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PRESIDENTIAL TRANSITION ACT, DISTRIBUTION OF
FEDERAL SURPLUS PROPERTY, AND RECORDS MAN-
AGEMENT

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 1976

U.S. SENATE,
ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,

Washington,D.C.
to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 3302,
Hon. Abraham Ribicoff (chairman)

COMMI tE

The committee met, pursuant
Dirksen Senate Office Building,
presiding.
Senators present: Senators Ribicoff, Metcalf, Percy, and Nunn.
Staff members present: Richard A. Wegman, chief counsel and staff

director; Eli E. Nobleman, counsel; John B. Childers, chief counsel
to the minority; W. P. Goodwin, Jr., chief counsel and staff director,
Subcommittee on Oversight Procedures; Marilyn A. Harris, chief
clerk; and Elizabeth A. Preast, assistant chief clerk.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR RIBICOFF

Chairman RIBICOPF. The committee will come to order.
This morning we will hear testimony with respect to H.R. 14886,1

the Presidential Transition Act amendments; H.R. 14451, 2 which
would reorganize the Federal donable surplus personal property
program; and H.R. 11347, 3 which would convey the interest of the
United States in certain lands in Salt Lake County, Utah, to the
Shriners' Hospitals for Crippled Children. If time permits, we will
also hear testimony relative to HR 13828,4 the Federal Records Man-
agement Amendments of 1976.
We will begin with H.R. 14886, which would amend the Presidential

Transition Act of 1963 (Public Law 88-27) so as to provide a more
realistic authorization for appropriations to facilitate Presidential
transitions.
When testimony on that measure is concluded, I shall turn the chair

over to Senator Nunn who will proceed with the other bills as acting
chairman of the committee.
The Presidential Transition Act was enacted to promote the orderly

transfer of executive power in connection with the expiration of the
term of office of an outgoing President and Vice President and the
inauguration of a new President and Vice President.
It authorized the Administrator of General Services to provide,

upon request, to the President-elect and the Vice-President-elect suit-
able office space, payment of compensation of office staff, the detail of
personnel from Departments and Agencies, the procurement of ex-
perts or consultants, payment of travel expenses and subsistance al-
lowances and other necessary expenses.

It also authorized the provision of such services to the outgoing
See p. 77.

2 See p. 77.
3 See p. 85.See p. 82.
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President and Vice President, for a period not to exceed 6 months
from the expiration of their terms of office.
The act authorized the appropriation of $900,000 to cover such ex-

penses which appeared reasonable in 1963.
However, a review of the actual transition expenses by the General

Accounting Office, following the 1968 election, revealed that Presi-
dent Nixon incurred costs of $1.5 million.
The GSA Administrator decided that the $900,000 should be divided

equally between the incoming and outgoing administrations, leaving
only $450,000 for President Nixon.
H.R. 14886 would increase the authorization to $3 million and pro-

vide that not more than $2 million would be available to the President-
elect and Vice-President-elect, and $1 million to the outgoing Presi-
dent and Vice President.
In addition, the ceiling of $100 per day for experts or consultants,

contained in the 1963 act, would be removed so as to enable payment
of the amount authorized under the Administrative Expenses Act
which applies to all Federal agencies.
We have here Mr. Phillip S. Hughes, Assistant Comptroller Gen-

eral of the United States.
Mr. Hughes, you are always welcome here.
You may proceed, sir.

TESTIMONY OF PHILLIP S. HUGHES, ASSISTANT COMPTROLLER
GENERAL, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Mr. HUGHES. All right, Mr. Chairman.
I have a relatively brief statement, I would say 10 minutes, or 15,

if you would like me to read that.
Chairman RIBICOFF. I do not think it is necessary.
Your entire statement will go in the record as if read, if you can

give us a summary.
Mr. HUGHES. I would be pleased to do that.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Bring out the points you would like to make,

Mr. Hughes.
Mr. HUGHES. I think the most essential point, Mr. Chairman, is that

we have no objection to the bill as it passed the House, H.R. 14886:
There were certain changes made in the House from the initial

legislation that we think improved it somewhat.
Basically, we have no objection to that legislation in its present

form.
It provides essentially for an increase in the amount available both

to the incoming administration, and to the outgoing administration,
and we think the amounts in both cases, $2 million, with respect to the
incoming administration, and $1 million with respect to the outgoing
are reasonable authorizations.

Also, the House bill was modified subsequent to the House hearings
to provide that details of personnel, both to the incoming and the out-
going administrations, would be reimbursable.
We. recognize that particularly with respect to the incoming admin-

istration, it would be difficult to keep track of the details, but none-
theless, we think the overall constraint of reimbursability is desirable.
I think those are the main features that I want to mention.

J
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Chairman RIBICOFF. You feel that that increase is justified when you
take into account increased costs?
Mr. HUGHES. Yes.
Even without that increase, Mr. Chairman, the record of the last

two transitions suggests that the amounts should be increased as
proposed.
With respect to the outgoing administration, $1 million may be on

the liberal side, but we see no problem with such an authorization,
with the appropriation amount to be specified at a subsequent time.
There is one question which I might mention, which has been

raised, and which the committee might wish to address, either in its
report, or in the discussion on the floor. The question concerns whether
a person in Senator Dole's position would be eligible for funds from
the act—that is if the President is reelected, and the Vice President
was new. We see no need to change the language of the bill.
Funds would be available for a person in Senator Dole's position,

and we think that is proper.
However, there was some legislative history in the context of the

Transition Act of 1963, which suggested that that might not be the
case. In those circumstances, we think some legislative history might
be useful.
A record of this sort was made on the House side by Chairman

Brooks and Congressman Rhodes.
Chairman RIBICOFF. You do not think it is necessary to change the

language, but just to indicate in the report that it is intended to
apply to an incoming Vice President, who is a U.S. Senator, and thathe would be entitled to coverage.
Mr. HUGHES. Right.
Chairman RB3ICOFF. We understand that.
Thank you very much, Mr. Hughes.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Hughes follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PHILLIP S. HUGHES, ASSISTANT COMPTROLLER GENERAL,
UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, ON H.R. 14886

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, we are here at your invitationto discuss H.R. 14886, a bill to revise the appropriation authorization for thePresidential Transition Act of 1963 and for other purposes. The law now author-izes the appropriation of not to exceed $900,000 for any one transition and PublicLaw 94-363 approved on July 14, 1976, appropriated that amount for such transi-tion, if one occurs, in fiscal year 1977.
The law does not specify how the funds appropriated to carry out the Transi-tion Act are to be divided;  the legislative history, however, indicates that thefunds were expected to be apportioned equally to the incoming and outgoingadministrations. In the only transition since the enactment of the TransitionAct in which there was both an incoming and outgoing administration entitledto funds appropriated under this act (Johnson-Nixon) the $900,000 appropriated

for transition was divided equally.
We have issued two reports to the Congress on Presidential transitions. Our

first report issued in November 1970 provided information on the history of the
transition process with special emphasis on the Johnson-Nixon transition. Sub-sequently, the Senate Appropriations Committee in its report on the 1975 Sup-
plemental Appropriations Bill—which included funds to provide allowances
and services to former President Nixon—suggested that we update our 1970
report. Our updated report "Federal Assistance For Presidential Transitions:
Recommendations For Changes in Legislation" was issued to the Congress in
December 1975.
In the latter report, we recommended that the Transition Act be amended so

that it applied only to the incoming President and Vice President. We also rec-
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ommended that the Former Presidents Act be amended principally to (1) include

in one act the authorization for allowances and services to be provided a former

President from the time he leaves office and (2) transfer to this act the authoriza-

tion now included in the Transition Act for the services to be provided a former

Vice President for 6 months after he leaves office.
We also recommended in our 1975 report, as we had in our earlier report, that

Congress consider whether the amount authorized to carry out the Transition

Act was adequate. We pointed out that the $450,000 in Federal funds made avail-

able to the incoming Nixon administration was clearly inadequate in light of

the estimated $1.5 million spent to defray the expenses of the incoming admin-

istration.
The estimate of $1.5 million, which included the $459,000 appropriated under

the Transition Act for the incoming administration, was provided to us by the

Nixon transition representative Franklin B. Lincoln, Jr. He advised us that the

funds were used for such items as the rental of temporary office space, telephone

and other communications, travel, expenses of task forces, disbursements in

connection with interviewing applicants, and a myriad of other necessary ex-

penses.
The estimate of $1.5 million is consistent with previous testimony on the ex-

penses of the incoming Kennedy administration in 1960-61. Congressman Fascell

who introduced the bill which was eventually enacted into the Presidential Tran-

sition Act of 1963 stated at a hearing in April 1963, before a subcommittee of

the House Committee on Government Operations, that it was estimated that al-

most $1,360,000 was required by the incoming Kennedy administration.

Another factor to be considered is that recent inflation would result in far

less goods and services per dollar spent on a 1977 transition than on the transi-

tions in either 1960 or 1968. The Consumer Price Index, for example, shows that

it would require about $2.6 million in 1976 to purchase the same amount of goods

and services that $1.4 million would have purchased for the incoming Kennedy

administration in 1960 and about $2.5 million to purchase the same amount that

$1.5 million would have purchased for the incoming Nixon administration in 1968.

Presidents-elect and Vice Presidents-elect have both quasi-official and political

responsibilities in uncertain proportion and there is no objective measure of de-

termining in what proportion their total expenses should be borne by public and

private funds. It is our belief, however, that if the Presidential Transition Act

is to function as intended, the Federal assistance must cover a substantial part

of the transition expenses. In our opinion, and on the basis of past experience,

the $2 million appropriation authorization in H.R. 14886 is a reasonable author-

ization for the Federal assistance to be provided a President-elect and a Vice

President-elect.
H.R. 14886 also provides that not more than $1 million may be appropriated

to provide the services and facilities authorized by the Transition Act for a

former President and Vice President during the first 6 months after they leave

office. Since the enactment of the Transition Act, there have been two former

Presidents who received funds authorized by that act—former President John-

son and former President Nixon.
Of the $450,000 made available to the outgoing Johnson administration, $375,-

000 was made available to the former President and $75,000 to former Vice Presi-

dent Humphrey. Although the Transition Act provides that the services and fa-

cilities authorized by the act for a former President and Vice President were

to be provided only during the first 6 months after they left office, the fiscal

year 1969 appropriation made these funds available to the former President and

Vice President through fiscal year 1970—a period of about 17 months. The

Transition Act also authorizes the detailing of Government employees on a non-

reimbursable basis to assist an incoming President and Vice President as well as

the former President and Vice President. Such assistance was provided to

former President Johnson at an -undetermined eost.
The Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1975 appropriated $100.000 to provide

former President Nixon with the services and facilities authorized by the Tran-

sition Act during the first 6 months after he resigned. He also received the

assistance of detailed Government employees on a nonreimbursable basis during

that 6-month period at an estimated cost to the agencies of about $266,000.
There are many uncertainties as to how much should be provided a future

outgoing President during the first 6 months after he leaves office. In our opinion.

however, the $1 million that would be authorized under H.R. 14886 for a former

President and Vice President should be more than adequate for the foreseeable
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future. The specific amount appropriated should of course be geared to the
specific needs of an outgoing administration.
One uncertainity concerning a former President is how much work will be re-

quired, or permitted, on the Presidential papers. Former President Johnson and
his staff did extensive work on his papers during the transition period while the
Presidential Recording and Materials Preservation Act enacted in December
1974 and various court orders and suits limited the amount of work on former
President Nixon's papers during the transition.
As a matter of interest, the Presidential Recordings and Materials Preservation

Act provides that a National Study Commission on Records and Documents of
Federal Officials be established to study problems with respect to the control,
disposition, and preservation of the documents of Federal officials. One specific
question the Commission is directed to study is the ownership of the Presidential
papers. The Commission is required to submit a report to the President and the
Congress by March 31, 1977, of its findings and conclusions with recommendations
for such legislative, administrative, and other actions deemed appropriate.

Another uncertainty concerns the use of Government employees on a nonreim-
bursable basis. The Transition Act presently provides that during the first 6
months after they leave office a former President or Vice President may use
Government employees on either a reimbursable or nonreimbursable basis. As
noted previously, we have recommended in our 1975 report that the provisions
in the Transition Act pertaining to the outgoing President and Vice President be
deleted and be provided for instead in the Former Presidents Act. We also rec-
ommend in that report that any detailed Government employees be provided to the
former President and Vice President on a reimbursable basis only. H.R. 14886
would limit the detailing of Government employees to an outgoing President and
Vice President, as well as an incoming President or Vice President, to those
furnished on a reimbursable basis. In view of the additional funds which H.R.
14886 would authorize for Presidential Transitions, we agree with the provision
in this bill which would require that Government employees be furnshed, to either
the outgoing or incoming administration, on a reimbursable basis only.
H.R. 14886 would also remove the limitation in the Transition Act which pro-

vides that individuals hired as experts or consultants may not be paid at rates
In excess of $100 a day. The removal of this limitation would mean that individual
experts or consultants could be paid a daily rate not exceeding that of a GS-18,
currently $145 a day. We have no objection to this change.
That concludes my statement Mr. Chairman.

Chairman RIBICOFF. Mr. Eckerd, I notice you are here.
We would be delighted to hear from you, sir. Your statement will go

in the record as if read, and if you would like to make some comments,
or read a statement, proceed as you please.

TESTIMONY OF JACK ECKERD, ADMINISTRATOR, GENERAL SERV-
ICES ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY DR. JAMES RHOADS,
ARCHIVIST OF THE UNITED STATES, ON H.R. 14886

Mr. ECKERD. I would have no comment unless there would be any
questions, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Mr. Hughes feels that on the basis of the GAO's

study, the amount asked for is justified, taking into consideration the
costs, the nee,ds and the experience attached to the transition.
Do you feel the same way?
Mr. ECKERD. Sir, I have not looked into the costs. I do not feel I am

in a position to answer it.
Chairman RIBICOFF. But you have no objections to the amount?
Mr. ECKERD. I have no objections.
We see our role as seeing that the money is spent as authorized

to be spent, and that is what we would intend to do.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Eckerd.
Mr. ECKERD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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[The prepared statement of Terry Chambers, Deputy Administrator,
GSA, follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION, ON H.R. 14886

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, we appreciate the opportunity

to appear before this Committee with respect to revisions in the appropriation

authorization of the Presiderital Transition Act of 1963, contained in H.R. 14886.

The provisions of this bill recognize that the present authorization of $900,000 is

no longer adequate to finance the expenses of both an incoming and an outgoing

administration. It is believed that funding an orderly transfer of Presidential

power with oversight provided by the Congress is an important national purpose.

This Agency will provide the necessary services and facilities during a

Presidential transition period and administer the funding authorized strictly in

accordance with provisions of the law. We have available, if you desire, figures on

the level of expenditures incurred during a previous Presidential transition and

other related information.
We will attempt to respond to any questions that the Committee may wish to

ask.

Chairman RIBICOFF. We will now hear from Mr. Kearney, the
Assistant Director for Economics and Government of the Office of
Management and Budget.
Mr. Kearney, do you have any comments on this bill?

TESTIMONY OF DANIEL KEARNEY, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR

ECONOMICS AND GOVERNMENT OF THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
appreciate the opportunity to appear today to discuss the proposed
amendments to the Presidential Transition Act of 1963.
This administration included the full amount authorized by law for

Presidential transition—$900,000--in the President's fiscal year 1977
budget submission last January. It has been and continues to be the
expectation of the administration that we will be able to economize
on Presidential transition funds in fiscal year 1977 by avoiding a
transition altogether.
H.R. 14886 would increase authorizations for the purposes of

Presidential transition from the current level of up to $900,000 to a
new level totaling up to $3 million. Since the existing level of authori-
zation has not been revised since 1963, we can understand why the
majority of this committee may desire to review the current level of
authorization. If Congress wishes to change the level at this time, the
administration will not object.
Thank you very much. I would be happy to answer any questions

which the committee may have.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Thank you very much.
I have just one question, Mr. Kearney. What role does OMB play

in the Presidential transitions and in dispensing Presidential funds?
Mr. KEARNEY. Our role would be to apportion to the General Serv-

ices Administration whatever funds are appropriated by Congress,
pursuant to any legislation.
GSA would be responsible for the expenditure of funds.
Chairman RIBICOFF. In other words, the three of you, you coordinate

your activities?
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Mr. KEARNEY. Yes, sir.
Chairman RIBICOFF. And, Mr. Hughes, what would you do?
Mr. HUGHES. We would bring our role of kibitzing, or second-guess-

ing, or monitoring, or whatever you want to call it.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Well, thank you, gentlemen.
If that is the case, we can go on to H.R. 14451, the distribution of

Federal surplus property.
Mr. ECKERD. Mr. Chairman, you did indicate in conversation with

me that you would be willing to hear me on H.R. 13828.
Chairman RIBICOFF. That is correct.

TESTIMONY OF SACK ECKERD, ADMINISTRATOR, GENERAL
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, ON H.R. 13828

Mr. ECKERD. Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to wait until later.
Chairman RIBICOFF. You may proceed now.
Mr. ECKERD. When we talked Friday afternoon Mr. Chairman,

you indicated that you would be willing to hear about H.R. 13828,
Federal Records Management Amendment of 1976.
I greatly appreciate this opportunity that you gave me to discuss

this bill.
GSA strongly supports this bill, because it would strengthen the

ability of this agency to assist in making records management in the
Federal Government more efficient, and most significantly, just a 1.percent increase in the efficiency of Federal records management
could result in ,a yearly savings of $150 million in the handling of
Federal paperwork. 

iThat s based on the fact that GAO reports there is $15 billion ayear spent by the Federal Government in managing the records.
As a businessman, of course, such a savings would be a great attrac-

tion to me.
This is my interest hopefully in having this bill marked up some-

time in at least September, hopefully seeing something done on this.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Mr. Eckerd, the staff calls to my attention aproblem, and that is whether the Administrator, or his designees, in

inspecting the records, would be subject to any restrictions with re-spect to the confidentiality of the records, and information obtained
by GSA.
Do you have any thoughts on that? Is there personal informationwhich might be the subject of potential misuse by GSA? Has thisquestion been considered?
Mr. ECKERD. Sir, I think there has been some thought given to it.
This would come under the auspices of the office of Dr. Rhoads,the Archivist of the United States

' 
and he would be nonpartisan,

highly efficient in his job, and I feel he would take the greatest painsto see that there was no violation of any rights to privacy.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Have you an estimate with respect to theamount of money which the Government would save if this legisla-tion is enacted?
Mr. ECKERD. Well, sir; the total cost in this area is about $15 bil-lion a year.
Chairman RIBICOFF. How much?
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Mr. ECKERD. $15 billion a year is what the Federal Government is
spending in this area.
I get these figures from the GAO, and this obviously translates to

where you could save if we could increase efficiency in handling of the
Government's records just 1 percent, we would automatically save
the Federal Government $150 million, and I do not know about that 1
percent, sir, to me it sounds like a very conservative figure. In any
operation I have ever looked at, I have never found in any one year that
you really put your mind and your heart to, that you could not save
1 percent.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Has anybody given this subject any attention?
Mr. ECKERD. Not enough, sir.
We have, you see, an advisory capacity at the present time.
We are in an advisory capacity if they want us. We do not have the

resources, and we do not have the monitoring to handle this.
Chairman RIBICOFF. I am inclined to agree with you that, since we

are spending $15 billion on keeping records, with proper supervision
and a management study in this field, you certainly should be able
to save 1 percent or more.
Mr. ECKERD. It would certainly be something to look at, and it is

the type of thing I think GSA should be equipped to do, and is
equipped to handle.
Chairman RIBICOFF. I am very sympathetic with what you are try-

ing to do, and we will try to put this on the agenda in our next markup
session.
Mr. ECKERD. We would appreciate that very much, sir.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Any questions, Senator Percy, or Senator

Metcalf ?
This bill is not on the agenda, but Mr. Eckerd called me and asked

whether we would consider this proposal at a subsequent markup
session. I told Mr. Eckerd that I would welcome his presentation be-
cause it is not a complicated bill.
Mr. ECKERD. It was passed by the House 394 to nothing.
Chairman RIBICOFF. He feels, from his experience, that with $15

billion being expended by the Government in keeping records, we cer-
tainly ought to be able to save a susbtantial sum of money.
No one has really gone into this very thoroughly, so I am simply

trying to develop some information at this session.
Senator PERCY. Was there any notification given to the minority

staff?
Chairman RIBICOFF. Mr. Eckerd just called me on the telephone

on Friday.
The majority has nothing.
Senator PERCY. Was the minority advised at all of this?
Mr. ECKERD. Sir, I would not know.
Yes, sir, they were.
Senator PERCY. Apparently the staff did not get notice. It may be a

simple thing to dispose of.
The minority counsel has gone over this bill, and he concurs with the

objective of the legislation. But, as I see his analysis, there seems to be
one problem.
I would like to insert the memorandum in the record provided to me

by the minority counsel.
[The memorandum follows:]
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MEMORANDUM

Re Government Operations hearing, Monday, September 13, 9:30 a.m.
To: Senator Percy.
From: John Childers.
September 13, 1976.

H.R. 13328, Federal Records Management

The objective of this legislation is to deal more efficiently with records manage-
ment in the Federal Government. Hopefully, longer-range, enactment of this bill
would result in significant cost savings to the Federal Government. There have
been no amendments to the act since its original enactment in 1950.
Major provisions of the bill include:
(1) Definitions of concepts involved in records management.
(2) Establishment of objectives for the records management program to

accomplish: more accurate and complete records; quantity and quality control;
prevention of unnecessary record creation; and simplification of records creation
and maintenance.
(3) GSA Administrator given clear authority over records management. He

is to: provide guidance to all other Federal agencies on records creation, main-
tenance and use, and disposition; promulgate standards and procedures with re-
gard to records management; conduct research and serve as a clearinghouse for
records management information; direct attention of Federal agencies and Con-
gress to the burden created by unnecessary paperwork; conduct records manage-
ment studies and, at his discretion, designate heads of executive agencies to
conduct such studies; conduct inspections or studies reviewing the programs of
various Federal agencies to see the relationship among them on records manage-
ment; and report annually to OMB and Congress on progress being made.
The objectives of this legislation are laudable and I support them, but I have

one large problem which must be resolved or I would recommend opposing this
bill.
The bill gives the Administrator of GSA or his designee the authority to inspect

the records of any Federal agency as well as their records management programs.
Other agencies are directed to give him full cooperation.
Even records restricted by law for national security or other reasons (such

as tax returns) may be inspected in accordance with regulations promulgated
by the Administrator, subject to the approval of the head of the agency con-
cerned or of the President.

This means that GSA personnel could see any records of any agency if the
Administrator of GSA and the head of that other agency agree to let GSA in-
spect them. This could include census records, tax records, criminal records, mili-
tary service records, etc.

This grant of authority I feel should be severely restricted. Senators Muskie
and Ribicoff also have similar concerns. I think you should concentrate on asking
witnesses why such broad authority is requested and how privacy can be better
protected than through the language written into this legislation.
To me, any such unrestricted grant of inspection authority is sufficient to oppose

the bill.

Senator PERCY. This is a tremendous grant of authority, and I would
not be prepared to grant that kind of authority and support that con-
cept until I have thoroughly aired it, to see what the consequences
would be.
We have had, as you know, Mr. Eckerd., a long history of struggle

here as to the access of various agencies, or committees, and so forth,
to tax records. If you will recall, we had the problem of access of the
Department of Agriculture to tax records. In view of this grant of
authority, I wonder whether our chairman is concerned about that, and
what consensus the Chair has come to.
Chairman Rime/on% My feeling at this stage of the session, is that if

there is any objection, by any member of this committee, I would set it
aside until next year.
Mr. Eckerd called me last Friday, and Made a personal request

to me. I said I would extend the courtesy to him to make his points of
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view known at a public hearing here, and that is all I knew about it,
until Mr. Eckerd made his statement. I have received a sheet of paper
like you did a few minutes ago.
Mr. ECKERD. I think the fact that it passed unanimously in the

House led me to believe that it was not controversial.
I understand there are very few bills that are passed unanimously

in either the House or the Senate.
Senator PERCY. I certainly want to deal with dispatch on things, but

on the other hand, I cannot do so in any way that would be an abdica-
tion of our responsibilities.
I am quite willing to not only study this, but to put questions to you

now on the legislation. I would be happy if the Chair would like to call
a meeting to meet subsequently on this matter in this session.
I do not want to stand in the way of it, other than the fact I could not

possibly approve something that seems to give such an unrestrictive
grant of authority. I would like to believe I can analyze things quickly,
but this right on the surface looks to me as though it would require a
little more analysis. Certainly I would like to know the reaction of
certain other agencies, how would IRS look at this, how would Bill
Simon look at it, how would Donald Rumsfeld regard this.
Has this been cleared by OMB?
Mr. ECKERD. Sir, Dr. Rhoads had a breakdown, and I hoped that he

was here, and he could have answered that question.
Senator PERCY. Is there an OMB representative in the room?
Mr. ECKERD. It was cleared by OMB.
Senator PERCY. And to what extent did they take it around the cir-

cuit, and put these questions to the various agencies?
Mr. ECKERD. Dr. Rhoads would have to answer that question.
His car had broken down and I got word 15 minutes ago he was on

his way from the National _Archives.
Senator PERCY. I have no problem as to access of GSA to records

management programs.
My problem is the inspection of all records that the Federal agency

has in its possession.
That is my concern.
Mr. ECKERD. I understand your concern, sir.
Senator PERCY. I am willing, Mr. Chairman, to proceed and to

facilitate the request. I think we would be able to move on it, and have
these questions answered, but I just think it is important enough to
go into and not go on now, without really knowing what we are doing.
Mr. ECKERD. I really elid not expect you to put it through this

morning.
I just wanted to give our real pitch, and our plea hopefully is to get

it on your agenda for September markup.
Chairman RIBICOFF. I cannot anticipate that we would have any full-

fledged hearings on this bill.
My conversation with you gave me the impression that it was a

routine matter, and I said that since you were going to be here today,
I woul d be glad to receive your comments out of courtesy. If there is
any objection to it, we will not consider it.
Mr. ECKERD. Yes, sir.
Senator PERCY. Possibly, Mr. Chairman, we could look at this, and

see whether or not full-fledged hearings are needed.

a
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They may not be if OMB has done everything we would ordinarily
do in a hurry and if they have gained that kind of information. I am
relieved to find they have approved it, and I would imagine they have
gone around the circuit. I would think that possibly we could come
back in a couple of days and be able to report to the committee that
we have all the answers to questions we might have and that they have
already been answered, but I would want sufficient time to assure
myself that has been done.
Mr. ECKERD. Yes, sir. That is very understandable.
Thank you.
Chairman RIBICOFF. We will look into it further, and see what can

be done.
Mr. ECKERD. Thank you.
Chairman RIBICOFF. We will now proceed to H.R. 14451.
Senator Nunn.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SAM NUNN ON H.R. 14451

Senator NuNN. Mr. Chairman, I commend you for scheduling this
hearing on H.R. 14451, a bill dealing with the distribution of surplus
Federal property to State and local organizations. The Subcommittee
on Oversight Procedures, of which I am honored to serve as chair-
man, has jurisdiction over the disposal of Federal property, and our
staff has spent considerable time during the past 20 months reviewing
the donable surplus property program and legislation similar to H.R.
14451.
The need to revise our property disposal programs has grown during

the past 2 years, especially as a result of the enactment of section 514
of the Economic Development Act. This provision authorizes the
regional economic planning commissions to loan or give excess Federal
personal property to public bodies, tax supported organizations, Indian
tribes, and nonprofit hospitals and colleges within the regions. In addi-
tion, a number of other Federal agencies are operating programs un-
der which they turn excess property over to their local action agen-
cies, such as multicounty planning organizations.
The result of this proliferation of distribution programs has meant

a vast reduction in the amount of Federal property that survives the
excess stage to become surplus, thereby being eligible for donation to
the States for public education, public health, and civil defense uses.
Another result has been to give some States what amounts to a

priority in acquiring property the Federal Government no longer
needs. In some cases, it has given some parts of a State a priority over
another part. This is true in my State of Georgia. About half of our
State is in the coastal plains region the other half is not. We have
counties in north Georgia which are in the Appalachia region. They
are not eligible to participate in the excess property program because
the Appalachia Regional Commission is not one of the regional action
planning commissions under the Economic Development Act.
Mr. Chairman, I hope that we can find a method by which all areas

of our Nation—and all areas within each of our States—can be treated
fairly and equitably based on a need for Federal surplus property and
an ability to utilize that property.
Thank you.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Senator Metcalf.

77-369-76----2
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR LEE METCALF ON H.R. 14451

Senator METCALF. For many years in the House and in the Senate,

I have been deeply interested in the donable surplus property program

as authorized by the Administrative Services Act of 1949.
The basic concept of the act is to make Federal surplus personal

property, which belongs to the taxpayers, available for important pub-

lic programs.
The 1949 act provided that only educational institutions would be

eligible for the property. In 1950, provision was made for the inclusion

of health institutions. In 1956, civil defense programs were included.

From 1949 to date, many billions of dollars worth of property, at ac-

quisition cost, have been made available for authorized public pur-

poses, with about 70 percent going to educational purposes. My State

of Montana and many other States have received property that has

enabled the initiation and conduct of programs that would not other-

wise have been possible.
But budget shortages have caused other worthy public entities to

turn to surplus property in the conduct of their missions. So by regula-

tion and piecemeal legislation. other organizations have been acquiring

property, some at a higher priority rating than afforded to education,

health, and civil defense which Congress decided, after detailed con-

sideration, to be most worthy.
The proliferation of donees has caused waste and inefficiency at both

the Federal and State levels as qualified witnesses have attested before

both the House and Senate Government Operations Committees. H.R.
14451 would correct this.

It is also necessary to place all eligible donees on a fair and equitable

basis under the administration of one qualified agency in each State,
as provided in H.R. 14451. It is also necessary to expand the program
to add other categories of donees to the original three, as this bill
provides.
The administration of the donable program at the Federal level has

been duplicative, with both the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare and the General Services Administration exercising certain
controls. H.R. 14451 will correct this defect by placing sole administra-
tive responsibility in the GSA. H.R.44451 when enacted will therefore
coordinate the program at both the Federal and State levels.
I wholeheartedly endorse this important bill which will bring econ-

omy and efficiency to the program and which will contribute some
$400—$500 million in benefits annually to worthwhile public programs.
I urge its early passage. Further study and more hearings are not
needed and will cause several State agencies to close, with consequent
loss to needy institutions.
I commend the House Government Operations Committee for its

comprehensive hearings and report. I also commend Senator Nunn for
his studious interest in this legislation and Chairman Ribicoff for giv-
ing it priority consideration in the full committee.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Later Senator Nunn will proceed as acting

chairman on this issue.
Our first witness is Mr. Hugh E. Witt, Chief, Office of Federal

Procurement Policy of the Office of Management and Budget.

•-
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TESTIMONY OF HUGH E. 'WITT, CHIEF, OFFICE OP FEDERAL PRO-
CUREMENT POLICY OF THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET, ON H.R. 14451, ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES D. CURRIE,
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR

Mr. Wirr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to be here
this morning to testify.
Chairman RIBICOFF. You may proceed, sir.
Mr. Wirr. It is always a pleasure to testify on legislation that is the

product of effective coordination between the legislative and executive
branches. Such is the case with H.R. 14451.
We strongly endorse H.R. 14451 which will do much to improve our

personal property disposal program.
As pointed out in the House Committee's report 94-1429 the bill is

not revolutionary, it's evolutionary.
Instead of building a new system, it improves an existing operation.

Major improvements to be achieved by H.R. 14451 include:
Better use of surplus property as a result of widening the range

of permissible uses;
More effective program delivery as a result of centralizing both

authority and responsibility for the disposal program in GSA;
More equitable distribution of surplus property among eligible

recipients, and
Better management and accountability, and I would stress that

word accountability, of a valuable resource—our excess and sur-
plus property inventory.

By widening the range of functions that Federal surplus property
can be used for, we further remove Federal involvement from the local
decisionmaking process.
It should be up to each locality to determine how it wishes to use

surplus property.
Presently, we impose our priorities on localities by telling them they

can only use the property for health, education and other very specific
uses.
H.R. 14451 remedies this situation and establishes certain broad

parameters of eligibility.
It permits maximum local determination and gives the States theflexibility to select from a broad range of programs the purposes forwhich surplus property will be used.
The centralization of both authority and responsibility for the dis-posal of surplus property in GSA will end the fragmentation existingin the current program.
The repeal of section 514 of the Economic Development Act as pro-vided in H.R. 14451 is essential to that objective.
States will no longer have to deal with HEW, EDA, and GSA toobtain the property they need. They can work directly with oneagency, GSA.
This will simplify administration of the program for both Federaland State governments and curtail inefficiencies and inequities.There will not be a need to establish a property disposal capabilityin EDA nor to maintain dual staffs in HEW and GSA as well asin many States.
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The system established by H.R. 14451 will be integrated. It will be
one system that will not only benefit the States, but will also help.
insure maximum availability of excess property to Federal users.
prior to its being reserved for non-Federal purposes.
The present system has long been suspected of being inequitable.

