version of The Inspections Guide replaces the April 2006
version.

2. Army Regulation 1-201, Army Inspection Policy: This guide supports and
reinforces Army inspection policy as found in the current version of Army Regulation
1-201.

3. Proponent: The Department of the Army Inspector General Training Division
(SAIG-TR) is the proponent for this guide. If you have suggestions for improving or
refining this guide, please send them to The Inspector General School (ATTN: SAIG-
TR), 5500 21st Street, Suite 2305, Fort Belvoir, Virginia 22060-5935. You may also call
the U.S. Army Inspector General Agency's Inspector General School at (703) 805-3900
or DSN 655-3900.

4. Updates: The U.S. Army Inspector General Agency's Inspector General School will
update this guide periodically or as necessary. The school will send update notices to all
Army Command (ACOM), Army Service Component Command (ASCC), and Direct-
Reporting Unit (DRU) IG offices for further dissemination to all Army IG offices. Refer to
the date in the upper right hand corner of each page of the guide to determine if you
have the most current version.

5. Format: The first three chapters of this guide (Chapters 1 through 3) explore the
evolution of modern Army inspection policy, key terms and policies, and the basic
approach to all inspections. Chapter 4 explains in detail the IG Inspections Process and
discusses how this process can apply to all inspections throughout the Army. Chapter 5
discusses how a battalion and a division can develop an Organizational Inspection
Program. Chapters 6 and 7 offer some considerations for conducting inspections in the
Reserve Components and in TDA organizations. Chapter 8 addresses Inspector General
Inspections and guidance on how to conduct Compressed Inspector General
Inspections. Appendices A and B cover Special-Interest Items (SlIs) and provide a
sample format for a final inspection report. Appendix C discusses electronic document
review considerations, Appendix D addresses the development of checklists for General
Inspections, and Appendix E explains how to select and train temporary assistant
Inspectors General.

6. Format for Sample Memorandums: This guide contains numerous sample
memorandums that generally adhere to the format requirements outlined in Army
Regulation 25-50, Preparing and Managing Correspondence. However, in an effort to
save space and paper, some of the required font sizes and spacing have been
compressed. Refer to Army Regulation 25-50 for the precise format specifications.
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Section 1-2

A Change in Inspection Approach

1. Purpose: This section explains the establishment of the Inspector General task force
and the changes to Army inspection policy that resulted from this effort.

2. The Inspector General Task Force: On 6 March 1991, The Inspector General (TIG)
of the Army commissioned a task force to review, revise, and re-publish Army policy on
inspections. Soon after creating this task force, TIG expanded the scope of the group's
efforts to include a revision of Army Regulation 20-1, Inspector General Activities and
Procedures, and the development of doctrine for the role of the IG in both peace and
war. TIG directed that the task force "focus on an Army Inspector General System [that
emphasized] the Army vectors: Reshaping, readiness, and contingency operations."
TIG expressed the following concerns:

a. "The term 'inspection' has accumulated connotations unfavorable in the view
of many Army officers and NCOs. A need exists to identify how inspections can be
conducted in a manner free, or nearly free, of unfavorable connotations" [emphasis
added].

b. "Definitely needing attention is the role of the staff."

c. "The command inspection process requires further institutionalization,
particularly in reserve component units. It should be articulated in a manner adequately
flexible to meet both active and reserve component commanders' needs. Also, what the
command inspection should be as an expectation of commanders at brigade level and
above should be reassessed.”

d. "Inspector [G]eneral inspections require [an] explanation relative to
inspections generally and to command inspections in particular.”

e. "IGs can best support and assist their commander[s] by assessing training
and its impact on readiness. Our |G system is especially well suited to support the
command, Soldiers, and mission by orienting on assessments of training and readiness.
Therefore, 1Gs will develop and implement policies which demonstrate a full commitment
to these vital areas."

3. The Result: This guidance and the task force's efforts codified the shift in Army
inspection policy that began with LTG Richard Trefry's tenure as TIG (1977-1983); this
shift has allowed Army inspections to evolve into the methods and processes that we
use today. The principal change that resulted from this task force was an approach to
inspections that holds true today: Inspections should not be punitive in nature but should
seek to help commanders find problem areas and make the necessary corrections.
Inspections no longer became something to dread but instead became a mechanism
that encouraged improvement and problem solving.
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Section 1-3

Evolution of Modern Inspection Policy

1. Purpose: This section explains the evolution of Army inspection policy in recent
history so that IGs and inspectors can understand how Army inspection policy came to
exist in its present form.

2. The Progression of Inspection Policy. Inspections comprised a vital part of military
procedures long before the fight for independence sparked the Revolutionary War in
1775. Before the 1980s, IG inspections focused on units and had become the single
most important inspection that a unit would undergo. But in the early 1980s, The
Inspector General, LTG Richard Trefry, identified several problems. First, IG inspections
had become such a major event that many people believed that the IG's Annual General
Inspection (AGI) sufficiently replaced the need for commanders to inspect. Second, no
one was inspecting the systems and functions that permeated throughout all command
echelons of the Army. Unit-oriented inspections continued to uncover deficiencies that
were beyond the unit's ability to correct. These problems were systemic in nature. In an
effort to correct these two major problems in the inspection system, LTG Trefry began to
change inspection policy and doctrine.

a. Command Inspection Program (CIP). When Army Regulation 1-201 was
first published in 1986, this document introduced the concept of "Command Inspections"
and placed them within the context of a "Command Inspection Program." This program
clearly established the fact that inspections were a commander's -- and not an IG's --
responsibility. The Army leadership believed that commanders had come to rely on the
AGI as the primary method of assessing their unit's strengths and weaknesses. The
Command Inspection Program (CIP) sought to remedy this problem. In effect, the CIP
became the first generation of a structured inspection policy.

b. Organizational Inspection Program (OIP). The 1989 revision of Army
Regulation 1-201 subsequently placed the Command Inspection within the context of a
larger, more comprehensive program called the Organizational Inspection Program
(OIP). The OIP had three major components: Command Inspections, Staff Inspections,
and IG Inspections. However, few leaders within the Army understood this integrated
concept of organizing all inspections within the realm of one overarching inspection
program. By 1991, most units had written and implemented some form of CIP but had
failed to modify that CIP to fit the new OIP policy -- the second generation.

c. Organizational Assessment Program (OAP). In 1988, the Army published
FM 25-100, Training the Force. This manual reaffirmed the importance of effective
training management. Leaders at all levels throughout the Army read the manual but
failed to notice a new concept included in the publication. The manual encouraged
commanders to develop an "Organizational Assessment Program." According to
FM 25-100, the Organizational Assessment Program (OAP) consists of many
information sources -- from personal observations to FTX after-action reviews to
marksmanship scores. More importantly, the manual listed inspections of varying types
as sources of evaluation data. The OAP did not replace the OIP but instead grouped the
OIP with other potential sources of information a commander could use to assess unit
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readiness. In October 2002, FM 25-100 was revised and re-published as FM 7-0;
however, the requirement for commanders to have an OAP remained unchanged (see
Chapter 6 of FM 7-0).

d. IGs and Inspections. The 1989 version of Army Regulation 1-201
encouraged IGs to stay away from General Inspections and to concentrate on Special
Inspections. The 17 May 1993 version of the regulation eliminated that restriction and
emphasized that commanders may tailor inspections to fit the mission and the resources
available.

e. The Inspections Process. The process for selecting an inspection had been
part of the Inspections Process. However, the inspection-selection process and the
Inspections Process have become two separates processes. Likewise, the Inspections
Process became a linear activity rather than a cyclic process.

3. Inspections Today. These changes in Army Inspection Policy over the past several
years -- combined with the results of the IG Task Force of 1991 -- have shaped the
approach and methodology to inspections that exist today. Inspections today focus on
identifying and solving problem areas that affect readiness Army-wide; inspections do
not focus on punitive measures against leaders at any level. The term "black hat" -- as
applied to previous inspectors who focused on what was wrong with an eye on grading a
commander or leader -- no longer exists in IG parlance.
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Chapter 2

Policy and Terminology

Section 2-1 - Inspections Publications

Section 2-2 - Key Terms
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Section 2-1

Inspections Publications

1. Purpose: The purpose of this section is to review all regulations and publications that
apply to Army inspections.

2. Three Key Inspections Publications: The Army's inspection policy and doctrine
exist in three principal documents. Two of these documents are regulations while the
third, a user's guide, is only a reference tool and not a policy document. The three
publications are as follows:

a. Army Regulation 1-201, Army Inspection Policy. This regulation is the
principal document for Army inspection policy and complements the inspection
guidelines outlined in Army Regulation 20-1. The regulation:

(1) Identifies five principles that apply to all Army inspections (Chapter 2,
paragraph 2-2). These principles state that all inspections must be:

(a) Purposeful to accomplish a specific function. Inspections must be
related to mission accomplishment and tailored to meet the commander's needs. All
inspections begin with an evaluation against a recognized standard.

(b) Coordinated to avoid duplication and complement -- or make whole --
other inspection activities. Proper coordination minimizes the inspection burden on
subordinate organizations.

(c) Focused on feedback by providing the commander with a written or
verbal report of the inspection that identifies root causes, names strengths and
weaknesses, implements corrective actions, and leads to the sharing of inspection
results.

(d) Instructive to bridge gaps in knowledge and experience through
teaching and training.

(e) Followed up to ensure that corrective actions have occurred that fixed
the problem areas identified in the inspection report.

(2) Defines inspection terms and inspection concepts.

(3) Offers broad guidance for all echelons on how to plan and conduct
inspections. Remember: Inspections are a command responsibility!

(4) Establishes requirements for the Organizational Inspection Program (OIP).

(5) Urges the integration of inspections to avoid needless duplication and to
minimize the disruption of planned training. This task requires more than simply
monitoring an inspection schedule! Review the purpose and objectives of all proposed
inspections as well!
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b. Army Regulation 20-1, Inspector General Activities and Procedures. This
regulation applies to Inspectors General, but key portions of the regulation provide
inspections guidance.

(1) Chapter 1 directs IGs to follow up inspections to evaluate the adequacy of the
corrective action taken (paragraph 1-4 b (3)(c)), review Internal Control responsibilities in
accordance with Army Regulation 11-2 (paragraph 1-4 b (8)), and perform Intelligence
Oversight of intelligence activities in accordance with Army Regulation 381-10
(paragraph 1-4 b (3)(a)).

(2) Chapter 1 further charges The Inspector General with teaching "Army policy,
procedures, systems, and processes to help inspected activities improve operations and
efficiency and accomplish command objectives" (paragraph 1-4 a (6)(a)).

(3) Chapter 4 covers the Inspector General Teaching-and-Training Function.

(4) Chapter 5 covers the Inspector General Inspections Function and the
Inspections Process.

c. The Inspections Guide. This guide represents IG Inspections doctrine and
does not prescribe Army inspection policy. The guide is a training resource for Inspector
General students attending The Inspector General School (otherwise known as TIGS)
and those individuals who are not Inspectors General but who are conducting Army
inspections. The guide contains:

(1) Guidance on how to establish an Organizational Inspection Program (OIP).

(2) A step-by-step process for conducting a Special Inspection using the IG
Inspections Process. This process can apply to any type of inspection. However, the
guide covers the Inspections Process from the IG's perspective.
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Section 2-2

Key Terms

1. Purpose: The purpose of this section is to review the key terms that apply to Army
inspections.

2. Inspection: Army Regulation 1-201 defines an inspection as follows: "An evaluation
that measures performance against a standard and that should identify the cause of any
deviation. All inspections start with compliance against a standard. Commanders tailor
inspections to their needs" (Glossary, Section II).

3. Organizational Inspection Program (OIP): The OIP is a commander's and State
Adjutant General's program that integrates and coordinates Command Inspections, Staff
Inspections, and IG Inspections within the command or state. The three major purposes
of the OIP are as follows:

a. Reduce the disruption of training and other important activities.
b. Reinforce established inspection standards.

c. Teach and train those individuals and units found to be deficient (Glossary,
Section II).

The OIP should also coordinate and integrate internal and external audits, external
inspections, and Staff-Assistance Visits (SAVS). The basic goal of the OIP is to minimize
the duplication of inspections to spare training time while still allowing commanders at all
echelons to benefit from the feedback produced by these inspections. All inspections
should complement and build upon battalion-level OIPs since the battalion forms the
basic building block of the OIP concept. The IG may serve as the commander's
proponent for the OIP, but the commander should designate an overall OIP Coordinator
such as the deputy commander, executive officer, or operations officer. Scheduled
inspections should appear on both the short- and long-range training calendars.

4. Inspection Categories: Army inspection policy contains three primary inspection
categories. These categories are as follows:

a. Command Inspection: The Command Inspection is the commander's
primary inspection mechanism starting with the battalion and then up through all
echelons of command. The commander conducts the inspection within his or her
command and determines the inspection topic, the scope of the inspection, and the
composition of the inspection team (Glossary, Section Il). At a minimum, the commander
must participate directly in the inspection through activities such as in-ranks inspections,
barracks inspections, interviews, and so on. The commander must also be involved in
the results and feedback process with the inspected unit or commander. The Command
Inspection has two sub-categories as follows:

(1) Initial Command Inspections: Initial Command Inspections (ICIs)
are inspections required for every new company-, troop-, battery-, or detachment-level
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commander. The incoming commander must receive the ICI within 90 days of assuming
command for active-duty units and 180 days for Army National Guard and Army Reserve
units (AR 1-201, paragraph 3-3 c). The ICI ensures that the company commander
understands the unit's strengths and weaknesses. The company commander's rater --
the commander who hosted the ICI -- should use the inspection results to help set goals
for that new company commander. The senior commander cannot use the ICI results to
evaluate the company commander or compare units. The new company commander is
the only one who receives the results; however, the IG may request a copy of a generic,
non-attributive set of the results to look for any patterns and trends.

(2) Subsequent Command Inspections: Subsequent Command Inspections
(SCls) occur after the Initial Command Inspection (ICl). The purpose of this inspection is
to measure the progress of corrective actions taken since the ICI. Unlike the ICI, the
senior commander may use the SCI results to evaluate the company, troop, battery, or
detachment commander. Commanders will conduct SCls following all initial command
inspections and not later than one year after completion of the new commander's ICI. In
the Army National Guard of the United States and the U.S. Army Reserve, subsequent
command inspections will take place, but the timing will be at the discretion of the
inspecting commander.

b. Staff Inspections: Unlike Command or IG Inspections, staff principals are the
individuals who plan and execute Staff Inspections. Staff Inspections focus on functional
areas, and the individual at the lowest echelon of that staff section who is technically
gualified conducts the inspection. Staff Inspections must complement Command and IG
Inspections and -- when possible -- should be combined with them. Staff Inspections are
normally compliance-oriented inspections that seek to determine another unit or staff
section's adherence to the standards established for that particular functional area. Like
Staff-Assistance Visits (SAVs), Staff Inspections should try to focus on teaching and
training as much as possible.

c. Inspector General Inspections: Detailed and Assistant Inspectors General
can lead, plan, execute, and complete IG Inspections. IG inspections focus on systemic
issues that affect many units as opposed to unit-oriented inspections, which tend to
focus on the general health of one unit. IG Inspections seek out the root causes of
problems and then assign responsibilities to those individuals or agencies that can fix
the problems. Special Inspections lend themselves to this particular focus. The IG is not
the tasking authority that charges agencies and individuals to fix problems; instead, the
IG monitors the correction of problems to ensure final completion and rectification.

5. Types of Inspections: Three types of inspections exist that can apply to each of the
three inspection categories (Command, Staff, and IG Inspections). These inspection
types are as follows:

a. General Inspection: This type of inspection is broad in scope and normally
focuses on units. General Inspections focus on all aspects of a unit or organization's
activities and functions. This type of inspection tends to be compliance-oriented to
determine if the unit or organization is adhering to current policies and regulations. The
basic goal of a General Inspection is to assess the unit or organization's ability to
accomplish its missions.
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b. Special Inspection: This type of inspection focuses on a single topic such as
a functional area, program, problem, or issue. Special Inspections facilitate the systemic
approach and are the preferred types of inspections for IGs. The scope of the problem
must be narrow, and the issue should affect several units or organizations. IGs use this
type of inspection to follow leads (cross-walking) and to transfer problems and issues
that are beyond the command's ability to fix to a higher headquarters for correction
(hand-off).

c. Follow-up Inspection: The Follow-up Inspection may follow either a General
or Special Inspection. Follow-up Inspections look at the effectiveness of corrective
actions taken since the last inspection occurred. This type of inspection is also an Army
inspection principle that many commanders often neglect. This type of inspection closes
the inspection loop and ensures that the time and resources expended in an earlier
inspection were put to good measure.