Property reportedly is not being distributed evenly to all States.
In addition, equitable distribution problems are particularly

apparent in some States that are not wholly within an EDA region..
Federal property, whether excess, surplus or in use, belongs to all

citizens. The "lions share" of surplus property should not continue
going to the States having the most aggressive acquisition personnel
or to those fortunate enough to be located near the property.
An effort should be made with full consideration given to need

and utilization factors to distribute property on an equitable basis..
The present system is not adequate in this regard. The system

proposed by H.R. 14451 offers the means to achieve equity. This is an
extremely desirable feature.
The surplus property program, as you and other committee mem-

bers know, Mr. Chairman, involves the annual disposition of property
having an original acquisition cost of approximately $4 billion.
The requirements contained in H.R. 14451 for the accountability of

the property that is donated are justified and important.
The records required by the States will provide an audit trail and'

the annual reports required from the Federal establishment will
provide a data base for evaluating the effectiveness of the program at a
later date.
These controls are very desirable features of the new system.
We recognize, Mr. Chairman that there are provisions of the bill

which do not fully satisfy the desires of all interested parties.
Subsequent events may indicate that some provisions are unwork-

able or not desirable.
We believe, however, that. H.R. 14451 provides a reasonable com-

promise in the public interest of the various conflicting views.
We believe the bill should be enacted so that the best efforts of the

Federal and State Governments can move toward its effective'
implementation.
If problems arise that cannot be overcome by executive action, we
confident that the Congress will be ready to consider necessary

amendments.
In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we fully support the bill.
We believe it will benefit all taxpayers and provide for a more

effective property disposal program.
Thank you. I will be glad to answer any questions you may have.
Chairman RIBICOFF. What do you estimate the administrative cost

savings will be?
Mr. Wrrr. The cost savings?
Chairman RIBICOFF. Yes.
Mr. Wrrr. Well, there will be savings, but I am not sure we can

put a specific dollar figure on it.
Chairman RIBICOFF. You say there are three agencies involved?
Mr. WITT. We are going to move the HEW people into the GSA

function, and we will be able to take advantage of people who will be
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functions with GSA'.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Now, you say that at the present time, there are

inefficiencies and inequities.
Can you give us some examples of inefficiencies and inequities in

this system?
Mr. Wrrr. Well, we feel, sir, that that audit trail has not been estab-

lished as firmly as it should be.
We feel that some of the agencies on the receiving end have not

been keeping a good track of what they have.
We feel that in many cases, for instance, the recipient at the end

of the line, has been sitting on property that other people could use,
and some of these situations have been pointed out to you and to us, by
the General Accounting Office and we feel that this system will have
a much better audit trail, much more accountability to the Congress.
We feel that with the agencies reporting to just one point, instead of

fragmentation, kind of galloping off in all directions, with GSA hav-
ing a good handle on it, and reporting back to you on a regular basis,
we will meet and solve some of these problems that GAO has pointed
out to us in the past.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Did you say that the Federal surplus property

program involves about 4 billion dollars' worth of property a year?
Mr. Wrrr. That is correct, sir, and that of course is the acquisition

cost.
By the time it reaches the end of the line, in many cases, it is not of

course worth that much.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Is there a system to determine whether any of

this 4 billion dollars' worth of property could be used by the Federal
Government?
Mr. Wrrr. It is screened as excess property. That means that the

holding agency no longer has a use for it.
Chairman RIBICOFF. But is there another agency in the Federal

Government that could use it?
Mr. Wim Yes, indeed, it is screened through the Federal agencies

before it becomes surplus, Mr. Chairman.
For instance, within the Department of Defense, and Army and

Navy and Air Force, they all get a crack at it before it is determined to
be excess for that Department.
Within HEW and HUD, as an example, the different agency com-

ponents will get a crack at it before it is determined as excess to the
Department.
Senator METCALF. Will the Senator yield?
As I understand it, there is a whole system of screening down

through the Federal agencies, and then the State agencies, and so forth,
until property is put on the surplus list. When property is declared
excess, you call on the Department of Interior, for example, to see if it
could use the property in the parks, so that is already part of the exist-
ing regulations.
Mr. Wrrr. That is correct. We would build on that system.
Senator METCALF. And you would continue that system of giving

each one of the Federal agencies an opportunity to participate in pick-
ing up this excess property?
Mr. Wrrr. That is correct, sir.
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Chairman RIBICOFF. Do you have any records as to how much the
various States are receiving in excess property, is there a list available
to indicate who they go to in the States? -
Mr. WITT. I have with me my Assistant Administrator, James D.

Currie.
Mr. CURRIE. Mr. Chairman, HEW reports I believe at least annu-

ally, and perhaps quarterly the volume of surplus property which the
individual States acquire, as a result of the donations.

This information is available.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Does the staff have the latest reports of what the

States have received?
Mr. WITT. It is available to you, sir.
Chairman RIBICOFF. I think we ought to see that during the discus-

sion of this bill.
I am just curious how that property is distributed, because if you

• think there is a sense of unfairness, an inequity, I would be curious to
see something on that.
The staff has handed me some figures indicating the distribution

of personal property, totaling some $8 billion to all of the States.
I see between the period of 1964 and 1975, based on acquisition costs,

Illinois received some $234 million, and Connecticut, $126 million. I
am just reading the States represented at this table, Georgia received
$263 million and Montana $31 million.'
How is this allocated?
Is there any attempt to be fair in the distribution to all of the States,

based on population?
• Mr. Wrrr. There will be under the new bill.
Chairman RIBICOPF. In the new bill there will be a system of fairness

in proportion, but presently there is no basic formula, is that it?
Mr. CURRIE. Mr. Chairman-
Chairman RIBICOFF. Is it up for grabs, depending upon whoever is

sophisticated enough to get it?
How does it work?
Mr. CURRIE. HEW can speak to this considerably more intelligently

than we can, but they do apply a formula that has a relationship to
population, and the income of the areas, and this formula establishes
the relative entitlements of the States.
Chairman RIBICOFF. This table shows Alabama, $175 million, and

Illinois, $234 million.
Now, I would guess Alabama's population is about 3 million, and

Illinois 
Senator PERCY. Eleven and a quarter million.
I think this is what we are interested in, is really, if we are going

to do this, there should be some sense of fairness.
Mr. CURRIE. Mr. Chairman, if I may speak more on that point, the

surplus property is generated at specific locations.
They are largely on the west coast, and in the South.
Consequently, the States that are in those locations, where there is a

heavy volume of Federal surplus property, will have an easier time
acquiring the property for the specific reason that the transportation
costs are minimum.
While all the property is listed in terms of acquisition costs, much

of the property will not be anywhere close to being that value.
'See appendix p. 45.

•
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A State that has to pay a heavy transportation cost would not find
it economical to move that property, whereas a State, wherein the
property is generated, would perhaps be able to put it to use.
The transportation factor makes it very difficult to distribute the

total property equitably among the States.
However, here is a greater possibility under the proposed legisla-

tion, that the most desirable property will be distributed equitably.
I think this is what we have to strive for, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman RIBICOFF. What are some of the items that you say would

be desirable property?
Mr. CURRIE. I think the most desirable property would be that prop-

erty which is in a condition that its real value is close to its acquisi-
tion cost.
It might even exceed its acquisiton costs in an inflationary at-

mosphere, depending on when the Federal Government acquired it.
Mr. Wrrr. Under the legislation, GSA will work with the States for

a criteria tied to both need and utilization.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Senator Percy?
Senator PERCY. I would like to ask if whether or not this position

taken by GSA in an administration position, is it supported by OMB,
or is it just a position that GSA has taken on its own in support of a
House-passed bill?
Mr. Wirr. We in OMB have worked with GSA to come up with this

legislation
' 

so I feel that we are in agreement, sir.
Senator PERCY. And you are aware of the objections of HEW and

the Commerce Department, and have you disposed of those objections,
and are they now satisfied with this bill?
Mr. Wri-r. We have been over those objections, pro and con, and we

feel for the best utilization of this property, Senator Percy, that this
is the best approach.
Now, there is no way in the world—I have only been in this man's

government for 25 years, but I will tell you this, there is no way to
make everybody happy.
Senator PERCY. I am sure they are all equally unhappy.
Mr. Wrrr. Yes, sir.
Senator PERCY. I agree with that, and I think that a great deal needs

to be done in this field to put more equity into it, but I just wanted to
be certain that this is a stated administration position that you are
stating.
Mr. Win'. That is correct, sir.
Senator PERCY. Are any costs, or personnel savings expected at the

Federal level by consolidation of personal property disposal in GSA?
How many employees are engaged in these activities at HEW. GSA,
DCPA. and so forth, and do you have a goal of reducing costs? Is that
one of the objectives, to reduce costs?
Mr. WITT. We will not know exactly how many spaces will be elim-

inated as a result of this legislation because GSA will be picking up
additional workload, some of which has been of course in HEW, and
until those staffs are worked together, and shaken down, I would hesi-
tate to put a tab on it, but there is no question that if the States in the
field have one place to go instead of three, we are bound to benefit right
there to begin with.
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Senator PERCY. Is it possible, in a reasonably short period of time to
get any estimate of savings that we might possibly anticipate?
I should think you would be able to save money, and save positions.
Whenever we do these things I do not like us to lose sight of the fact

that one of the functions and purposes of OMB should be to save
money and not let the Federal Government just expand and grow.
Therefore, I would like to get some parameters as to what our savings
should be. There ought to be some people released to other activities,
so I think it would be worthwhile if we could get that information.
I would like to ask unanimous consent that the record be left open

for a period of a week, which should be sufficient, or 10 days, to make
some estimate like that, so that we have a goal we are shooting for.

It is just really to help you in a sense to improve your efficiency.
I would like to have that information.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Without objection, so ordered.
[The information follows:]

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., September 17, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: Provided below is an estimate of the savings expected

by enactment of H.R. 14451, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act of 1949. This information was requested by Senator Percy
during the hearing held on H.R. 14451 before your Committee on Government
Operations on September 14, 1976.
Tangible savings attributed to H.R. 14451 approximate $105,000 per year. Of

that amount, savings in personnel compensation and benefits are estimated at
$72,000; travel savings at $10,000, and administrative overhead savings at $23,000.
The bases for these savings are provided on page 22 of the House Committee's
Report on H.R. 14451.
In addition to the tangible savings stemming from H.R. 14451, important in-

tangible benefits are also expected. The single agency concept embodied in the
bill will result in the consolidation in the General Services Administration of
what are now separate, uncoordinated property disposal activities. Communica-
tions will be simplified by the consolidation and duplicate paper processing will be
eliminated. The consolidation will also reduce the costs involved in the care and
handling of surplus property. Shipments will be made in bulk lots and property
will not be held as long in Federal warehouses.
The ability, offered by H.R. 14451, to develop an equitable distribution system

Is another major benefit. Equitable distribution coupled with the broadened range
of permissible uses will result in better utilization of the surplus property and
constitute savings for both the States and the Federal Government. States will
be able to use the property for their highest priority needs and all Federal agen-
cies will have a better opportunity to use excess property. The practice of freezing
excess property for use by grantees will be diminished and this should result in
fewer new procurements for direct Federal use.
The intangible savings associated with H.R. 14451 are not readily quantifiable.

The intangibles are, however, very important and we are certain they will result
in substantial savings to all concerned with the surplus property program.

Sincerely,
JAMES D. CURRIE,
Acting Administrator.

Senator PERCY. I would like to ask you another question. You com-
mented in your testimony about the inequitable distribution of prop-
erty. and the chairman has read some statements that the State of
my father's birth, Alabama, does better than the State of Illinois,
with comparison to population.
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Is this due to more aggressive State organizations in your judg-
ment, or is it possibly due to Senators and Congressmen having more
clout, or being more alert, having more aggressiveness and doing a
better job for those States?
Mr. Wrrr. It is mixed, a mixture, Senator.
When you look at the facts, for instance that some States will

have three or four large military establishments, I do know for in-
stance, Warner Robins in Georgia, we have a very aggressive program
there.
At the same time, the State people work very closely with the Air

Force at Warner Robins to make sure that they have a good shot
4 at all of the surplus property.

Senator PERCY. It could well be something that goes back many
years. If they have very many military bases and military bases are
being closed, they have obviously got more to work from than the
States which have not got many military bases.
Mr. WITT. Even though their installations are not being closed, large

organizations, with thousands of people, and a large mission to per-
form, will be generating surplus property, whereas a State with one
or two very small military installations, naturally would not be gen-
erating the large quantity of surplus material that a large organiza-
tion would.
At the same time, some States have a more aggressive program, and

more interested in acquiring this property, and you have to give the
people credit for having an aggressive system, if that is their purpose.
Senator PERCY. Regretfully, I am needed on another committee. I

am also the ranking subcommittee member which is holding hear-
ings. I would like to ask one question. Could you answer it for the
record, and the staff will report to me? I have always felt there
should be some sort of a credit system for the agency giving up prop-
erty. For instance, it may be the Navy that has a whole bunch of
golf courses all over the United States. They have some of the prize
property around, and the amount of use I have seen of some of those

ifacilities s scandalously low.
There is no sense for them to keep them but they have no incentive

to give up that valuable property now. If they could somehow get a
rebate back, and they got a credit for it against some appropriation,
there may be a motive to shift from underutilized resources and facil-

e ities to where it could be better used. But there is no incentive in the
system whatsoever.
There is no incentive in the system. Our whole country is bnsed on

incentive. Why do we leave incentive out, and that is why I won-
dered, is this part of the theory behind requiring an agency to pay
25 percent of the original acquisition cost to the releasing agency?
Or was there some other motivation behind that, and is it possible to
build some sort of incentive system in, so that there is something that
will move bodies and minds to do something that is in the natior al
interest other than just sit on what they have got when there is no in-
centive for giving it up.
I am sorry I cannot stay for the answer. The staff will brief me

on it.
You can go rip:ht ahead for the record and answer it.
Mr. Wrrr. I do know the Defense Department does have a very

active program to scrub down the uses being made of real property.
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Chairman RIBICOFF. Of course this bill only applies to personal prop-
erty.
Mr. WITT. That is correct, sir.
Chairman RIBICOFT. Real property is not involved, but Senator Percy

asked a question, so you may respond.
Mr. WITT. I do know that in the Department of Defense, they do

have a very active program as to the need of real estate, and as you
know, over several years now, a lot of property has been turned over
to cities and towns, and counties across the country, whereas it has
been determined that it is no longer needed by the Federal Govern-
ment.
Now if there is a large amount of property that is not being utilized

by an agency, we would like to know about it, and we would be glad
to look into it, but it does not immediately bear on the legislation we
are looking at today.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Senator Nunn?
Senator NUNN. I will defer to Senator Metcalf.
Senator METCALF. Of course it has been my experience, that one of

the principles of surplus property is tied to education.
In the State of Montana we have a special school that relies com-

pletely on surplus property from the Air Force to train the Air Force
mechanics, et cetera, and even though we only got $30 million or some-
thing, that has been an important part of our educational system.
On the other hand, it has been my experience over the years, and I

do not think as a Senator that I have ever interfered in the distribution,
some of this property has gone up for grabs. Sometimes we lose that
property in that distribution, and that is why I feel there have been
some inequities in the distribution, because of inequities in the system.
Do you feel that if this bill is passed, if we change section 514, that

we will have a greater opportunity, one, to dispose of the surplus
property, in a manner that is in the best interest of those who need it,
and, two, to dispose of it equitably in the various States?
Mr. WITT. Yes, sir, I think this is a key part of this proposed legis-

lation, because, as we know, the guy that arrives firstest gets the
mostest, sometimes ends up taking more truckloads than the fellow
that gets there a little later.
At the same time, the fellow who is far away from the installation

that is generating the excess, has to consider the cost of having it hauled
all the way back to his location.
Now, we think that with GSA working with the States to develop

criteria, based on need and utilization, a criteria can be developed. We
will be watching very closely to assure it gives balance to all of these
different countervailing forces.
Did you want to add to that, Mr. Currie?
Mr. CURRIE. I would only point out that the rescission of section 514

will permit consideration of the property that has been declared excess
and surplus to be examined on a statewide basis, so that the total public
interest of individual States can be applied to the available property.
So in this sense, there will be, I think, a heightened ability to assure an
equitable distribution

' 
not only among the States, but also among the

programs within each State.
Senator METCALF. The chairman raised a question, as to the dis-

tribution of this property in the other Federal agencies.

A
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The proposed amendment of this bill does not change the order of
distribution in any way, that is, the so-called pecking order where the
various Federal agencies have an opportunity to take advantage before
it is declared surplus?
Mr. CURRIE. The property is first declared excess, and as excess prop-

erty, it is circulated to the agencies for Federal utilization.
I believe probably 20 percent of the property that is declared excess

is picked up for further Federal utilization, and the remaining 80 per-
cent is then declared surplus.
There is about $5 billion, as I understand the figure, declared excess

at the current level, and about a billion of that is reutilized within the
Federal Government, and this will not be affected.
There is absolutely no change in the priorities to be given the Fed-

eral agencies for Federal utilization of Federal personal property.
Senator METCALF. I have nothing further, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Senator Nunn?
Senator NUNN. Just a couple of questions, Mr. Witt.
The bill provides that if the Federal agency acquires excess prop-

erty for its grantees, that agency must pay 25 percent of the original
acquisition cost of the property.
Is this a change now in the present situation?
Mr. Wrrr. Changing from the previous arrangement, yes.
Senator NUNN. What is the arrangement under the existing law?
Mr. WITT. We do not really have any charge within the Federal

Government.
There is no payment involved.
Senator NUNN. There is no minimum payment?
Mr. Wirr. That is correct.
Senator NUNN. IS there any payment at all?
Mr. Wrrr. No.
Senator NUNN. Or just from one agency to another an exchange of

property?
Mr. Wrrr. Yes.
Senator NUNN. What is the purpose of this 25 percent?
Mr. Wrrr. That really is basically to assume that the grantee is inter-

ested in the property.
Senator NUNN. Well, is 25 percent just a figure out of the air, or is it

something that is an estimate based on overall survey of the relation-
ship between original acquisition cost and value of disposal?
Mr. WITT. It is based on the best judgment of all of us who were in-

volved in putting together this legislation.
Senator NUNN. So the grantee agency will pay to the other agency at

least 25 percent, or exactly 25 percent what is it?
Mr. CURRIE. It is a flat 25 percent.
It will go into miscellaneous receipts. The idea is somewhat based on

the thought that the grantee agencies are using the excess property to
supplement their grant, that it would be appropriate to apply greater
accountability on those grantees if the grantor agency were required to
pay from the grant funds that the Congress has appropriated some-
thing of value for the property.
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Chairman REBICOFF. Would not this have the practical effect of being
a deterrent to just simply grabbing the property unless you had a need
for it?
Mr. CURRIE. I think it will serve that purpose, because under the

present arrangement, there is no limit, really, on the amount of prop-
erty that a grantee may acquire, and consequently, without regard to
the purpose of the grant, he is able to pick up property, and use it quite
extensively for other purposes, as the GAO report pointed out.
Senator NUNN. Do you anticipate over a period of time, that this will

cut the percentage, you mentioned 20 percent is now picked up by other
Federal agencies, before it is declared surplus.
Mr. WITT. That will not affect the redistribution of excess, within

the Federal family.
Senator NUNN. This is simply for Federal agency grantee?
Mr. WITT. That is correct.
Senator NUNN. Why don't you give me an example, so we will know

what you are talking about?
Mr. WrrT. Well, a university would probably be a good example. We

do know, based on the GAO study, that universities have picked up
property and equipment far in excess of the grant itself, and that the
GAO investigated and found a lot of the property sitting on the shelf
not being utilized at all.
They also found large quantities being utilized for other than the

purpose of the grant, under which they obtained the material to begin
with.
We feel it behooves those people to show a more responsible interest

in the property program by coming up with some percentage, 25 per-
cent of the value of the property.
Now, this would be a deterrent to those people who have been picking

up a lot of equipment, and having it sit on the shelf, whereas another
grantee across the country, may be trying to find exactly that kind of
property.
Senator NUNN. You are saying it applies not to Federal agencies

though, not from one Federal agency to the other?
Mr. Wrrr. No.
Senator NUNN. Why would not the principle be sound as applied

to Federal agencies?
Mr. WIIT. Well, I think it would be merely u transfer of funds be-

tween them.
Senator NUNN. I know that. I know in terms of bookkeeping it would

not mean anything to the Government, but I am sure if you find lower
governmental bodies, and universities that take excess property, and
put it on their shelves and do not use it. I would assume that same trait
of human nature would flow through the Federal system. There might
be an incentive there.
Mr. Wrrr. We have more checks and balances very frankly between

the agencies, whereas the philosophy of the grant, of course, is to get
them to move out in certain areas that somebody 'has asked them to
work on, without a lot of redtape, and bureaucratic bookkeeping.
Within the agencies, let us face it, we do have a certain amount of

accountability and audit trail established within the Federal agencies
that we do not want to place on the grantees to an excess.
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In other words we are trying to find a good balance here, between
pushing this stuff out to the grantees, and letting them make good use
of it, after we have screened it in-house, so to speak, to make good use
of it within the Federal family.
At the same time we have found without any basic controls at all,

grantees are just not utilizing a lot of this excess equipment that has
been shipped to them.
Senator NUNN. Has not the President got a considerable amount

of authority under the present law to take care of a lot of the pur-
poses embodied in this legislation, without having a change in the
legislation?
Mr. Wrrr. I dare say that you could carve out different pieces of

this and do it administratively. I think that is correct.
Al the same time you are running into the problem of meeting the

requirements that we think have been shown to be needed by both the
House and the Senate in looking at this proffram more deeply than
we have. At the same time, the legislation does bring it together in
one package, so that anyone looking at this program, can go to one
piece of legislation, and say here is the basic set of ground rules that
everybody should operate under, and that is a nice neat package, if
you will, Senator.
Senator NUNN. That is all I have.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Just one remaining question. Suppose the prop-

erty is worthless, or worth less than 25 percent of its acquisition cost?
Mr. Wrrr. Well, they probably would not want it to begin with.
Mr. CURRIE. They could receive that property of course, if it were

declared surplus.
If it were not picked up as excess property, it would be available in

the surplus category, and all of the grantees, I do not believe there are
any exceptions, would be eligible for donation of surplus property.
Chairman RIBIOOFF. Without cost?
Mr. WI= Yes.
Chairman RIBICOFF. Thank you very much.
Mr. Wrrr. Thank you.
Senator NUNN. The next witness will be Mr. Wallace H. Robinson,

Jr., Commissioner, Federal Supply Service, General Services Adminis-
tration.
You may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF WALTER H. ROBINSON, JR., COMMISSIONER, FED-
ERAL SUPPLY SERVICE, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION,
ACCOMPANIED BY PAUL FLYNN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT COMMIS-
SIONER FOR PERSONAL PROPERTY DISPOSAL

Mr. ROBINSON. I would like to introduce Mr. Paul Flynn, the Deputy
Assistant Commissioner of Personal Property Disposal, Federal Sup-
ply Service. On behalf of the Administrator, Jack Eckerd, I wish to
thank you for the opportunity to express the views of the General Serv-
ices Administration on H.R. 14451, a bill to amend the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation
of Federal surplus personal property to the States for public pur-
poses, and for other purposes.



Mr. Chairman, GSA supports H.R. 14451. Under this proposed_
legislation, GSA would assume full responsibility for the distribu-
tion of surplus personal property to the States for the expanded dona-
tion purposes set forth in the bill.
• We believe that this single agency concept will improve the admin-
istration of the program by reducing the duplication of document proc-
essing and communication currently encountered in having several
Federal agencies involved in the management of the donation program.
The movement of surplus property from Federal activities to State

distribution facilities will be expedited by having GSA deal directly
with the States, thereby reducing costs to the Government involved
in holding personal property in.Federal Warehouses pending dona-
tion.
This legislation is cost effective in GSA's opinion.
While much more surplus property will be donated if this bill is

enacted, the total cost of the program will not be increased.
We believe that once the program is consolidated in GSA, including

the personnel of Department of HEW now working in the donation
program, that by subsequent consolidation a reduction in personnel and
appropriation can be realized over the next several years.
Appropriate provision is made in the bill for the transfer of rec-

ords, property, personnel, and appropriations from the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare to GSA with respect to the functions
previously performed by the Department of HEW.
GSA, for some time, has been concerned how bast to improve the

disposal of surplus personal property and reduce overhead costs and
duplication of effort.
In January 1974, the Ad Hoc Interagency Study Groups, estab-

lished and chaired by GSA, recommended that donation eligibility
should be expanded and that consolidation of the program under GSA
would result in increased efficiency and economy.
These recommendations are reflected in H.R. 14451.
Another concept of this legislation which GSA supports is the

elimination of inequalities in the distribution of excess and surplus
personal property.
H.R. 14451 supports the principle that Federal agencies should

have first claim on excess personal property, not only for their own
direct use, but also, under the controlled and explicit conditions set
forth in the bill, for use in certain specific programs, such as the State
cooperative fire control program, and by grantees who are carrying on
federally funded projects which have specific termination dates.
When property is determined to be no longer needed within the

Ferleral Government, that is when it becomes "surplus" property, the
bill provides an effective distribution system through the States so
that the needs of public agencies and eligible nonprofit health and
education donees for such property can be fulfilled in an equitable
manner.
GSA has studied this bill carefully in view of the increased respon-

sibility and workload which we would assume, particularly with ref-
erence to the time frames provided in section 9 of the bill with respect
to its implementation.



25

We in GSA, while recognizing the task before us, believe that we
are prepared and ready to assume the responsibilities for the donation
program, and we will work closely with the States to promote the dona-
tion of surplus property.
In summary, Mr. Chairman, GSA supports H.R. 14451 and has no

recommendations for revision to the bill.
We in GSA are fully aware of the national asset represented in the

annual generations of excess and surplus personal property, and the
savings the taxpayers have derived from the continued use within the
Federal Government of excess property, and through the donation of
surplus property to the States for authorized purposes.
GSA will devote its full efforts to carry out the purposes of this

proposed legislation.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I will be pleased to

answer any questions you or the other members of the committee may
have.
Senator NUNN. Thank you, sir.
One question that has nothing to do with this particular bill, but is

an outgrowth of a hearing the other day, but I think it is important. Do
you submit your testimony to 0M13 for clearance?
Mr. ROBINSON. Not in the preparation stage, sir. However, it was

submitted to OMB after it was prepared, and I understand it was
cleared.
Senator NUNN. Do you know of any changes that OMB made in

your testimony?
Mr. ROBINSON. None, sir. This is it.
Senator NUNN. This is the frank opinion of the GSA we are hearing

today?
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, sir. This is exactly as we prepared it.
Senator NUNN. Good.
If H.R. 14551 became law, how would GSA surplus property be

distributed equitably across the States? This is in both terms and
quality. What is your plan for trying to achieve equity?
Mr. ROBINSON. First of all, in preparation for possible passage of

the bill, we have organized a task force to develop the necessary
procedures.
The Federal Supply Service would operate through our 10 regional

offices throughout the 50 States, working directly with the State agen-
cies. We would review their plans, and it would be up to the Adminis-
trator to accept the plan or to require revisions to the plan, if it doesn't
meet the law's requirements.
The end result is the Administrator will actually examine the State

plans and decide that indeed property will be equitably distributed.
On an annual basis, the Administrator will be required to report to the
Congress relative to this program, including how the surplus prop-
erty was distributed.
At the end of the first 2 years of operation of the program, the Ad-

ministrator is required to provide a full report to Congress that will
analyze the first 2 years of operation, and come up with a critique, in-
cluding any recommendations relative to changes, if necessary.
Senator NUNN. How will you assure that distribution is made within

a State in a fair and equitable way ?
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Mr. ROBINSON. We would not be policing the actions of the States,
Mr. Chairman, but we would be approving their plans, and I would
hope that the Administrator, and our people that are running the
program in GSA would have a rapport with the States that would
permit us to go in and discuss the program with them, and examine
exactly what they are doing.
However, there also remains the General Accounting Office which

would be able to go in and determine how this program is being
administered by a State.
Senator NUNN. Are you confident that the States are capable of

carrying out that function as envisioned by this bill?
Mr. ROBINSON. I cannot express confidence, or lack of confidence, sir.
I would assume that they will organize as the bill states, and if they

do so, then I would certainly believe that they would be competent to
do it.

Senator NUNN. Would a State under provisions of this bill, in its
plan for distribution, be able to assign priority to a particular function,
for instance, economic development over other functions?
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, sir, their plan could assign such priorities.
However, it would be subject to review by the Administrator, and

if in his judgment, this is not the best utilization of the property, he
does not have to donate that property.
I would hope, and I would believe he would work with the States

to be assured that it is the proper thing to do, or get the State to
change it.

Senator NUNN. I have had the opinion expressed to me by several
people that are concerned that the State government itself may keep
the best of the surplus property. They would keep a good bit of the
so-called cream of the crop. What do you have to say about this?
Mr. ROBINSON. Essentially what I have said, it is up to the Admin-

istrator to approve the State's plan, and also determine whether the
State has done what the plan said.
However, I do not think the Administrator would have the re-

sources or the capability, to actually police every operation and effort.
If the Administrator found that in his opinion an inequitable dis-

tribution was being made, I do not think he would hesitate to contact
the State authorities and, if necessary, other authorities. Certainly
the following year, or in subsequent time periods, the Administrator
by this bill would have the authority not to donate the property to
that particular State.
Senator NUNN. I believe the words "need" and "utilization" are

used in this bill.
Are you going to have regulations that really set up specific criteria,

under need and utilization, or will those words be rather subjective
in a judgmental way and in nature?
Mr. ROBINSON. No, sir; it would be our plan to take over, first of all,

the HEW regulations, and review them, and it would further be our
plan to establish criteria, which may be based on population, economic
situations in the States, and other factors.
We certainly would take those words most seriously, and provision

would be included in our administration of this act, which would
specifically address those particular terms. They would be used in our
criteria.

4it
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Senator NUNN. Senator Metcalf, we have about nine more witnesses.
I will not try to have over 8 or 9 minutes of questioning of each wit-
ness, and then turn it over to you. If I exceed my 10 minutes, I want
to have the staff let it know.
I have one more question here of this particular witness, and then

I would be glad to defer to you.
Senator METCALF. Mr. Chairman, I feel that you are doing a very

able job interrogating the witnesses, bringing out the facts and many
of the questions I would have asked. So go right ahead.

Senator NuNN. I just have one more series of questions on one
other subject.
If surplus property is not claimed by a State agency under the

existing program, what happens to it? I am talking about the existing
law.
Mr. ROBINSON. We would put this material up for sale by the

Government to the public.
This property would already have been totally screened through

all of the departments of the Federal Government, and this property
then would be placed on public sale.

Senator NUNN. Is it done competitively, or is it done on a bid basis,
or how is it sold once it goes through?
Mr. ROBINSON. It is sold in various ways, sir. There are retail sales

that take place, where spot bids are made by individuals who come
in and inspect the property and bid on it. There are advertised bids,
with national advertising. We have many people, many organizations
on the bidder's lists.
Sometimes the goods are sold at auctions. In short, we try to sell

the property in such a way as to maximize the return to the Federal
Government for the property sold.
Senator NUNN. At what point did surplus commercial property

dealers like some of those here in Washington, D.C. At what point
do they get involved?
Mr. ROBINSON. Only after the total screening process with the Fed-

eral agencies. And only after donation decisions were made. In other
words, they are at the end of the line.
Senator NUNN. That would mean after it goes through all of the

State and local agencies also?
MT. ROBINSON. Yes.
Senator NUNN. And almost every area of government does not

need the property, and does not want it, and then they get involved?
Mr. ROBINSON. Then the property would be declared surplus, and

it would be prepared for sale.
Senator NUNN. I thought it was declared surplus if it cleared the

Federal agency?
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, sir, it would be. It is made ready for sale not

only after it is declared surplus but also after eligible donees are
screened.

After the Federal agencies screened it, after the State and the dona-
tion procedure goes through, it remains surplus, so it would then
be available for sale.
Senator NUNN. What changes will be made under the new law in

regard to what you just described?

77-369-76 3
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Mr. ROBINSON. Well, I did not mention the Regional Action Plan-
ning Commissions, but at the present time, the regional commissions
are able to claim this property during its excess phase, which is
before it is declared surplus, and before it would be made available
for donation.
Under this legislation, that situation would no longer exist, and

therefore there would be more property available for donation. The
surplus people would still be at the end of the line. So with respect to
where they stand in the order, they would still be at the bottom.

Senator NuNN. So you are eliminating one tier of eligible recipients
for the so-called excess property before it is declared surplus?
Mr. ROBINSON. That is correct.
Senator NuNN. And those being eliminated are the regional com-

missions?
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, sir.
Senator NuNN. Senator Metcalf?
Senator METCALF. Largely one of the chief changes in the bill is

that that one you mentioned, on regional commissions?
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes.
Senator METCALF. Now, what do the regional commissions do with

the property now under the present laws and regulations?
Mr. ROBINSON. They distribute it in their particular regions for

purposes of economic development.
Senator METCALF. So the various regions, and all States, are not

represented on regional commissions?
Mr. ROBINSON. I understand 33 of the 50 States are represented.
Senator METCALF. So that the balance of the States would not have

an opportunity to participate in the distribution by regional com-
missions under the present law?
Mr. ROBINSON. That is correct, sir. In that respect, it is an inequality.
Senator METCALF. And that is one of the inequalities you are trying

to remedy?
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes,sir.
Senator METCALF. And the procedure of the regional commissions,

for the purpose for which they are established, is to set the method
of distribution of that surplus property that is given to them?
Mr. ROBINSON. In today's terminology, excess property.
Senator METCALF. It is still excess property when it is at the re-

gional commissions?
MT. ROBINSON. Yes.
Senator METCALF. It does not get to be surplus until after it goes

through the regional commission?
Mr. ROBINSON. After it goes through all agencies and regional com-

missions. In effect, they are competing with other Federal agencies.
Senator METCALF. Those are all of the questions I have.
Senator NuNN. Mr. Flynn, do you want to add anything, or have

we covered everything?
Mr. FLYNN. You have covered everything.
Senator Nu-NN. Do you think there are any hard questions that

would be difficult to answer that we have not asked this morning?
Mr. FLYNN. No.
Senator METCALF. What branch of the service were you in?
Mr. ROBINSON. The Marine Corps.

•
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Senator METCALF. So that you are very familiar with the kind of
surplus property that was developed over in the islands, and in the
Asian theater?
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes.
Senator METCALF. Sometimes we were told that property was just

bulldozed into the ocean, because it was cheaper to do that than to
ship it back.
Mr. ROBINSON. I am sure during the time period we are talking

about some 30 years ago, there was probably some of that done, and
I do believe it was cheaper than shipping it back.

Senator METCALF. You know, we have had quite a bit of surplus
property over in that theater, because of recent quarrels, and I hope
that we are utilizing it to the best interests of all.
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, sir, our management, our screening procedure,

for the total handling of excess property, and property which became
excess during the recent military operations, has far improved over
what it ever has been in the past. Property did get adequately
screened and this is still being done today.
Senator NUNN. We turned a deal of it over to another government

to handle it.
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, sir, we did, under the regulations that existed.
Senator NuNN. I mean by that to the Government of North Viet-

nam.
Mr. ROBINSON. That was not the government I was talking about.
Senator METCALF. Thank you very much.
Senator N-cncrr. We do thank you.
Mr. ROBINSON. Thank you.
Senator Nuwx. Our next witness is Mr. Fred J. Shafer, Director,

Logistics and Communications Division, accompanied by Mr. Henry
W. Connor and Mr. B. William Sewell.
Mr. Shafer, you may proceed in any manner you wish.

TESTIMONY OF FRED J. SHAPER, DIRECTOR, LOGISTICS AND COM-
MUNICATIONS DIVISION, U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE,
ACCOMPANIED BY HENRY W. CONNOR, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR,
AND B. WILLIAM SEWELL, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF THE DIS-
TRIBUTION MANAGEMENT GROUP

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, I welcome this opportunity to present the General
Accounting Office views on H.R. 14451.
On September 30, 1975, I testified on H.R. 9152, the predecessor to

H.R.. 14451 before the Subcommittee on Government Activities and
Transportation, Committee on Government Operations of the House
of Representatives.
The purpose of H.R. 14451 is to amend the Federal Property and

Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the transfer of Federal
surplus personal property to the States for donation to local organiza-
tions for public purposes, and for other purposes.
This act reinforces the intent of the 1949 act which established

GSA as the Federal Government's manager of excess and surplus
property. It broadens the scope of the earlier act to permit donation of
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property to many more recipients and authorizes use of the property

for additional purposes.
This act protects the provisions of the 1949 act which emphasized

utilization of excess personal property by Federal agencies which have
an internal requirement for such property.
It also puts non-Federal institutions and activities on a more equi-

table basis by providing the means whereby institutions that are

conducting federally sponsored projects under a grant which has a

specific purpose and termination date, may obtain property that will

be used to achieve the purposes of the grant.
It centralizes the management control and decisionmaking in one

organization at the Federal level and in one organization in each of

-the States, except in those instances when the title for transferred

property is retained in the United States.
This act should provide a more efficient and less costly system for

the donation of property while insuring continued maximum utiliza-

-tion of excess personal property by Federal agencies for their internal

iequirements.
At the outset allow me to distinguish between the terms "excess

'property" and "surplus property."
When a Federal agency determines that a quantity of person

al

property exceeds its needs, it is called excess and reported to GSA

for screening by other Federal agencies for possible utilization. If

another Federal agency makes proper application, the property is

transferred to that agency. If no Federal agency requests the property

it is identified as surplus. Such property may be offered for donation

purposes or ultimately disposed of through sales to the public.