6. Quick-Look Inspections: Quick-Look inspections do not exist. Quick-Look
Inspection is a term often used in the field to describe an inspection that must follow a
compressed timeline or examine a narrowly defined topic. A Quick-Look Inspection is
neither an inspection category nor an inspection type but is simply a term that surfaced
years ago when IGs in the field attempted to describe -- or categorize -- a short-fused
inspection that had to occur immediately. Some IGs have even described Quick-Look
Inspection programs designed to look at some very narrow topics in a short period of
time. In any case, Quick-Look Inspection is an unofficial term. A 'special’ Inspections
Process does not exist for Quick-Look Inspections. IGs still use the same Inspections
Process outlined in this guide for compressed inspections; however, the 1IGs may have
to skip parts of some steps -- or some steps entirely -- to facilitate the shortened
timeline.

7. Compressed Inspection: A Compressed Inspection is an IG Inspection that takes
into account resource and time constraints. The Commander may require the inspection
results quickly in order to make an informed, timely decision about a pressing matter that
may affect the readiness of a command or unit that is deployed and possibly engaged in
an operation. The IG will still follow the IG Inspections Process but will carefully
compress or tailor certain steps in each phase to expedite the inspection without putting
the validity of findings and recommendations at risk.

8. Compliance Inspection: Compliance inspections in IG parlance are actually General
Inspections (see paragraph 5 a of this section), but General Inspections are often best
described as compliance-oriented. IGs don't normally use this term except to describe
General Inspections. By definition, a compliance inspection is an inspection that focuses
solely on a unit's or organization's compliance with a specified standard or series of
standards. This inspection approach presumes that the established standards are
correct but does not preclude the inspector from determining the root causes of non-
compliance—even if those root causes are matters that exceed the unit's or
organization's ability to correct at the local level. Command and staff inspections are
generally compliance inspections by nature.

9. Staff Assistance Visits (SAVs): Staff Assistance Visits are not inspections but fall
within the realm of Staff Inspections. Staff sections conduct Staff Assistance Visits to
assist, teach, and train subordinate staff sections on how to meet the standards required
to operate effectively within a particular functional area. SAVs can occur at the
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discretion of the commander, or a staff principal at any level can request a SAV from the
next higher staff echelon. Staff Assistance Visits can prepare staff sections for upcoming
inspections or train staff sections on new concepts, technologies, or operating
techniques. SAVs do not produce reports but instead provide feedback only to the staff
section receiving the assistance.

10. Cross-walking: The purpose of cross-walking is to verify the accuracy of what you
saw, read, or heard during an inspection. This process occurs during inspections or
while analyzing inspection results. This pursuit of the truth may lead you vertically (up
the chain of command) or horizontally (across command lines). Cross-walking may entail
nothing more than a phone call or visit to a person or agency that can back up your
inspection results. Be sensitive when crossing command lines and try to coordinate
through the other command's IG office.

11. Finding Statement: A finding statement is a single, well-focused, well-structured
sentence that captures the true essence of the finding. This sentence must be able to
stand alone. You will base your finding statement (or statements) on the preponderance
of information you gather about a particular Sub-Task.

12. Hand-off: Handoff is the transferring of a verified finding to an agency or command
(generally of a higher level) that can correct the problem. Handoff may occur vertically
up the chain or laterally across command lines. The finding must be beyond the current
command's ability to correct (such as two Department of the Army-level regulations
conflicting with each other). The hand-off may occur through command channels or IG
technical channels using a transmittal letter signed by the commander or -- if authorized
-- the IG. IG offices that receive hand-offs from subordinate commands should treat the
hand-off as an assistance request and complete a DA Form 1559 (IGAR).

13. In-Process Review (IPR): The IPR is an inspection team's principal forum for
sharing information, identifying patterns and trends, and developing feedback to provide
to units. The IPR is an organized meeting of inspection team members led by the team
leader, who follows an established agenda. The purpose of an IPR may vary in two
ways. An inspection team that meets after all inspection visits have occurred may want
to share information to identify patterns and trends for analysis. An inspection team that
meets immediately after an inspection visit at a unit or organization may want to share
information to develop immediate out-briefing feedback for the unit's leaders.

14. Root Cause: The root cause of a problem or issue is the reason why something
was deficient. Finding the root cause of a problem is part of all Army inspections
regardless of category or type. IGs traditionally conduct Special Inspections focused on
systemic issues that have one or more root causes. IGs use the Root Cause Analysis
Model to guide their efforts in determining why a problem exists. Once determined, the
root cause forms the basis for an IG's recommendations. These recommendations fix
responsibility and charge an individual or agency with correcting the problem. The Root
Cause Analysis Model is equally effective for inspectors at all levels when seeking the
root cause of a deficiency.

15. Standard: The way something should be as outlined in Army policies, regulations,
doctrine, published orders, or standing operating procedures.
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16. Tasker: Taskers are actual taskings by the command to the proponents -- those
individuals, agencies, or units named to implement IG Inspection Report
recommendations. Once the commander (or directing authority) approves an IG
Inspection Report, all recommendations become taskers that the IG must now monitor
but which are the command's responsibility to supervise. Operations staff sections (S-3,
G-3, etc.) normally assign tracking numbers and suspense dates to taskers. See Section
4-4, Step 13, for a further explanation of the IG's role in taskers.
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Chapter 3

Approaches to Inspections

Section 3-1 - Inspection Approaches
Section 3-2 - Basic Elements of an Inspection
Section 3-3 - Root Cause Analysis Model

Section 3-4 - The Inspection Selection Process
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Section 3-1

Inspection Approaches

1. Purpose: The purpose of this section is to discuss the two basic approaches to
inspecting that are available to all Army inspectors.

2. Two Inspection Approaches: An Army or IG inspector can choose to approach an
inspection in two basic ways: as a structure or as a system. Both approaches are equally
important, and one approach is no better than the other. However, one particular
approach may be more appropriate in certain instances.

a. Structural Approach: A structure is comprised of elements and sub-
elements like a battalion or the human body (see Figure 1). A structural approach to an
inspection will help an inspector determine how these elements relate to each other,
where their boundaries rest, and where their responsibilities overlap. A General
Inspection is the most appropriate type of inspection when selecting the structural
approach. Command Inspections are normally General Inspections that focus on the
overall health of an organization.

Like a human body during a medical examination, the doctor checks the heart,
lungs, stomach, and so on to assess the inter-related functions of each organ to ensure
their smooth performance. This smooth performance ensures the overall health of the
human body. If one organ is not well, then the entire body will suffer.

Likewise, an inspector looks at the overall health of an organization by examining
all staff functions, which operate like organs in a human body. If one staff function (like
the S-3 shop) is not working well, then the entire unit will suffer. If one part of the unit /
body suffers, then the unit / body cannot accomplish its mission effectively. The
inspector's focus is to ensure that the structure functions well by looking at all aspects in
general.

Human
Body

Lungs Heart Stomach Bones Nerves

Figure 1
Structural Model
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b. Systems Approach: A system is an activity that processes raw material
(input) and transforms that material into something useful (output). That output may be
goods or services -- or some other product. Systems tend to have self-correcting
mechanisms (feedback) that help to adjust the input or process based upon changing
conditions or standards (see Figure 2). The overall system is comprised of sub-systems
that interact to create the output. In this sense, functional areas relate to systems. For
example, a battalion (system) takes input (people and things), processes them through
sub-systems (functional areas such as personnel, training, logistics, and maintenance)
and produces an output (a combat-ready unit). The sub-system of personnel
management has several sub-sub-systems such as in- and out-processing, awards, pay,
and records management. Each of these areas is a function and could be inspected in a
functional inspection.

Functional inspections based upon a systems approach tend to be Special IG or
Staff Inspections that are narrow in focus and aimed at broader-based issues that affect
more than one unit or structure -- or human body as mentioned in the previous example.
IGs prefer this approach because the narrow scope allows them to take a systemic look
at a topic, function, issue, or problem area and then determine the root causes of the
deficiencies. Fixing the system -- or a particular system -- is the goal.