Each State has established a single State agency for surplus property

which is responsible for Federal personal property that has been trans-

ferred to it for donation to authorized donees.
The State agency acts as a conduit through which Federal personal

property is transferred to eligible activities known as donees. These

include health, educational, and civil defense organizations.

The State agencies acquire personal property from Government

installations, store it at their distribution centers, and subsequently

distribute it to eligible donees who apply for it.
The States attempt to operate on a break-even basis. They set a

nominal service charge for items which is designed to cover the costs

of operating their agencies.
My following remarks are directed primarily to those portions of

the act which significantly change the current law or which GAO feels

warrant consideration.
The act would give authority and responsibility to the Administrator

of GSA to allocate surplus property on the basis of need and utiliza-

tion to the State agencies at their request. This would eliminate HEW's

current responsibility for determining whether surplus property is

usable and necessary for purposes of education or public health, or

for research or any such purpose.
It would also eliminate HEW's current authority to allocate such

property for transfer by the GSA Administrator to State agencies for

distribution within their particular States.
We believe that implementation of the provisions of this act would

avoid duplication of functions and paperwork that currently takes
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place between GSA and HEW and would increase the volume or dollar
amount of property that would be made available to the States.

Neither GSA nor HEW statistics show the volume or dollar amount
of property donated to the States as a result of direct action by HEW,
as distinguished from requests originated by the States. Based on
our observations, however, we believe that the States initiate most of
the actions.
There are instances when more than one State requests the same

property and HEW decides which State will receive it.
At that time, HEW considers each States' actual dollar allocations

in relation to its computed dollar entitlements.
That is, the State whose ratio of actual allocations to computed

entitlement is lower, usually gets the property.
The formula to compute a State's entitlement is based on three fac-

tors: (1) State and national per capita income, (2) population, and
(3) need.
For the period April 1, 1975, through March 31, 1976, there was

little relationship between the actual allocation of property and com-
puted entitlement.
The ratios of allocation to entitlement ranged from 20 percent for

one State to 220 percent for another State.
Because of the limited number of cases where States request the

same property and the lack of relationship between HMV's computed
entitlement and actual allocations based on State requests, it is ap-
parent that selection of property and its transfer to the States are for
the most part being carried out by the State agencies and GSA.
Enactment of the act would eliminate a level of Federal Govern-

ment administration that, in our opinion, is not necessary for produc-
tive and efficient management of the surplus property program.

Federal agencies currently are authorized to obtain excess property
and make it available to their grantees. This in effect gives the grantees
the same right to excess property as a Federal agency.

Senator NuNN. Under the new law, how do you define "grantee"?
Almost everybody in this country gets something in the way of a

grant from the Federal Government, almost every local government,
State government.
What is the definition of a grantee?
Mr. SHAFER. In this context we are using

' 
it would be the sort of

grant the National Science Foundation would make to an academic
institution, to obtain scientific data or to perform some sort of scientific
research on a specific project, in which case the National Science•
Foundation, exercising its authority under the excess program, and
having received a request from the grantee, would earmark that
property for the grantee.
Thus we are referring here more to the types of grants that Federal

agencies make to institutions for research and development.
Senator NuNN. Now, is the particular area of that institution in-

volved with the grant, the only part of the institution that is eligible,
or is it that the entire institution becomes eligible, because one of its
components is conducting a research project under a grant of the
Federal Government?
Mr. SHAFER. I do not know whether I can answer the question quite

in that context, but I believe the donation of property must be tied into
the grant. Yes, it must be tied into it.
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Senator NUNN. It has to have a direct relationship to the grant?
Mr. SHAFER. Yes.
Senator NuNN. It has to be to further the purpose of the grant?
Mr. SHAPER. Yes, and, therefore, if the entire institution was in on a

grant, it would accrue to the entire institution.
Generally the sequence of events is as follows:
The grantee screens the GSA catalogs of excess property or physical-

ly screens property in a disposal yard and makes its selection.
The grantee then originates and submits the necessary documenta-

tion to the grantor Federal agency.
The grantor approves and forwards a request for the property to

GSA which in turn advises the grantee that it can have the property.
The rationale for permitting grantees to acquire excess property is

that it will minimize grant expenditures, expedite grant programs or
enhance benefits from the grant.
Although we do not doubt that benefits obtained from furnishing

property to grantees, determining their value in relationship to the
grant is a nebulous assumption at best.
In its report of January 1974, the Ad Hoc Interagency Study Group

on Utilization of Excess Federal Property enumerated a number of
significant problems which continue in the grantee program:

First. Some screening problems caused by a proliferation of
screeners with no certification, and uncertainty about who is au-
thorized to screen and freeze excess personal property.
Second. Lack of proper inventory records and accountability

by some Federal agencies.
Third. Some grantees using their grants to acquire more than

the dollar value of their grants in excess property.
This can be at the expense of other grantees who could also use

the same property.
Fourth. No strong cost accounting systems to determine how

much these grantee programs cost to operate, and therefore, few
real benchmarks to measure the cost of the grantee programs
against their benefits.

Fifth. Inadequate review and compliance programs by granting
Federal agencies.

The long term recommendations of the ad hoc group's report are
provided for in this act in that the utilization of excess property and
the donation of surplus property programs are restructured.
For many years GAO has strongly supported Federal grantee use

of excess Federal property because of the purported benefits to Federal
programs through use of equipment and material which otherwise
might not be used for Government purposes.
Under the act, a Federal agency may obtain excess personal prop-

erty and furnish it to any institution or organization which is conduct-
ing a federally sponsored project under a grant that has a specific
purpose and a termination date, provided first, such property is fur-
nished for use in connection with the grant, and second, the sponsoring
Federal agency pays an amount equal to 25 percent of the original
acquisition cost.
Under this condition, the grantee is given title to the excess prop-

erty and is required to account for and dispose of it in accordance with

6
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procedures governing the accountability of personal property acquired
under grant agreements.
We have no specific data from which to evaluate whether or not

the requirement that Federal agencies pay 25 percent of the original
acquisition cost will impede the flow of needed excess material to
grantees for use in the grant, but we believe it will give reasonable
assurance that unneeded excess material will not flow to the granted.
In addition, the Department of Agriculture in connection with the

Cooperative Forest Fire Control Program and the National Science
Foundation can make excess personal property available without
charge, provided the title is retained in the United States.
In this situation the Federal agency making the property available

to a grantee would have to maintain accountability for the property.
In our report to the Chairman of the Subcommittee on Government

Activities and Transportation, House Committee on Government
Operations, on the "Use of Government Excess Personal Property by
Non-Federal Entities," we discussed our observations at • several in-
stitutions, mainly colleges and universities, which have received sub-
stantial amounts of excess personal property because of their grantee
status.
We pointed out that in some cases the property obtained was used

to further the purpose of the grant or grants under which the property
was acquired.
• However, in other cases, we observed that use of the property had
no direct relationship to the grants.
We also observed property that had been acquired but not put into

use.
It was impractical if not impossible for us to determine whether

another Federal agency would have had an internal need for the
property at the time of its transfer to the grantee, nor can we say
the property would have been requested for donation by one of the
States.
However, the probability of one or the other of these conditions

obtaining is, in our opinion, not unreasonable.
At one school, we could locate only 115 of 396 items that had been

acquired under eight grants. Only about one-half of these were being
used or had been used within a department laboratory or shop. Neither
we nor the school official were able to associate the use of these 115
items with a specific grant.
Of the items located, two had been cannibalized and 50 were in stor-

age and had never been used.
At another institution, 34 of 36 items were in general use not direct-

ly associated with a grant.
These items included general supplies such as wire, rod and bar steel,

bottle stoppers, etc.
Also, large quantities of general supply items were stockpiled and

used as needed for both grant and nongrant activities.
Some schools had acquired what appeared to be unusually large

amounts of excess property in relation to the amount of their grants.
For example, one had a $315,000 grant which expired in April 1975

under which it had acquired $3.8 million in excess personal property,
which goes to the question we were talking about, all of this property
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is supposed to be used in connection with the grant, and what we found
was there was no relationship to this grant.
I have to add, the residual value would be substantially less than

that, but at least the comparison is there in an order of magnitude
that demonstrates the volume of donated property in relation to the
grant.

Senator NUNN. But if it were only one-tenth percent, it would still
exceed the grant ?
Mr. SHAFER. That is true.
Another school had a grant for $239,000 under which it acquired

$4.5 million in excess property.
This act, in our opinion, should help to overcome the tendency on the

part of some institutions to acquire property without having first
planned a specific use for it under the grant.
Current Federal regulations require stringent controls, accounting,

and compliance reviews by agencies sponsoring the transfer of excess
property to grantees.
For example, the regulations state that excess personal property

may be furnished to project grantees provided a determination is
made by the sponsoring Federal agency that acquisition of the property
will result in a reduction in cost to the Government or in an enhance-
ment or benefit from the grant.
We found no documentary evidence to demonstrate that such deter-

minations had been made or that dollar cost reduction or benefits com-
puted.
The prescribed system of accountability for such property is very

detailed.
However, up-to-date, accurate, and complete accountability for

transfer of excess property to grantees generally was not being main-
tained by the sponsoring Federal agencies when we inquired into this
matter about a year ago.
The National Science Foundation, which has provided very large

quantities of excess property to its grantees, has a computerized ac-
countability system. However, at the time of our inquiry, just the
manual efforts required to transfer data from paper to the computer
had proved too much.
As a result, complete and accurate information concerning the

amount of excess property transferred by NSF to its grantees was not
available.
Other agencies maintain varying degrees of accountability for ex-

cess property they have transferred to grantees.
One agency merely maintains the forms which identify the prop-

erty transferred as its accounting record.
However, these are not accumulated by grant or institution and no

real control is maintained over the amount of property transferred to
a grantee or to all grantees.
This act with its reporting requirements placed on the grantor Fed-

eral agencies should force a better system for accounting for this
property.
"Under the act, all of the Federal agencies would continue to have an

opportunity to acquire excess property for their own internal
requirements.

vo

j

•
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Grantor agencies would be able to acquire excess property for their
grantees under conditions which would, in our opinion, encourage
better planning for its use and act as a deterrent to the acquisition and
stockpiling of property.
The remaining property would then be identified as surplus and

transfers to grantees will be able to flow through the State agencies to
them and to other eligible recipients. The act provides that the State
plan of operation require the State agencies to provide for the return
of donable property for further distribution if it has not been placed
in use within 1 year of acquisition or ceases to be used by the donee
within 1 year of being placed in use.
In addition, the act permits State agencies to assess and collect

service charges from recipients provided these charges are fair and
equitable and are based on services performed.
It also provides that State agencies may impose reasonable restric-

tions on the use of the property.
During 1974-75 we reviewed the agencies in a number of States and

found that for the most part they were administering their programs
effectively.
Most of the States' accounting records were complete and accurate,

and showed the current status of property items.
Also, they were determining that the restrictions on certain donateU

property were being complied with.
This was accomplished either through documented correspondence

or physical verification.
Generally, most of the States have the basic organization and man-

agement controls needed to meet the requirements and responsibiliti 'e7s
that would be assigned to them under this act.
One other portion of this act which I believe warrants comment is

the repeal of section 514 of the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965.
This section which became law in 1974 gave multi-State regional

action planning commission Federal Cochairman access to Federal
excess personal property on the same basis as other Federal agencies.

These 7 regional commissions, representing all or sections of 32
States, were established to enhance the economic development in their
areas.
As a result of our report to and our testimony at the hearings of

the House subcommittee, the subcommittee chairman requested that
we provide photographic and documentary evidence of use, misuse, or
nonuse of excess property acquired through Federal agencies by
grantees or by recipients under the regional economic development
commissions.
In response to this request, we selected 697 items with an acquisition

cost of about $344,000 that had been transferred to recipients in the
Four Corners and Ozark regions.
Our inquiries included discussions with officials of the regions and

recipients of the property, as well as observation of the property where
this was practicable.
We found that 27 items were in use and 176 were not being used.
The recipients informed us that they had plans for the use of the

remaining 494 items.
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that surplus property be made available not to just 32 but to all States
for the purpose of economic development.
As we interpret it, present recipients of property under section 514

could continue to receive property and use it for economic development,
although its distribution would be centralized in the appropriate State
agency.
In summary, we feel that the act should result in more productive

and efficient administration of the Federal excess and surplus property
programs.
Equitable distribution of available personal property can be attained

if all eligible institutions and activities apply to and receive the prop-
erty from one centralized source—the State agency.
Under this system the States could establish their priorities and

direct the property to uses which would assist them to accomplish
their objectives.
In addition the act continues to permit the use of excess property for

Federal programs and grants.
By requiring some payment by grantor agencies or retention of title

,by the National Science Foundation or the Department of Agriculture
the act encourages better advanced planning for the use of acquired
property and discourages its stockpiling.
However, we cannot ascertain whether or not the requirement for an

agency to pay 25 percent of the acquisition cost when providing a
grantee with excess material will inhibit the flow of useful material
to the grant.
By permitting the National Science Foundation and the Depart-

ment of Agriculture, respectively, to furnish excess property under
grants and in connection with the cooperative forest fire control pro-
gram without charge, provided the title is retained in the United
States, the act emphasizes the need for these agencies to retain account-
ing records for such property.

Finally, the act centralizes the bulk of the program in one Federal
agency—GSA and in one agency of the States—the State agency for
surplus property.
This should provide a more effective and less costly system for the

donation of property while insuring continued utilization of excess
personal property by Federal agencies.
Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement. We will be glad to

answer any questions you may have.
Senator NUNN. Thank you, Mr. Shafer. I think that is a very thor-

ough statement.
One or two questions, do you have any estimate of how much the

Federal Government should expect to save by reason of this
legislation?

SHAVER. No, sir. You mean in terms of personnel savings?
Senator NUNN. That is correct.
Mr. SHAFER. The only estimates we have, Mr. Chairman, are those

that were published in the report on this act by the House, and this
estimate is approximately $105,000 would be the average annual budget
savings for the next 5 years, amounting to a total of $525,000, and there
would be some additional savings that they did not identify, but we
have not audited these figures.
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Senator NUNN. But do you generally agree there would be savings,
do you believe this could be more expensive than a distribution
program?
Mr. SHAFER. We think very clearly if the GSA administers its parts

of the program properly, there should be savings, because there is sub-
stantial duplication and overlapping of functions, as between HEW at
the present time and GSA, and by eliminating the involvement of
HEW, and concentrating the evaluations and the standards for the
program in one agency, we feel quite confident there should be savings
both in personnel and through a reduction of duplication.
Senator NuNN. Have you done any investigating of the disposal of

excess and surplus property in the Trust Territory of the Pacific, which
is the Mariana Islands?
Mr. SHAFER. No • we have not.
Senator NUNN. You have not?
Mr. SHAFER. No.
Senator NUNN. I understood the General Accounting Office had done

a study on this.
Is that your division?
Mr. SHAFER. It would be my division, but to my knowledge, not in

recent years.
Senator NUNN. Well, we will check on that later.
I have some wrong information.
Mr. SHAFER. I will try to run that down for you.
It may have come up in connection with some other study that I am

not aware of.
Senator NUNN. Senator Metcalf?
Senator METCALF. Not only the Marianas, but the other islands in the

trust territory, the Marshalls, and so forth.
Senator NUNN. There have been some serious allegations about that,

and I wondered if you had gotten into it. 
Senator METCALF. For instance, there is a considerable amount of

surplus property every year in that part of the trust territory, and
sometimes we wonder what happens to some of it.
Mr. SHAFER. If we have done a study of it, it probably was in con-

nection with something else.
We will run it down for you.
Senator METCALF. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, when the prop-

erty is declared surplus, or excess, is every Federal agency given an
opportunity to use it for its own internal operation?
Mr. SHAFER. That is correct.
Senator METCALF. And there is no cost?
Mr. SHAFER. No cost.
Senator METCALF. And there will be no cost under this bill?
Mr. SHAFER. Except for transportation costs involved.
Senator METCALF. Yes; I understand that, but no charge for the

property itself?
Mr. SHAFER. Correct.
Senator METCALF. Now, then, there are some agencies, and you

named two—National Science Foundation and the Department of
Agriculture which can take excess property—and give it to grantees
of a Federal program that those two agencies had administered, and
those agencies will have to pay up to 25 percent of the cost of that
property which would be deaucted from the grant.



38

-Mr. SHAFER. Correct.
Senator METCALF. Are there any other Federal agencies, other than

• those two you have named, that have this ability to give excess prop-

erty to grantees?
Mr. SHAFER. Oh, yes; any of the Federal agencies that have grantees

would be included.
Senator METCALF. There would be no limitation here to the Depart-

ment of Agriculture and to the National Science Foundation?
Mr. SHAFER. No such limitation.
Senator METCALF. One such agency which comes to mind is the

Department of Interior.
Mr. SHAFER. The Department of Defense.
Senator METCALF. The Commerce Department also and this would be

applicable to all of those Federal agencies that make grants, that are
not part of their internal operations, and then there would be a charge
of 25 percent.
Mr. SHAFER. That is correct.
Senator METCALF. And then the property would be declared sur-

plus after it had gone through this whole excess property procedure,
and then it would be donated to the States, and there would be no
charge of 25 percent or anything else?
Mr .SHAFER. That is correct, there would be no charge to the States

for the property, per se.
Senator METCALF. So that in addition to the new charge of 25 per-

cent to be deducted from the grant, it only applies to this property,
that is excess, and is picked up by a Federal agency in order to con-
tribute to its grantees?
Mr. SHAFER. Yes, sir, that is correct.
Senator METCALF. I just wanted to make those three stages clear in

my own mind and clear for the record.
Mr. SHAFER. One addition I would make to the statement is that at

the present time, the regional commissions are on the same level as the
Federal agencies for excess property, and under the act, the regional
commissions would have to go to the State agencies for excess property.
Senator METCALF. I think it is important to bring that out, that the

regional commissions, you say 32 States belong, and the previous wit-
ness said 33.
Mr. SHAFER. Thirty-three, one State was added just recently and I

learned about it yesterday.
Senator METCALF. There are some that are not participating in the

regional commissions, and, therefore are denied the opportunity to
participate in surplus property at thaelevel ?
Mr. SHAFER. At that level it would be excess, you are correct.
Senator METCALF. And that is excess property, that had never passed

into the surplus property category?
Mr. SHAFER. That is correct.
Senator METCALF. Thank you very much. Thank you for an excel-

lent statement.
Senator NtrwN. Thank you, Mr. Shafer, and also to your associates.

We appreciate your help.
Mr. SHAFER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

a
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Senator NUNN. Our next witness this morning is Mr. John Eden,
Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Economic Development, of the
Department of Commerce.
Mr. Eden, would you care to introduce your associates?

TESTIMONY OF JOHN EDEN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
ON H.R. 14451

-at Mr. EDEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
On my left is Mr. George Milner, the Deputy Director of the

Office of Regional Economic Coordination of the Department of
Commerce, and on my right is Mr. William Clinger, who is the
Chief Counsel of the Economic Development Administration.

Senator NUNN. Fine. You may proceed with your statement.
Mr. EDEN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would

like to thank the members of the committee for providing me with the
opportunity to present the views of the Department on H.R. 14451.
My remarks this morning will relate to both the title V regional

commissions and the Economic Development Administration which I
have responsibility for and which are the two areas of the Department
most concerned with the subject matter of this legislation.
The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative

Services Act of 1949 by placing State surplus property agencies in
charge of the distribution of surplus property and by increasing the
range of eligible recipients, as well as broadening the categories of use
of such 'Property.

Furthermore, the bill will lessen considerably the extent to which
Federal agencies utilize excess property as a tool to provide additional
needed support for various financial assistance programs.
The Department of Commerce generally supports the purpose of

the act which is to provide an effective and efficient program for the
disposal of unneeded Federal personal property.
Likewise, we generally support those provisions which expand the

range of eligible recipients to encompass entities such as Indian tribes,
local governments and economic development districts.

Regional commissions and EDA have had no concern with surplus
property in the past.
Expansion of the permissible uses of surplus property to include

such public purposes as economic development, public safety, and rec-
reation is also considered by us to be a positive step in making avail-
able unneeded Federal property to the public bodies which established
the greatest need for such property.

Senator NUNN. You are saying EDA, and the commissions have had
no involvement with surplus properties, you are distinguishing that
from excess property?
Mr. EDEN. Yes, sir. Both of our programs deal with excess property.

On the other hand, EDA's excess property program has been utilized
as a vehicle to provide certain grantees—economic development dis-
tricts, and, therefore, their component local units of government, and
Indian tribes—with Federal excess property for use in their economic
development efforts.
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Our present program permits EDA to use this excess property in the
communities, States, and counties which are most in need of such
assistance.
These communities have limited finances and resources. We strive to

utilize every available tool to provide help to these communities and
help insure the most effective and efficient utilization of the property.
The provision in section 3 of this bill requires the sponsoring Federal

agency to pay an amount equal to 25 percent of the original acquisition
cost of the excess property furnished to a grantee.
There appears to be a legal question whether funds appropriated to

EDA may be utilized for this purpose.
And we would need to examine the desirability of using available

grant funds for this purpose. The proposed surplus property program
will not serve as a substitute for EDA's excess property program.
We recognize, however, that EDA grantees will be eligible recipients

of surplus property under the provision of H.R. 14451.
Thus, they will be able to compete on the basis of need and utilization

with other State and local programs for the available surplus property.
While this will not afford EDA grantees the provision they now

tn:joy we believe it would assure that all public needs are equally con-
sidered for Federal property.
We have instituted various controls of excess property, ranging from

computer data to periodic inspections.
Our program also relies on local initiative in augmenting these

controls.
Of the approximately 145 districts eligible to receive excess prop-

erty—that is, all of the districts which have EDA planning grants—
approximately 30 are thus far taking advantage of the program.
This represents approximately 27 percent of those districts eligible

during the first year of our revised programs' operation. Property ac-
quired to date has a total value of $9,138,000. If the average level of
acquistion remains the same, about $22 million in excess property will
be put to work in these districts which represent about one-third of all
counties in the United States.
The EDA grantees have used the excess property program in a

variety of situations.
For example, the program has provided in the Northwest Arkansas

District, heavy road building and maintenance equipment to maintain
secondary and tertiary county roads which have a low priority for
State maintenance a fire truck for Montrose, Colo., which never had
one before • and over $800,000 in excess property for the Navajo Tribe
in Arizona for a wide variety of uses.
As Acting Special Assistant to the Secretary for Regional Economic

Coordination, I am responsible for carrying out the Secretary's opera-
tional responsibilities with respect to the Federal cochairmen of the
Regional Action Planning Commissions which have been established
under title V of the Public Works and Economic Development Act.
To date seven such Commissions have been established, and they

cover all or parts of 32 States.
Among the provisions of title V is section 514 which authorities a

"Regional Excess Property Program."
The Congress added that section to title V by Pubic Law 93-423,

approved September 27, 1974.
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Section 514 authorizes the Federal cochairman of title V regional
commissions on an equal basis with other Federal agencies to acquire
excess personal property from the General Services Administration
and to dispose of it without reimbursement for economic development
purposes to a variety of State and local, Indian, and certain nonprofit
recipients within their respective regions.
The Federal cochairmen are authorized by the statute to lend the

property or to transfer its title to eligible recipients.
During the year and a half that the program has been in opera-

tion, we have found that the property has been valuable in support-
* ing economic development and that the program has been very popular

among the Governors and States in the title V regions.
I recently had a management review made of the program with

on-the-ground checks made in each region.
We found that in nearly every instance there is a great need for the

property received, particularly in the many smaller towns and com-
munities with insufficient tax base.
Despite the popularity of the program and the good use to which

the property has been put, the Administration believes that it is not
an appropriate program for regional action planning commissions.
The commissions have a primary responsibility for multistate eco-

nomic development. They are not equipped and were not originally
designed to be property management agencies in the sense that the
General Services Administration is a property management agency.
We believe that this expanded surplus property authority proposed

in the bill approaches that kind of authority which the Congress
provided the Federal cochairman in enacting section 514.
With this expanded authority handled by the General Services

Administration, the Federal agency which is generally charged with
and is experienced in property management, the justification for re-
gional commission involvement is diminished.

Accordingly, it is the Administration's position that section 514
of the Public Works and Economic Development Act should be re-
pealed as provided in section 6 of H.R. 14451.
Thank you. This concludes my statement I shall be happy to try

to answer any questions.
Senator NUNN. Thank you.
Mr. Eden, has your statement been cleared with the Office of Man-

agement and Budget?
Mr. EDEN. Yes, sir, it has.
Senator NUNN. Were any changes made in that revision?
Mr. EDEN. There were two portions added which I can read to

you.
On page 3 of the statement, the second sentence which reads: "And

we would need to examine the desirability of using available grant
funds for this purpose."
That was added, and, second, the following sentence: "We recognize,

however, that EDA grantees will be eligible recipients of surplus
property under the provision of H.R. 14451. Thus, they will be able
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to compete on the basis of need and utilization with other State and
local programs for the available surplus property. While this will
not afford EDA grantees the provision they now enjoy, we believe it
would assure that all public needs are equally considered for Federal
property."

Senator NUNN. Those two sentences were added—there was nothing
deleted?
Mr. EDEN. That is correct.
Senator NUNN. I notice you say through here we, we, we—and

then you get over on to page 5 and you say the administration.
I am not attaching any significance to it, but I would like to know

why.
Mr. EDEN. I was striving in the early part of the testimony to

describe the actual operations of the program and its resulting
activities.
Senator NUNN. Does the Commerce Department, then, in your

division of it, endorse this bill?
Mr. EDEN. Yes, sir, we do.
Senator NUNN. Senator Metcalf?
Senator METCALF. I have no questions.
Thank you very much.
Senator Nu-NN. I have a couple more questions here.
How much of the Nation geographically is now included in excess

property programs operated by the Department of Commerce?
Mr. EDEN. Thirty-three States, Mr. Chairman, are included in the

Regional commission excess property program, and within EDA, 145
districts are included.
I will have to verify for you specifically those 145 that are not in-

cluded in the title V regions.
I will get a rundown on that, and provide that for you, Mr.

Chairman.
Senator Nu NN. For instance, in my own State, in the State of Geor-

gia, which I am more familiar with, we have some situations in which
some of our counties are in the Coastal Plain Regional Commission,
and some are not.
Some are in the Appalachian Regional Commission, which is not

eligible to participate.
Do you have any breakdown of Georgia counties within the Coastal

Plains region?
Mr. EDEN. All of the countries included in the Coastal Plain region

are included in these programs, and not those counties in the Ap-
palachian region.
Senator NUNN. Why is the Appalachian Regional Commission not

eligible?
Mr. EDEN. I am not familiar with the background on that. I am

told that the amendment is to title V, which covers only the title V
Coastal Plains, and the six other Regional Commissions.
Appalachia is in a separate status, and Congress did not amend its

legislation or extend the section 514 program to the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission.
Senator NUNN. You do not know the rational reason? It is just

not a part of the law?
Mr. EDEN. That is correct.



A')

Senator NUNN. What is your specific purpose for distributing the
property within the Department of Commerce as excess property?
Mr. EDEN. Our specific purpose, Mr. Chairman, is to augment those

grantees under the EDA program in carrying out the long-term
economic development plan of the district which receives the aid.
In the case of title V commissions, again our objective is to utilize

the property to help communities in their local economic development.
Senator NUNN. How many people do you have in the Commerce

Department now engaged in this part of disposing of excess property?
Mr. EDEN. In the title V commissions, we have approximately seven

Federal people involved in administering that program, both in Wash-
ington, as well as in the field. There are two full-time people in Wash-
ington assigned to the program and some people are assigned part-
time in the field, depending on the needs in the districts and the grant
requirements that exist.
Senator NUNN. Does this include secretarial help so all of the posi-

tions involved would be seven in the title V area and two in the EDA
area?
Mr. EDEN. In the title V commissions there are seven Federal people

who spend part of their time working on excess property.
The commissions provide their own people independently. Within

Commerce; the numbers I have given you are all of the people
involved.

Senator NUNN. That includes the regional people also?
Mr. EDEN. Yes.
Senator NUNN. What will happen to these people under the new

provisions? What will happen to these positions, under the new law
as proposed?
Mr. EDEN. In the case of the title V commissions of course, they

would be reassigned, because there is no provision for extending this
program under the new law, and I would assume the people within
EDA would be absorbed in other activities, there being so few of them.
Senator NUNN. But you will abolish these nine positions, and they

would be shifted to some other positions?
Mr. EDEN. Yes, sir.
Senator NUNN. I have no other questions. Thank you very much.
Mr. EDEN. Thank you.
Senator NUNN. Our next witness is Mr. Gerrit D. Fremouw, Deputy

Assistant Secretary of HEW for Facilities, Engineering, and Property
Maintenance.
Would you like to introduce your associate here?

77-369-76 4
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TESTIMONY OF GERRIT D. FREMOUW, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE-

TARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-

FARE FOR FACILITIES, ENGINEERING, AND PROPERTY MAIN-

TENANCE, ON H.R. 14451, ACCOMPANIED BY CECIL PATTERSON,

DIRECTOR OF THE FEDERAL PROPERTY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Mr. FREMOUW. Mr. Chairman, this is Mr. Cecil Patterson, Director
of the Federal Property Assistance Program.
Senator NuNN. Thank you.
Why don't you go ahead and proceed with your statement. 41%.

Mr. FREMOUW. Mr. Chairman, I am Gerrit D. Fremouw, Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Facilities, Engineering, and Property Man-
agement.
May we first express our appreciation to you and the members of

the Government Operations Committee for granting us this opportu-
nity to express our views on the donation program and H.R. 14451.
The surplus property donation program has contributed to the pub-

lic health and educational needs of the American people since its in-
ception in 1949.
During this period, through dedication and hard work, with the

cooperation of the State agencies, a program serving the needs of the
people has been developed and is working well.
Through this program, Federal surplus properties are used for vital

purposes which result in tremendous savings to the participating
health, education and civil defense organizations.

Since 1946, surplus personal property having an acquisition cost of
$8.1 billion has been made available for public health, educational,
and civil defense purposes.

Approximately 11 percent has been utilized for public health, 77.1
percent for education, and 11.6 percent for civil defense.
This benefit to public health, education, and civil defense will con-

tinue under the proposed legislation if priorities established by indi-
vidual State agencies are comparable to those which have been in
effect.
Mr. Chairman I have two statistical reports titled (1) Personal

Property Made Available for Distribution to Public Health and Edu-
cational Institutions and Civil Defense Organizations by State, 1946 •
through June 1975, and (2) Personal Property Allocated for Public
Health, Education, and Civil Defense Purposes by Year, 1946 through
June 30, 1975, attached to my statement as exhibits (A) and (B) which
I request be inserted into the record.

Senator NuNN. They will be inserted in the record without objection.
[The documents follow:]

(
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EXHIBIT A.-DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Personal property made available for distribution to public health, and educa-
tional institutions and civil defense organizations by State, 1946 through June
30, 1975

[Acquisition cost]
States: Personal property

Alabama   $275, 575, 127
Alaska   31,965, 790
Arizona   81, 379, 517
Arkansas  94, 927, 778
California   907, 831, 568
Colorado   158, 179, 405
Connecticut   126, 060, 288
Delaware   20, 130, 192
Florida   359, 254,289
Georgia   263, 855, 122
Hawaii   32, 927, 876
Idaho   46, 098, 376
Illinois   234, 948, 189
Indiana   145, 579, 313
Iowa  71, 357, 981
Kansas   Sl, 121, 276
Kentucky   155, 501, 646
Louisiana   129, 837, 758
Maine  59, 785, 444
Maryland   157, 524, 306
Massachusetts   296, 039, 819
Michigan   224, 913, 784
Minnesota   128, 123, 780
Mississippi   192, 478, 495
Missouri   126, 492, 834
Montana   31, 875, 023
Nebraska   53, 641, 109
Nevada   32, 934, 376
New Hampshire  35, 118, 211
New Jersey  147, 352, 311
New Mexico  76, 639, 784
New York  440, 966, 241
North Carolina  230, 141, 917
North Dakota  24, 507, 858
Ohio   232, 326, 827
Oklahoma   183, 379, 518
Oregon   99, 665,493
Pennsylvania   368, 512, 521
Rhode Island  38, 928, 046
South Carolina  143, 122, 761
South Dakota  32, 291:588
Tennessee   209, 004, 628
Texas  394, 321, 427
Utah   171, 573, 092
Vermont   33, 361, 607
Virginia   204, 741, 306
Washington   174, 294, 280
West Virginia  83, 601, 763
Wisconsin   192, 761, 642
Wyoming   28, 332, 304
District of Columbia  31, 857, 385
Puerto Rico  40, 776, 307
Virgin Islands  892, 481
Guam  
American Samoa  500

Total  8, 138, 812, 939
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EXHIBIT B
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

ERSONAL PROPERTY ALLOCATED FOR PUBLIC HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND CIVIL DEFENSE PURPOSES BY YEAR
1946 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1975 (ACQUISITION COST)

Fiscal year
Personal property allocated

Total Health Educational Civil defense

October 1946 through June 1948   258, 306, 328 28, 413, 696 229, 892, 632  
1949  85, 598, 480 9, 415, 833 76, 182, 647  
1950_   110, 306, 652 12, 133, 732 98, 172, 920  
1951__50, 361, 189 5, 539, 731 44, 821, 458  
1952_   42, 110, 501 4,632, 155 37,478, 346  
1953_  63, 117, 195 6,942, 891 56, 174, 304  
1954__107, 042, 941 11, 774, 724 95, 268, 217  
1955_   132, 174, 258 14, 539, 168 117, 635, 090  
1956 _   204, 497, 417 22, 494, 716 182, 002,701  
1957_   234, 862, 274 25, 834,850 209, 027, 424  
1958 .  302, 458, 448 33, 270, 429 236, 142, 793 33, 045 226
1959 _  363, 329, 562 39, 966, 252 275, 403,808 47, 959, 502'
1960_  400, 660, 692 44, 072, 676 308, 108,072 48, 479, 944
1961 _ ..  376, 183,035 41,380, 134 275, 742, 165 59, 060, 736
1962_   380, 172, 407 41,818, 965 294, 633, 615 43, 719, 827
1963  366, 129, 509 40, 274, 246 297, 663, 291 28, 191, 972
1964_   418, 106, 102 45, 991, 671 332, 394, 351 39, 720, 080
1965   433, 718,687 47, 709, 056 342, 204, 044 43, 805, 587
1966   464, 148,817 51, 056, 370 360, 643, 631 52, 448, 816
1967_   304, 581, 186 33, 503, 930 240, 923, 719 30, 153, 537
1968  309, 774, 492 34,075, 194 238, 526,359 37, 172, 939+
1969_  342, 002, 261 37, 620, 249 262, 315, 734 42, 066, 278 '
1970_  370, 436, 772 40, 748, 045 285, 236,314 44, 452, 413
1971_  386, 238, 574 42, 486, 243 293, 541, 316 50, 211, 015
1972 _   405, 141, 963 44, 565, 616 299, 805, 053 60, 771, 294-
1973_.397, 698, 867 43, 746, 875 276, 033, 014 77,948 978
1974_   414, 808, 339 45, 628, 917 255, 936, 745 113, 242, 677
1975_  415, 437, 741 45,698, 151 276, 681, 536 93, 058, 054

Total  8, 139, 404,689 895, 334, 515 6, 298, 561, 299 945, 508, 875

Note: Since the inception of the Federal surplus personal property program in 1946, allccation of property for health
purposes has averaged approximately 11 percent and allocation of propertyfor educational purposes has averaged approxi-
mately 77.4 percent. Civil defense has averaged approximately 13.8 percent since becoming eligible in fiscal year 1958.

Mr. FREMOUW. We concur in section 6 of the proposed bill, which
would repeal section 514 of the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965.
This repeal will cause more property to be classified as surplus and

will therefore permit more equitable distribution through the State
agencies which were established for the specific purpose of distribut-
ing property not needed by the Federal Government.
The administration's position is to transfer the program from the,

Department to the Administrator of General Services.
The Administrator shall, after consultation with State agencies,.

provide a system of distribution under which a State agency may
select such property on an equitable basis for transfer to the State
agency for distribution within the State to (A) any public agency

ifor use n carrying out or promoting for the residents of a given polit-
ical area one or more public purposes, such as conservation, economic
development, education, parks and recreation, public health, and pub-
lic safety or (B) to nonprofit educational or public health institutions
or organizations which are exempt from taxation under section 501 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, for purposes of education or pub-
lic health (including research for any such purpose).
The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare agrees that

the program should be opened up and has no objection to streamlining
the organizational arrangements within the executive branch.

4
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However, we hope that States, in developing their plans under this
:new legislation, will consider giving education and health organiza-
tions the right of first refusal.
We feel that this opportunity should be provided in support of these

critical areas of national concerns.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes our statement. We wish again to thank

•the committee for permitting us to appear.
If there are any questions which the members wish to ask, we will be

pleased to try and answer them.
Senator NUNN. Let me thank Mr. Patterson. I believe, Mr. Patter-

son who has been very helpful to our staff, both here and elsewhere,
-and in some work they were doing along this line in the Atlanta

We appreciate-that cooperation very much, Mr. Patterson.
You have been very helpful to this committee.
Mr. PATTERSON. Thank you.
Senator NUNN. Does HEW acquire excess property for its grantees?
-Mr. FREMOUW. Not at this time. It was stopped in 1973.
Senator NUNN. Why was it terminated ?
Mr. FREMOUW. There was concern in the Department it was getting

out of hand in many places, the uses of the equipment, and the ap-
parent abuses that GAO picked up of excess property being applied
to grantee, that they obtained property far in excess of their require-
ments so it was stopped by the Secretary in 1973.

Senator Nurrg. I notice in your statement at the end, you said HEW
in your opinion should be given priority by the States.
Do you believe that priority should be written in the law or in regu-

lations in any way by the Federal Government?
Mr. FREMOUW. This is a controversial issue. We have been concerned

'that areas such as health education and civil defense depend on sur-
plus property for resources to accomplish their mission.
In the absence of receiving this property it could have an impact

upon their dollar requirements in the budget process.
Senator NUNN. Mr. Fremouw, has your statement been cleared with

f OMB?
Mr. FREMOUW. Yes, sir, it has.
Senator NUNN. Were there any deletions from that statement?
Mr. FREMOUW. Not to my knowledge, sir, not in substance.
Senator NUNN. Would you know if there were deletions?
Mr. FREMOUW. Well, let me say, I was out of town when this came

-up. We were not informed of this hearing until very late last week,
and we have essentially utilized the testimony that was given before
the House committee.

Senator NUNN. Mr. Patterson, do you know the answer to that?
Was there anything in this testimony deleted by OMB, either on the
House or on the Senate side?
Mr. PATTERSON. Yes, sir, there were some items eliminated.
Senator NUNN. Do you have those with you this morning?
Mr. PATTERSON. No sir, I do not have them.
Senator NUNN. Would you please provide this committee with a

copy of the original draft submitted to OMB for clearance?
Mr. PArrERsoN. We will be glad to provide them.
[The information requested was not supplied.]



Senator NUNN. What about any additions that were made to your
statement?
Mr. PATTERSON. I do not believe there were any.
Senator NUNN. If you find there were, we would appreciate your

furnishing us with the deletions and additions.
We want to know your opinion. We know OMB's opinion, and we

want your opinion.
Mr. FREMOUW. I believe I can summarize it in stating we felt the

Department of HEW and Civil Defense activities should be given
first refusal, before the property was made available to other activi-
ties.
Senator METCALF. First refusal for excess property?
Mr. FREMOUW. No sir, for surplus property.
Senator NUNN. You think this should be written in as a priority at

the Federal level?
Mr. FREMOUW. Let me say it was our parochial opinion from HEW's

viewpoint, but in looking at it from the broad standpoint of OMB,
since they must look at it from nationwide application and from rev-
enue 

sharing, 
we would naturally bow to OMB's decision on this,

in looking at it from the broad concept, and not the HEW narrow
concept.
Senator METCALF. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.
I merely wanted to comment that I have been concerned with this

program, even before I came to Congress, and observed the contri-
butions that were made to the school system in my own State. For
a long time, before we had substantial Federal aid to education pro-
grams, this was the chief Federal aid to education program that we
had. So naturally, when we created the Department of HEW, it was
naturally channeled into that Department.
I want to compliment that Department for an outstanding job

that you have done in providing the distribution, and I thin sub-
stantially equitable distribution of this surplus property.

Nevertheless, from time to time, as we all know, the Congress has
made changes, and there have been changes made in regulations down-
town, and it seems to me the time has come perhaps to centralize the
distribution of this, and take it in the larger and broader program, a
largely HEW program.
I my State, the whole distribution, the whole acquisition and dis-

tribution of Federal property is under the supervision of our State
superintendent of public instruction, and if this bill passes, I do
not think that major policy will change.

Certain State provisions will have to change, but I am sure as in my
State, and many other States, the same sort of priority will be estab-
lished. So I want to compliment the Department of HEW for its con-
tribution to education, as a result of this program. There certainly is
not anything derogatory in trying to centralize the authority.
Mr. FREMOUW. Thank you.
Senator NUNN. Thank you, Mr. Fremouw, for being here with us

this morning, and for your testimony, and again, Mr. Patterson, I
thank you for being here, and we certainly do appreciate all of the
help you have given the staff.
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th.

You have been most helpful, and we appreciate your contribution.
Mr. PATTERSON. Thank you.
Senator NuNisr. We will have two witnesses appearing together, rep-

resenting the National Association of Development Organizations,
from Arkansas, Mr. Donald R. Rainey, president, and then we have
the Association of Southcentral Oklahoma Governments, Mr.
Homer G. Snodgrass, Jr., executive director.
We are glad to have you, Mr. Rainey. We are delighted to have you,

Mr. Snodgrass. If you have any other associates with you, we would be
delighted to have you introduce them before you start.

TESTIMONY OF DONALD R. RANEY, PRESIDENT, THE NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. RANEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
We have Mr. Snodgrass, the executive director of the Association

of Southcentral Oklahoma Governments, and also Mr. Siebert, who is
behind us, who has been involved in excess property programs with
the Federal Government.
Senator NuNN. Thank you. We are happy to have you.
Mr. Siebert, if you would like to come up, we have plenty of room.
Mr. RANEY. These are our statements. We apologize for being late

with them
' 

but we had to travel on Sunday to get ourselves here.
Senator NuNN. I appreciate very much the difficulty of getting here

and testifying in Washington.
Mr. RANEY. We are not in total opposition to this bill. We would ask-

the Senate Government Operations Committee that you give more de-
tailed study to this bill, and we would try to point out to you today
that there are things in the bill we feel are unfair.
I think we would like you to check back on local government, and

you will find local government did not have an opportunity to have
input into this bill, and, again we are pressed for time, and so we had,
we would ask you to give careful consideration to postponing this until
the next session of the Congress, and come out into the field and hold
hearings, to see what is happening with the excess property, as far as
the amount of excess property that we have gotten, through the Eco-
nomic Development Administration, and that has been given to our -
entities of government, to the Ozark Regional Commission.

After all, you are talking about over $4 billion worth of excess prop-
erty each year, being generated, and with less than 4 percent of this
property coming to our entities of government, through our title V's,
and our economic development administration.
You have heard testimony to the fact there is no way of knowing -

how efficient our State surplus property people can be in this program,
and again, I think hearings by your committee out in the field would
establish how effective they can be.
I am sure you are very well aware of the State governments with

positions such as in the Federal Government must be earmarked by
the legislature, and appropriations must be made to pay for those
salaries so with this additional program, this would mean it would
probably be 2 years before States could gear up for this particular -
program.
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Now, we firmly believe that this section 514 of the regional excess
property program should be left in, I mean, this was the Senate Public
Works Committee that sponsored this section that went into the Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965, as amended, and they did it, because
they knew that there was an additional way that 234 cities and gov-
ernments within our distressed areas could obtain excess property, or
that it was another way of obtaining Federal funds to do economic
development, and we in the Ozark Commission have adhered to that
policy, and I think all other regional commissions, that we have to
justify this property, that it will be used for economic development,
before we are in a position to obtain this, and this has been very much
required.
In addition to that, the Ozark Regional Commission requires a sign

on each piece of Federal property, saying that this belongs to the
Ozark Regional Commission, so throughout our district, our 9 coun-
ties and our 45 cities, we have signs on this equipment.

liTe do not believe that this section 514 is in conflict with State edu-
cational programs, and they can continue to get the property they need,
because they are not in the road-building business, and they are not
in the economic development type of equipment, so, therefore, any
equipment that title V commissions, or EDA, and excess property
would not affect them.
We do not believe we will be in conflict with the States' surplus

property code. It will be less than 4 percent, if the rate continues as
we have.
Our cities and our counties, in Arkansas, and I think you will find

this throughout the United States, are as far as receiving property
through your surplus property programs, and there are plenty of sur-
plus property, because I can offer you here catalogs by the hundred.
These are catalogs that the State's surplus property people have, or

have not looked at surplus property, and have said they have no par-
ticular use for that, so there is plenty of property for the State sur-
plus property people in Arkansas.
In Arkansas, we have 21 employees, and as I say, they are not serv-

ing 4,000 odd cities effectively, or the 75 counties effectively, where
through the Ozark Regional Commission, and in the communities, we
have been able to serve those particular people.
So we ask that the section 514 not be taken out of this bill.
It will not amount to that much, and it will be a plus for our enti-

ties in government, who live in high unemployment areas, and with a
low tax base.

This bill gives special treatment to some Federal agencies, where
they can receive excess property, and assign it to their grantees without
'costing them any money.

In our particular case, the Economic Development Administration
would have to pay 25 percent of their funds for the excess equipment.
Let us take a bulldozer, for instance, of which I have a record here.,

$50,000, so that means, it does not mean when it was bought many years
ago 15 or 20 years ago, that means its worth now, and it comes to
$12,500 that EDA would have to pay before it could assign it out to
one of our counties.

C
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You can buy a new bulldozer for around $38,000, but our entities of
government do not even have the $12,500, so if this bill will continue to
go through, we say put everybody equal, do not let some Federal
agencies assign their excess property to their grantees, and not all,
and that is the other unfairness we see in this bill.
We take note of the fine gentlemen that have appeared on this, they

have a tremendous problem in handling all of this, but also the people
that have the Federal funds that are distributed out to the cities and
towns and counties have a tremendous problem, and you have to treat
them all alike.

• We have been inventoried many times already on our Federal ex-
cess property program, and, yes, there is always discrepancies, as there
are discrepancies in other places.
One of the things I think make this program so good, is that this.

gives 140 economic development districts with 40 more districts com-
ing on the line, with an opportunity to work with the regional com-
missions, which now covers 33 States, and will cover more in the very
near future.
It gives them an opportunity to provide a service they very badly

need, and we are talking about entities of government that does not
have a paid mailer, or a paid city clerk, they are out there on their own,
and so we feel that this section should be left in, but again, in closing,.
I say that we would hope that your committee would see fit to post-
pone this, and hold hearings next spring out in the field.
Thank you, sir.
Senator N-cricx. Thank you very much, Mr. Raney.
Just a couple of questions. On the 25-percent payment, as I under-

stand it, that would be for excess property, if your agency made that
property available to you, is that correct?
Mr. RANEY. Yes, sir.
Senator NUNN. But on the other hand, if nobody purchased it on

the 25-percent basis, or if no Federal agency claimed that property, and
it went to the State agency, then you would have another shot at it
for free, would you not?
Mr. RANEY. That will depend on the State governments, and again,.

where will the State governments place the priority, will they place it
• with education, will they place it with organizations, or will they place

it with entities of government as cities and counties, which need this
excess property, which is good property, to build roads that school:
buses run on.
Senator NUNN. I am trying to get to the practical level.
Let us take the bulldozer example you gave, and let us assume you

did not have $12,500 to buy bulldozing equipment, let us assume no-
body else claimed it at the excess level, and it went to the surplus level,
and the State of Oklahoma, it was made available to the State of
Oklahoma, what competing purposes within the State do you envision
would try to compete with you for that bulldozer on a free basis?
Education would not need a bulldozer, would you?
Mr. RANEY. Mr. Snodgrass is from Oklahoma.
Mr. SNODGRASS. It is kind of like the State basically taking the cream

of the crop, and the experienqe we have had, and this is throughout
the State of Oklahoma. that by and large, the surplus property pro-
gram, we are talking about a program that has been in business for
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some 20-odd years, the local and city and county levels, they have re-
ceived virtually no usable equipment at those levels of government
over the past 25 years, so basically, your State agencies, your park
departments, your highway departments take it over.

Senator NUNN. Mr. Snodgrass, do you want to make a statement
this morning?
I have got your letter here.
Would you like to go over that?

TESTIMONY OF HOMER G. SNODGRASS, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
ASSOCIATION OF SOUTH CENTRAL OKLAHOMA GOVERNMENTS,
DUNCAN, OKLA.

Mr. SNODGRASS. Very briefly, I would like to talk about the pro-
• gram that at the end you get very little, and that is where the State sur-
plus property agencies have been in business for many years.
Through the program that has operated in the past, by the State

agencies, amounts of usable property that has filtered down to the
local government level, and I call that the problem solving level, has
been very little in quantity or quality.
Now, through the excess property program, we have been able to

orient that toward the solving of problems at the local level, the re-
quirements of the EPA, for example, for the disposal of solid wastes.
The small towns have a limited tax base, limited tax resources in

which they can solve the problem of a sanitary landfill, as, for in-
stance, there is no way they can buy $30,000 or $40,000 piece of equip-
ment to do that job, yet they have the desire to do the job.
We have been able through the excess property program, the title V

Commissions in EDA to locate these kind of properties, helped to
pick it up, take it home and use it for the benefit, if you will of the
community, and we run the gambit of these things through health,
through fire protection, rural fire protection systems, et cetera.
Another point that I would like to make is that under the new bill,

the role of local government really is not spelled out.
All it says is that they will have entitlement, and entitlement, as

you well know is a large word.
Another point, the way the local folks look at this thing, is that

this is equipment that has already been paid for by the taxpayers'
dollars, and they see the return of this excess property, as a part of
the return on investment that they have paid from the dollars given
to the total governmental system.
I think if you go back to the wisdom of the Congress in several

other instances, the Congress decided in terms of general revenue shar-
ing, that those moneys would flow directly to the local units of Gov-
ernment, county, cities and towns, and the Congress in its wisdom de-

• cided there were certain areas in the United States that were more desti-
tute than other areas, that is why you have title V areas, and EDA
districts.
We would hope, again reiterating Mr. Raney's remarks here, that this

committee would look into this thing in a little bit more depth, in the
field, and see what the reaction of local elected officials are to this
type of change.
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We are talking about miniscule amounts in terms of the total dollar
value of the excess property program.
One county commissioner said to me, and I quote, "well, if it is work-

ing why do we want to change it," and I think that was a fine point.
Senator NUNN. What about those counties that are not included?
I have got friends on both sides of this question. We have a lot of

towns in Georgia that are included, and we have an awful lot of them
that are nut included.
How do you answer to that county?
Mr. SNODGRASS. They have been included under the State surplus

property program since the inception of the property program.
Now, if they are unhappy with the State surplus property program,

I think that is the answer to your question.
Senator NuNN. Of course, you get a crack at it before it ever be-

comes surplus property, and they do not.
What they are saying is that they get only what is left over, after

you have already gotten all you want. I can see both sides of the
argument.
How do you answer that question?
Mr. SNODGRASS. I can see both sides of the argument too, but up

until about 1974, that was not the case.
None of them got it, so there has been a change, and what has caused

the change is husksters like myself, when I got into business of trying
to hustle this property for the benefit of local government, and we
charge no fees, no nothing, it is strictly a freebee program as far as
our effort is concerned, because it is a service of government.

Senator NuNN. Is there any way we can get local governments in-
volved more in this bill? Do you have any kind of an alternative
mechanism whereby we can get them involved at the State level, and
yet treat all governments alike?
Mr. SNODGRASS. I would think so, yes, sir.
Senator NuNN. Perhaps you could think about that question. I

would like to see local governments involved. On the other hand, it is
difficult to justify certain segments being given priority over others.
Mr. SNODGRASS. Mr. Chairman, unless the Senate in its wisdom

chooses to write something like that into the law, it will not happen.
Sennator NuNN. I would like to get your suggestions, perhaps not

this morning, but if you could think about it, and let the staff know
of some alternate mechanism by which we could get local government
more involved, perhaps at the State level.
Mr. SNODGRASS. May I comment on the business about the property,

in terms of their being used or not utilized, as the case may be, in our
area of the country, we do serve the colleges and universities, and by
and large, as the point was made earlier, many of these additional
inistitutions do not use the same kinds of properties we are talking
about.
We are talking about rolling stock, building materials, et cetera,

but you get into universities, you are talking about office machinery,
computers, things of that nature, which are in great use within those
institutions.
The competition there is not nearly as great as it would appear on

the surface.
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Senator NUNN. Well, thank you very much.
Senator Metcalf, do you have any questions?
Senator METCALF. No questions. Thank you for coming.
Mr. RANEY. Mr. Chairman, we thank you, and again, we would.

like to say to you, I would like to see your committee and your staff
come to Arkansas and talk with the county judges, associations, and
talk with the municipal league.
I believe you have a letter from our Governor, a telegram support-

ing my position in this, that we need time to really give you a plan
of what will best help the cities and counties, and that is the thrust
of our program.

Senator Nu-NN. Thank you very much.
I might add I have a substantial number of people in my State that

have a position identical to your position this morning, so we are
trying to come up with something that is equitable, and it is not very
easy to find the perfect legislation.
I do have an open mind. I appreciate your appearance here this

morning. It has been very helpful.
Do any of you gentleman have a statement?

TESTIMONY OF ORLIE I. BOEHLER, ARDMORE AIRPARK, OKLA.,
REPRESENTING THE 11 SUBSTATE PLANNING AND DEVELOP-
MENT REGIONS, STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Mr. BOEHLER. Mr. Chairman, I have submitted a prepared statement,
however, I would like to reiterate, and just back up, the same thing
that these gentlemen said, one more time, and I would like the com-
mittee to remember, up until 1974, cities and counties, they are the
lowest form of government in this country, and they were not in the
surplus property business, they could not get it.
The only way they could get it was through civil defense.
If any of you gentlemen have ever seen what the cities and counties

and rural areas have gotten under Civil Defense, you would not believe
it.

Senator NUNN. What do you mean by that?
Mr. BOEHLER. It is so bad.
Senator NUNN. Not much?
Mr. BOEHLER. That is right.
No county commissioner in the State of Oklahoma was utilizing.

surplus property, because it was the general opinion of the total group
of county commissioners as a body it was to deal with junk.
It was worthless to get it in Oklahoma City from the State, and the

gas it took to get it cost more.
It was absolutely junk. Now, since 1974, with the regional commis-

sions being involved, and with the EDA being involved, in my district
alone, since August of last year, there has been developed over $6 mil-
lion worth of rolling stock capital equipment.

Senator NUNN. You mean by that the original value?
Mr. BOEHLER. The original value, sir, and that is R-1 condition, so

is R-2, so is R-3, we take it all.
We will take it all, so we can at least get our R-3's to cannibalize,

to make the R-2's run, and hopefully the R-1's are good to run a year
or two, but I would like to point out, since 1970, the inflation rate has

eio
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gone up so much for local government, and in the meantime, you
consider revenue sharing, the money that you have given cities and
counties for revenue sharing put them about where they were in 1970,
based on today's dollar.
Now, if they cannot put money into capital equipment, and they

have a heck of a time putting it into capital improvement programs,
and they can barely manage to give essential services which cost more,
and if you cut them out of this system now, you are goin to put them
in a very bad position financially.
I can speak for all of it, what I would call the 69 rural counties in

• Oklahoma.
Now, that is something to be considered, we are not against stream-

lining the system, but we are definitely making the cities and counties,
going back to prior to 1974, and, if you will, areaucratizing the State
surplus property system even more so than it has been, and thereby
creating another level, whereby local government must go to get any
kind of equipment.
I know what will happen in southern Oklahoma, the more redtape,

and the more administrative problems they run into, they will back
off.
They do not want to mess with it. They do not have the time nor the

money.
You say it is unfair to some. Yes, it is. I would suggest you put a

strong priority into the bill, relating to local government, particularly
cities and counties, because of the position they find themselves in.
Let this property take up some of the load, because it really is.
You know, for the first time in southern Oklahoma, we know have

some firefighting equipment, and it is not much, but at least they have
a fire pump and it goes all the way down to some basic items, and a
tractor to cut grass, and it is something to consider

' 
and it is something

I would like to turn this committee to recommend to the Senate to add
•to the bill.

Senator NurrN. Thank you very much.
As we proceed in this, if we are going to pass legislation this year,

it will have to be done very rapidly.
I am not certain what Senator Ribicoff and this committee will de-

cide or when we will have a markup on this bill, but I would advise
• each of you that we would welcome your continuing opinions, and if

you have any additional information or opinions or suggestions, or
particular legislation, or amendments you would like to see, we would
be glad to have your input.
Thank you very much.
[The prepared statements of Mr. Raney, Mr. Snodgrass, and Mr.

Boehler follow :1

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DONALD R. RANEY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS; EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NORTHWEST ARKANSAS
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT, HARRISON, ARK.; HOMER G. SNODGRASS,
CHAIRMAN, "NADO" EXCESS PROPERTY COMMITTEE; EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AS-
SOCIATION OF SOUTH CENTRAL OKLAHOMA GOVERNMENTS, DUNCAN, OKLA.

Mr. Chairman: We are pleased to appear before this committee to comment on
the H.R. 14451—a bill to permit the donation of federal surplus personal prop-
erty to the states and local organizations for public purposes, and for other pur-
poses.



This bill will repeal section 514, The Regional Excess Property Program of
the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, as amended. This
section 514 is not a surplus program or a giveaway program, but a program to
allow each regional commission to loan or vest title of excess property for the
purpose of economic development to states or political subdivision and some-
other tax-supported organization.
We are not here today to advise you to vote against this bill—we ask only that

you do not pass this bill without holding hearings in the field. We believe that
this regional excess property program is as important as the Federal dollars that
flow through the title V commissions. By coming out in the field where the
action is—You can see first-hand.
This regional excess property program operated by the cities and counties

within our districts and within the Ozarks Regional Commission is for economic
development—this means bulldozers, scrapers, cranes, road graders, trucks, steel
to build bridges, drainage tile, etc. this equipment is used to build county roads
and city streets which serve our industries, our school bus routes, and provides
safe roads to travel on. Our state-owned vocational schools are recipients of
this excess property—excellent equipment on which to train our young people
so that they can earn a decent living. Each piece of equipment that is secured
through our title V commission is required to have a written justification as to
how it will assist in the economic development of the area (example attached).
The title V excess property program is not in competition with the state sur-

plus property program which provides equipment for our educational institutions.
They have no need for road building equipment. Our counties and cities have the
responsibility to build roads for the school buses to run on.
This title V excess property program is for the first time providing good work-

able equipment for the cities and counties. The state surplus program spends
most of their time acquiring equipment for the state and educational institutions.
They cannot keep up with this program, much less serve cities and counties.
This title V excess property program is not taking all the equipment away from

the state surplus property program. A state, such as Arkansas with 21 employees
in their surplus property program, cannot satisfy the needs of their own depart-
ments, schools, higher education 75 counties and over 400 cities. Evidence of
this is sale No. 31-6708 conducted by Memphis, Tennessee, Defense property dis-
posal region, all of the tires, sedans, trucks, pickups, fork lifts, and other equip-
ment for sale in this sealed bid offering was first offered to the state surplus
property program. (booklet attached)
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06-17-0-918-76

TRANSFER OF TITLE 1. Order No.
EXCESS PERSONAL PROPERTY

2. Date

3. The Federal Cochairman of tho Ozarks Rcgionil Commission, as anthorized hv Section 514
of the .Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, as amended, hereby conveys
title to the following items of U. S. Government property, acquired from Government
excess property sources to Washingtcn '2ouity, Courthouse, Fayetteville, AR 72701 

4. Total Number of Items:  I ea.
PROPERTY TRANSFERRED6.

5. Total Acquisition: $50,660 00

GSA & Holding
Agency Nos.
(a)

Item No.

(b)

Description

(c)

Unit Iluantity

(d) (e)

Acquisition Cost
Unit ,
(f) 1,___ta)

Total

ea. I 50,660.0d 50,660.00
5Y2184-6037 2410-00-920-3703 Tractor, Cr z der
L005 Full Tracked (with

Scrapper) Good; R-3

7. Economic Development Purpose: Tractor will be used to_pull a scraper and also as a build
in the construction and maintenance ci county_roads in Washington Couniy. Good maintena
anTconfrucfron orcounty roads will improve travel within  the counIy and this will in

—Turn herp-improve the conomic  development. 

8. Acceptance, I acknowledge. as the anthorized representative of the recipient, that
have received, read, and the recipient agrees to abide by the "Terms and Conditions
for Transfer of Title, United States Government Petscnal Property".

Signalure:Z__
Title: Ccunt_lu_dge
Date: June 17,  L/Li_ 

9. Approval: (Signature)

Desienatrd Agent: NWAEDD, Inc-
Harrison, Arkansas 72601 

Date:  June 17, 1976 

rorbnirmin (ro-
Date:
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEFENSE SUPPLY AGENCY

'SALE NO. 31-6708
BID OPENING:

28 JULY1976 9:00 A.M.

SEALED BID
Cllexing...

TIRES
SEDANS
TRUCKS
PICKUPS

FORKLIFTS

FOR SALE SITE & MAILING ADDRESS SEE PAGE 31

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION SEE INSIDE

44,

(
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ASSOCIATION
OUTH
CENTRAL
e KLAHOMA
COVERNMENTS

802 MAIN
DUNCAN, OKLAHOMA 73533

PHONE 405/252-0595

September 10, 1976

The Honorable Sam Nunn, Chairman
Government Operations Committee
The United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Re: HR 14451

Dear Senator Nunn:

- STATEMENT-

Li 1

As a point of departure, it is necessary to differentiate between

'surplus' and 'excess' property. Excess property is that property no

longer needed or required by a federal agency, i.e., DOD, DA, etc.

This property remains 'excess' for fifteen days during which time it

can be transferred to other federal agencies for utilization or it can

be transferred to local governments and other eligible agencies through

such programs as EDA and the Title V Commissions. It is only after

"excess" property remains unclaimed by another federal agency for fif-

teen days that it is declared "surplus" to the needs of the federal

agencies or their eligible recipients and released to the state surplus

property offices.

This bill if passed will reduce or eliminate ."excess" users and cause

more property to be classified as "stly_p_lus" and turned over to state

surplus agencies. The current plogram is definitely affecting these

agencies since good "excess" property is distributed through the federal

agencies, including EDA and the Title V Commissions, to deserving

recipient entities. In effect, this constitutes a further stretching

of the taxpayer dollar for the property is again utilized in supporting

the delivery of services to the people at local level.

Currently, under the present program wherein these excess federal pro-

perties are transferred to local governments and other eligible reci-

a pients through EDA and the Regional Commissions, the cost to local

government is minimal. In most instances, it entails the cost of hand-

ling from point of origin to point of utilization and such repairs as

are necessary to make it usable. This is accomplished by local govern,

ments utilizing their own transportation and rehabilitation capabilities.

77-369 0 - 76 - 5
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The Honorable Sam Nunn, Chairman
Page 2
September 10, 1976

Conversely, once a state surplus property agency obtains such properties
they are first made available to state agencies and state sponsot:ed acti-
vities. Property which finally filters through the state surplus pro-
perty system and is made available to local governments is mostly left-
overs and junk. For local governments to obtain these properties, they
must pay. These expenses are on top of transportation and repair costs.
In addition, items are collected and transported to a central holding
location—which in some instances is greater distance for recipients
than pickup at installations would be. This results in duplication of
effort in that materials must be transported (moved) twice instead of
from the point of acquisition to point of utilization.

Local units of government should not be required to pay fees or "admini-
strative" charges to acquire sorely needed items of supply or equipment
which have already been paid for by tax dollars, generated at the people
level. In many instances, small communities cannot generate revenues to
pay state surplus agencies for property or equipment. When fees are
involved, small municipalities have little opportunity to obtain property
in competition with a state agency. Although we do not have specifics as
to the fees required by other states, it should be apparent that any costs
applied, however, are greater than those incurred under current programs
operated through the Title V Commissions or EDA. In brief, local govern-
ment officials view this program as a truly helping hand that results in
a savings to the taxpayer while at the same time it provides them with
sorely needed items of equipment which they don't have the money to buy.

Under the current system, we have locally based people working for and
in behalf of local governments at the grass roots level. The flow of
excess property to local units of government under the sponsorship of the
Title V Regional Commission and EDA has been a godsend to hard pressed
localities. All of the verbiage about the great improvements in manage-
ment and administration which "will" result from centralizing the activity
at the state surplus property level calls to mind the wisdom of the Congress
*hen it decided and acted to make certain that general revenue funds did
in-fact go direct to local units of government; thus preventing inter-
ference or encroachment by a state agency.

By repeal of Section 514, it is not disputed that regions, communities,
and institutions will have an opportunity for federal property, but the
manner and quality of state management will in some cases preclude govern-
ments at the grass roots level from helping themselves through this pro-
gram. Due to limited local revenues, many local entities will be unable
to reimburse state programs for property even though sorely needed.

Property accountability and assistance can still be maintained. Reports
of utilization can be maintained. Currently, Ozarks Regional Commission
maintains records for reporting as required.
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Some inequity will exist due to dist.Ince involved from sources of equip-

ment and supplies. Close proximity to milit.my bases has a great bear-

ing On distribution. Transporiaiion costs .1 it: movement of eqfpment

great distances to rural oniities.

The fact that there is unequal distribution will nevi: be solved.
Where Ihe it bases are is where the (xeoss property is. Congress
realized that some areas of the country were d(pressed and under-
developed and established the Regional Commissions. This ill it i1 f pro-

vided all unequal distribution of funds to those areas to aid in changing

these existing economic conditions. This program has provided groat

benefits to these areas designated by Congress as needing them and accomp-

lishing those purposes for which the Regional Commissions were created.

The above statement represents the views of eight counties, sixty-five
cities and towns, and nine conservation districts--252,000 people of
Southwest Oklahoma.

4fir-a-sr.O...:.e3

Homer G. Snodgrass, Jr.
Executive Director
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ORLIE J. BOEHLER, ARDMORE, AIRPARK, OKLA., REPRESENT-
ING THE ELEVEN SUB-STATE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REGIONS, STATE OF
OKLAHOMA AND THE SOUTHERN OKLAHOMA DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, my name is Orlie J. Boehler and I am Executive Director of
the Southern Oklahoma Development Association, Ardmore Airpark, Oklahoma.
I am here today representing the Board of Directors of the Southern Oklahoma
Development Association as well as speaking in behalf of the other ten sub-
state planning and development regions in Oklahoma.
The Southern Oklahoma Development Association is a council of governments

and economic development district. Its board of directors is made up primarily
of the elected local government officials in southern Oklahoma. The association
represents ten county governments, thirty-five municipalities, ten soil and water
conservation districts and the Chickasaw Indian Nation. The Southern Okla-
homa Development Association not only serves as a planning and implementa-
tion body, acting in behalf of its membership, but also takes a strong advocate
position for its membership in relating to programs which affect them either
singly or regionally.
My primary purpose today is to indicate to you the concern that local govern-

ments in Oklahoma have regarding the excess federal property program. It has
been said by many House members and their staff that H.R. 14451 will make the
federal excess property program more orderly and will provide a new system of
excess property and will result in more property for more eligible organizations
in more states. Representative William J. Randall, Chairman of the Sub-commit-
tee on Government Activities and Transportation, has indicated that H.R. 14451
has several new provisions to assure that economic development programs and
recipients at the local level will get full opportunity with respect to obtaining
property.
If in fact H.R. 14451 makes for an efficient and uniform system for excess prop-

erty and if it can be shown that local governments will not be taken out of the
excess federal property program then we can support this bill and would urge
our Senators to do so; however, the proposed legislation appears to give all excess
federal property authority and responsibility to the several states and their exist-
ing excess property programs. It is this point that we wish clarified.

Prior to our cities and towns being eligible for excess federal property under
the auspices of the Ozarks Regional Commission, the cities and towns in Okla-
homa could receive federal excess property only through the state surplus prop-
erty office. That property traditionally available to cities and towns could at
best be classified as junk. Until eighteen months ago, cities and towns in Okla-
homa did not participate in federal excess property because they could not
receive property having any worthwhile and useful value. State agencies had
completely picked over all federal excess property coming into the state leaving
nothing of any worthwhile value for cities and towns.
When we in Oklahoma became eligible for excess federal property through the

Ozarks Regional Commission, our cities and towns for the first time in some
twenty years began receiving equitable and fair treatment under the present
excess federal property system. The reason for this was that screeners could
be hired who would work in behalf of local government and could compete with
state property offices by screening property on various federal installations. This
program gave cities and towns a direct chance in screening, freezing, and ac-
quiring federal excess property in competition with state agencies.

If H.R. 14451 is passed and if it only solidifies the exclusiveness of state prop-
erty offices in screening, handling, and delivering state excess federal property
within the state and if no provision is made whereby cities and counties can
have equality under the federal excess property system you will (in the opinion
of my board of directors and the boards of directors of the other substate plan-
ning and development districts in Oklahoma), pass bad law.
If on the other hand, this bill establishes fairness and equality and makes

certain that local government can have a free and unencumbered equitable po-
sition with state agencies in the acquiring of excess federal property then the
bill will become at least a piece of fair legislation and establish, hopefully, an
equitable law in this regard.