PROCESS /
FUNCTION

FEEDBACK

Tweaks Input and Process
to Change Output

f

Figure 2

Systems Model

3. Selecting an Approach: An inspector can select one or both approaches to an
inspection. Most inspections tend to follow one approach, but some inspections may
compel an inspector to take both approaches. The Structural Approach means that the
inspector must know everything about that unit before conducting the inspection. The
inspector must understand lines of command and responsibility as well as how each part
of the structure relates to the other. Likewise, the Systems Approach means that the
inspector must not only understand how the system works but also what the correct
output should be. Selecting the proper approach helps the inspector to understand the
scope of the inspection effort and defines boundaries within which to conduct the
inspection. As a general rule, 1Gs focus their inspection efforts on -- and are specifically
trained to conduct -- inspections of systemic issues using the Systems Approach.

3-1-2
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Section 3-2

Basic Elements of an Inspection

1. Purpose: This section discusses the five basic elements of an inspection.

2. The Five Elements of an Inspection: All inspections have one purpose: to provide
feedback to commanders so that they can make decisions that will improve the Army.
The focus must remain on measuring compliance against established standards to
ensure that the Army -- as a whole -- can function effectively in its combat role. The
notion of "black-hat" and "white-hat" inspections has no place in inspections parlance. In
the past several years, leaders at all levels have oversimplified the notion that IGs
conduct "white-hat" inspections that are not punitive in nature, thus solidifying the IG's
reputation as the "good guy." This perception came at the expense of commanders, who
felt that the "black-hat" -- or "bad guy" -- inspection role had been unfairly thrust upon
them. This perception is incorrect. Instead, the focus shifted in the early 1990s from
inspections that castigated leaders to inspections that focused on giving leaders useful
feedback that helped them to improve their organizations. In a further effort to defuse
this notion, Army Regulation 1-201 established 14 inspection principles (now reduced to
five principles) that all Army inspections must follow. These principles support the five
basic elements of an inspection. The five elements are as follows:

a. Measure performance against a standard. Inspectors should start by trying
to determine compliance against a standard. The inspector should prepare ways to
determine why the unit or organization failed to meet the standard. The best method is to
ask open-ended questions of the individuals involved in an effort to get at the real
meaning behind the non-compliance. Avoid the strict use of checklists! Reducing an
inspection to a series of "yes" or "no" questions on a piece of paper is a trap that
ensnares many inspectors -- even IGs! If you must use some form of checklist, ensure
that you include follow-on questions that ask about the reasons behind the problem. A
checklist will not help an inspector determine the root cause of a problem. See Appendix
D for a further discussion of inspection checkilists.

b. Determine the magnitude of the problem. Focus on the high-payoff issues
that affect the unit or organization's readiness. Do not become mired in trivial issues
such as poorly painted bumper numbers on tracked vehicles. Focus on the issues that
count and that really affect the health and function of the organization. Wasting
inspection resources such as time and manpower on trivial issues is not an effective
inspections approach.

c. Seek the Root Cause of the problem. Use the Root Cause Analysis Model
discussed in Section 3-3 to determine why the non-compliance exists. Seeking the root
cause applies to all inspections and not simply Special Inspections conducted by IGs. A
Battalion Commander should seek root causes as well when conducting an Initial
Command Inspection (ICI) for a company.
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d. Determine a solution. Examine the root causes that you discovered and use
them to craft an effective and meaningful solution to the problem. Avoid short-term fixes.
Instead, focus on achieving long-term and far-reaching solutions to the problems.

e. Assign responsibility to the appropriate individuals or agencies. The
commander must receive a copy of the report with the inspector's findings and
recommendations so that he or she may task the appropriate individuals or agencies
with fixing the problems. The inspector must name those individuals or agencies in each
recommendation. Be sure to name the correct person or agency; coordinate your
findings and recommendations with these persons or agencies before giving your report
to the commander. Your recommendations have meaning and effect only if the
commander charges the right people with implementing them.
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Section 3-3

Root Cause Analysis Model

1. Purpose: This section discusses and describes the Root Cause Analysis Model.

2. Root Cause: The root cause is the underlying reason why something happens or
does not happen. An inspector can apply the Root Cause Analysis Model to any
inspection category or type in an effort to determine why someone is complying -- or
failing to comply -- with a particular standard. Inspectors should use the model not just to
seek reasons for non-compliance but also to determine why something is going well.
The inspector may find some good news that is worth spreading around.

3. Two Forms of Root Causes: An inspector will normally encounter two basics forms
of root causes: Systemic Root Causes and Local Root Causes. Every problem has a
root cause, but some root causes present a larger pattern while others are more
localized.

a. Systemic Root Causes: When a problem is widespread and presents a
pattern, the problem is likely to be systemic in nature. An inspector can often trace a
systemic problem back to a regulation, policy, or standard that is confusing, overly
ambitious, or in conflict with another standard. The proponents of these regulations,
policies, or standards are the best ones to fix the problem. IGs normally seek systemic
root causes when conducting Special Inspections.

b. Local Root Causes: When a problem is not widespread and does not
present a pattern, the problem is likely to be local in nature. Local problems affect only
one unit or a small group of individuals. The solution to the problem usually rests within
that unit or group. Local root causes are often associated with a particular person's
decisions, demeanor, or statements.

4. The Root Cause Analysis Model: The Root Cause Analysis Model represents an
intellectual guide -- or framework -- that helps an inspector think through all of the
reasons why something is happening or not happening. The model simply helps to
structure the analytical process of determining what went right or wrong by posing a
series of questions to the inspector in a particular form and sequence. The model
appears below at Figure 1.
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NON-COMPLIANCE

DON'T KNOW CAN'T COMPLY | |WON'T COMPLY

1. Never Knew 1. Scarce Resources 1. No Reward

2. Forgot 2. Don't Know How 2. No Penalty

3. Task Implied 3. Impossibility 3. Disagree?
Figure 1

Root Cause Analysis Model

5. Using the Model: The Root Cause Analysis Model has three major headings: Don't
Know, Can't Comply, and Won't Comply. Each heading includes three categories that
the inspector can pose as questions. The inspector should start with the heading Don't
Know and then ask questions one through three in sequence. For example, under the
heading Don't Know, the inspector should ask, "Did the person or unit ever know about
the requirement?" The information that the inspector gathered from interviews, sensing
sessions, observation, and document reviews should lead him or her to a particular
answer. The inspector should not stop upon finding an answer to a question. More than
one reason may exist for compliance or non-compliance, so the inspector should follow
the model all the way through.

a. Don't Know.
(1) Never Knew: Did the person or unit ever know about the

requirement? A positive answer to this question usually means that some organization at
some echelon failed to get the information down to the required level.

(2) Forgot: Did the person or unit forget about the requirement? A
positive answer to this question usually suggests a local -- or personal -- problem and
not a systemic problem.

(3) Task Implied: Was the task implied but the unit or person lacked the
knowledge or experience to recognize the requirement? In organizations whose
members are highly experienced, identifying and accomplishing implied tasks is second
nature. But in organizations that suffer from rapid turnover and varying levels of
experience, the leadership should compensate by providing more explicit guidance.
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b. Can't Comply.

(1) Scarce Resources: Did the person or unit have the resources to
accomplish the requirement? Many units often lack the resources to accomplish many of
their assigned missions. The scarcest resources tend to be time and money. Part of the
problem may be a conscious decision that a leader made concerning priorities. Before
an inspector challenges a unit's priorities, the inspector must view and understand the
bigger picture. The priorities the leader selected may be the right ones, but that fact does
not mean that the inspector cannot question the decision.

(2) Don't Know How: Did the person or unit know how to meet the
requirement? A negative response to this question might suggest a lack of training or
experience. The resources may be available, but the unit or person simply lacked the
knowledge to perform the task -- even if the unit or person knew about the requirement.

(3) Impossibility: Was the requirement impossible for the unit or person
to perform? A positive response to this question suggests that training, resources, and
knowledge of the requirement were there, but the unit or person found the task
impossible to accomplish. A number of potential reasons may surface. Perhaps the task
was overly ambitious and incredibly difficult to perform under any circumstances.

c. Won't Comply.

(1) No reward: Would the person or unit be rewarded for completing the
requirement? Some people consciously decide not to comply with requirements that do
not benefit them or their unit -- or are "dumb" in their estimation. Some people simply
avoid difficult tasks. A disciplinary penalty may be involved in decisions of this nature.

(2) No Penalty: Would the person or unit suffer a penalty by failing to
complete the requirement? Some units or individuals choose not to comply with what
they deem to be "unsavory" tasks because no one will punish them for their non-
compliance. Some people focus only on what keeps them out of trouble. Once again, a
disciplinary penalty may be involved in a decision of this nature.