Gentlemen, financing for municipal and county governments grows more diffi-
cult and more burdensome. Inflation costs and service demands have eroded local
government budgets to the point that they can only provide day to day essential
services. Cities and towns have very little money left to develop new services

4
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and much needed capital improvements programs. Because of their poor financial
positions, local governments cannot purchase needed capital equipment. Okla-
homa's local governments in the last eighteen months have been able to supple-
ment their capital equipment needs because of a highly successful excess federal
property program through the Ozarks Regional Commission.
Attached you will find a list of federal excess property that has been delivered

within southern Oklahoma during the period of August 8, 1275 to September 10,
1976. The list identifies the local government recipient, that government's popu-
lation, the elected official responsible for that equipment, and the new dollar
amount of equipment received. The list also identifies hospitals, colleges and
universities also having received federal excess property during that same time
period.

Since August 8, 1975 to September 10, 1976, the new cost of equipment deliv-
ered is $6,831,466.68. From this list you can see that the program has been well
received in southern Oklahoma.

Gentlemen, in conclusion I wish to re-state that if the intent of H.R. 14451 is
to: (1) streamline the excess federal property system and to put local govern-
ment at the mercy of state property offices and their employees; and (2) pro-
vide no method by which local governments can compete fairly for federal excess
property then I urge you to either defeat the bill or amend it to provide that
local government will be given fair and equitable treatment. Further I would
urge that local governments needs and priorities be identified within the act as
being a justifiable purpose for the use of federal excess property.
Local governments in Oklahoma want to make certain that the federal excess

property program will be available to them for their capital equipment needs.
They also wish the program to have a minimum of red tape and correspondent
administrative difficulty.
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August

FEDERAL EXCESS PROPERTY

18,1975 to September 10,1976

Recipient Population Mayor/Co. Comm./Ch. Board Amt. Received

Atoka County:
Atoka Co. Commissioners 10,972 Munroe Cochran, Chairman $1,474,393.26

Atoka, City of 3,346 Leon McNeil, Mayor 44,204.00

Stringtown, City of 397 Jim Kellog, Mayor 23,000.00

Bryan County:
County Commissioners 25,552 Paul Perry, Chairman 160,034.44

Bokchito, City of 607 Billy W. Smith, Mayor 25,334.37

Caddo, City of 886 C.C. Calhoun, President 8,272,35

Calera, City of 1,063 Guy Young, President 26,467.90 eit

Durant, City of 11,118 Robert Davis, Mayor 243,598.94

Mead, City of A.L. Ford, President 16,351.00

Carter County:
County Commissioners 37,349 Huss Standifer, Chairman 35,133.00

Ardmore, City of 21,915 Ed Estes, Mayor 236,592.85

Healdton, City of 2,324 Royce Reser, Mayor 26,187.00

Coal County:
•County Commissioners 5,525 William Sandman, Chairman 54,882.00

Coalgate, City of 1,859 John Pia7:7,i, Mayor 7,935.00

:yin County:
County Commissioners 24,874 Cakl Mayfield, Chairman 106,553.41

Lindsay, City of 3,705 Terrell Stephens, Mayor 110,806.00

Paula Valley, City of 5,769 C.E. Cotten, Mayor 195,071.92

wynnewood, City of 2,374 Gene Johnson, Mayor 91,819.24

Johnston County:
County Commissioners 7,870 Coy Easterling, Chairman 279.897.92

Mansville, City of 231 Elvin Bean, President 49,141.15

Tishomingo, City of 2,663 Vernon Hurst, Mayor 33,666.20

Wapanucka, City of 425 Jack Fields, President 23,129.00

Love County:
County Commissioners 5,627 W.H. "Bill" Lyle, Chairman 182,465.95

Marietta, City of 2,013 Willis Choate, Mayor 17,234.00

Thackerville, City of 257 Luke Langston, President 11,986.00

Marshall County:
County Commissioners 7,682 Wayne Williams, Chairman 46,376.46

Enos, Town of Wayne Williams, Chairman 6,378.00

Kingston, City of 710 Montie Blakely, President 4,673.00

Madill, City of 2,875 Clinton Williams, Mayor 103,160.94

Murray County:
-ounty Commissioners 10,669 Jimmie Piimorse, Chairman 328,194.94

,avis, City of :2,223 A.L. West, Mayor 171,249,70

0.augherty, City of ' 211 James Wiles, Mayor 8,273.00

Sulphur, City of 5,158 Mrs. Zelma DeLay, Mayor 7,193.00

Pontotoc County:
County Commissioners
Ada, City of
Allen, City of

27,867
14,859

974

Lonnie Manuel, Chairman

Homer Peay, Mayor
Bob Plunk, President

68,554.42
86,701.45
20,425.00

Bed

Hospitals Capacity

Bryan Memorial
Marshall Mem.

80 beds
50 beds

Percentage
of occupancy Administrator Amount Received

70%
44%

Jerry Cole
Curtis Pryor

87,378.93
12,009.00

Colleges/Universities Population

Southeastern ST. Univ. 4,200

Murray St. College 1,459

East Central St. Univ 3,000

President
Dr. Leon Hibbs
Dr. Clyde Kindell
Dr. Stanley Wagner

GRAND TOTAL $ 6,831,466.68

Amount Received
1,872,277.41

392,931.68
131,532.85

•
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Senator Nu-xx. Our next witness is Mr. Dino DeConcini, executive
assistant to Gov. Raoul Castro of Arizona, State cochairman, Four
Corners Regional Commission.
We also have Mr. Jack Hawke, Federal cochairman of the Coastal

Plains Regional Commission.
I do not know whether Mr. Hawke has a statement, so why don't

you go ahead, Mr. DeConcini.

TESTIMONY OF DINO DeCONCINI, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO GOV.
RAOUL CASTRO OF ARIZONA, STATE COCHAIRMAN, FOUR COR-
NERS REGIONAL COMMISSION

Mr. DECONCINI. Since we are at about 12 o'clock, and since my four
page statement has been submitted for the record, with your permis-
sion, I would like to touch on a number of points, and perhaps address
myself to some of the questions that have been raised in prior
testimony.

Senator NUNN. I assure you, we will stay here until you get through
with your statement, if you want to go ahead with it.
Mr. DECoxcixi. Much of it has been covered, so I will try to limit

myself to things that have not already been covered.
Senator Nrxx. Thank you, sir.
Mr. DECoxcixi. The position of Governor Castro speaking for the

Four Corners Regional Commission, is there is basically no objection
except section 6, which would abolish section 514, and you have heard
the reasons for this.
I would like just to take one other example from Arizona, that I

think will highlight even better the programs, in our Navajo Indian
Nation, in the three States, they were able to use through the Four
Corners Regional Commission excess property of 500 rail heads, which
is the bottom of the rail cart, and these would have been sold for scrap
metal, if no one else picked them up.
The acquisition is about $6,000 each, and if sold for scrap, they bring

maybe 1 cent a pound.
They were given to the Navajo Tribe for the cost of transportation,

and they were made into rural bridges, which permitted the Indian
children in Arizona, and Spanish-American, and Mexican-American
children to use these bridges to get to school, when the weather was
good, and it improved all travel in these very remote regions of our
Nation.
If you took this $6.000 cost, and added 25 percent of it, it would be

$1,500. Those 500 bridges would have cost the Navajo Tribe $750,000,
and there is no way they could get the improvement, but by going
through the Four Corners Regional Commission, they were able to do
that.
We think that is a very imaginative use of the excess property.

Another example was missile carriers, that looked like giant cigar
tubes. They were split in half, and made into water troughs and feed
troughs for Indian cattle growers.
I do not know what the original cost was, and it was considerable,

but it had no relationship to the final use.
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I would like to address the essential question here of equity, Mr.

Chairman. I think it was important that there be something in the

record to justify the apparent inequities, and T appreciate the logical

inequity of some counties participating and some not.
First, with respect to States, that had been done by legislation.

Those States had to convince the Congress that they had sufficiently

depressed areas to justify a title V Commission. It is not easily done.

The President is trying to do one on the border States, and it has

taken them several years, and presumably if the State is one of the 33,

it has given some reason to justify their favored treatment.
When you get to counties within a State, which is in the title V

Commission, they can be added by recommendation of the title V
commissioners to the Secretary of Commerce.
We just did that in Arizona, where we had the rural portions of

urban counties, in the Tucson-Phoenix area, not the urban area, but
the depressed rural areas, and they were claiming the same inequity,
and we were able to cure that by administrative process.
I think the important thing to remember here is that as we are

cutting out nationally of the depression, and in some rural depressed
areas as portions of Arizona, then also in other Four Corner States,
they lag 6 months to 1 year behind the national scene.
The end of the game really is economic, that is the name of the game,

economic development, and job creation, and that is one of the most
difficult. things to accomplish, and with this program we have an
effective tool.
The Governors and the Commissions try to foster economic develop-

ment at a very low cost, in transportation, in the face of all odds, and
I would like to urge you very strongly to consider if you decide to move
on this bill this year, to consider postponing section 6 for a year, to
give you time to do whatever is necessary, to consider alternatives and
to consider holding hearings.
I think perhaps hearings would be beneficial. For example, the

House hearings before the Subcommittee on Government Operations,
September 30 and October 2 contained a lot of information that left
the. impression that a great deal of stock piling was going on.

Just within our own State, we were able to look at those figures, and
find out that several hundred items were being stockpiled.

Well. 200 were coils of electric wire that had been completely used
in the Navajo Nation to create new jobs that did not exist.
They were not stockpiled. They were held in storage for use.

Another very small depressed city of Fountaine, Colo., wired 100 elec-
tric lights to better light the areas of their city, and they replaced
them, as the old ones are used up, so it is not something that is done for
stockpiling, or for bureaucracy, it is something directly related to
economic development.
We think it is very valuable. We understand the pressures on you,

because of these logical inequities, and we suggest maybe the best thing
is just hold off on that section 6, and have a look at just that one part
of it, and it may be that some of these things can be taken care of
administratively with GSA regulations, and we in Arizona and the
Four Corners Region pledge you our cooperation to work with GSA
to establish some sort of regulations that make sense throughout the
country.

4
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Senator NUNN. Thank you very much, Mr. DeConcini.
Your full statement will be put in the record, without objection.
Could you explain to the committee, just bow your Four Corners

Regional Commission operates its excess property program under
section 514?
Mr. DECoNcixt. Yes, sir.
We have in the Four Corners region two screeners who operate

regionwide, not restricted to just one State, and we visit and find what
is available.
On the other side, we have our cities, counties, towns, Indian tribes

putting in requests for excess property they need for economic
development.
The person who screens those requests is Governor Castro's alter-

nate, who is in the Governor's office.
His office is just down the hall from mine, and he, in effect, with the

Governor's approval, sets the priorities and screens out things that are
clearly needed, I should say not involved for economic development.
We used to be in the desk and typewriter business, and there was

criticism, because it duplicated what the State surplus property did.
It was obvious, and we immediately got out of it, and we let our

State surplus property take care of desks, typewriters, that go to
schools and hospitals, and that may be marginally related to economic
development, but what we have is a request coming in from one side,
and these screeners are out looking at the other side, and they meet in
the Governor's office, and he has direct control of the situation.
The Four Corners alternate approves those requests, that he feels

are valid for economic development, and passes them onto the Four
Corners Regional Office, where they are given to screeners who then
move out into the various States of the region, and try to allocate the
property.
These screeners have a two-way going with our State surplus prop-

erty officer, so the noneconomical development needs for surplus prop-
erty are screened out, so there is a great benefit of these two screeners
in this area.
When it has been located, then the Government entity involved

pays the transportation, and that is when they are required to file
within 6 months a statement with the Four Corners Regional Com-
mission as to how that property was used, and we then conduct a field
audit within 1 year to determine that use has occurred, so we do
everything possible, and we try to make sure these items are being
used properly.
Senator NUNN. How many screeners would you have in your

regional regional commission?
fr. DECONCINI. We have a policy at the commission to have no

more than one per State.
At the present we have five States, Nevada has joined us, and we

have only two screeners.
We make use of the entire GSA personnel, property experts, on a

contract basis, and they know everybody, and everything that is going
on, and that way, we are able to get out a tremendous amount of in-
formal information passing, without having to staff up with perma-
nent employees to go around and do this.
[The prepared statement of Mr. DeConcini follows:]

77-369 0 - 76 - 6
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DINO DECONCINI, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO HON. RAUL H.
CASTRO, GOVERNOR OF ARIZONA AND STATE COCHAIRMAN, FOUR CORNERS REGIONAL
COMMISSION

I am testifying on behalf of Governor Raul H. Castro of Arizona who is also
State Cochairman of the Four Corners Regional Commission.
If Governor Castro were not out of the country, I am sure that he would

want to be here himself to testify before your Committee. He considers the Four
Corners Regional Commission's Excess Property Program one of the most helpful
activities that the Federal government offers to the small communities and
minority groups of our region of the nation.
The Program is efficiently operated with full participation by the Governor's

offices. We set the priorities for distribution. We know where the property is
going and why it is needed. Governor Castro has as much voice in the Commis-
sion's Program as in the State Surplus office. However, there is complete co-
operation between our State Surplus Officer and the Four Corners Regional
Commission. The Commission screeners act as added eyes and legs for our State
Surplus Office. They locate property needed by the State Surplus Office—informa-
tion flows both ways. We should also say that the Four Corners ceased acquisi-
tion of any furniture or office equipment for any recipient a year ago this month,
September, 1975. That is now the State Surplus Office's exclusive baliwick.
While H.R. 14451 transfers the responsibility for the Program from HEW to

GSA and somewhat broadens the scope of recipients, it repeals Section 514 of
the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965.
The Commission believes that its Section 514 authority should be preserved

because the Program results show excess government property collected on a
regionwide basis to have successfully fostered economic development and to have
been given to the Indian Tribes, vocational schools and inflation-pressed commu-
nities in the State who stand most in need of this assistance.

State surplus property offices, especially from smaller States with strong
economic development needs, may operate at a competitive disadvantage with
larger States which have more excess and surplus property at their disposal.
GSA figures show substantial excess and surplus property available in Ari-

zona. Unfortunately, the biggest part is in aircraft mothballed at Davis-
Monathan Air Base. The Federal establishments in Arizona do not generate much
volume in the kinds of equipment needed by our citizens. We need to go to
Utah and California, and sometimes, Texas. Many other States would be simi-
larly penalized by the passage of H.R. 14451 with its present Section 6.
I should also say that the "acquisition cost" figures can be very misleading.

The Commission has distributed more than 500 rail decks, the bottom and sides
of rail cars which probably would have been sold for scrap metal. From them
we are making very sturdy bridges to cross the many washes and canyons in
our western country. The Federal acquisition cost is about $6000 each. When
sold for scrap, they would have brought the Federal government 1/2 to 1 cent
per pound, or $130.
Our Indian and other minority children use these bridges to get to school

every day instead of just when the weather is good. Rural travel to the remote
portions of our land is vastly improved.
We think this is an economical application of the Federal taxpayers' invest-

ment. This is imaginative use of excess property. The Commission files are
replete with other unusual and imaginative utilization.
We wish that the House Committee had been able to review exhaustively the

utilization of the property acquired by the Four Corners Commission.
We believe that a complete appraisal of the Four Corners Excess Property

Program will demonstrate that the Commission does not stockpile equipment
nor allows government property to be acquired without purpose. For example,
on page 565 of the Hearings held by the Government Activities and Transporta-
tion subcommittee of the House Government Operations Committee on Septem-
ber 30 and October 2, 1975, to consider this legislation, the Four Corners Regional
Commission is cited as having "not used" 175 property items and having only a
"planned use" for an additional 491 items. To cite just two examples, 100 of the
175 nonuse items consist of street lights being converted individually from 270
to 220 watts as needed, and 200 of the 491 "planned use" items are coils of elec-
tric wires which have been totally used to provide the wiring system for the
new particleboard plant of the Navajo Nation, helping to create substantial new
jobs and income for a population group having unemployment above 50 percent.

a.
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I have asked the Commission staff to give Governor Castro a detailed report
on the materiel questioned by the General Accounting Office during their field
audit and he will submit this report to you as soon as it is prepared. The Com-
mission stands ready and available to assist you in any way we can.

Senator NUNN. Mr. Hawke, where is most of the property, where
does it go within the Coastal Plains Regional Commission? Have you
got a breakdown, showing how much has gone to various States within
that region?
Mr. HAWKE. Senator, I can give you that breakdown through the

month of July
Senator NUNN. Will you give us your name?
Let us take your statement now if you have one.

TESTIMONY OF JACK HAWKE, FEDERAL COCHAIRMAN, COASTAL
PLAINS REGIONAL COMMISSION

Mr. HAWKE. Mr. Chairman, I am Jack Hawke, Federal Cochairman
of the Coastal Plains Regional Commission.
I am not here with a prepared statement to testify today, but I will

be glad to answer that question or any other question.
Through July, we had $3,795,000 through the State of Georgia,

$3,557,000 through the State of South Carolina, and $11,282,000
through the State of North Carolina.

Florida has just become active in the program and we put about
$154,000 in the State of Florida.
The one reason the State of North Carolina has received more than

the other States, we find that North Carolina's figure for excess prop-
erty having been placed in the local county regions would be similar
to that of Georgia and South Carolina, but North Carolina, through
the Governor's office, decided to put emphasis on the technical college,
community college system, and they have their own personal screener
who has done the bulk of the work for that State.
Senator NUNN. Does that mean if a State allocates a screener under

the present system, they will get a whole lot more than other States
if they go after it?
Mr. HAWKE. I would analyze they had a screener as good as the one

in the community college system in North Carolina; they would sig-
nificantly increase the amount of goods they receive.
Senator NUNN. For what purpose is the main portion of the prop-

erty that has been acquired, in your experience?
Mr. HAWKE. We try very carefully to follow the leads of Four

Corners.
Four Corners has more experience, and we have tried to keep their

program.
We look at the economic benefit, we look at programs involved as a

commission.
One example comes to mind in Georgia. We had a rural dental

health clinic project which requested, I believe, $40,000 of commission
funds to become established.
We were able to find dental equipment and put it into that project

which ultimately saved the commission funds, but also made a better
project for rural Georgia.
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We have put money in the past into airport development. We be-
lieve transportation is an important part of economic development.
We are right now working with Waycross, Ga., which has lost its

airline services, in establishing some good equipment, to try to improve
its transportation system there.
We, in Georgia, as an example—and I use that State since it is your

home—have put equipment into our marine resources program area.
As a title V commission, we feel marine resources is a unique ability

to attract economic development, so we have placed equipment in the
marine resources program area. We also find, as did the other gen-
tlemen who testified here this morning, that many of our local towns
are in great need.
If we can find a bulldozer, a tractor, this is usually given direct to

our smallest and poorest local community.
We were given authority in the legislation to deal with the health

care area. Our Commission does not have funds at this point to di-
rectly set up programs in the health care area, so we put some em-
phasis in our excess property, and in local hospitals in our smallest
and poorest communities, and so you find looking through a list of our
excess property, there is quite a bit of equipment going into hospitals.
Senator N-crNN. How many counties in Georgia are in the Coastal

Plains region?
Mr. HAWKE. We have expanded so we now cover all of Georgia,

except I believe it is the 14 counties in the Appalachian Regional
Commission.
The rest of the State is in the Coastal Plains region.
Senator NUNN. Do you also acquire properties for the universities

within your region?
Mr. HAWKE. We have primarily acquired property for the commu-

nity college system technical schools.
There has been some property transfer to the University of Georgia,

but primarily I believe it is in the marine resources development area.
Senator NUNN. Based on your statistics, could you tell us how much

property has been used for education, or is this part of your emphasis
on economic development?
Mr. HAWKE. It would be difficult for me to say.
I would say in the State of North Carolina, that probably 70 per-

cent of the equipment that has been obtained through the excess prop-
erty program has gone to technical type educational facilities.

Senator NUNN. When did you meet this expansion to include all of
the other counties, most of the other counties of Georgia?
Mr. HAWKE. It was approved by Secretary Morton approximately

9 months ago.
Senator NUNN. The Coastal Plains Regional Commission, as orig-

inally set up, is based on economic need in a particular area, is it not?
Mr. HAWKE. Yes, as all title V commissions.
We had a unique background, unique, economic problem that went

to the region.
Our region covered North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia, it

had a capital income of $1,000 per person, which was below the na-
tional average.

(
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Senator NuNN. I think the expansion has a lot of advantage. At
the same time, you expect to take in the urban counties that do not
have the same economic problems so how do you make the case that
the regional commissions should be given priority because of economic
problems?
Mr. HAWKE. Well, I will differentiate between the regionwide

longrange planning which we establish, the projects which we fund
through our budget, which have a regionwide impact, and if you are
looking at the regionwide impact, you have the responsibility to look
at the whole region, the cities, the counties, the rural areas, and the
populated areas.
I will draw the distinction between that and the excess property,

and we have made the decision we would not place excess property in
the metropolitan areas.
You will find no property has gone to Atlanta, you will find none

has gone to Raleigh, N.C., but a lot of the property has gone through
the counties, as very poor black counties in our State, and you will find
a lot of property is going to Stewart County, Ga., but not to the large
cities.
Senator NUNN. Not far from Plains, Ga., I might add.
Mr. HAwKE. That is true.
Senator NUNN. What you are doing is setting up within your sur-

plus property, not surplus but excess property, you are setting up a
criteria, which gives greater emphasis to those counties which are
poorer,is that correct?
Mr. HAWKE. That is what we have done as the Coastal Plains Re-

gional Commission, yes.
Senator NUNN. Senator Metcalf?
Senator METCALF. I have no questions.
Thank you for coming.
Senator Nu-NN. Thank you all for coming. We appreciate it very

much.
As we work our way through this legislation, if you have any other

views, we would be happy to have them.
We have one other witness, Mr. James J. Buckley, Deputy Assistant

Commissioner for Real Property, Public Buildings Service, General
Services Administration.

Please proceed, Mr. Buckley.

TESTIMONY OF JAMES J. BUCKLEY, DEPUTY ASSISTANT COMMIS-
SIONER FOR REAL PROPERTY, PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE,
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

Mr. BUCKLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity of
expressing the views of GSA on H.R. 11347.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee:
My name is James J. Buckley, and I am the Deputy Assistant

Commissioner for Real Property of the General Services Administra-
tion's Public Buildings Service. On behalf of the Administrator of
General Services, Jack Eckerd, I wish to thank you for the opportunity
of expressing the views of the General Services Administration on
H.R. 11347, a bill "To convey the interests of the United States in
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certain lands in Salt Lake County, Utah, to Shriners' Hospitals for
Crippled Children, a Colorado corporation."
H.R. 11347 directs the Administrator of General Services to convey,

without consideration, all right, title, and interest remaining in the
United States in and to a 0.048-acre portion of a tract of land conveyed
to the Shriners' Hospitals for Crippled Children by deed dated
July 12, 1946. The original tract of land, consisting of approximately
8 acres, was a portion of the Fort Douglas Military Reservation and
the conveyance to the Shriners' Hospitals for Crippled Children was
made by the Secretary of War pursuant to Public Law 324 dated
March 14, 1946. Section 2 of that act provides for a reversionary in-
terest in the United States in the event the grantee shall fail or cease
to use the subject lands as a location for a hospital for crippled chil-
dren, or shall alienate or attempt to alienate such lands.
The purpose of the proposed bill is to eliminate the reversionary

interest as it pertains to the 0.048 of an acre of land.
We have been informed that since conveyance of the 8 acres in

1946, the land has been improved by the construction of a, hospital and
related facilities, including a parking area. We have also been informed
that the County of Salt Lake wishes to acquire a portion of the
parking area for the construction of a road through the property to
serve traffic to the University of Utah.
The county and hospital authorities are considering an arrangement

whereby the county will reimburse the hospital for the land involved
by relocating and reconstructing an enlarged parking area elsewhere
on the remainder of the 9-acre tract. However, the conveyance cannot
be made unless the hospital is released from the condition which re-
quires the land to revert to the United States.
GSA opposes, as a matter of policy, legislation which provides for

the conveyance or release to grantees such as the hospital of valuable
Federal interests in real property without adequate consideration mov-
ing to the Federal Government except as provided in laws of general
application.
Under normal procedures, if the Shriners' Hospitals for Crippled

Children had acquired the property under the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949 at no cost for health purposes, the
United States would have retained a right of reversion in the event
the property was not used for the purposes conveyed for a period of
30 years. If at any time during the 30 years the hospital requested
abrogation of the reversionary provision for the purpose of making
a portion of it available to a State or county for the construction of
widening of a street or road, GSA would require the hospital to pay
the current fair market value of the portion to be released from the
reversionary provision less credit for that proportion of the 30
years during which the property was devoted to hospital use. At the
end of the 30 years the reversionary right would automatically expire.
As indicated, heretofore, the property which is the subject of this

bill was conveyed to the Shriners' Hospitals for Crippled Children 30
years ago. The 30 years expired July 12, 1976.
Therefore, the property has been devoted to health use for a period

of 30 years, the maximum period of time required by the current law
of general application before the right of reversion would expire.
Accordingly, we offer no objection to the passage of this legislation
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since its application would be no less favorable to the Government than
would be the provisions of existing law of general application.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my formal statement. If you or mem-

bers of the committee have any questions, I will be pleased to respond
to them.

Senator NUNN. I do not have any questions on this.
Senator METCALF. As I understand it, you say the county is going

to compensate the hospital for this 0.048 acre?
Mr. BUCKLEY. 2,100 square feet of land. It is a very small portion.
Senator METCALF. They are just going to help move?
Mr. BUCKLEY. They will reconstruct the parking lot to provide else-

where for the 2,100 square feet of land that will be taken by the
roadway.

Senator NUNN. Thank you very much, Mr. Buckley.
We appreciate your appearing.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Thank you.
Senator NUNN. The committee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon, the committee was adjourned at 12:30 p.m.]
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[H.R. 14886, 94th Cong., 2d sess.]

AN ACT To revise the appropriation authorization for the Presidential Transition Act of
1963, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 5 of the Presidential Transi-
tion Act of 1963 (3 U.S.C. 102 note) is amended to read as follows:
"SEC. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Administrator

such funds as may be necessary for carrying out the purposes of this Act, ex-
cept that with respect to any one Presidential transition—

"(1) not more than $2,000,000 may be appropriated for the purposes of pro-
viding services and facilities to the President-elect and Vice President-elect
under section 3, and
"(2) not more than $1,000,000 may be appropriated for the purposes of

providing services and facilities to the former President and former Vice
President under section 4.

The President shall include in the budget transmitted to Congress, for each fiscal
year in which his regular term of office will expire, a proposed appropriation for
carrying out the purposes of this Act."
(b) Section 3(a) (3) of the Presidential Transition Act of 1963 is amended by

striking out "at rates not to exceed $100 per diem for individuals".
SEC. 2. Section 3(a) (2) of the Presidential Transition Act of 1963 is amended

by striking out "or nonreimbursable".
SEC. 3. The amendment made by the first section of this Act shall take effect

on—
(1) the date of the enactment of this Act, or
(2) October 1, 1976,

whichever is later.
Passed the House of Representatives September 1, 1976.
Attest:

EDMUND L. HENSHAW, Jr., Clerk.

[H.R. 14451, 94th Cong., 2d sess.]

AN ACT To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit
the donation of Federal surplus personal property to the States and local organizations
for public purposes, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That section 203 of the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 484) is amended as follows:
(1) Subsection (j) is amended to read as follows:
"(j) (1) Under such regulations as he may prescribe, the Administrator is

authorized in his discretion to transfer, without cost (except for costs of care
and handling), and personal property under the control of any executive agency
which has been determined to be surplus property to the State agency in each
State designated under State law as the agency responsible for the fair and
equitable distribution, through donation, of all property transferred in accord-
ance with the provisions of paragraphs (2) and (3) of this subsection. In de-
termining whether the property is to be transferred for donation under this
subsection, no distinction shall be made between property capitalized in a work-
ing-capital fund established under section 2208 of title 10, United States Code,
or any similar fund, and any other property.
"(2) In the case of surplus personal property under the control of the De-

partment of Defense, the Secretary of Defense shall determine whether such
property is usable and necessary for educational activities which are of special
interest to the armed services, such as maritime academies, or military, naval,
Air Force, or Coast Guard preparatory schools. If the Secretary determines that
such property is usable and necessary for said purposes, the Secretary shall allo-
cate it for transfer by the Administrator to the appropriate State agency for

( 7 7 )
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distribution, through donation, to such educational activities. If the Secretary
determines that such property is not usable and necessary for such purposes,
it may be disposed of in accordance with paragraph (3) of this subsection.
"(3) Except for surplus personal property transferred pursuant to paragraph

(2) of this subsection, the Administrator shall, pursuant to criteria which are
based on need and utilization and established after such consultation with State
agencies as is feasible, allocate such property among the States, and transfer
to the State agency property selected by it for distribution through donation
within the State—

"(A) to any public agency for use in carrying out or promoting for the
residents of a given political area one or more public purposes, such as con-
servation, economic development, education, parks and recreation, public
health, and public safety; or
"(B) to nonprofit educational or public health institutions or organiza-

tions, such as medical inStitutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, schools,
colleges, universities, schools for the mentally retarded, schools for the
physically handicapped, child care centers, radio and television stations
licensed by the Federal Communications Commission as educational radio
or educational television stations, and libraries serving free all residents
of a community, district, state, or region, which are exempt from taxation
under section 501 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, for purposes of
education or public health (including research for any such purpose).

The Administrator, in 'allocating and transferring property under this paragraph,
shall give fair consideration, consistently with the established criteria, to
expressions, transmitted through the State agency, of need and interest on the
part of public agencies or other eligible institutions within that State.
"(4) (A) Before property may be transferred to any State agency, the chief

executive officer of such State shall approve and submit to the Administrator a
detailed plan of operation, developed in conformity with the provisions of this
subsection, which shall include adequate assurance that the State agency has
the necessary organiaztional and operational authority and capability, including
staff, facilities, means and methods of financing, and procedures with respect
to: accountability, internal and external audits, cooperative agreements, com-
pliance and utilization reviews, equitable distribution and property disposal,
determination of eligibility, and assistance through consultation with advisory
bodies and public and private groups. No such plan, and no major amendment
thereof, shall be filed with the Administrator until sixty days after general notice
of the proposed plan or amendments has been published and interested persons
have been given at least thirty days during which to submit comments. The
Administrator may consult with interested Federal agencies for purposes of
obtaining their views concerning the administration and operation of this
subsection.
"(B) (i) The State plan of operation shall require the State agency to utilize

a management control system and accounting system for donable property trans-
ferred under this section of the same types as are required by State law for
State-owned property, except that the State agency, with the approval of the
chief execuive officer of the State, may elect, in lieu of such systems, to utilize
such other management control and accounting systems as are effective to govern
the utilization, inventory control, 'accountability, and disposal of property under
this subsection.
"(ii) The State plan of operation shall require the State agency to provide

for the return of donable property for further distribution if such property,
while still usable, has not been placed in use for the purpose for which it was
donated within one year of donation or ceases to be used by the donee for such
purposes within one year of being placed in use.
"(C) Where the State agency is authorized to assess and collect service charges

from participating recipients to cover direct and reasonable indirect costs of its
activities, the method of establishing such charges shall be set out in the State
plan of operation. Such charges shall be fair and equitable and shall be based
on services, performed by the State agency, including, but not limited to, screen-
ing, packing, crating, removal, and transportation.
"(D) The State plan of operation shall provide that the State agency may

impose reasonable terms, conditions, reservations, and restrictions on the use of
property to be donated under paragraph (3) of this subsection and shall impose
such terms, conditions, reservations, and restrictions in the case of any passenger
motor vehicle and any items of other property having a unit 'acquisition cost of
$3,000 or more. If the Administrator finds that an item or items have character-
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istics that require special handling or use limitations, he may impose appro-
priate conditions on the donation of such property.
"(E) The State plan of operation shall provide that surplus property which

the State agency determines cannot be Utilized by eligible receipients shall be
disposed of—

" (i) subject to the disapproval of the Administrator within thirty days
after notice to him, through transfer by the State 'agency to another State
agency or through abandonment or destruction where the property has no
comemrcial value or the estimated cost of its continued care and handling
would exceed the estimated proceeds from its sale; or
"(ii) otherwise pursuant to the provisions of this Act under such terms

and conditions and in such manner as may be prescribed by the Adminis-
trator.

Notwithstanding sections 204 and 402(c) of this Act, the Administrator, from
the proceeds of sale of any such property, may reimburse the State agency for
such expenses relating to the care and handling of such property as he shall deem
'appropriate.
"(5) As used in this subsection, (A) the term 'public agency' means any State,

political subdivision thereof (including any unit of local government or economic
development district), or any department, agency, instrumentality thereof (in-
cluding instrumentalities created by compact or other agreement between States
or political subdivisions), or any Indian tribe, band, group, pueblo, or com-
munity located on a State reservation and (B) the term 'State' means the
several States, the District of Columbia, the 'Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa.".
(2) Subsection (k) is amended—

(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (4), immediately following the word
"subsection", by adding ", except with respect to personal property trans-
ferred pursuant to subsection (j)";
(B) in subparagraph (4) (C), by inserting "or" immediately after the

semicolon;
(C) in subparagraph (4) (D), immediately following the words "armed

forces", by striking out " ; or" and inserting in lieu thereof a period; and
(D) by striking out subparagraph (4) (E).

(3) Subsection (n) is amended to read as follows:
'(n) For the purpose of carrying into effect the provisions of subsection (j),

the Administrator or the head of any Federal agency designated by the Ad-
ministrator, and, with respect to subsection (k) (1), the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare or the head of any Federal agency designed by the Sec-
retary, are authorized to enter into cooperative agreements with State surplus
property distribution agencies designated in conformity with subsection (j).
Such cooperative agreements may provide for utilization by such Federal agency,
with or without payment or reimbursement, of the property, facilities, person-
nel, and services of the State agency in carrying out any such program, and
for making available to such State agency, with or without payment or reim-
bursement, property, facilities, personnel, or services of such Federal agency
in connection with such utilization. Payment or reimbursement, if any, from
the State agency shall be credited to the fund or appropriation against which
charges would be made if no payment or reimbursement were received. In addi-
tion, under such cooperative agreements and subject to such other conditions as
may be imposed by the Administrator, or with respect to subsection (k) (1) by
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, any surplus property trans-
ferred to the State agency for distribution pursuant to subsection (j) (3) may be
retained by the State agency for use in performing its functions. Unless other-
wise directed by the Administrator, title to property so retained shall vest in
the State agency.".
(4) Subsection (o) is amended to read as follows:
"(o) The Administrator with respect to personal property donated under sub-

section (j), and the head of each executive agency disposing of real property
under subsection (k), shall submit during the calendar quarter following theclose of each fiscal year a report to the Senate (or to the Secretary of the Senateif the Senate is not in session) and to the House of Representatives (or tothe Clerk of the House if the House is not in session) showing the acquisitioncost of all personal property so donated and of all real property so disposed ofduring the preceding fiscal year. Such reports shall also show donations andtransfers of property according to State, and may include such other informa-
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tion and recommendations as the Administrator 
or other executive agency head

concerned deems appropriate.".
SEC. 2. Except to the extent that the Admini

strator of General Services, in

the case of specific items or categories of property,
 has determined otherwise, no

term, condition, reservation, or restriction im
posed pursuant to subsection

(j) (5) of section 203 of the Federal Property a
nd Administrative Services Act

of 1949 (as in effect prior to the date of enactmen
t of this Act), on the use of

any item of personal property donated pursuant to 
subsection (j) (3) or (j) (4)

of section 203 prior to the effective date of this Ac
t as provided in section 9(a),

shall remain in effect beyond the thirtieth day a
fter such effective date. This

section shall not be deemed to terminate any civil 
or criminal liability arising

out of a violation of such a term, condition, r
eservation, or restriction which

occurred prior to such effective date if a judicial 
proceeding to enforce such

liability is pending on such effective date, or is commenc
ed within one year after

such date.
SEC. 3. Section 202 of the Federal Property and Adm

inistrative Services Act

of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483) is amended by adding the follo
wing new subsections:

"(d) Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, 
Federal agencies are pro-

hibited from obtaining excess personal property for pur
poses of furnishing such

property to grantees of such agencies, except as follow
s:

"(1) Under such regulations as the Administrator m
ay prescribe, any

Federal agency may obtain excess personal property 
for purposes of fur-

nishing it to any institution or organization which is a
 public agency or is

nonprofit and exempt from taxation under section 501 of t
he Internal Reve-

nue Code of 1954. and which is conducting a federally spon
sored project pur-

suant to a grant made for a specific purpose with a 
specific termination

made: Provided, That—
"(A) such property is to be furnished for use in conn

ection with

the grant; and
"(B) the sponsoring Federal agency pays an amount equ

al to 25

per centum of the original acquisition cost (except for co
sts of care

and handling) of the excess property furnished, such funds
 to be cov-

ered into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.

Title to excess property obtained under this paragraph shall v
est in the

grantees and shall be accounted for and disposed of in acco
rdance with

procedures governing the accountability of personal proper
ty acquired

under grant agreements.
"(2) Under such regulations and restrictions as the Administrator

 may

precsribe, the provisions of this subsection shall not apply to t
he follow-

ing:
"(A) property furnished under section 608 of the Foreign Assi

stance

Act of 1961, as amended, where and to the extent that the Adm
inistra-

tor of General Services determines that the property to be furn
ished

under such Act is not needed for donation i ursuant to section 203
(j) of

this Act;
"(B) scientific equipment furnished under section 11(e) of the Na

-

tional Science Foundation Act of 1950, as amended (43 U.S.C. 1870(e
) ),

where title is retained in the United States;

"(C) property furnished under section 203 of the Department o
f

Agriculture Organic Act of 1944 (16 U.S.C. 580a), in connection with

the Cooperative Forest Fire Control Program, where title is retained
 in

the United States; or
"(D) property furnished in connection with grants to Indian tribes as

defined in section 3(c) of the Indian Financing Act (25 U.S.C. 1452(c) ).

This paragraph shall not preclude any Federal agency obtaining pro
perty

and furnishing it to a grantee of that agency under paragraph (1)
 of this

subsection.
"(e) Each executive agency shall submit during the calendar quart

er following

the close of each fiscal year a report to the Administrator showing, with re
spect

to personal property—
"(1) obtained as excess property or as personal property determined to

 be

no longer required for the purposes of the appropriation from which it wa
s

purchased, and
"(2) furnished in any manner whatsoever within the United States

 to

any recipient other than a Federal agency.
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the acquisition cost, categories of equipment, recipient of all such property, and
such other information as the Administrator may require. The Administrator
shall submit a report to the Senate (or to the Secretary of the Senate if the
Senate is not in session) and to the House of Representatives (or to the Clerk
of the House if the House is not in session) summarizing and analyzing the re-
ports of the executive agencies.".
SEC. 4. 'Section 402(c) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services

Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 512(c) ) is amended by striking out "whenever the head
of the executive agency concerned determines that it is in the interest of the
United States to do so" and inserting in lieu thereof "whenever the head of the
executive agency concerned, or the Administrator after consultation with such
agency head, determines that return of the property to the United States for
such handling is in the interest of the United States".

ISEc. 5. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, and except as the Adminis-
trator of General Services may otherwise provide on recommendations of the
head of an affected Federal agency, excess personal property acquired by a Fed-
eral agency pursuant to the authority of section 202 of the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483) and furnished to and held
by a grantee of such agency prior to the effective date of this Act (as provided
in section 9(b) ) under grants made pursuant to programs established by law
shall be regarded as surplus property. The Administrator of General 'Services
upon receipt of a certification by the head of an agency that the property is
being used by the grantee for the purposes for which it was furnished shall
transfer title to the property to the grantee. The grantor agency shall survey
Federal property acquired from excess sources in the possession of its grantees
and shall notify the Administrator of General Services, not later than two
hundred and forty days from the date of enactment of this Act, of those items
of property which are being used by each grantee for the purpose for which it
was furnished, and those items which are not being used by each grantee. If the
property is not being so used, the Administrator shall transfer such property to
an appropriate 'State agency, upon its request, for distribution in accordance
with subsection 203(j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act
of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 484(j) ). Property not so transferred shall be otherwise dis-
posed of 'pursuant to the provisions of that Act.".

SEC. 6. Section 514 of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 (88 Stat. 1162) is repealed.
'SEC. 7. (a) So much of the personnel, property, records, and unexpended bal-

ance of appropriations, allocations, and other funds as are, in the judgment of
the Director of the Office of Management and Budget, employed, used, held,
available, or to be made available in relation to those personal property func-
tions which the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare was authorized
to perform under section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 484) immediately prior to the date of enactment of this
Act and which under this Act become vested in the Administrator of General
Services shall be transferred to the General Services Administration at such
time or times as the Director shall direct.
(b) Such further measures and dispositions as the Director of the Office of

Management and Budget deems necessary to effectuate transfers referred to in
subsection (a) of this section shall be carried out in such manner as the Director
shall direct.

SEC. 8. Title VI of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 is amended by adding after section 605 the following new section:

"SEX DISCRIMINATION

"'SEC. 606. No individual shall on the ground of sex be excluded from partici-
pation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any
program or activity carried on or receiving Federal assistance under this Act.
This provision shall be enforced through agency provisions and rules similar to
those already established with respect to racial and other discrimination under
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. However, this remedy is not exclusive
and will not prejudice or remove any other legal remedies available to any indi-
vidual alleging discrimination.".

SEC. 9. (a) Except as provided in subsection (b), the provision of this Act
shall become effective on the expiration of the one hundred and eighty day period
which begins on the date of enactment of this Act.
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,(b) The provisions of section 3 of this Act relating to the prohibiti
on on the

obtaining of excess personal property by grantees of Federal agen
cies and of

section 5 of this Act relating to the transfer of title to such property
 to previous

grantees shall become effective on the expiration of the three hundred
-day period

which begins on the date of enactment of this Act.
'SEC. 10. Not later than thirty months after the effective date of thi

s Act (as

provided in section 9(b), the Administrator shall submit to Congress
 a report

which covers the two-year period from such effective date and contai
ns (1) a

full and independent evaluation of the operation of this Act, (2) t
he extent to

which the objectives of this Act have been fulfilled, (3) how needs ser
ved by

prior Federal personal property distribution programs have been met,
 and (4)

such recommendations as the Administrator determines are necessary or

desirable.
Passed the House of Representatives August 24, 1976.

Attest:
EDMUND L. HENSHAW, Jr., Clerk.

[H.R. 13828, 94th Cong., 2d sess.]

AN ACT To amend title 44, United States Code, to strengthen the autho
rity of the Admin-

istrator of General Services with respect to records management b
y Federal agencies,

and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the Uni
ted States

of America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the "Federal Records Ma
nagement

Amendments of 1976".

AMENDMENT OF CHAPTER 29, TITLE 44, UNITED STATES CODE

SEC. 2 (a) Chapter 29 of title 44, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out sections 2901 and 2902 of such chapter and inse
rting

in lieu thereof the following:

"§ 2901. Definitions

"As used in this chapter, and chapters 21, 25. 27, 31, and 33 of
 this title—

"(1) the term 'records' has the meaning given it by section 3
301 of this

title;
"(2) the term 'records management' means the planning

, controlling,

directing, organizing, training, promoting, and other manageri
al activities

involved with respect to records creation, records maintenan
ce and use, and

records disposition;
"(3) the term 'records creation' means the production or

 reproduction of

any record;
"(4) the term 'records maintenance and use' means any 

activity involv-

ing—
" (A) location of records of a Federal agency;

"(B) storage, retrieval, and handling of records kep
t at office file

locations by or for a Federal agen: . ;

"(C) processing of mail by a Federal agency; or

"(D) selection and utilization of equipment and su
pplies associated

with records and copying;
"(5) the term 'records disposition' means any 

activity with respect to—

"(A) disposal of temporary records no longer n
ecessary for the con-

duct of business by destruction or donation;

"(B) transfer of records to Federal agency stora
ge facilities or records

centers;
"(C) transfer to the National Archives of the Un

ited States of records

determined to have sufficient historical or other 
value to warrant con-

tinued preservation; or
"(D) transfer of records from one Federal agency t

o any other Federal

agency;
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I.

"(6) the term 'records center' means an establishment maintained and
operated by the Administrator or by another Federal agency primarily for
the storage, servicing, security, and processing of records which need to be
preserved for varying periods of time and need not be retained in office
equipment or space;
"(7) the term 'records management study' means an investigation and

analysis of any Federal agency records, or records management practices
or programs (whether manual or automated), with a view toward rendering
findings and recommendations with respect thereto;
"(8) the term 'inspection' means reviewing any Federal agency's records

or records management practices or programs with respect to effectiveness
and compliance with records management laws and making necessary recom-
mendations for correction or improvement of records management;
"(9) the term 'servicing' means making available for use information in

records and other materials in the custody of the Administrator, or in a
records center—

"(A) by furnishing the records or other materials, or information
from them, or copies or reproductions thereof, to any Federal agency
for official use, or to the public; or
"(B) by making and furnishing authenticated or unauthenticated

copies or reproductions of the records or other materials;
"(10) the term ̀ unauthenticated copies' means exact copies or reproduc-

tions of records or other materials that are not certified as such under seal
and that need not be legally accepted as evidence;
"(11) the term 'National Archives of the United States' means those official

records which have been determined by the Archivist of the United States to
have sufficient historical or other value to warrant their continued preserva-
tion by the Federal Government, and which have been accepted by the Ad-
ministrator for deposit in his custody;
"(12) the term 'Administrator' means the Administrator of General Serv-

ices;
"(13) the terms 'executive agency' and 'Federal agency' shall have the

meanings given such terms by subsections (a) and (b), respectively, of
section 3 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949
(40 U.S.C. 472 (a) and (b) ).

"§ 2902. Objectives of records management
"It is the purpose of this chapter, and chapters 21, 31, and 33 of this title, to

require the establishment of standards and procedures to assure efficient and
effective records management. Such records management standards and proce-
dures shall seek to implement the following goals:

"(1) Accurate and complete documentation of the policies and transactions
of the Federal Government.
"(2) Control of the quantity and quality of records produced by the Fed-

eral Government.
"(3) Establishment and maintenance of mechanisms of control with respect

to records creation in order to prevent the creation of unnecessary records
and with respect to the effective and economical operations of an agency.
"(4) Simplification of the activities, systems, and processes of records crea-

tion and of records maintenance and use.
"(5) Judicious preservation and disposal of records.
"(6) Direction of continuing attention on records from their initial crea-

tion to their final disposition, with particular emphasis on the prevention of
unnecessary Federal paperwork.
"(7) Establishment and maintenance of such other systems or techniques

as the Administrator considers necessary to carry out the purposes of this
chapter, and chapters 21, 31, and 33 of this title.";
(2) by striking out section 2904 of such chapter and inserting in lieu

thereof the following:

"§ 2904. General responsibitities of Administrator
"The Administrator shall provide guidance and assistance to Federal agencies

with respect to records creation, records maintenance and use, and records dis-
position. In providing such guidance and assistance, the Administrator shall have
responsibility to—

"(1) promote economy and efficiency in the selection and utilization of
space, staff, equipment, and supplies for records management;

77-369 0 - 76 - 7
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"(2) promulgate standards, procedures, and guidelines with respect to
records management and records management studies;
"(3) conduct research with respect to the improvement of records manage-

ment practices and programs;
"(4) serve as a clearinghouse for information with respect to records

management and as a central source for reference and training materials
with respect to records management;
"(5) establish such interagency committees and boards as may be neces-

sary to provide an exchange of information among Federal agencies with
respect to records management;
"(6) disseminate information with respect to technological development in

records management;
"(7) direct the continuing attention of Federal agencies and the Congress

on the burden placed on the Federal Government by unnecessary paperwork,
and on the need for adequate policies governing records creation, mainte-
nance and use, and disposition;
"(8) conduct records management studies and, in his discretion, desig-

nate the heads of executive agencies to conduct records management studies
with respect to establishing systems and techniques designed to save time
and effort in records management, with particular attention given to stand-
ards and procedures governing records creation;
"(9) conduct inspections or records management studies which involve a

review of the programs and practices of more than one Federal agency and
which examine interaction among and relationships between Federal agen-
cies with respect to records and records management; and
"(10) report to the Congress and to the Director of the Office of Man-

agement and Budget each year, at such time or times as he may deem desira-
ble, on the results of the foregoing activities, including evaluations of re-
sponses by Federal agencies to any recommendations resulting from studies
or inspections conducted by him.";
(3) by striking out sections 2906 and 2907 of such chapter and inserting

in lieu thereof the following:

"§ 2906. Inspection of agency records

"The Administrator of General Services or his designee may inspect the records
of any Federal agency and make inspections of the records management prac-
tices and programs in such agencies. Officials and employees of such agencies shall
give him full cooperation in such inspections. Records, the use of which is re-
stricted by law or for reasons of national security or the public interest, shall be
inspected, in accordance with regulations promulgated by the Administrator,
subject to the approval of the head of the agency concerned or of the President.

"§ 2907. Records centers and centralized microfilming services

"The Administrator may establish, maintain, and operate records centers and
centralized microfilming services for Federal agencies."; and

(4) by striking out section 2910.
(b) The table of sections for chapter 29 of title 44, United States Code, is

amended to read as follows:

"2901. Definitions.
"2902. Objectives of records management.
"2903. Custody and control of property.
"2904. General responsibilities of Administrator.
"2905. Establishment of standards for selective retention of records: security measures.
"2906. Inspection of agency records.
"2907. Records centers and centralized microfilming services.
"2908. Regulations.
"2909. Retention of records.".

AMENDMENT OF CHAPTER 31, TITLE 44, UNITED STATES CODE

SEC. 3. (a) Chapter 31 of title 44, United States Code, is amended—
(1) by striking out ", maintenance," in section 3102 and inserting in lieu

thereof "and over the maintenance" ;
(2) by striking out "2901, 2903-2909" in section 3102(3) and inserting

in lieu thereof "2901-2909";
(3) by striking out section 3103 of such chapter and inserting in lieu

thereof the following:
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"§ 3103. Transfer of records to records centers
"When the head of a Federal agency determines that such action may effect

substantial economies or increased operating efficiency, he shall provide for the
transfer of records to a records center maintained and operated by the Adminis-
trator, or, when approved by the Administrator, to a center maintained and op-
erated by the head of the Federal agency."; and

(4) by striking out, in the text of section 3107, everything preceding the
word "title" and inserting in lieu thereof "Chapters 21, 25, 27, 29, and 31 of
this"

(b) The table of sections for chapter 31 of title 44, United States Code, is
amended by striking out the item relating to section 3103 and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:
"3103. Transfer of records to records centers.".

TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS
SEC. 4. (a) Chapter 21 of title 44, United States Code, is amended by striking

out "section 3106" each place it appears in sections 2103(4) and 2108 (b) and
(c), and inserting in lieu thereof "section 2107".
(b) Chapter 21 of such title is further amended by striking out "or 31" in

section 2111(b) and "and 31" in section 2112, and inserting in lieu thereof "31,
or 33" and "31, and 33", respectively.
(c) Chapter 33 of such title is amended—

(1) by striking out "; approval by President" in the table of sections
item relating to section 3302 and in the heading of such section; and
(2) by inserting "machine readable materials," immediately after

"photographs," in section 3301.

EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS
SEC. 5. (a) The provisions of this Act relating to the authority of the Admin-

istrator of General Services do not limit or repeal additional authorities provided
by statute or otherwise recognized by law.
(b) The provisions of this Act do not limit or repeal the authority or respon-

sibilities of the Joint Committee on Printing or the Government Printing Office
under chapters 1 through 19 of title 44, United States Code.
Passed the House of Representatives August 24, 1976.
Attest:

EDMUND L. HENSHAW, Jr., Clerk.

[H.R. 11347, 94th Congress, 2d sess.]

AN ACT To authorize conveyance of the interests of the United States in certain lands in
Salt Lake County, Utah, to Shriners' Hospitals for Crippled Children, a Colorado
corporation

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That the Administrator of General Services
is authorized, subject to section 2 of this Act, to convey to the Shriners' Hospitals
for Crippled Children, a Colorado corporation, without consideration, all right,
title, and interest remaining in the United States in and to the following de-
scribed land, being a portion of the tract conveyed to Shriners' Hospitals for
Crippled Children by deed of July 12, 1946, pursuant to the Act entitled "An
Act to authorize the Secretary of War to convey certain lands situated within
the Fort Douglas Military Reservation to the Shriners' Hospitals for Crippled
Children", approved March 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 55) :
Beginning at a point north 0 degrees 01 minutes 57 seconds west 42.07 feet

and south 75 degrees 09 minutes 12 seconds east 34.14 feet from a Salt Lake
City monument at the intersection of Eleventh Avenue and Virginia Street, such
point being further described as north 529.37 feet and east 268.85 feet from the
southwest corner of the northwest quarter of section 33, township 1 north, range
1 east, Salt Lake base and meridian; running thence south 0 degrees 01 minutes
57 seconds east 30.76 feet; thence south 87 degrees 50 minutes 03 seconds east
135.45 feet; thence north 75 degrees 09 minutes 12 seconds west 140.04 feet to
the point of beginning.

SEC. 2. (a) The conveyance to be made under this Act shall be subject to the
condition that the transferee, the Shriners' Hospitals for Crippled Children, shall
reconvey or dedicate the land specifically described in the first sectio.n of this Act
to Salt Lake County, Utah, for street construction purposes.
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(b) The costs of any surveys necessary as an incident to 
the conveyance

authorized by this Act shall be borne by the Shriners' H
ospitals for Crippled

Children.
Passed the House of Representatives July 20, 1976.

Attest:
EDMUND L. HENSHAW. Jr.. Clerk.

U.S. SENATE,
OFFICE OF THE MAJORITY LEADER,

Washington, D.C., September 14, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,

U.S. Senate, Waskington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in reference to H.R. 1
4451 which is under

consideration by your Committee. It would reorganize the
 Federal Govern-

ment's excess property program, centralizing it more complet
ely in the General

Services Administration. I concur with the general thrust of t
he proposal as the

program, like so many Federal programs, has suffered in coordinat
ion and control

as it has grown.
I do, however, strenuously oppose one section of the bill. That

 is Section 6,

which would repeal Section 514 of the Public Works and Econ
omic Development

Act of 1965 providing Regional Economic Development Commis
sions with the

authority to acquire and place excess property for economic development

purposes.
While this legislation has only been in existence for two years, it has 

proven

to be most helpful to state and local governmental units in my st
ate and ap-

parently equally so in other states in our region as well. In the past y
ear Mon-

tana governmental units received nearly $1.7 million in valuable usable
 property

through the program. The five states in the Old West Region together
 received

more than $20 million. A study of the program's short history indicates it
 to be

one of the most important ways in which the Federal Government 
can help

state and local units stimulate economic development. I am confident
 you will

find similar gratifying results from the program in the other regions, i
ncluding

your own New England Region.
Operation of the program to my knowledge has proceeded smoothly between

the Commissions and GSA, which still maintains final control and supervision

of the program. In view of the smooth working relationship which has be
en

developed and the unquestioned value of the program to economically-depressed

areas, I feel very strongly that Section 6 should be deleted from the bill.

With the best personal wishes, I am
Sincerely yours,

MIKE MANSFIELD.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS,

TVashington, D.C., September 20, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR ABE : I understand that among the measures scheduled for committee

action Wednesday morning is H.R. 14451, "To amend the Federal Property and

Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of Federal surplus

personal property to the States and local organizations for public purposes, and

for other purposes." I strongly support this bill which I feel would discontinue

the inequitable distribution of property in many States, including West Vir-

ginia, that are not located within the seven Federal Regional Action Planning

Commissions for the purposes of property transfer. I urge that Section VI, to

repeal Section 514 of the Economic Development Act, remain in the House-passed

bill. Appalachia does not qualify for millions of dollars of property, much of

which the General Accounting Office proved was lying wastefully in many States,

under the Section 514 property transfer.
On many occasions I am contacted by police and fire departments, volunteer

public safety organizations, public health officials, elderly groups, handicapped

agencies, and others who require certain property to better administer their

programs. Presently many of these groups do not qualify for surplus property.



87

H.R. 14451 corrects this deficiency. I am pleased that economic development
qualifies for donation of surplus property.
I have discussed this measure with Mr. Joseph iStanislawczyk, Director of

West Virginia's State Agency for Surplus Property. Joe, as President of the
National Association of State Agencies for 'Surplus Property, has carefully
studied this issue and has worked with 'Senate and House staff to develop a bill
which would provide for a more efficient national property distribution system
throughout the country. For example, Mr. Stanislawczyk advised me that 95 per-
cent of the property distributed to West Virginia as surplus is derived from
other States. I feel that H.R. 14451 contains the corrective measures needed to
assure that all State and local interests will be fairly recognized and equally
treated. I agree with the General Services Administration that this legislation
is cost effective.
As you know the House of Representatives passed this bill overwhelmingly on

August 24. I commend you for scheduling action so quickly on this important
measure. It is my hope that the Committee on Government Operations will be
able to report out H.R. 14451 this week in order that this effective measure can
be enacted during this Congress.
With sincere thanks and very best wishes, I am

Truly,
JENNINGS RANDOLPH.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS,

Washington, D.C., September 17, 1976.
Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Government Operations Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR ABE : It is my understanding that the Government Operations Committee

may recommend to the Senate favorable action on H.R. 14551 containing amend-
ments to the law governing the disposition of Federal personal property.
The bill repeals Section 514 of the Public Works and Economic Development

Act, which has authorized the distribution of certain excess Federal property
by regional action planning commissions.
I think it is important that the legislative record on H.R. 14551 contain some

of the background and history of Section 514.
Five years ago, in May, 1971, the Four Corners Regional Commission set up

with the approval of the Department of Commerce and the General Services
Administration, a pilot Excess Property Program for eligible communities and
Indian Tribes in our Region.
Over the course of the next 26 months, 150 property grants were made for eco-

nomic development. Of the $12.5 million in excess property acquired through the
Commission, more than half ($6.5 million) went to Indian Tribes, just over $2.1
million to vocational education centers, and the remaining $3.4 million to small
communities in the Southwest.
The Program was enthusiastically received and believed to be an imaginative

and innovative use of government resources for priority goals—increased em-
ployment and improved incomes—shared by all levels of government.
However, in early 1973, question was raised by Department of Commerce

officials about the legal basis under the Federal Property and Administration
Services Act of 1949 for the Commission's Program Authority.
The Department suspended the Commission's Authority and terminated the

Excess Property Program pending resolution of this matter. In order to resolve
the issue, Senator Peter Domenici and I, in 1974, sponsored and secured Senate
approval of an amendment to the Public Works and Economic Development Act.
Section 514, authorizing a Regional Excess Property Program for all Title V
Commissions.
The House-Senate Conference on EDA-Regional Commission legislation ac-

cepted and both Houses of the Congress approved the measure during the closing
weeks of that Congress and it became law on September 27, 1974.
We believed that this experimental Program had made a very significant con-

tribution to national economic development and should be continued and ex-
panded to other lagging areas of the country.
The new Program has done much to provide economic growth in the States

of our Region. For example—in the State of New Mexico during fiscal year 1976,
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89 grants for just over $14,081,000 have enabled Indian Tribes, school districts,
towns and counties in our State to accomplish goals that could not have been
achieved without the Program.
Navajo Agricultural Products Industries is the subsidiary of the Navajo Tribe

responsible for the irrigated land now coming into production through the Nav-
ajo Indian Irrigation Project, a Federal development sponsored through the
U.S. Department of the Interior.
The Irrigation Project calls for the preparation of 110,000 acres of Indian lands

on the Navajo Reservation for crop production over the ten year period 1975
to 1984.
The first 10.000 acres became available for production last year and Tribal

officials inform me that without the $1,600,000 in excess government property
obtained through the Four Corners Program, NAPI would have been unable to
get the land into production.
The availability of water for this acreage raised the production potential from

$50 an acre to over $400 per acre—an enormous expansion of income earning
potential for a people whose unemployment rate exceeds 50 percent and whose
incomes run about $1000 per capita.
Another grant of some $600,000 in equipment was made to Luna Vocational

School in Las Vegas, New Mexico. Mr. Sanchez, the Director of that school, ad-
vises us that this equipment saved his institution a minimum of $200,000 in
teaching aids, and enabled the school to greatly expand its work in diesel, au-
tomotive and welder training. The equipment has also created a dozen new
direct jobs.
Western New Mexico several years ago suffered from a series of flash floods

which washed away bridges and roads. Restoration of these facilities has been
hampered by shortage of road funds and a low tax base. The Commission ob-
tained a substantial number of railroad flat car beds through excess property
and these decks have been installed, most of them on county roads in or near
the Navajo Indian Reservation, at 47 locations.

It is estimated that the saving in gasoline will be $1 million per year because
these bridges give better access to central communities.

It seems to me that the Committee should carefully examine the impact of
the Regional Commission Excess Property Program before recommending its
abolition. It is true that it does not provide equitable distribution of government
property to all States and localities. However, it does attempt to address what
is another priority concern of the Congress—unemployment and low per capita
income.
Unemployment and low per capita incomes are not evenly distributed among

all States, counties or localities in America. The Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 as amended is one of the instruments fashioned by the
Congress to deal with this problem. The Excess Property Program in the Four
Corners Region has made and is making a substantial contribution toward better
jobs and income for the Indian and Spanish American population of our States.
I believe it should continue to do so.

It is said that Section 514 applies only to the 32 States in regional commis-
sions. However, other States are currently examining the feasibility of estab-
lishing these multi-state commissions—California, Alaska, Texas, New Jersey,
New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois.
Because this program has, in my judgment, been nearly an unqualified success,

I hope the Government Operations Committee will not in the closing hours of
this Congress repeal Section 514 before a thorough legislative review of the pluses
and minuses of the program has been undertaken in the Senate.

Sincerely,
JOSEPH M. MONTOYA,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Economic Development.

U.S. SENATE,
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING,

Washington, D.C., September 18, 1976.
Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Intergovernmental Operations Committee,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that the Committee on Intergov-

ernmental Operations is presently considering legislation to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, relating to the donation of
federal surplus property to states and local organizations.
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In 1974, I was the original co-sponsor of the amendment allowing the Title V
Regional Commission to participate in the surplus properties program. The pro-
gram has become a very important part of the Commission's work and has the
enthusiastic endorsement of Commission members. I am concerned about the
effects of the House-passed legislation, H.R. 14451, on the Regional Commission's
program.
I understand that one day of hearings has been held by the Committee and

that Governor Castro, representing the Four Corners Regional Commission, testi-
fied. I hope before further action is taken by the Committee on this very impor-
tant legislation that adequate time is given all interesed panes to make their
views known to the Committee so that this legislation can receive the full at-
tention it deserves.

Sincerely,
PETE V. DOMENIC'.

U.S. SENATE.
Washington, D.C., September 20, 1976.

HOD. ABRAHAM RIBIOOFF,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR ABE : At the business meeting of the Government Operations Committee

on Wednesday, October 22, a bill is scheduled for consideration which I feel
is extremely important. That bill is H.R. 14451, relating to the procedures gov-
erning the distribution of excess and surplus Federal personal property.

Title VI of H.R. 14451 is of particular concern to me since it would eliminate
Title V Regional Commissions from participation in the Excess Federal Property
Program. It is beyond question that participation by Title V Commissions during
the last several years has resulted in great improvements in the economic cir-
cumstances of these areas of the Country judged by the Congress to be most
depressed economically and in greatest need of Federal assistance. Everyone in-
volved recognizes the significant benefits flowing to State and local governments
by virtue of the Regional Commission's participation in this program. That is
to be expected since no other combination of Federal government programs fits
together better in providing a reasonable sharing of resources to help meet local
problems.
There may be a need for some changes in the present system for a greater ac-

commodation between State Surplus Property Programs and the Regional Com-
missions, but to eliminate the Commissions from the program at this point would
preclude a reasonable and workable accommodation. I am especially distressed
since the record available to me reflects little effort on the House side to obtain
the views and reasoning of those opposed to Title VI of this bill. It is my opinion
that the Senate and the Congress as a whole ought to have the benefit of a much
more thorough study on the entire excess/surplus property program before tak-
ing a step as drastic as that contained in this bill.

Accordingly, I urge the Government Operations Committee to decline to report
H.R. 14451 based on firm commitment to conduct a full and detailed study of the
issues involved through a complete committee proceeding next year during which
all views, together with supporting documentation, can be taken into account.
Thank you for your attention to and consideration of my concerns. If you or

your staff have any questions about this request, please call me or have your
staff contact Charles Gentry in my office at 4-6621.
With warmest personal regards.

Sincerely,
PETE V. DOMENIC'.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,

Washington, D.C., September 14, 1976.
Senft'OT ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR ABE : H.R. 14451 is a bill which would restrict a very successful program.

Local units of government, over the past several years, have been able to take
advantage of excess property made available to them both through Title 5 Com-
missions and through the Economic Development Administration. This has been
the first opportunity that local units of government have had to compete for these
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materials, and they have been of great assistance in developing the economic
base of many communities.
H.R. 14451 would drastically change this procedure, removing the direct eligi-

bility of local units of government, and I request that consideration be given to
holding extensive hearings on this matter to determine the net result on cities,
towns and counties.
Your assistance in this matter would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
DEWEY F. BARTLETT.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., September 8, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Government Operations Committee,
3306 Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR ABE : H.R. 14451, the Excess Property Legislation is, as you know, pres-

ently before your committee. There is strong opposition to this bill from local
and county governments. Although hearings were held on the House side prior
to introduction of this bill, small government entities feel they were not ade-
quately represented. Due to the controversial nature of this bill, especially in
our most basic governmental units, I urge you at this time to hold hearings on
the Senate side prior to committee action on this bill. Further, every effort should
be made to include city and county governments in the hearings as these levels
are the ones most affected by passage of this bill. As the major benefactors of
this legislation, it is only equitable that these people's voices be heard.
I appreciate your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,
HENRY BELLMON.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

Washington, D.C., September 17, 1976.
Senator ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Government Operations Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR ABE : Enclosed for your information is a copy of a letter I have received

from one of my constituents concerning H.R. 14451.
It is my understanding that the Government Operations Committee will soon

hold hearings on this matter and I would appreciate your making the letter from
Mr. Altman a part of your hearing record so it will be available to all members
of the Committee.
With kindest regards and best wishes,

Very truly,
STROM THURMOND.

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,
DIVISION OF GENERAL SERVICES,

BUDGET AND CONTROL BOARD,
West Columbia, S.C., September 13, 1976.

Hon. STROM THURMOND,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR THURMOND: The above bill introduced by Congressman Jack

Brooks, Chairman of the Committee on Government Operations, was adopted
by the U.S. House of Representatives August 23 by a vote of 340 to 51.
Hearings are currently scheduled to be held by Senator Abraham Ribicoff's

Government Operations Committee. It is my understanding that OMB and GSA
will support the bill at this hearing.
This legislation would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Serv-

ices Act of 1949, thereby permitting the states to donate Federal Surplus Per-
sonal Property to many agencies, such, as, cities, towns, political subdivisions,
etc., that are now excluded by the 1949 Act. All donees now eligible would be
included.

•

•sr
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The National Governors' Conference and the National Association of State
Agencies for Surplus Property both have endorsed this legislation.
We in South Carolina are very interested in the passage of H.R. 14451, as the

present system of administering the Federal Surplus Program is antiquated and
is inequitable and complex in establishing priorities. Enactment of this legis-
lation would enable this agency to better serve all of the state in this very worth-
while program.
I sincerely hope that we can count on your support for passage of this bill.
With kind regards, I am

Very truly yours,
W. M. ALTMAN, Jr.,
Surplus Property Officer.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION,
Washington, D.C., September 13, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As a result of a conversation between the National

Science Foundation's General Counsel and Mr. William P. Goodwin of your
Committee's staff, I am furnishing the views of the NSF on H.R. 14451, a bill
"To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to
permit the donation of Federal surplus personal property to the States and local
organizations for public purposes, and for other purposes."
The Foundation has a keen interest in this bill, because we have an active

program of furnishing excess property to our grantees. We are in basic agree-
ment with the broader objectives of this bill to expand the uses for which surplus
property may be acquired by the States and to rearrange priorities of access.
However, we have some concern with the excess property provisions of the bill,
and we would urge certain amendments to the bill which we believe would remedy
these problems while at the same time meet what we perceive to be the broader
objectives of this legislation.
Our concerns are with section 3 of the bill which would amend section 202

of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act. We recognize that this
section as contained in H.R. 14451 represents a compromise from the language
of earlier versions of that bill, e.g., H.R. 9152, which would have completely
barred the furnishing of excess property to Federal grantees. The proposed new
subsection 202 (d) would bar the furnishing of excess property to grantees except
under certain conditions. For the most part we feel the conditions imposed are
reasonable. However, we are troubled by the requirement that the agency pay
25 percent of the original acquisition cost of the excess property. We believe that
this requirement, as a practical matter, would eliminate the furnishing of excess
scientific property to grantees. For the most part, excess scientific property is
acquired to enhance on-going projects and rarely is the availability of such
property known during the proposal and award stage of the grant process. Hence,
grant budgets do not contain the funds to pay for such property, and it would
generally be quite difficult for a program within an agency to obtain the needed
funds in a timely manner. Moreover, since most of the equipment is used, its
acquisition is often speculative in that no one can be sure it will actually func-
tion properly. It is doubtful that much of it has a fair market value of 25 percent
of original acquisition cost.
On the other hand, it is our impression that the main impetus behind this

language to curtail the furnishing of excess property to grantees has resulted
from the recent activities of the various regional commissions under the author-
ity provided in section 514 of the Public Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965, which this bill would repeal. As we understand the situation the activ-
ities of the regional commissions are in direct competition with the various
state property agencies in that the regional commissions have been obtaining at
the "excess level" a great deal of office equipment and construction machinery
and vehicles that the State agencies would have normally wished to acquire as
"surplus." Apparently, it is felt that this competition could undermine the
efficacy of the State agency system.
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The Foundation, of course, is in no position to judge or comment on the merits

of the latter situation. However, we would wish to suggest an amendment to

section 3 of H.R. 14951 which wuld meet what we believe to be the legitimate

needs of federally-supported science programs while leaving intact the main

thrust of section 3 to balance the needs of the State agencies against the needs

of the regional commissions. In particular, we suggest that proposed section

202(d) (1) (B) of the FPASA as set forth in section 3 of the bill be amended

by revising (B) to read as follows: "(B) the sponsoring Federal agency pays an

amount equal to 25 per centum of the original acquisition cost (except for costs

of care and handling) of the excess property furnished (except that no payment

shall be required in the case of scientific equipment), such funds to be covered

into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts."
Our second concern with section 3 is with respect to the requirement in the

proposed new section 202(d) (2) (B) that the National Science Foundation

retain title to equipment furnished to its grantees. This is contrary to our current

practice in most cases and would have the effect of greatly increasing the admin-

istrative costs of our program since elaborate accounting procedures would have

to be initiated both by NSF and by receiving grantees. We believe there is no

justification for this in the case of low-value items, many of which are expend-

able items. We believe that the retention of title would only prove useful in the

case of high dollar items having an expected useful life well in excess of the

expected duration of the research for which the item was obtained. In any case,

we feel that this is a matter that could be treated in GSA regulations, and

accordingly urge that the words "where title is retained in the United States"

be deleted from the section in question.
We believe that with those two changes the bill would allow a viable excess

property program, while at the same time improving the surplus property pro-

gram by broadening it and consolidating its administration within one Federal

agency. Accordingly, with the changes proposed, we would support enactment of

the bill.
Time has not permitted us to ascertain the views of the Office of Management

and Budget from the viewpoint of the Administration's program, but that Office

does not object to the submission of our views.
Sincerely yours,

RICHARD C. ATKINSON,
Acting Director.