(3) Disagree: Did the person or unit disagree with the requirement? In
some rare instances, individuals refuse to comply with a requirement that they think is
"dumb” or "stupid.” Sometimes they are correct, and sometimes they are not. Once
again, a disciplinary penalty may be involved.
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6. Root Cause Analysis Model Flow Chart: The flow chart shown below at Figure 2
offers a more visual representation of the root cause thought process.

Root Cause Analysis
START as a Flow Chart

YES GOOD NEWS!
SPREAD IT
AROUND!

COMPLIANCE?
EETS STANDARD?

U=l THEN THEY WHAT ARE THE
REOUIRENENT & SUFFICIENT G 0ok NOT REWARDS
STANDARD? RESOURCES? pp—— FOR MEETING

TO COMPLY THE STANDARD?

ROOT CAUSE WHAT ARE THE
MAY BE- WHICH RESOURCE IS LACKING? PENALTIES

NEVER KNEW TIME? MANPOWER? FOR NOT MEETING
IMPLIED TASK MONEY? EQUIPMENT? THE STANDARD?
FORGOT FACILITIES? KNOWLEDGE?

WHY DID
THEY CHOOSE
NOT TO
COMPLY?

WRITE AN APPROPRIATE
ROOT CAUSE AND
RECOMMENDATION

STOP

Figure 2

Root Cause Analysis Model Flow Chart

7. Five-Why Analysis: If IGs are making any assumptions while employing the Root
Cause Analysis Model, further analysis or verification may be necessary to strengthen
the model's conclusions. The five-why analysis is an extension — or subsequent stage —
to our Root Cause Analysis Model. This technique allows the IG to dig deeper and
confirm that one or more of the root-cause reasons of Don't Know, Can't Comply, or
Won't Comply caused the problem by asking the question "Why?" five times. There is
nothing magical about the number five because it is only a guide; sometimes the 1G
team will find the root cause by asking a question only two or three times, or it may take
Six, seven, or more iterations.

a. Three steps compose the five-why analysis process:

Step 1: Begin with a problem statement. The IG considers the problem in a
simple and brief way without assigning blame or assuming the answer. If the issue is
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complex, be sure to define the scope of the problem, i.e., what is included and what is
not. A good problem statement may be "NBC equipment is overdue calibration".

Step 2: Ask "why?" until you find the answer. The IG begins by asking
"why?" to the problem statement. Then, while staying focused on the original problem
statement, the IG asks "why?" to each subsequent response (or cause). If there are
multiple causes suggested by the inspected units, develop each branch and sequel until
you identify the root cause.

Step 3: Identify the root-cause category. The IG labels the root cause(s)
as one of the three corresponding categories under the Root Cause Analysis Model —
Don't Know, Can't Comply, or Won't Comply. The IG should then compare the results of
the five-why process to the original Root Cause Analysis Model results to ensure the
identified root cause was not just a symptom of the problem. Using the mock problem
listed in Step 1, the following diagram (Figure 3) illustrates a simple example of the five-

why analysis:
= Response
(cause)
Problem: Why
is the NBC Units not é’eﬁgo'\r']?lgl Root cause:
i Too '
equipment tracking have many Can't
overdue schedules insufficient priorities comply

calibration? time

Figure 3

Simple Example of Five-Why Analysis

b. When the problem is more complex, the inspection information may lead to
multiple streams of responses (branches). Under Step 2, the IG fully develops each
branch and sequel of responses to the "why?" questions. Under Step 3, the I1Gs
associate the final response to each branch with an appropriate root-cause category.
The IG then takes the additional step of distinguishing which of the causes represents
the primary root cause of the central problem statement and which causes represent
possible symptoms of the problem. Figure 4 below depicts a more complex example of
the five-why analysis with multiple branches and sequels to the central problem
statement:
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Figure 4

Complex Example of Five-Why Analysis

c. To aid in the identification of the primary root cause, ask the question, "If we
fix this particular cause, will the other causes fall away?" In most cases, resolving a
primary root cause eliminates or minimizes any of the other branches relating to the
problem statement. Using the example in Figure 4, resolving the "insufficient training of
personnel" at the Test, Measurement, and Diagnostic Equipment (TMDE) unit would
likely cause the "Won't comply" problem to fall away. However, more than one root
cause may be applicable to a particular problem statement. For example, the IGs
determined that "too many priorities" placed on unit NBC personnel was a root-cause
factor for overdue calibrations. However, resolving this "Can't Comply" root cause will
not necessarily resolve the insufficient training at the TMDE unit. In such cases, the I1Gs
may choose to identify more than one root cause for resolution in the IG inspection
finding.

d. Ateam setting is the most effective way to conduct the five-why analysis. The
best opportunities for applying this tool are during the In-Process Reviews and at the
Analyze the Results and Crosswalk step of the IG Inspections Process. Maximum
participation of the 1G inspection team members and associated subject-matter experts
is essential to this analysis. Some responses proposed by the team may require further
verification, so allocate sufficient time for additional team meetings if necessary.
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Section 3-4

The Inspection Selection Process

1. Purpose: The purpose of this section is to discuss and explain the Inspection
Selection Process and the scheduling of IG Inspections.

2. Selecting Inspections: Inspection planners should always plan inspections by
keeping the precepts of long-range planning -- as outlined in FM 7-0, Training the Force
and FM 7-1, Battle Focused Training -- in mind. But inspection planning can also
become a delicate balancing act between long-range planning and remaining flexible
enough to respond to the commander's changing needs.

3. Striking the Balance: The benefits of long-range planning are obvious. A planned
inspection keeps inspectors from disrupting a unit's training schedule needlessly. Most
long-range inspection plans -- once published -- do not specify the units that the
inspection team plans to visit. However, units within the command can anticipate the
possibility of receiving a Notification Letter from the inspection team during the
established time periods. Remember: These notifications should not cause units to alter
their training plans since the IG team wants to see things exactly as they are happening.
The IG team's visit should be no more than a footnote on the unit's training schedule for
that day or days. Planned but unannounced inspections (where the units are not, and
will not be, identified) are an acceptable way of planning inspections, but the best
planning method is to announce all inspection topics in advance with some general
guidance about the types of units or agencies that the inspection team may visit. The
commander may alter the inspection plan with little notice if an important inspection need
suddenly arises. The inspector must anticipate such an occurrence and prepare to
adjust the long-range inspection plan accordingly. The inspector may have to
recommend to the commander that an ongoing inspection stop temporarily (or
permanently) or that the scheduled inspection topics on the prioritized inspection list slip
to the right. The inspector must learn how to balance these long-range and short-notice
aspects of inspection planning.

4. Prerequisites for the IG: For an IG to determine the best inspection topics for the
unit or command, the IG must be an active and prominent member of the command. The
IG must know the commander and the commander's philosophy and vision for the unit.
The IG must stay abreast of current issues and trends within the command by attending
key staff meetings and major training events. The bottom line is that the IG cannot
remain behind a desk in the IG shop if he or she plans to develop a viable, responsive,
and focused inspection plan for the command.

5. Determining Inspection Topics: An IG -- or any inspector -- can develop inspection
topics using a number of sources. Some obvious sources are those inspections
conducted at the commander's direction or inspections required by law or regulation.
Some subordinate-unit commanders may suggest topics based upon problems that are
occurring at the lower echelons. The IG should also review the Annual Training
Guidance, local Command Policy and Goals, the Command Vision, and Unit Status
Reports (now called Army Strategic Readiness System reports) for potential inspection
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topics. The IG should look for trends in problems areas from these sources that may
need some immediate -- or long-term -- attention. The |G should also query the IGARS
database for local or Army-level trends. Likewise, a review of DAIG's inspection priority
list and the next higher command's inspections topics can also help to guide the
development of a long-term inspection plan. In essence, the topics that you select for an
inspection must be focused on improving the command's readiness and warfighting
capabilities. Always review your selected topics for their impact on unit readiness, value
to the command, and priority to the commander.