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT.
Boston, September 13, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
U.S. Senate,
1Vashington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR RIBICOFF : This letter is to be submitted to the Senate Govern-

ment Operations Committee for the purpose of placing on the record the posi-

tion of the six New England Governors previously provided to the House of

Representatives regarding their opposition to H.R. 19451, a bill that would

amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1999.
Sincerely yours,

MICHAEL S. DUKAKIS,
Governor.

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT,

Boston, August 19, 1976.

Hon. JAMES C. CLEVELAND,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN CLEVELAND: On August 24, 1976, the House will vote On

H.R. 14451, a Bill "to amend the Federal Property and Administration Services

Act of 1949 to permit the donation of Federal surplus personal property to the

States and local organizations for public purposes, and for other purposes."

Section Six of this Act repeals Section 514 of the Public Works and Economic

Development Act of 1965, the enabling legislation which authorizes the various

Title V Regional Commissions to distribute Federal Excess Property to a wide
range of eligible recipients for economic development purposes. Through the
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New England Regional Commission more than 40 million dollars in property has
been transferred from March, 1975 to August, 1976 to the New England States.

It should be understood that under H.R. 14451, government property will not
be acquired free of cost as it is under the Commission's program. The State agency
for Surplus Property will be charging an administrative fee of 5-10% of the
acquisition cost. Since most of the material acquired must be repaired, this addi-
tional fee puts an added burden and cost in the acquisition of excess property.
Because of the broad benefits which the Commission's Excess Property Program

has demonstrated, the six New England Governors at the March 29, 1976 Com-
mission meeting passed a Resolution urging the defeat of any legislation that
would repeal Section 514 of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of
1965, as amended. At this time I, along with the other five New England Gover-
nors, urge that you vote to defeat H.R. 14451.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL S. DUKAKIS,

Governor.
Attachment.

NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL COMMISSION, RESOLUTION No. 145

A Resolution of the .State Members of the New England Regional Commission
Opposing S. 2876, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of Federal surplus personal property
to the States for public purposes, and for other purposes.
Whereas the New England Regional Commission has implemented an excess

property program as authorized by 'Section 514 of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act as amended; and
Whereas the New England States have already acquired and distributed

nearly $18 million of excess property in the first year of the program's operation;
and
Whereas the excess property purchased with taxpayers' money is, through

the Commission program, being returned to local taxpayers for their use and
simultaneously is generating creation of jobs and economic development in the
areas where they are most needed. Now therefore be it

Resolved, That the State Members of the New England Regional Commission
do hereby urge defeat of this Bill S. 2876 or any similar legislation that would
repeal Section 514 of the Public Works and Economic Development Act as
amended.

Adoption certified by the State members of the New England Regional
Commission.

March 29, 1976.

MICHAEL S. DUKAKIS,
State Cochairman.

CONNECTICUT RECREATION AND PARK ASSOCIATION,
September 14, 1976.

Senator ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR 'SENATOR RIBICOFF : 'The Connecticut Recreation and Parks Association

would like to support bill H.R. 14451 which will permit the donation of Federal
Surplus Personal Property to the states and local governments for various
public purposes, including park and recreation related uses.
This bill passed in the House of Representatives on August 24th and the bill

has yet to be scheduled by the Senate Committee on Government Operations.
Our Association, who has numerous heads of Municipal Parks and Recreation

Departments, feels that this bill will provide a vital outlet for Municipal Depart-
ments to extend and improve available programs and facilities. As you are well
aware, budgets at all levels of government are becoming increasingly tight and
in some cases being reduced. We feel that the Federal Government Surplus
Program will help local departments help cope with some of these budgetary
problems.
As President of the State Association and State Legislature Chairman, I urge

you to schedule and pass this bill so that it can be completed in the 94th
Congress.
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I truly hope that you see the need for this legislation and vote positively

for bill H.R. 14451.
Sincerely,

ROBERT V. DETORE,
President.

GREENE COUNTY RECREATION PARK DEPARTMENT,
Xenia, Oh/io, September 16, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR 'SENATOR RIBICOFF: The House of Representatives passed H.R. 14451

on August 24, amending the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act

of 1949.
The Senate Committee on Government Operations is now considering this most

significant amendment that will benefit park and recreation agencies and the

American public throughout the nation.
This Bill (H.R. 14451) will restore orderly procedures to the distribution,

handling and control of Federal Surplus Personal Property.
The Greene County Recreation and Park Department serves the communities

where Wright Patterson Air Force Base is located. It has become very distressing

to drive by the excess and surplus property yard at this base and not be allowed

to secure this personal property due to our low priority.
In addition, we are allowed one day per month to browse through the surplus

property yard and building in Columbus, Ohio while the educational agencies

can go in whenever they want and tag the best personal property.
I have sent my maintenance department supervisor over 300 miles to look at

much needed surplus property only to find out that its condition is so bad that

we cannot afford to return it to our County. At the same time there is surplus

property sitting beside it that some other agency has already tagged.

It is extremely important that action on this legislation be completed in the

94th Congress.
This amendment (H.R. 14451) will provide much needed assistance to local

government agencies and not cost the Federal taxpayer anything.
Respectively yours,

CHARLES E. DRESSLER, Director.

ORANGEBURG COUNTY CIVIL DEFENSE AGENCY,
Oraingeburg, S.C., September 17, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
Chairman, U.S. Senate Committee on Government Operations,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR RIBICOFF: We in Orangeburg County are very interested in the

passage of HR 14451, as the present system of administering the Federal Surplus

Program is antiquated and is inequitable and complex in establishing priorities.

Enactment of this legislation would enable this agency to better serve all of the

county in this very worthwhile program.
I sincerely hope that we can count on your support for passage of this bill.

With kind regards, I am
Very truly yours,

WILBUR W. GROOMS.

NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL COMMISSION,
Boston, Mass., September 17, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR RIBICOFF: This letter is in reference to H.R. 14451, a bill to

amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit

the donation of Federal Surplus Property to the States and local organizations

for public purposes, and for other purposes. Essentially, the bill is designed

to centralize the property disbursement function in the General Services Admin-

istration and the State Agencies for 'Surplus Property.

o
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While the increased coordination is a laudable goal, I think that the Committee
should seriously study the various Title V Regional Commissions' Excess Prop-
erty Programs prior to passage of the bill. •Section 6 of H.R. 14451 repeals
Section 514 of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 which
enables the New England Regional Commission to transfer excess property for
economic development purposes.
In fiscal year 1976 alone, more than 30 million dollars in property was trans-

ferred through the Commission to the New England 'States.
Some of the Highlights of the program include the transferring of:
More than one million dollars in shop equipment to vocational technical schools

in Connecticut for the expansion and creation of job training programs.
Either generators, trucks, or trailers to more than thirty cities and towns in

Connecticut.
A boat valued at $144,128 to Bridgeport, Connecticut, to be used as a rescue

and patrol craft to support activities along the Connecticut coast and at Bridge-
port Municipal Airport.
The other five New England States have similar success stories. It should also

be remembered that this material was supplied free of charge to these eligible
recipients. Under H.R. 14451, the cities and towns would be required to pay
to the State Agency for Surplus Property an administrative fee of 5-10 percent
of the property's acquisition value as well as transportation costs and possible
storage charges.
In light of the vast economic benefits the Commission program has demon-

strated in New England, the Governors at their March 29, 1976 Commission
meeting passed Resolution No. 145 urging defeat of any legislation that would
repeal Section 514 of the Public Works and Economic Development Act as
amended.
At this time I, as the representative of the Governors at the Commission would

strongly urge that Section 6 of H. R. 14451 be reviewed more throroughly before
any action is taken by the Committee.

Sincerely,
THOMAS J. DOYLE.

Attachment:
(EDITOR'S NOTE.—Resolution No. 145 is printed as an attachment to a letter

from Governor Dukakis.)

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PARK ASSOCIATION,
Arlington, Va., September 20, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR RIBICOFF : Your Committee will soon give final consideration to

H. R. 14451, a bill amending the Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949. The amendment will permit the donation of federal surplus personal
property to state and local governments for various public purposes, including
park and recreation uses. This legislation represents a substantial improvement
in existing restrictive law which contains major inequities in the distribution
in both federal excess and surplus personal property. The legislation under con-
sideration could provide substantial possible benefits for park and recreation
agencies and the American public nationwide.
An opportunity to participate in federal surplus personal property programs

will enable recipient agencies to extend and improve programs, services and
facilities. We strongly urge that the thrust of H.R. 14451, as passed by the
House, be maintained by the Senate. That is, all essential public services should
have an equal opportunity to participate in the program. Similarly, all units
of government, regardless of their geographical location or affiliation with, say,
Economic Development Regions should have an opportunity to equitably partici-
pate in such programs if they so choose.

Sincerely.
JOHN H. DAVIS,
Executive Director.
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH ADMINISTRATORS,
Washington, D.C., September 13, 1976.

Senator ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR RIBICOFF: As President of the National Council of University

Research Administrators, I wish to register our strong opposition to House Bill
HR 14451—Federal Surplus Personal Property.
In particular, there are two sections of the bill which will adversely affect

the conduct of research on university campuses. One will require the National
Science Foundation to pay 25 percent of the original purchase price of all excess
properties; the other stipulates that the Federal government retain title to all
excess scientific equipment used in university projects.
The section requiring NSF payment will place an undue burden on the already

limited funds available to them for the support of individual research programs.
Having the Federal government retain title to all excess scientific equipment

will undoubtedly increase the administrative costs and burdens to both uni-
versities and the NSF without any tangible benefits accruing. For example,
universities would be reluctant to modify excess scientific equipment to better
carry out a particular research program if they were later required to tear down
the apparatus in order to return it to its orgininal state.

Sincerely yours,
ERIC R. RUDE, President.

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Frankfort, September 7, 1976.
Hon. ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
TVashington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR RIBICOFF: The members of our Surplus Property Advisory Com-

mittee, today, unanimously requested that I advise you of our interest in sched-
uling HR 14451, as recently passed by the U. S. House of Representatives, for
Committee review and Senate vote before adjournment. A list of our Advisory
Committee is attached.
Our primary concern in this legislation is the repeal of Section 514 of the

Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, which causes unfair dis-
crimination to seventeen states, including Kentucky, as well as to portions of
several other states.

Another concern is the tremendous impact on the emergency preparedness
function of Civil Defense without this legislation, due to the October 1, 1976,
implementation of curtailments in the Surplus Property Program by the Secre-
tary of Defense, as recommended by OMB.
We ask that you give this bill the consideration it merits, as we believe it

warrants your special attention.
Very truly yours,

E. L. PALMER,
Director, Division of Surplus Property.

DIVISION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY

Advisory Committee Members

Chairman
Mr. Bill Hatley, Regional Director, Vocational Region 2, Madisonville, Ky.

Co-Chairman
Mr. Steve B. Marcum, Director, Division of Buildings & Grounds Department of
Education

Members
Dr. Tom Gabbard, Superintendent, Newport Independent Schools
Mr. William L. Bennett, Superintendent, Berea City Schools
Mr. Charles Akins, Superintendent, Hardin County Schools
Mr. Roy Winchester, Superintendent. Henry County Schools
Mr. Billie C. Brown, Superintendent, McCracken County Board of Education
Mr. James McCarty, Somerset Area Vocational School



Rev. Raymond G. Hill, Superintendent, Owensboro Diocese
Dr. Morris Norfleet, Acting President, Morehead State University
Mr. Larry G. Howard, Director of Purchasing, Western Kentucky University
Mr. Kenneth Shaw, Superintendent of Building & Grounds, Cumberland College
Mr. 0. Leonard Press, Executive Director, KETV
Mr. Bob Burnett, Business Officer, Community Colleges, University of Kentucky
Mr. John Lee West, Kentucky Department of Libraries
Ms. Elizabeth Bailey, Superintendent, Harrison County Memorial Hospital
Mr. Mattison H. Hoskins. Administrator, Rockcastle County Hospital
Mr. George C. Hobbs, Purchasing Agent, Louisville Memorial Hospital
Ali-. John D. Hoyle, Administrator, St. Luke Hospital
XII-. Troy Bevins, Director, Pike County Civil Defense
Mr. J. T. Whitlock, Director, Marion County Civil Defense

Other Members
Dr. James B. Graham, Superintendent of Public Instruction
Mr. James Melton, Associate Superintendent of Public Instruction
Mr. Fred Johnson, Assistant Superintendent, Bureaq of Administration & Finance
Mr. Robert McFerren, Deputy Director, Divisiori of Disaster & Emergency
Services

[Telegram]
STATE OF NEVADA,

Las Vegas, Nev., September 13, 1976.
Senator ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Senate Government Operations Cominittee,
Washington, D.C.
I would like to show my support for section 514 of the Public Works and

Economic Development Act of 1965. I would hope that the committee would
approve House Bill 14451, a bill to dispose of Federal surplus property through
State and local organizations, but would amend it so as to delete section 6.
We feel that section 514 of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 is a very valuable instrument for our towns and counties.

MIKE O'CALLAGHAN, Governor.
tTelegram]

STATE OF COLORADO,
Denver Colo. September 13, 1976.

Senator ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
Chairman Senate Government Operations Committee, Dirksen Senate Office

Building, Washington, D.C.

The Four Corners Regional Commission's excess property program has been of
great benefit to small communities and Indian Reservations in Colorado and
the other States of our region. Priorities are set by and property distributed
through the Governor's office in each State. This insures that the Governor has
the principal policymaking voice in the program as it is now operated. While I
favor the passage of H.R. 14451, I urge the retention of section 514 of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act which is the auth6rity for the title V
commissions, and I urge that section VI be strickened before the passage of H.R.
14451.

Hon. ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
Capitol One D.C.

It has come to my attention that H.R. 14451 is to be heard by your Senate
Government Operations Committee on Monday, September 13th. The excess
property program of the Ozarks Regional Commission is providing needed assist-
ance to Missourians. The continuation of the excess property program is impera-
tive and I hope you will take this into consideration as your committee deliberate
on the bill.

Sincerely

[Telegram]
RICHARD D. LAMM, Governor.

STATE OF MISSOURI.
Jefferson City Md., September 13, 1976.

CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, Governor.
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[Mailgram]
STATE OF MICHIGAN,

Lansing, Mich., September'15, 1976.
Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Russell Office Building,
U.S. Senate,
TVashington, D.C.
Like many other States served by the Regional Commissions, Michigan has

received substantial benefits from the excess property program. Coming at a time

when local units of government are hard pressed for funds, forcing a limit on
necessary equipment purchases, the program has, in many instances, made ail

difference in continuing vital services. This has been true particularly in voca-
tional education, where may of our school districts would not have been able
to undertake critical programs without equipment secured from Government
excess sources. The regional commissions have provided taxpayers a great service
by channeling equipment declared excess to where it is most needed and where
it can produce the most good. The excess property authority vested in the regional
commissions is as much needed in the months ahead as during the recession
period. I join many of my fellow Governors, Republicans and Democrats alike,
in strongly urging you to do everything you can to remove all provisions in H.R.
14451 which would take away from regional commissions their authority to
obtain excess property. The regional commissions have demonstrated without
doubt that they can set priorities and distribute this equipment, paid for by
taxpayers, in a way that is compatible with promoting economic and community
development for the public good.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM G. MILLIKEN, Governor.

[Mailgram]

SANDSTONE, MINN., September 9, 1976.
Senator RIBICOFF,
Chairman of Government Operations Committee,
Senate Russell Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

We are against H.R. 14451 section 6 which repeals 514 Title 5 Public Works
and Economic Development Act as amended.

AUGUST ZRIEMER.
[Telegram]

TUCSON, ARIZ., September 13, 1976.
Senator ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Senate Government Operations Commtitee,
Russell Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

I testified on H.R. 9152 and H.R. 9593 before Government Activities and
Transportation Subcommittee House Government Operations Committee hear-
ing held October 2, 1975. My retirement from government after 25 years as
Legal Counsel to Donation Program at HEW did not abate my interest for this
worthy program. Temporary presence in Arizona prevents offering testimony

to your Committee.
I respectfully urge you consider my previous testimony before House sub-

committee that it be made available to members of your committee and include
in record of your hearings.

INIANuEL B. HILLER. 6

THE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES,
Washington, D.C., September 15, 1976.

Re H.R. 14451. Amendments to the Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949.

To,: Members of the Senate Committee on Government Operations.
From: Charles B. Saunders, Jr., American Council on Education; Charles V.

Kidd, Association of American Universities; Ralph K. Huitt, National Asso-
ciation of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges.

We understand the Committee on Government Operations will shortly consider
H.R. 14451. a bill "To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949." The American Council on Education, the Association of American

Universities and the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant
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Colleges wish to take this opportunity to call to your attention two provisions
concerning excess property in H.R. 14451 which we fear would have a detrimental
effect on university research programs.

Section 3 of the bill would amend Section 202 of the Act to require agencies
which furnish excess property to grantees to pay supplying agencies an amount
equal to 25 percent of the original acquisition cost of the property. This provision
almost certainly would terminate all agency programs of furnishing excess scien-
tific property to universities. Because the availability of excess property generally
is not predictable and because its serviceability often is questionable, the property
is used by investigators most frequently to supplement and enhance their ongoing
projects. Often the equipment is cannibalized to secure useful components. Much
of the equipment would be junked if it were not used in universities. Only
occasionally would the fair market value of the equipment equal 25 percent of
the original purchase cost.
We also would point out that federal agencies, under 42 USC 1891, are largely

free to fund university research under either contracts or grants. Thus, essen-
tially the same type of research might be done under contract for one agency
and under a grant for another. Yet, H.R. 14451 would effectively bar the trans-
fer of excess property to a university grantee while allowing the transfer if
instead of a grant a contract had been awarded. This does not appear to us to
be consistent with the purpose for which 42 USC 1891 was enacted, namely to
simplify administration of the federal basic research programs. Accordingly, we
urge that Section 202 (d) (1) (B) of the bill specifically exempt equipment used
in university research programs.
The Act also would require federal agencies to retain title to such equipment

furnished to grantees. Some agencies now transfer title of such excess equipment
to universities where in the course of conducting research programs it may be
modified to meet special project needs or be shared by several research staffs.
If agencies were required to retain title to the equipment universities, and agen-
cies, would be forced to undertake extensive and costly record keeping and report-
ing programs to keep track of numerous items of little intrinsic worth. One of
the virtues of excess property used for scientific purpose is its use to repair or
fabricate existing or new devices. The disassembly and conversion of such equip-
ment would generate record keeping responsibilities so complex and costly that
universities could not participate in the program. As a positive suggestion, we
propose that agencies should retain title only to very costly equipment having
a projected useful service life beyond the duration of the research project for
which it is provided. Therefore we ask that the phrase "where title is retained
in the United States" be deleted from Section 202(d) (2) (B).
The nation's basic research programs have benefited significantly from the

federal excess property program, and we urge the Committee to weigh carefully
the implications of these provisions as you consider H.R. 14451. We will be
pleased to be of further assistance to you.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
UNITED STATES SENATE,

September 9, 1976.
Re H.R. 14886—Presidential Transition Act Amendments.

Memorandum to: Senator Abraham Ribicoff.
From: Eli.
H.R. 14886 would amend the Presidential Transition Act of 1963 (P.L. 88-27)

so as to provide a more realistic authorization for appropriations to facilitate
Presidential transitions.
The Presidential Transition Act was enacted to promote the orderly transfer

of executive power in connection with the expiration of the term of office of an
outgoing President and Vice President and the inauguration of a new President
and Vice President. It authorized the Administrator of General Services to pro-
vide, upon request, to the President-elect and the Vice President-elect suitable
office space, payment of compensation of office staff, the detail of personnel from
Departments and Agencies, the procurement of experts or consultants, payment
of travel expenses and subsistence allowances and other necessary expenses. It
also authorized the provision of such services to the outgoing President and Vice
President, for a period not to exceed 6 months from the expiration of their terms
of office.
The Act authorized the appropriation of $900,000 to cover such expenses which

appeared reasonable in 1963. However, a review of the actual transition expenses

77-369 0 - 76 - 8
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by the General Accounting Office, following the 1968 election, revealed that Presi-
dent Nixon incurred costs of $1.5 million. The GSA Administrator decided that
the 900,000 should be divided equally between the incoming and outgoing
administrations, leaving only $450,000 for President Nixon.
H.R. 14886 would increase the authorization to $3 million and provide that not

more than $2 million would be available to the President-elect and Vice President-
elect, and $1 million to the outgoing President and Vice President. In addition,
the ceiling of $100 per day for experts or consultants, contained in the 1963 Act,
would be removed so as to enable payment of the amount authorized under the
Administrative Expenses Act which applies to all Federal agencies.

Witnesses will appear from OMB, GSA and GAO.
H.R. 14886 passed the House of Representatives on September 1, 1976. There

is no opposition to enactment.

Memorandum to: Members of the Committee on Government Operations.
From: Bill Goodwin, Staff Director, Subcommittee on Oversight Procedures.
Subject: H.R. 14451, Distribution of Federal Surplus Property to State and

Local Organizations.
H.R. 14451, a bill to reform the donable surplus property program, will be sub-

ject of hearings before the full Committee on Government Operations at 10 :00
a.m. Monday, September 13.
This bill passed the House on August 24 by a vote of 340 to 51. Congressman

Jack Brooks is the sponsor. The staff of the Subcommittee on Oversight Proce-
dures has spent considerable time studying the donable surplus program and
similar legislation which is pending in the Senate.

BACKGROUND

At present each state has an agency which is responsible for obtaining surplus
federal personal property for public education, public health, and civil defense
activities within the State. These three types of activities have been eligible to
receive surplus property since enactment of the Federal Property and Administra-
tive Services Act of 1949, under which the donable surplus property program is
operated by GSA and the Department of HEW.
During the past several years there has been a proliferation of programs under

which the federal government disposes of property it no longer needs to state
and local organizations for a mutlitude of purposes. Chief among these is a pro-
gram operated under section 514 of the Economic Development Act. Enacted in
1974, this provision authorizes excess personal property to be loaned or given
outright without reimbursement to public bodies, tax supported organizations,
Indian tribes, and nonprofit hospitals and colleges by the Regional Action Plan-
ning Commissions. The map on page 2 shows the locations of the existing regional
commissions, through which local governments and other organizations are able
to obtain property which has become excess to a federal agency's needs.
"Excess" property is persoal property no longer needed by a federal agency.

Such property is made available to other agencies through GSA. On the other
hand, property becomes, "surplus" when it has been declared excess to an agen-
cy's needs but not claimed by another agency. Under existing law, surplus prop-
erty is made available for donation to public education, public health, and civil
defense activities through the State surplus property agencies. If surplus property
is not donated to the States, it is sold to the public on a bid basis.
The effect of section 514 of the EDA has been to greatly increase the amount

of property claimed at the "excess" stage. As a result, the amount of property
becoming "surplus" and available for donation to public schools, public health
and Civil Defense units outFide the EDA development regions has been reduced
drastically.
For example, approximately half the counties in the State of Georgia are within

the Coastal Plains Region. Any local government tax-supported activity, or non-
profit hospital or college within this region is eligible to acquire "excess" prop-
erty. On the other hand, the other half of Georgia's counties are not eligible for
excess property. They can acquire surplus property but only for education, health
and Civil Defense activities. In effect, the Coastal Plains Region counties
have a priority over the other half of Georgia's counties. The same can be said of
the entire State of Texas, which is surrounded by states completely in the
Ozarks or Four Corners Region.

9
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The Appalachia Regional Commission does not participate in the EDA excess
property program because it was created by separate legislation. Areas within
the Appalachia Region participate only in the surplus property donation pro-

gram through the State agencies. In West Virginia, for example, no county is

eligible to participate in the excess property program; they must rely on the

State surplus property agency, which has found most of the choice excess prop-

erty already claimed by EDA activities in other States.
Under the donable surplus property program, HEW allocates property among

the States. No such system exists in the EDA program; it is strictly a first come-
first served operation in which a local government or college (within an EDA

region) which finds the excess property usually gets it.

PROVISIONS OF H.R. 14451

H.R. 14451 is designed to combine the 28 property distribution programs now
in existence into one central distribution system operated by GSA through the
State agencies for surplus property. The bill does not apply to real property.
'Rather than having several agencies operate excess property donation pro-

grams (in addition to EDA, the National ,Science Foundation provides excess
property for its grantees), all "public purposes" would be treated equally. Excess
property not actually needed by other federal agencies would become surplus,
which GSA would allocate among the States. Economic development would

be on a par with public education, public health, law enforcement, parks and
recreation, fire protection, conservation, civil defense, or any other public
purpose.
Each State would develop a plan for distribution of the surplus property within

the State, based on criteria of need and utilization. That is, property would be
assigned to State agencies of organizations which need the property and can
utilize it. This standard has been applicable to the donable surplus property
program since its inception. Presumably, underdeveloped counties would have a
greater need for property than a State government, and GSA would develop
guidelines to assure that property reaches the recipients with the greatest need
and capability of using the property.
Granted, the EDA regions would lose their priority in acquiring property;

nevertheless, they still would be able to obtain unneeded federal property through
the State agencies. And since the State agencies would have greatly expanded
functions, they would be under considerable pressure to use their increased reve-
nue to expand their capabilities and expertise. (The State agencies are funded
by service charges paid by the donees. There are no direct appropriations to them.
The donee pays the State agency the cost of transportation and a fee based
on the agency's operating costs.)

GROUPS INTERESTED IN THE BILL

Th:. following groups have expressed interest in the bill:
(1) The National Association of State Agencies for Surplus Property.—These

are the State surplus property agents, and they strongly support the legislation.
They testified in the House that they have the staff and resources to handle
their additional responsibilities under the bill.
(2) GSA favors enactment.—GSA would assume full responsibility for ad-

ministering the program, including allocation to the States and issuing regula-
tions governing distribution plans within each State. At present the Department
of HEW administers the program, since the eligible recipients primarily are
education and health activities. All HEW functions and personnel would be
transferred to GSA.
(3) Economic development regions.—Naturally, the economic development

regions, and the eligible local governments and other organizations within them,
do not want to lose their priority through the excess property program. Con-
sequently, they oppose the bill. Opposition can be anticipated from States
entirely within a region.
(4) Universities.—Some universities and colleges within the economic de-

velopment regions have been very active in acquiring excess property, either
through EDA or NSF. They would lose their EDA priority, and would have to
pay 25% of the original acquisition cost of all excess property obtained through
NSF, with the exception of special-purpose research equipment for use in carry-
ing out research grants. They oppose this 25% requirement, since it would for all
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practical purposes close down the NSF excess property program except for spe-
cialized equiment.
(5) State public education departments.—In several states the surplus

property agency is within the education department. Except for those States
entirely within an economic development region, the education departments gen-
erally favor H.R. 14451. Although the bill would end the education priority for
surplus property, they feel that education would fare better than at present
since the EDA program is claiming most of the choice items.
(6) The National Governors Conference.—A representative of the Governors

Conferene,e.—A representative of the Governors Conference testified in support
of the bill in the House. They feel that it would increase the role of the States
in determining how federal property is distributed.
(7) OMB would prefer an outright revenue-sharing type of approach whereby

all unneeded federal property would be turned over to the States for distribu-
tion however the States see fit. The bill is structured along these lines, although
it requires considerable control and oversight by GSA. OMB favors enactment.

ARGUMENTS FOR THE BILL

Several 'arguments have been made in favor of the bill.
First, it would put all public purposes on an equal footing and eliminate the

priority that economic development now has in certain parts of the Nation. In
other words, all local governments, schools, hospitals, colleges, Civil Defense
units, and other public organizations would each have an equal opportunity
to acquire federal property.

Second, H.R. 14451 would increase the accountability for federal property by
centralizing its distribution in one agency (GSA), acting through the State
agencies. Auditing and utilization checks would be greatly simplified.
Third, it would reduce overall costs to the government and to participants.

At present, each local government, planning district or university which wishes
to obtain excess property must send its own employees out to locate and claim
the property. This results in a mass duplication of effort and transportation
costs. In addition, some local organizations are employing agents to do little other
than seek excess property. Under the bill, these costs would be borne by the State
agencies and passed along to the donees as part of the acquisition cost of each
item.
Fourth, it would not end participation by the areas within economic develop-

ment regions. They would still be able to acquire property when it becomes sur-
plus, although they would lose the priority they now enjoy under section 514
of the EDA.

ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE BILL

The economic development districts and some universities have made argu-
ments against the bill.
First, they claim that State governments would keep all the best property

for themselves, thereby cutting it off from hard-pressed local governments.
'Second, the universities claim that the State agencies are not competent to

select the special type of research equipment much of it scientific—that they
need.
Third, the universities (especially those in the far Northwest Which must

compete with California) claim that the quality of property is not distributed
evenly among the 'States.
Fourth, the economic regions argue that it will end the priority now enjoyed

by the neediest areas of the country.
Fifth, the EDA districts and universities claim that the service charges levied

by the State agencies will increase their costs.
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DEKALB COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION

DEKALS COUNTY COURTHOUSE

James H. Hinson, Jr.

Superintendent

Senator Sam Nunn
United States Senate
3327 Dirkson Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Nunn:

DECATUR, GA. 30030

May 21, 1975

MEMBERS

Joe WOlonghorn
Chairman

Ralph Davos. Jr.
Vice Chairman

George R. Fellows
John S. Fletcher, Jr.

John I. Ramsey
John W. Truelove
David Wolloamson

In an effort to locate some major earth-moving equipment, specifically,
a bulldozer, front-end loader, and crane, we have been working with
Mr. William D. Bennett, Chief of Surplus Property Services with the
Georgia Department of Education. In our discussions with Mr. Bennett,
we have found that education now receives a very low priority in the
disposition of Federal surplus property. I have known of the Surplus
Property Act for over twenty years and of the great benefits this Act
has made possible for education. It appears that over the years the
laws have permitted regulations to be devised and changed; consequently,
many quasi-governmental agencies and organizations now receive a higher
priority than education, leaving, in Mr. Bennett's words, only the junk
to education."

It is my understanding that Mr. Bill Goodwin, a member of your staff on the
Subcommittee on Oversight Procedures of the Governmental Operations Com-
mittee, is already working on this matter. With your office, Senator
Talmadge, Congressman Levitas and others we would like to contribute in
any way we can to get this situation changed. We realize the difficulty
in amending Federal laws and in dealing with the bureaucracy, but this
needs to be done. We feel that it is high time for education to resume
its rightful place at the top in the order of priority considerations
from the Federal Government. Perhaps we can receive assistance in our
efforts from the National School Boards Association, the American Associa-
tion of School Administrators, the Council of Chief State School Officers,
the National School Planners Association, and others.

We recognize the many excellent things you have done as a Junior Senator
and what you are doing in behalf of education and other services. We commend
and thank you for the leadership you are providing. I think it would be an
invaluable service if you would ask Mr. Goodwin to advise us as to how we
may go about providing input and bring this matter to the attention of those
who could help us.
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Senator Sam Nunn
Page 2
May 21, 1975

We have been working with Mr. Ron Farley in Congressman Elliott Levitas office
in Decatur on related matters, and you may wish to deal directly with Mr. Farley,
who, in turn, will work with us.

Again, we appreciate the representation you are providing for the State of
Georgia in the United States Senate. Please let us know if at any time we
may be of assistance to you.

Sincerely yours, a

WilbLrn M. Adams
Associate Superintendent
for Business Affairs

WMA:jh

cc: Congressman Elliott Levitas
Mr. Ron Farley
Mr. William D. Bennett
Dr. C. W. McGuffey, Executive Secretary, Georgia School Planners Association
Dr. Jack Nix, President, Council of Chief State School Officers
Mr. Charles Pruett, President, Georgia Association of School Business Officials

411t0



105

DERALII COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION

DEKALB COUNTY COURTHOUSE

DECATUR, GA. 30030

James H. Hinson. Jr.

Superintendent

May 21, 1975

Mr. William D. Bennett, Chief
Surplus Property Services
State Department of Education
1050 Murphy Avenue S. W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30310

Dear Mr. Bennett:

MEMBERS

Joe Willingham
Choorman

Ralph Davis. Jr.
Vrea Chairman

Gooroe R. Fellows
John S. Flotchet. Jr.

John I. Ramsey
John W. Truolove
David Williamson

We appreciate so such your taking the time from your busy schedule to meet with
us and discuss the surplus property situation.

As we indicated to you at our meeting, the DeKalb School System especially needs
a front-end loader and a crane and parts to repair the bulldozer which we received
from you. Any assistance you can provide in acquiring this equipment and parts
will be very such appreciated.

As we discussed, it seems that the Federal laws governing the disposal of surplus
property have permitted regulations to be developed and revised over the years
so that education now receives a comparatively low priority. We would like to
do what we can, along with others, to get these laws amended so that education
can take its rightful place in receiving top priority by the Federal Government.
Public education in our country is charged with the basic responsibility of providing
education for the youth and adults of our nation, and thus should be considered by
Congress as basic and essential to the welfare of the nation, and certainly before
many of the quasi-governmental organizations and agencies which now receive a
priority higher than education. We will work with Mr. Farley in Congressman
Levitas' office and with the Georgia Senators in attempting to expose this problem
and, hopefully, get the laws amended.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Mr. Charles Pruett, President of the Georgia
Association of School Business Officials, and to Dr. C. W. McGuffey, Executive
Secretary and a member of the Legislative Committee of the Georgia School Planners
Association, and am requesting their assistance in this matter.

May I commend you for the fine job you are doing and thank you again for meeting
with us.