6. The Inspection Selection Process. The Inspection Selection Process has six basic
steps:

a. Step 1: Determine the commander's priorities. The information that an 1G
or inspector needs to accomplish this step is located in paragraph five. The inspector
may need to initiate a face-to-face meeting with his or her commander if the
commander's priorities are not perfectly clear. Ultimately, the commander's priorities
drive the inspection topics that you select.

b. Step 2: Analyze the information. After reviewing the pertinent documents
and information available within the command (see paragraph five again), critically
examine the inspection topics that come to mind. Ensure that these topics focus on the
unit or command's readiness and are in line with the commander's priorities.

c. Step 3: Make a prioritized list. Using the ideas and information developed
during the first two steps, draft a list of broad-based inspection topics and prioritize them
according to their importance to your commander. Naturally, your commander will make
the final determination on their true priority, but you can make an informed decision
based upon your understanding of the commander's priorities as outlined in Step 1. Do
not worry about narrowing the topics too closely since you will refine the inspection focus
as part of the overall Inspection Process. Here is an example of a prioritized list that
selects one inspection topic per quarter:

(1) 1st Quarter, FY__: Organizational Inspection Program
(2) 2nd Quarter, FY__: Composite Risk Management (CRM)
(3) 3rd Quarter, FY__: Force Protection

(4) 4th Quarter, FY__: Property Accountability

d. Step 4: Gain the commander's approval. Schedule a meeting with your
commander to discuss your prioritized list. You should offer your commander no fewer
than four inspection topics (one for each quarter of the fiscal or calendar year). The
commander may adjust the priorities or delete some topics and add others. Once the
approved list is complete, the inspection team may begin planning for the first topic.

e. Step 5: Schedule the inspections. Coordinate with the G-3 or operations
office responsible for maintaining the unit calendar to ensure that the inspection topics
appear on the long-range calendar.

f. Step 6: Notify the command. Publish the inspection list and inspection
schedule using a separate memorandum or simply include the inspection topics in the
commander's Annual Training Guidance (usually published in May or June for the
upcoming fiscal year). Another effective technique is to brief the inspection list and
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schedule as part of the Quarterly Training Briefing (QTB) or Yearly Training Briefing
(YTB). Be sure to mention the types of units that you intend to visit as part of each
inspection so that commanders at all levels can plan accordingly. You do not have to
select the units up front, however.

7. Inspection Selection Process flow chart. The following chart depicts the process
graphically:

The Inspection Selection Process

Generate a list for your Commander’s approval.

CONSIDER THE COMMANDER'S
GUIDANCE AND CURRENT TRENDS

ANALYZE THE

INFORMATION

DEVELOP THE LIST

1. OIP

2. CRM

3. Force Protection

4. Property Accountability

» INSPECTION LIST
PUBLISHED

COMMANDER

APPROVES LIST <:

Figure 1

Inspection Selection Process Flow Chart
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Chapter 4

The Inspections Process

Section 4-1 - The Inspections Process
Section 4-2 - The Preparation Phase
Section 4-3 - The Execution Phase
Section 4-4 - The Completion Phase

Section 4-5 - Applying the Inspections Process to All Inspections
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Section 4-1

The Inspections Process

1. Purpose: This section discusses the Inspections Process and the three phases
associated with this process.

2. The Inspections Process: The Inspections Process is a sequential planning and
management tool that allows 1G inspectors to plan and conduct inspections. Army
Regulation 20-1, Inspector General Activities and Procedures, outlines in paragraph 5-1
the three inspection phases and each of the specific steps that fall within each phase.
Although the process was designed for IGs, any inspector conducting Army inspections
can use the process -- or some form of the process -- to plan and conduct inspections at
all levels.

3. The Three Phases of the Inspection Process: The Inspections Process comprises
a series of 17 discrete steps that fall within three separate phases. These phases are as
follows:

a. Phase One: Preparation
b. Phase Two: Execution
c. Phase Three: Completion

These phases include specific steps of the process that an IG or Army inspector can
tailor to suit his or her needs. The process is an extremely effective way of planning for
an inspection that is narrow in focus and requires a great deal of research. The IG or
inspector should resist the temptation to combine or skip some steps in an effort to be
more efficient. The steps follow one another logically and produce certain products that
are necessary to completing follow-on steps. The Inspector General (TIG) has specified
that all 1Gs will consider this process when planning and conducting IG inspections.
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4. The Inspections Process Chart: The following graphic portrayal of the Inspections

Process captures all 17 steps of the process:

The Inspections Process
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The Inspections Process Chart
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Section 4-2

The Preparation Phase

1. Purpose: This section discusses the Preparation Phase of the Inspections Process
and the six steps included in that phase.
2. The Preparation Phase: The Preparation Phase of the Inspections Process is the
most important part of the inspection because it establishes the plan that the inspection
team will follow to gather information and conduct the inspection. If an inspection team
does not follow the six steps involved in this phase, then the inspection will almost
certainly run into difficulty during the Execution Phase. The six steps of this phase are as
follows:

a. Research

b. Develop the Concept

c. Commander Approves the Concept

d. Plan in Detail

e. Train Up

f. Pre-Inspection Visits

The Inspections Process

Phase One: The Preparation Phase

| DEVELOP PLAN IN TRAIN UP
RESEARCH CONCEPT DETAIL

PRE-INSPECTION
VISITS

CDR
APPROVES
CONCEPT




The Inspections Guide June 2010

Section 4-2

The Preparation Phase
Step 1: Research

1. The Research Step. The Research Step of the Preparation Phase is the first and
most important step that an IG must take when trying to learn about the topic that he or
she must inspect. Most IG inspections will be Special Inspections that are narrow in
scope and focused on a particular issue or functional area. The |G approaches these
problems with the intent to identify -- and then fix -- systemic problems within a system
or functional area. These issues tend to require specialized training and subject-matter
expertise that the average |G may lack. Therefore, the IG must delve into the subject
matter through a variety of means. The entire inspection team actively participates in the
research step, and each team member may tackle a certain aspect of the topic and then
share that information later with the team members. In other words, each team member
can learn -- or become a subject-matter expert on -- certain aspects of the system.
Ultimately, this step will generate two very important products for the inspection team:

a. The Inspection Purpose. The Inspection Purpose is a clear statement of the
inspection's overarching goal.

b. The Inspection Objectives. The objectives are the most important features
of the inspection because they focus the inspection effort and drive the information-
gathering portion of the inspection.

2. Conducting Research. There is a systematic approach to conducting research that
helps ensure IG inspections are meaningful and truly focused on the most important
issues to the commander and command. Research enables the IG to understand fully
the issues and to focus on the high-payoff issues by creating the Inspection Purpose and
the Inspection Objectives. The seven steps to conducting focused research are:

. Review Guidance

. Review Existing Literature

. Explore Publications for Standards

. Consult Subject-Matter Experts

. Conduct Topic Analysis (Function Modeling)
. Develop Inspection Purpose

. Develop Inspection Objectives

NoO o~ WNE

a. Review Guidance. Research of an inspection topic should always begin with
the commander's and principal IG's guidance. The guidance will often identify specific
areas of a process or function that is of most interest to the commander, potentially
saving the inspection team hours or days of unnecessary toil. In most cases, the
commander's guidance translates directly into the focal points of the inspection, which
can become your Inspection Objectives. Even if the commander provides no specific
guidance on an inspection topic, you can derive a substantial amount of intent from
existing knowledge of the commander's priorities and your existing situational awareness
of current operations and planning.
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b. Review Existing Literature. This review involves an examination of relevant
articles, lessons learned, and after-action reports on the subject that will facilitate a
greater understanding of the program or activity you plan to inspect. Your research
should also attempt to identify and study any past inspection reports or results — inside
or outside your organization — that are relevant to your planned inspection. Although
there are no guarantees on the validity or reliability of data gathered, existing inspection
materials can be very helpful in deriving potential objectives, standards, and systemic
trends relating to your topic. Start with a check of the IGNET home page to see if DAIG
has any inspection reports regarding your subject. If so, these reports may be useful to
your research, and some of the purposes and objectives for Army-level inspections may
translate well to your level of command. Similarly, you can use your technical channels
to solicit other IGs in the field for existing inspection reports relating to your current topic.

c. Explore Publications for Standards. Search and review all regulations, doctrinal
manuals, policies, and operations orders associated with the topic. This effort will help
you determine "what right should look like" and provide all the applicable standards for
your inspection. Web-based internet research is a practical and expedient way to
explore the most current policies and doctrine. The Army Publishing Directorate
(www.apd.army.mil) is a good starting point for published standards. Many on-line
publications have "hyper-links" to other referenced publications that allow the researcher
to search quickly and gather related materials.

d. Consult Subject-Matter Experts. After examining the reference materials on
the topic, the proponents and subject-matter experts (SME) in your organization or
higher command can help you fill any remaining knowledge gaps. Preferably in a face-
to-face meeting, the local proponents can help you insightfully clarify standards that
apply to your topic and describe the doctrinal applications of the policies. Their
experience and expertise will help you to understand the various support activities,
resources, requirements, and constraints affecting the activity or process you plan to
inspect. Depending on the topic, you may have to involve multiple proponents and SMEs
to get an accurate and complete picture.

e. Topic Analysis by Team Members. The IG should analyze the topic carefully
to ensure he or she understands all aspects of the inspected program, system, or
function. The old adage “stick to what you know” does not apply to IG inspectors who, in
most cases, must dramatically expand their knowledge base on a subject to ensure an
inspection is relevant and responsive to the needs of the command. Two methods for
analysis can be useful in helping the IG team to “dissect the anatomy” of a program or
activity they plan to inspect and gain a better understanding of the requirements,
components, resources, activities and relationships involved. The first method involves
“function modeling” by graphically breaking down a system into its basic functions and
the requirements or activities needed to perform each of those functions; in effect, this
method allows you to define the system you are inspecting. The second method of
analysis is a “DOTMLPF” approach, or examination of Doctrine-Organization-Training-
Material-Leadership-Personnel-Facilities requirements involved in a program, system, or
function.

(1) Function Modeling. Function modeling graphically depicts the decisions,
actions, and activities of a process or system in order to describe and understand its
functional aspects. By mapping out these functions and the elements required to
perform them, the IG can "see" the complete picture of the inspection topic and its
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related system. Directly involving the proponents and SMEs with whom you have
consulted in your earlier research will greatly benefit this analysis. This process begins
as a brainstorming session, so having your inspection team and SMEs use a dry-erase
board or chalkboard to capture the information is a good idea. Beginning with the data
derived from your literature review, publications review, and SME interviews, the 1G
team starts grouping together the activities that are closely related or functionally similar.
Through the grouping process, you will see a logical flow and hierarchy of functions
within the process begin to emerge. Your team can illustrate the relationships and
hierarchy of these functions by creating flow charts. The graphic below (Figure 1)
illustrates the flow of activities where the result (output) from one function can lead to the
performance of other functions or series of functions.

Controls
(policy, requirements, constraints, supervision, budget, time, etc.)

(.

Inputs — , Outputs (results)
(material, ~——— Activity / Function|
people, " —
information) Activity /
I I Function
Mechanisms Activity /
(activities, support, facilities, Function
equipment, costs, etc.)
Feedback
Figure 1

Functional Modeling

Within the flow chart, the IG can analyze the context of any function or activity and
isolate and examine any one of these functions to greater levels of detail as needed. As
depicted in Figure 1, a "box-and-arrow" technique using the "ICOM" method is the most
common way to analyze particular functions of interest to the command. ICOM stands
for Inputs, Controls, Outputs, and Mechanisms, and Figure 1 shows their relationships to
the activity. The ICOM is the working element of functional modeling.

e Inputs — Elements transformed by the activity or process. Inputs normally
include material, people, or information.

e Controls — Those elements related to the activity that constrain or govern
how to conduct the activity. Examples include policy, law, time constraints, budget
constraints, doctrinal requirements, standing operating procedures, and guidance.

e Qutputs — The results of the activity. Outputs can be things produced by
the activity or inputs transformed by the activity. Outputs also include feedback
information to refine the activity.
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e Mechanisms — Those things that perform or support the activity.
Mechanisms may be people, systems, facilities, or equipment necessary to accomplish
the activity.

(2) DOTMLPF Analysis. Much like the human body requires several different
support systems (skeletal, cardiovascular, nervous, respiratory, digestive, reproductive,
immune, etc.) working together to perform its multitude of functions, military activities
and operations require various support systems to keep them working effectively. The
IG can analyze the support systems of any inspection topic by addressing the categories
of doctrine, organization, training, material, leadership, personnel, and facilities
(DOTMLPF). The IG can also apply the DOTMLPF analysis to gain a holistic
understanding of the inspection topic. This DOTMLPF approach is particularly useful in
determining some key aspects of your inspection subject upon which to focus that may
evolve into your inspection objectives, especially when indicators that might help guide
your development of objectives are missing. Your analysis session is pure
brainstorming among the IG team to associate the requirements identified during the
preliminary research by DOTMLPF categories and to develop some potential objectives
for further consideration. As with the function modeling, the IG should not attempt to
conduct the DOTMLPF analysis without consulting the SME / proponents related to the
inspection topic.

f. Develop Inspection Purpose. With sufficient guidance and research at this
point, your IG inspection team should be ready to propose their goal for this inspection,
(otherwise known as the Inspection Purpose). The Inspection Purpose is nothing more
than the inspection team's stated goal for the inspection. The statement should be clear
and concise. Consider the following example:

Inspection Purpose: The purpose of this inspection is to determine the
effectiveness of Force Protection training within the 66th Infantry Division.

This example narrows the focus of the inspection by stating that the inspection
team's efforts will focus on determining if Force Protection training is effective and not
whether the training is simply occurring or not occurring. The goal is to get at any
systemic issues concerning Force Protection that may be preventing Soldiers from
understanding their Force Protection requirements or guidelines.

g. Develop Inspection Objectives. The IG team should start developing
objectives by again referring to any command guidance received to this point to identify
important concerns or issues for the objectives. You can also use the function modeling
and DOTMLPF to identify high-impact requirements and activities that deserve
consideration for objectives. The inspection team may develop as many objectives as
necessary to accomplish the intent of the inspection as outlined by the commander.
However, as a general rule, the team should develop no more than five (5) objectives
per inspection. Five objectives are sufficiently manageable for a team to break down into
guantifiable Sub-Tasks.

An Inspection Objective should be clear, concise, and capture the essence of
what the team wants to learn. Use active verbs to explain what the team wants to
capture with that topic. The objectives can be broad in nature or focus on a specific
issue where only one standard applies. Here are two examples:
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. Assess the effectiveness of post-accident Risk Management procedures
to determine if units are learning lessons from previous accidents.

This objective will require a more subjective approach to the topic and not
simply the results of the inspection team's personal observations. The opinions of
leaders and safety officers will certainly matter in terms of measuring the effectiveness in
both their minds and the minds of the inspection team's members. This evaluation
approach relies more on analytical thought and less on following a prescribed
performance measure or standard. Objectives phrased in this manner suggest that
several standards (regulations, policies, etc.) apply to this objective.

. Determine if units are conducting Anti-Terrorism and Force-Protection
briefings quarterly in accordance with Army Regulation 350-1, Army Training and
Education.

This objective is very narrow in scope and focuses clearly on compliance with a
specific standard. In other words, only one standard applies to this specific objective.
The inspection team members can answer this objective through observation and by
reviewing training plans or other documents; the team does not necessarily require
direct input from unit leaders or Soldiers to determine if the unit is in compliance with this
objective.

These two types of inspection objectives can complement each other and
comprise some -- or all -- of the objectives developed for inspecting a particular topic.
Two of the objectives can identify specific standards (regulations, policies, etc.) while the
other three objectives may not identify specific standards but instead may focus on
assessing the issue in a more analytical -- or subjective -- manner. The important thing
to know before developing each objective is whether or not some sort of standard -- or
even a doctrinal application -- exists for the objective you are about to explore.

3. Approving the Inspection Purpose and Objectives: The inspection team must
agree upon the purpose and objectives, and the command IG must approve of them as
well. Once approved or agreed upon, the purpose and objectives will form the basis for
the concept that the inspection team must develop as part of Step 2 of the Inspections
Process.
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Section 4-2

The Preparation Phase
Step 2: Develop the Concept

1. Develop the Concept. Developing an inspection concept first depends upon
completing a period of effective and in-depth research on the inspection topic followed
by the development of the inspection purpose and objectives. The concept is nothing
more than a plan that outlines -- in general -- how the inspection team plans to
accomplish the inspection. The physical output of this step is the Concept Letter, which
the inspection team develops as a way to communicate formally the major parts of the
inspection concept. This letter will later form the basis for the Concept-Approval Briefing
to the commander. If a letter or memorandum is not required for staffing or any other
purpose, then the inspection team may convert the concept directly into a briefing
format.

2. The Inspection Concept Letter: The purpose of the Inspection Concept Letter is to
summarize the inspection concept in a two- to three-page memorandum so that the
inspection team can gain the approval of the command IG or other staff members as
required. The Inspection Concept Letter includes the following items:

a. Purpose (purpose of the inspection developed during the research step)

b. Objectives (developed previously during the research step)

c. Scope (describes the team's intended task organization and the number of
units or installations the team plans to visit)

d. Focus (mentions whether the inspection is a general, special, or follow-up
inspection and describes the basic intent of the inspection as viewed by the inspection
team)

e. Timeline (outlines the key milestone dates from the time the commander signs
the Inspection Directive to the completion of the Final Report)

f. Timing of Feedback (discusses the nature of the feedback that each inspected
unit or location will receive from the team and may include a comment about when the
commander can expect a mid-inspection update if necessary)

g. Notification (explains how the inspection team plans to notify the inspected
units)

3. Sample Inspection Concept Letter: A sample Inspection Concept Letter is located
on the next page.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, 66th INFANTRY DIVISION
FORT VON STEUBEN, VIRGINIA 12345

AFVS-IG 22 August

MEMORANDUM FOR THE COMMANDING GENERAL, 66th INFANTRY DIVISION

SUBJECT: Inspection Concept for the Force Protection Inspection

1. PURPOSE: The purpose of this inspection is to determine the effectiveness of the
Force Protection Program in the 66th Infantry Division and in Fort Von Steuben's tenant
units.

2. OBJECTIVES:

a. Determine if division, post, and tenant units understand Army and local Force
Protection policies.

b. Determine if division, post, and tenant units are conducting adequate Force
Protection training.

c. Determine if the division, post, and tenant units are implementing the
Commanding General's critical Force Protection tasks as outlined in 66th Infantry
Division Policy Letter Number 12, Force Protection.

3. SCOPE: Two teams of four to five inspectors each will visit 25 percent of Fort Von
Steuben's active-duty units as well as 25 percent of the post's installation staff and
tenant organizations.

4. FOCUS: This inspection will be a "special" inspection that focuses upon the
effectiveness of the Force Protection Program within the 66th Infantry Division (M) and
Fort Von Steuben. Existing Force Protection and Anti-Terrorism guidelines as outlined in
AR 525-13, Anti-Terrorism, will provide the guiding tenets for this inspection.

5. TIMING OF FEEDBACK: The Chief, Inspections Branch, will conduct a mid-
inspection briefing with the Commanding General followed by a final-report briefing at
the conclusion of the inspection. During the conduct of the inspection, each team will
provide the inspected unit with immediate -- but general -- feedback following the visit in
the form of an out-briefing. This out-briefing will capture the salient points of the team's
preliminary findings and articulate in detail those results that may require immediate
action.

6. TIMELINE:

a. Gain Commander's approval of the concept: 24 August
b. Send Notification Letter: 20 September

4-2-8
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g.

Send Detailed Inspection Plan to Units: 20 October
Visit first unit or staff section: 20 November

Visit last unit or staff section: 10 December

Final results to the Commander: 30 December
Final written report complete: 10 January

7. NOTIFICATION: The Inspection Team will announce the inspection in advance using
a Notification Letter and work with each unit or staff agency to develop detailed
inspection schedules and gather resources.

FRANK E. LIST
MAJ, IG
Chief, Inspections Branch
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Section 4-2

The Preparation Phase
Step 3: Commander Approves the Concept

1. Develop the Concept-Approval Briefing. The Concept-Approval Briefing is a
decision briefing that the inspection team presents to the commander to gain his or her
approval of the inspection concept. The briefing format closely follows the respective
paragraphs of the Concept Letter and offers no additional information. At the conclusion
of the briefing, the inspection team requests the commander's approval. If the
commander approves the concept, then the inspection team will present the commander
with an Inspection Directive for signature. The only physical output of this step is the
Inspection Directive.

2. Sample Concept-Approval Briefing: A sample Concept-Approval Briefing based
upon the Concept Letter is located below.

BB =0RrRCE PROTECTION PROGRAM

Decision Briefing
Inspector General

Special Inspection
Of the
Force Protection Program

20 November to 10 December

66" Infantry Division (M) and Fort Von Steuben Inspector General - INSPECTIONS BRANCH

4-2-10
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I BB FoRrCE PROTECTION PROGRAM

Purpose

To gain the Commanding General’s
approval of the inspection concept for evaluating
the effectiveness of the Force Protection
Program on Fort Von Steuben.

3;}“%_.::

N A

66" Infantry Division (M) and Fort Von Steuben Inspector General - INSPECTIONS BRANCH

I BB ForcE PROTECTION PROGRAM
Agenda (or Outline)

* Inspection Purpose

Objectives
* Scope
* Focus

Timeline

Notification

ﬁ}"'“ﬂ:,

66" Infantry Division (M) and Fort Von Steuben Inspector General - INSPECTIONS BRANCH

4-2-11
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BN FoRrCE PROTECTION PROGRAM

Inspection Purpose

The purpose of this inspection is to determine
the effectiveness of the Force Protection
Program in the 66t Infantry Division and in
Fort Von Steuben’s tenant units.

'f-\f “?"SE.

66" Infantry Division (M) and Fort Von Steuben Inspector General - INSPECTIONS BRANCH

B HJ] 0oRCE PROTECTION PROGRAM

Inspection Objectives

» Determine if division, post, and tenant units understand Army
and local Force Protection policies.

« Determine if division, post, and tenant units are conducting
adequate Force Protection training.

« Determine if the division, post, and tenant units are
implementing the Commanding General’s critical Force
Protection tasks as outlined in 66" Infantry Division Policy
Letter Number 12, Force Protection.

66" Infantry Division (M) and Fort Von Steuben Inspector General - INSPECTIONS BRANCH

4-2-12
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I BB FoRrCE PROTECTION PROGRAM

Scope

» Two teams of four to five inspectors each will visit
25 percent of Fort Von Steuben’s active-duty units.

* These two teams will also cover 25 percent of Fort
Von Steuben’s installation staff and tenant units.

N

66" Infantry Division (M) and Fort Von Steuben Inspector General - INSPECTIONS BRANCH

BB FoRrRCE PROTECTION PROGRAM
Focus

* This inspection is a special inspection that focuses
on the effectiveness of the Force Protection Program
within the 66" Infantry Division (M) and Fort Von
Steuben.

» Existing Force Protection and Anti-Terrorism
guidelines as outlined in Army Regulation 525-13,
Anti-Terrorism, will provide the guiding tenets for this
inspection.

66" Infantry Division (M) and Fort Von Steuben Inspector General - INSPECTIONS BRANCH

4-2-13
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I BB FoRrCE PROTECTION PROGRAM

Timing of Feedback

» The Chief, Inspections Branch, will conduct a mid-
inspection briefing with the Commanding General
followed by a Final Report briefing at the conclusion
of the inspection.

* During the conduct of the inspection, each team will
provide the inspected unit with immediate — but
general —feedback in the form of an out-briefing.

66" Infantry Division (M) and Fort Von Steuben Inspector General - INSPECTIONS BRANCH

B HJ] 0oRCE PROTECTION PROGRAM

Timeline

» Send the Notification Letter — 20 September

» Send the Detailed Inspection Plan to the units — 20 October
* Visit first unit or staff section — 20 November

* Visit last unit or staff section — 10 December

» Final results to the Commanding General — 30 December

» Final written report complete — 10 January

66" Infantry Division (M) and Fort Von Steuben Inspector General - INSPECTIONS BRANCH

4-2-14
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I BB FoRrCE PROTECTION PROGRAM

Approval

» Do you approve of this inspection concept?
» Please sign the Inspection Directive.

* Do you have any additional guidance for the
inspection?

f}n e'ﬂi-

66" Infantry Division (M) and Fort Von Steuben Inspector General - INSPECTIONS BRANCH

3. The Inspection Directive. All IGs will obtain a written directive from the directing
authority before conducting an IG Inspection. (prescriptive provision in AR 20-1,
paragraph 5-1(h) (1)).The Inspection Directive is a critical document that authorizes the
IG to conduct the inspection and gives the IG temporary tasking authority for the
purposes of the inspection. The commander's signature at the bottom of this document
means that the IG is acting under the specific direction of the commander. The
inspection team must craft the Inspection Directive carefully to ensure that the language
within the document authorizes the inspection team to gain access to the areas that the
inspectors need to see and to task those units or agencies within the command to
support -- or participate in -- the inspection. The Inspection Directive should include the
following:

a. A statement directing the Inspector General to conduct the inspection.
b. Alist of all objectives that pertain to the inspection.

c. A statement that outlines the tasking authority for all active, Reserve, National
Guard, and tenant organizations.

d. A statement that authorizes the IG to have access to all a