WMA h

cc: Mr. Charles Pruett
Dr. C. W. McGuffey
Mr. Ron Farley

Sincerely yours,

Wilburn M. Adams
Associate Superintendent for Business Affairs

/Congressman Elliott Levitas
Senator Sam Nunn
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DERALB COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION

DEKALB COUNTY COURTHOUSE

Jull i0c8AMT
N.rUR. GA. 30030

James H. Hinson, Jr.

Supterintendent

Senator Sam Nunn
United States Senate
3327 Dirkson Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Nunn:

June 24, 1975

MEMBERS

Joe Wit Ilnaham
Chairmen

Ralph D8V1S. Jr.
Vice Ch•irmen

George R. Fellows
John S. Fletcher. Jr.

John I. Ramsey
John W. Truelove
David Williamson

Yesterday I met in the State Department of Education with Dr. Cal

Adamson, Associate State Superintendent of Schools; Mr. Bill

Bennett, Chief of Surplus Property Services; Mr. Ron Farley,

administrative aide to Congressman Elliott Levitas; Dr. Jerrell

May, Director of Maintenance and Operations for the DeKalb School

System; and Mr. Joe Brannon from your local office for the purpose

of finalizing our position on the need to amend the laws governing

the distribution of Federal surplus property.

Mr. Brannon contributed significantly to our discussion and I

believe he will communicate the results of our meeting to Mr.

Bill Goodwin. In the weeks ahead we will be involved in organizing

the various educational groups who are concerned about this matter

to write to the other Congressmen and adopt resolutions in support
of this effort.

This is a most important matter to public education and we wish to
thank you sincerely for your interest and concern and for your
willingness to assist us in our efforts to get the situation changed.

Again, we appreciate all you are doing for education and for other
services which affect the welfare of Georgia and the nation as a
whole.

Sincerely yours,

//' //.

Wilburn M. Adams
Associate Superintendent
for Business Affairs

WMA:jh

cc: Dr. Cal Adamson
Mr. William D. Bennett
Mr. Joe Brannon
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lIntber`acial " -01-z etatt. 0.ntrth

P. O. BO% 246 Allartta
30222

September 19, 1975

The Honorable Sam Nunn
110 Russell Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Nunn:

COMMITTEES

INTERSTATE COOPERATION,CHAIRMAN
APPROPRtATIONS

INDUSTRY. LABOR 6 TOURISM
DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS.CMAIRMAN

EREG

SUCCOMMITTEE ON

OVERSIGHT PROCEDURES

It has been brought to my attention
that House Resolution 9152 is very much need-
ed by our civilian defense unit.

Our unit has become very active
since Mr. Hoke Smith took in charge and he
has done an outstanding job for Meriwether
County.

It is my honest belief that with
this resolution acted into law, that we can
continue to go forward in this work.

Come to see us when you are in this
area. With kind personal regards to you and
your family, I remain

Sincerely,

Render Hill
Senator, District 29

RH:vgb
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Cs:33 1,

CLAUDE A. BRAY, JR.
Representative, District 70
Bray Building
Manchester, Georgia 31816
Telephone: 404-846-8495

Pouse of ,leIrresentatitigs
Atlanta. (lienrgia

September 22, 1975

Senator Sam Nunn
Senator of the United States
United States Senate
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sam:

COMMITTEES

JUDICIARY
STATE OF REPUBLIC, VICE CHAIRMAN
WAYS & MEANS
Real & Intangible Tax, Secretary

SUBCOMMITTEE ON

111.111" 
r

SEP 261975

II1.LpI 11
OVERSIGHT 

PROCEDURES

A constituent of mine and yours, Mr. Hoke H. Smith,
who is director of the Meriwether County Civil Defense,
has requested me to write urging you to support HR-9152.
Any consideration that you might give to this request
would be appreciated, or your looking into the merits of
this bill.

I hope that you are doing well, and certainly did
appreciate your visit by our office. I told Dixon you
were by, and he regretted missing you. Stop by and see
us whenever you can.

With warm personal regards.

Sincerely yours,

Claude A. Bray, Jr.

CAB/fab
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of Iitgrralb, Otorgia
; Jc, 3gcutitiDmrtincnt

2fitgrralb, Ororgia 31730
August 13, 1976

Senator Sam Nunn
U. S. Senate
Washington, D. C.

Dear Senator Nunn:

The City of Fitzgerald is asking your support on H. B.
14451. This Bill would be most beneficial to all local
Governments.

ALD/cp

Thanks for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours

Alvie L. Dorminy
City Administrator

ola (citu

Athis 3C.trrotbti2
CO, .DIAINISTRATOR

SUECOA.MIITTEE 0

•
:1

fFila 110E
AW3 2 1976 I



110

S5‘

JACK P. NIX

state Superintendent of Schools

'etc,

STATE OF GEORGIA

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS

STATE OFFICE BUILDING

ATLANTA 30334

October 8, 1975

SUBCOMMITTEE ON

POI-Pr

OCT 14 1975

OVERSIGHT PROCEDURES

eth

Honorable Sam Nunn, Member
United States Senate
110 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Sam.

For the past several years, the quantity and quality of property

available through the Federal Surplus Property Program have declined

considerably. The major cause of this decline has been the
distribution of excess property through the Economic Development

Regional Commission - Coastal Plains andAppalachian Development -

in Georgia.

Congressman Brooks on July 31, 1975, introduced a bill, H.R. 9152,

which if enacted into law could remedy some of the problems we have

experienced with our surplus property program in past years. Basically,

I agree with the concept of curtailing the excess property program

and flowing this property through the individual state agencies for

surplus property to eligible recipients. I do not agree that a

complete reorganization of our surplus property activities is necessary
to accomplish this end.

In Georgia, the State Agency for Surplus Property has served educational,

health, and civil defense governmental units quite satisfactorily and
efficently for a number of years. The only major problem we have

experienced is the decline of usable surplus property after passage

of Section 514 of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965.
A bill designed to repeal this section of the Public Works Act while

cautiously expanding the eligible recipients of federal surplus property

would satisfy the needs of local governmental agencies without seriously

disrupting the administrative framework we have carefully built in this

program over the past 30 years. I recommend that you support such

legislation which will permit the repeal of Section 514, the careful



•

•

111

Senator Sam Nunn
October 8, 1975
Page Two

expansion of eligible surplus property recipients, and the maintenance

of the organizational and administrative framework developed for the

surplus property program over the previous years.

Thank you for your past help in public education and your consideration

of this current concern.

With warm personal regards, I am

cerely,

k P. Nix

JPN: lf

tate Superintendent of Schools
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g7-70

DEPA:17v1ENT OF AD:416\10.S7CIA1IVE s:avicss
ERNIEO,EAL
Commissioner

ROOM 124 TRINITY-WASHINGTON BLDG.

270 WASHINGTON ST. S. W.

ATLANTA , GEORGIA 30334

May 22, 1975

Honorable Sam Nunn
U.S. Senator
110 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Nunn:

JIM ROBERTS

Deputy Commissioner

The Department of Administrative Services administers the State
Surplus Property Program in Georgia. We are also members of the
National Association of State Purchasing Officials, a national

group, which meets periodically to share State problems and the

area of purchasing and surplus property disposal.

During our discussions with various National Association State

Purchasing Officials an Ad Hoc Interagency Study Group on

Utilization of Excess Federal Property was formed to work with the

Federal Office of Procurement Policy which is a part of the Office

of Management and Budget. As result of the studies conducted by

this Ad Hoc Committee, certain changes were recommended in the

handling of federal excess and surplus property which would greatly

enhance federal/state relations in this area.

We, in our Department, are highly interested in Federal and State

coordination A this area and would like to work with you regarding

proposed legislation which has been submitted to OMB. We endorse

the concept of this legislation and would recommend that the Governor

of each State be the administrator of the Federal Surplus Property

Program in order that the State of Georgia can participate fully and

receive wide State agency utilization and benefits which may be generated

through the Surplus and Excess Property Program.

Very truly yours,

eONe
Commissioner

EO:jc
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION

OF STATE UNIVERSITIES

AND LAND-GRANT COLLEGES

One Dupont Circle, Washington, D. C. 20036 202 293-7120

October 13, 197§1/3COIVa4iTTEE ON

Mr. W.J. Goodwin, Jr.
Subcommittee on Oversight Procedures
of the Senate Committee on Government
Operations

502 Carroll Arms Hotel
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Goodwin:

fl

or.T 1 5 1975
,J

r

Iv
OVERSIGHT PkUGEDURES

As we discussed on the phone last Friday, many of the member institutions
of this Association are seriously concerned over proposals in H.R. 9152
which, in their opinion, would adversely affect the Excess Property
Program. Since so many of the institutions are concerned with this
matter, we respectfully request that when hearings are held by the Sub-
committee on Oversight Procedures on the bill, should your hearing
schedule permit it, we would appreciate the opportunity of testifying
on the bill. From recent conversations with representatives of our
institutions, I gather that there is much in the proposed legislation
which they would like to support, but they have several specific
recommendations for changes in Title III the proposed legislation which
they would like to have considered by the members of your subcommittee.

I understand that no hearing schedule has as yet been determined. I
would be grateful to be notified when such a schedule is established
and if our membership would have an opportunity to testify.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, yours,
[/./ lie

/ Jerold Roschwalb
/ Director of Governmental Relations

JRJah
cc: Jack Crowley
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WAYCROSS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

1200 COLLEY STREET

P.O. BOX 1699

WAYCROSS, GEORGIA 31501

May 27, 1976

The Honorable Sam Nunn
no Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C., '20510

SU5COii7TEE ON

, JUN 0 1 1976

JUlLLoLU
PROCEDURES

Dear Senator Nunn:

I would like to request assistance in establishing a higher priority for

surplus equipment to school systems. Under the present system a govern-

mental agency, along with Hospital Authority, Civil Defense and Boy Scouts

have a higher priority than public educational institutions.

Surplus military property is valuable in terns of usage; also in terms of

cost to local Boards of Education. I am'requesting.we be given top priority

in obtaining military surplus personal property.

Enclosed is an application for a cargo truck I recently picked up in

Hinesville, Georgia. There were hundreds of similar trucks that should

have been available to public education but because of our low priority

these trucks were being sold to the highest bidder, also placed with Red

Cross, Boy Scouts and Civil Defense. The Waycross School System could have

used additional trucks if they had been available to- us and I am sure other

school systems could have utilized these vehicles.

I would appreciate any assistance you could give in establishing a higher

priority for school systems to obtain Government Surplus Property.

NMJ:cc

Sincerely,

,Y
Mike M. Jones
Superintendent

Enclosure is available in subcommittee files.
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Cowcta County School System
P. O. DRAWER 280, NEWNAN, GEORGIA 30263 • (404) 253-3530

ROBERT LEE. Ed. D.
Superintendent

Senator Sam Nuna
Washington, D. C.

Dear Senator Nunn:

September 19, 1975

We are urging you to support HR 9152. The surplus propertyproperty program has saved our school system untold numbersof tax dollars, and we are sure expansion of this program toinclude excess property would be even more valuable.

We sincerely urge you to work actively for the bill.

RL:ac

Very truly yours,

Robert Lee, J5tfpenintendent
Coweta County School System

77-369 0 - 76 - 9



116

,LANTA P70- 1_,IC SCHOOLS 
AOMINIIITRATION BUILDING

•UPIER iNTIENIMPIT

::CLIIIINC:001. PLANT

COHIIITIRUGCTIO'N

The Honorable Sam Nunn

United States Senate

Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Senator Nunn:

224 CENTRAL AVE.. S.W. 
ATLANTA. GIORGIA 30303

SUBCOMMITTEE OHllr ri 
SEP 1 6 975 

mil

L 1FL 
1

12 September 197

OVERSIGHT 
PROCEDURES

We are enclosing a copy of a 
resolution that was adopted by

the Atlanta Board of Education on Aug
ust 11, 1975.

We urge your favorable consid
eration of this resolution.

Your interest in education and other 
services which affect the

growth of the youth of our country, s
tate, and nation is very

much appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

Darwin W. Womack

Assistant Superintendent

Facilities Services

DWW:tgb

End:
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RFpCOCA NO. 75/76-7005

RESOLUTION TO SUPPORT EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONSIN THE DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL SURPLUS PROPERTY

WHEREAS, The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act cf 1749,as amended, was enacted by the United States Congress for the purpose of pro—viding an appropriate way of disposing of surplus property; and

WHEREAS, The intent of this legislation was to assign this property topublic agencies and to serve the public interest; and

WHEREAS, Public education is basic to the educational, cultural, andeconomic welfare of our nation; and

WHEREAS, For many years public education received high priority as aneligible recipient of Federal surplus property; and

WHEREAS, Over the years laws have been passed and amended authorizingcertain organizations and agencies, many of which are seemingly more remotelyrelated to the public interest than is education, to receive a higher prioritythan education; and

WHEREAS, At the present time the State agencies charred with the adminis—tration of this program are continuing to receive less and less usable propertyand are receiving only property which, in many cases, is obsolete and in suchcondition that it would not be economically feasible to repair or Wilize.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Ccngress of the United Statesshould enact and amend laws to equalize the distribution of the excess propertyso that education is placed on the same priority as al] other Non—Federalrecipients; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That copies of this resolution be sent to thePresident of the United States, the Vice President of the United States, andSenators and Congressmen from Georgia.

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This is to certify that the above resolution is an exact copy of theone adopted by the Board of Education of the City of Atlanta meeting in regularsession August 11, 1975.

Ms. Ira R. Benton, Secretary
ATLANTA BOARD OF EDUCATION
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PIEDMONT COLLEGE

sr,
Office of the President:

JAMES E. WALTER, President 

Telephone 723-3691

Senator Sam Nunn

United States Senate

Washington, D. C.

Dear Senator Nunn:

DEMOREST, GEORGIA 30535

September 19, 1975

For over two decades Piedmont 
College has benefited in a

variety of ways through the 
materials received on purcha

se

through the Surplus Property
 Distribution program, under

the supervision of the State
 Superintendent of School. 

In

our building of a better set
 of buildings and facilities

,

we learned to use to advanta
ge materials that were re-

adapted and fashioned to mee
t our needs. As a "self-help

college," we learn to apprec
iate the used materials. 

Desks,

chairs, items of every descr
iption can be found even n

ow in

our modern buildings. We count it no disgrace to
 use up and

to refinish the quality ma
terials received through Sur

plus

Property Distribution.

I have read the analysis of 
H.R. 9152 as presented by Mr

.

W. D. Bennett, and I suppo
rt the bill. I would be happy

to see you introduce similar
 legislation in the Senate.

Sincerely,

W/jg
cc: Mr. W. D. Bennett, Administr

ator

Surplus Property Services

4
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- Jff)•.labis Tountu Eii1 Pefrnse
PHONE 912 375.5833 • P. 0. BOX 308 • 11AZLEIIIIRST, GA. 31539

August 19, 1976

Honorable Sam Nunn
110 Russell Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Sir:
a

MARCUS TROWELL
Director

SUBCOMMITTEE Oil

CVERSIGIIT PROCEDURES

I would like to take this opportunity to bring to your attention the fact that
the Excess Property and Surplus Property Program for the Civil Defense
has been canceled.

I would appreciate it if you would check into this matter for the Civil Defense
Rescue Units of Georgia. If there is any way possible to get this program
re-instated, it would be greatly appreciated.

This program is the only way Rescue Units can survive due to the fact that
most Units do not have enough funds to operate without the Surplus equipment
they receive from the Federal Government.

Any help and advice would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

M. E. Trowell
Jeff Davis County
Civil Defense Director

MET/bh

z
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BARRY CHURCH
Director

120

HABERSHAM COUNTY CIVIL DEFENSE
COURTHOUSE —ROOM 2

CLARKESVILLE, GEORGIA 30523

MAILING ADDRESS: ROUTE 1, CLARKESVILLE, GEORGIA 30523

August 18, 1976

Honorable Sam Nunn, Senator
110 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Nunn:

PHONES:
DAY — 754-9881
NIGHT — 7544627

This letter is in reference to the Surplus Property Bill now up for legislation.

This year has been a very crucial year for Civil Defense at National, State, and

local level. There has been many major cut backs in the program in funding and

also other areas.

One of these is the Surplus Property Bill which is coming up to be voted on

on August 24, 1976. This bill is HR-14451. I urge you strongly to vote against

this bill as this will take access to surplus property completely out of Civil

Defense.

This Surplus Property is a very valuable source of material for local governments

and is needed drastically when there has been cuts in revenue sharing and other

Federal aid to local governments. If this bill passes it will greatly reduce the

emergency capabilities of Civil Defense not only in nuclear disasters but man-made

and natural disasters. It would also cause local governments to seek other

sources for equipment and supplies when budgets at local government levels are

very strained.

Again I strongly urge you to vote against this bill to help us maintain the status

that we have been operating on to better serve you and the residents of the areas

that you represent in a very efficient manner.

Sincerely,

A

Barry Chtialch, Director/Co-ordinator

BC:br
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THE UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA
ATHENS

OFFICE OF THE PRESiDENT
'SU 

a

The Honorable Sam Nunn
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

There is currently before Congress, Sam . . .

September 24, 1975

. . . a bill (HR 9152) which would amend the Federal Property andAdministration Services Act of 1949 and adversely affect universitiesthroughout the country by eliminating their eligibility for excesspersonal property. Additionally, this bill and an OMB draft bill willrepeal a section of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of1965. The purpose of this communication is to urge you to assist ineliminating sections 3 and 6 of the proposed House Bill (HR 9152) andSection 6 of the OMB draft bill.

Under the present law, federal grantees are eligible to receive excesspersonal property from the federal government. The University of Georgiahas benefited from this program through receipt of $5-6 million worth ofequipment since 1970. These items have been invaluable in assisting theUniversity to provide equipment necessary for research programs supportedby the federal government. This vital assistance was made available atvirtually no additional expense to the federal government since theequipment in question had already been purchased, was in excess to currentneeds, had to be disposed of, and the cost of transportation, handling,and maintenance was assumed by the University.

The effect of Section 3 of HR 9152 would be devastating to the continuedgrowth of the instructional and research programs at the University ofGeorgia as well as at other institutions. Under proposed regulations,excess property would only be available to federal agencies for theirexclusive use until such time as no interest was expressed in the item.Then the equipment would be made available to the General ServicesAdministration (GSA) for distribution through the surplus property program.In our opinion, this method of distributing scientific equipment is oftenwasteful and destructive.

Much of the equipment available through excess property is highly sensitivescientific apparatus which does not lend itself to GSA methods of warehousestorage. An excellent example is a spectrophotometer recently obtained bythe University of Georgia through the federal excess property program. Theoptics in this instrument are extremely sensitive to moisture. Storage fora month or two in standard GSA facilities, a not unusually long storage
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Sen.7tor Sam Nunn
Page 2 

September 24, 1975

period, would irreparably damage this inst
rument. The standard handling used

by GSA central facilities could also cause i
t irreparable harm.

Property in the excess property program is 
advertised and made available on

a national basis. Distribution is on a first come, first serve
 basis.

Primary users at all federal agencies and gr
antee institutions have access

to all excess property, even the smallest gr
antee in the most remote location.

On the other hand, GSA surplus property is
 made available on a regional basis

with virtually no cross-regional reference
. Agencies in regions with limited

federal facilities are severely restricted t
o equipment used in their area.

A mid-west institution needing a piece of prop
erty readily available in the

southeast might never know of its existence be
cause of the lack of

communication in the surplus property progra
m, and might purchase new equipment

with federal grant money while operable but 
hidden equipment is sold for junk.

GSA screeners will be responsible for dete
rmining which excess property will

be brought into the surplus property system.
 It is impossible for these

screeners to be fully aware of institution
al needs or equipment usability.

Conceivably, needed equipment could be uncla
imed because its existence and

availability was never made known to its use
rs.

The excess property program requires virtual
ly no overhead expense for the

federal government and only transportation
 and fragile handling expenses for

the institution. The GSA surplus property system adds conside
rable expense

for harmful and self-defeating, middle-man a
ctivities such as screening,

handling, and warehousing.

In addition to the harmful effects of Sect
ion 3, the inclusion of Section 6

of HR 9152 and Section 6 of the OMB draft 
bill would repeal Section 514 of

the Public Works and Economic Development 
Act of 1965 which contains authoriza-

tion for the Coastal Plains Regional Commi
ssion. The Commission's purpose

is to upgrade the economy of the Coastal P
lains area of North and South

Carolina and Georgia. It is cooperating with the University of G
eorgia and

other institutions to provide research and
 service programs in many areas such

as the marine fisheries and seafood proces
sing industries. It supports

extension activities for a variety of privat
e firms and governmental agencies

and provides capital improvement funds and v
arious instructional programs

in areas such as marine science and marine res
ources.

Those portions of the bill dealing with Surp
lus Property and warehouse

management reassignments from DHEW to GSA 
will not adversely affect this

institution. However, the inclusion of Sections 3 and 6 c
ould cause consider-

able damage to our ongoing research and in
structional programs, and may

necessitate additional, unnecessary funding 
requests to federal agencies for

scientific apparatus available but hidden in 
the GSA system. Your assistance

in eliminating these provisions of HR 9152 a
nd the OMB draft bill will be

sincerely appreciated.

Very uly yours,

Fred

w

AA ,4/
C. Davison
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NORTH GEORGIA AREA PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
212 N. PENT Z ST., DALTON, GEORGIA 30720 (404-226-1672)

GEORGE SUTHERLAND, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

November 26, 1975

The Honorable Sam Nunn
Senator of the State of Georgia
3327 Derksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Nunn:

i so Ni 1575

SUBCOMMITTEE ON

Oct, 0 1275

Lin LL-9I_LI LI
OVEISIGHT PROCEDURES

It is my understanding that HR-9152, if passed through the Congress, will
preclude local governments from participating in the Federal Excess Properties
Program. As you no doubt are aware, many local government functions such as
Civil Defense and rural fire protection are better because of the availability
of equipment through the Federal Excess Property Program. I would, therefore,
encourage you to vote in opposition to HR-9152 or a related companion bill
whenever you have the opportunity. Why eliminate a proven means of providing
for the people of the United States the benefits of already expended tax
dollars?

Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter. As always, I know you
will cast your vote for the people". I just wanted to call this bill to your
attention.

Sincerely,

George Sutherland
Executive Director

GS/mc

3
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NFA100 5AF335(1452)(2-037536E258)P0 09/ 14/76

ICS IPM3NOZ CSP

z,053S954g3 1020 ARDMORE OK 463 09-14 02413 EST

/5 ESDATOR SA;', NUNN

110 RUSSELL SENATE OFFICE ELDC

,!AS,fiNOTON DO ,.051C

)F.!^,7 3,,.19109 NUNS:

I WMLD LIKE TO TAKE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO

Su.DCOc'ITTEE ON

rnru tri
S:? 15 1976

iL5
OVERSIGHT PROCEDURES

EXPRESS MY SINCERE

,•J'PRECI AT ION FOR ALLOWING ME TO TESTIFY SUCR
E YOUR SUSCOMM ITT EE AS

R EL AT I NG TO HR 14451.

AS I PRINTED OUT TO YOU IN NY TESTIMONY, IF HR
 14451 PUTS LOCAL

GV17NMT,NTS AT THE MERCY OF STATE PROPERTY CFFICE
S AND THEIR

,ICYEES; AND TO PROVIDE NO METHOD BY WHICH LOCAL
 GOVERNMENTS CAN

COmPF.17 FAIRLY FOR EXCESS FEDERAL PROPERTY, T
HEN I URGE YOU AND

mEmp ERG CF THE SENATE TO DEFEAT THE SILL OR AMEND IT SO THAT

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS GET FAIR AND EAJITAELE TREATMENT TOWARD EXCESS

;,.":.,)ER. AL PROPERTY.

301 110 THE HEARI OS YOU NOTED THAT UNDER THE PRESENT SYSTEM SOME

TG',.'NS AND COUNTIES WERE NCT ELIG ISLE FOR EXCESS FEDERAL PROP
ERTY;

,OWEVER, PRIOR TO 1974, NO TOWNS OR COUNTIES WERE ELIG ISL
E FOR

TxCESS FEDERAL PROPERTY. IF HR 14451 IS PASSED THEN THE PR
E-1974

7ITilAT ION WILL AGAIN APPLY, FOR NO TOWNS AND COUNTIES WILL SE

-LTC ISLE FOR EXCESS FEDERAL PROPERTY. UNDER THE NEW LAW THE
Y WILL

;i,',VE TO GO 1 !ROUGH AN ELAPOR AT E STATE SYSTEM TO GET EQUIP
MENT

AS "SUYiPLU1.1" WHICH Al, ra DO YEAh1; 0 EXP1:.H I NCL 11.; A WORD

^,N."!ONYMOUS WITH "JUNK".

v.'0111_!) SUGGEST THAT A MECHANISM SE PUT INTO THE P ILL WHEi,,F,?Y

-:r •!;-:,G7iT I UMS OF CITY AND COUNTY COVER NmENTS IN ALL OF THE 50 ST
ATES

CAN JOIN TOG ETHER TO DEVELOP THEIR OWN EXCESS PROPERTY
 SCREENING AND

:•:,;GCLiREmENT PROGRAMS AND THAT THOSE CONSORTIUMS DEVELOP
ED FOR EXCESs,
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PROPERTY PURPOSES BE ACKNOWLEDGED AS HAVING EQUAL STATUS WITH STATE

.PROP',:RTY PROGRAMS.

FURTHER, I WOULD RECOMMEND THAT THE BILL REQUIRE COORDINATION

EETWEEN THOSE CONSORTIUMS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND THEIR RESPECTIVE
STATE Pi:ORERTY OFFICES AND THAT THOSE AGREEMENTS BE USED AS

CERTIFICATION TO THE GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION THAT MAXIMUM
UfiLIZATION, EFFICIENCY, AND ACCOUNTABILITY WILL BE CERTAIN WITHIN

THE STATES WHERE SUCH AGREEMENTS HAVE SCSI REACHED.

FURTHER, IN LIGHT OF COMMENTS MADE IN THE HEARINGS ON SEPTEMBER 13,

I WOULD ALSC URGE THAT THE SENATE MOVE TO HOLD THE OLD
V.TAF,IN,,S ON THIS MATTER SO THAT THEY MICHT HEAR FIRST HAND HOW

EXCESS FEDERAL PROPERTY IS ACTUALLY AFFECTINC LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.
SENATOR NUNN, IT IS MY CONSIDERED OPINION THAT HR14451 WAS WRITTEN

552 DAD, GSA, OMB, HEW, AND STATE PROPERTY OFFICERS AND NO ONE ELSE.
IT SMACKS OF REING NOTHING BUT A BILL WRITTEN BY A BUNCH OF
''‘)EAUCRATS WHO DON'T WANT ANY (FLACK OR FLAP) FROM THE LOCAL PEOPLEHO THE PROGRAM IS SUPPOSED TO ASSIST.
SOUP INTEREST IN THIS MATTER IS HIGHLY APPRECIATED AND I AGAIN WISHTHANK YOU FOR HEARING "OUR SIDE OF THE STORY". IF CUR STORY WAS
WTA:',D TOO LATE IT IS TRAGIC BECAUSE IT IS OBVIOUS THAT LOCAL PEOPLE:d7RF NOT HEARD IN THE HOUSE NOR WAS THERE ANY ATTEMPT MADE TO HEAR
FROM THEN.

WITH 1.01RMEST REGARDS,

OLiE J POEHLER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, SOUTHERN OKLAHOMA DEVELOPMENTA...-.CCIATION, PO 30X 3125, AR.)MORE AIRf'AK, OKLAHOMA 73401

I LI Li I "
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11251/527)(1-027415A260)PD 09/17/75 1526

ICS IFMAAAC ATL SE? 18 3 33 PH rim
03051 FR GAINESVILLE GA 18 09-17 345P EDT

ENS SENATOR SAM NUNN

SENATE OFFICE BLDG

WASPDG

STRONGLY URGE YOUR SUPPORT IN INTRODUCIION INTO THE SENATE OF

PR PILL 9152 REGARDING SURPLUS 4 EXCESS PROPERTY

mAYOR JAMES A PA-{TLEY

CITY OF GAINESVILLE GA
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WILLIAM SAPP, Mr rc,,r1

The Honorable Abraham Ribicoff
Russel Senate Office Building
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator:

117,1 r..c, CLL.,

The U.S. House of Representatives on 24 August passed by a vote

of 340-51 H.R. 14451, Distrubution of Federal Surplus Property to State

and Local Organizations. The bill allows public park and recreation

agencies (among other state and local agencies) to receive federal surplus

personal property. It is our understanding that the Senate Committee On

Government Operations must now consider and report the bill prior to a vot
e

by the U.S. Senate. As a member of the Government Operations Committee, we

respectfully ask and urge your personal action to this legislation to seek

its passage prior to the October Congress adjournment.

Sir, the one thousand members of the North Carolina Recreation

and Park Society have sought long and valiantly for approval of this leg-

islation. Though granted subsidy through federal, funds for riejied ca:Pital

improvement programs in our local cities and towns, we remain one of the

few agencies of government relying on local monies from government and

community groups for operation costs. Being granted opportunity to secure

many items of supplies and equipment for recreation program operation a
t

minimum costs would be a most valuable aid in stretching operating
 funds

to provide improvement and beneficial park and recreation services
 to local

citizens.

Very respectfully yours,

f' 
47f7

William Sapp, Chairman
NCRPS Legislative Committee

WS:mas

g:
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Kaukauna, Wisconsin 54130

Telephone: (414) 703-2684

Doom 113 North
State Capitol

Madison, Wisconsin 53702

Telephone: (6H) 266-0610
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t4ADISON
53702

DEMOCP,ATIC CAUCUS CH:tit:MAN

September 21, 1976

The Honorable Abraham Ribicoff

United States Senator

Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Ribicoff:

1:1-1i'i:ESENTATIVE
Ills D:strie't

VICE-CHAIRMAN:
C.rimittee on Iligl,IVajS

.MEMBEE:
Committee on Vac fa?.
and Military Affairs

Committee on Education
Joint Committee for Rieitiv

of Administrative Rules
Menominee Inclian
Study Committee

GOVERrIENT OPERAIIONS COO

P r rf-fiinjii
SEP 27 1975

J
D. C. 2002

It has come to my attention that you are considering

holding public hearings on HR 14451, the so-called "Federal

Property and Administrative Services Act." I would urge

you to keep this bill bottled up in Committee and let it

die when Congress adjourns on October 2.

This bill will have a very harmful effect on Wisconsin's

vocational and technical schools. As you may know, Wis-

consin has developed a very excellent system for vocational,

technical, and adult education. These schools are very

dependent on obtaining surplus government property at a

reasonable cost. With passage of 14451, these schools

will literally be priced out of the surplus property market.

The effect would be to significantly diminish our ability

to maintain a quality educational system in Wisconsin with-

out further increasing the current heavy tax burden in our

state.

Again, please do what you can to see that this bill does

not see the light of day in the Senate.

Thank you for your interest in this7Matter.

Sincereiy ,

William J. Rogers
State Representative 1 v-

'5th District
a._

WJR/vx
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Honorable Abraham Ribicoff
United States Senator
452 Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Ribicoff:

128

.". •.0 G ER0;',1 JR.

F i;',OR OF

CAL !FORNI A

THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

September 22, 1976 -
GOVERMIENI OPERMIONS co,m.

SEP 23 't3.76

RPg.(”1:11 Onfior Conhol 80:1,413

Devnloornont Commission

I am writing in support of the passage of HR 14451 which is
presently under consideration by the Senate's Government
Operations Committee.

This bill would change existing law in order to provide a
wider and more equitable distribution of federal surplus
property. Organizations such as the California Conservation
Corps which are engaged in conservation work do not presently
qualify as recipients of federal surplus property. However,
the need for governmental action in environmental matters
continues to increase. It would be a logical and beneficial
act to make agencies involved in environmental affairs eligible
to receive such surplus property. Since HR 14451 would accomplish
this, I therefore urge you to see that the bill is passed into
law before the closing of this Congressional session.

Sincerely yours,

(/

Boy E. Hernor
Consultant
California Conservation Corps

cc: Honorable Alan Cranston
Honorable John Tunney

Honorable Josiah H. Beeman
Washington, D. C., Office
State of California
1101 - 17th Street, N.W., Suite 703
Washington, D. C. 20036
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Honorable Abraham A. Ribicoff
United States Senator
337 Russell Senate Office Buildin
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Ribicoff:

STATE or CONNECTICUT
DEPAR iMENT OF STATE ,OLICE

1,0 SMILT

C,,,,,CTICUT 0,01

September 23, 1976

GOVUTIENTOPERADONS COTI.

[131Fgf---'110 17P rn
:

SEP 9 8 7;1 it 1

The U.S. Senate has under its immediate conideration H.R. 14451,
which has alreedy passed the House. This Bill authorizes the
donation of surplus federal property to various public and
eleemosynary agencies and institutions for a number of purposes
set forth in the Bill, including public safety.

If this Bill is enacted into law, it may enable our agency to
acquire much needed equipment at no cost to us.

Since Congress probably will adjourn about the end of this
month, we are asking for your support of this Bill. Otherwise,
the benefits accruing from this Bill will be lost for at
least a year, or perhaps longer.

Sincerely,

•40̂Z

Col. Edward P. Leonard
COA41SSIONER

dcl
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September 8, 1976

Senator Abraham A. Ribicoff
Chairman, Senate Government Operations Committee
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We in education appreciate this opportunity of expressing our views
on H.R. 14451, a bill to improve programs providing excess and sur-
plus property to eligible institutions within the States. We partic-
ularly appreciate this opportunity since educational institutions
were not represented at all in the House hearings held several months
back. In fact, we were not even aware that this change was being
considered. This is most difficult to understand since Congress in
its wisdom over the past 30 years saw fit to limit the donation of
surplus property to public health, educational and civil defense
activities, and during this entire period education received the
major portion of this property (approximately 70 percent).

Periodically and regularly, other organizations and activities have

sought expansion of eligibility. As mentioned above, Congress refused

to open wide the doors, as is proposed in H.R. 14451, because it
recognized that such action would so dilute the benefits among so many

additional eligible organizations as to greatly reduce its effectiveness

for each.

We have studied H.R. 14451 and have read the hearings of the Subcommittee
of the Committee on Government Operations of the House of Representatives,

Ninety-fourth Congress, with interest and great concern. We certainly
support the concept and the stated purpose of H.R. 14451 to provide for
the orderly disposal of surplus Federal property. However, we cannot

support some parts of this legislation. The House recognized that the
Donation Program is now being administered in a very effective manner

and commended those presently responsible during the initial hearings.

This Program has done great good--it has made property with an acquisi-
tion cost of approximately $400 million per year available to our
schools, hospitals, and civil defense units across the Nation. This
accomplishment has, we understand, been realized with an appropriation

each year of less than one and one-half million dollars. This Program
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Page 2 - Senator Abraham A. Ribicoff

has been practically void of scandal, misuse of property, and all
other wrongdoings. Can we believe for one minute that this record
is going to be improved? Under the present program, property with
an acquisition value of $266.00 was made available for the education
or care or protection of all our citizens for every tax dollar spent
in administering it. I doubt that this record can come anywhere
close to being matched by any other Federal assistance program now
or in the future.

Why is it proposed that service educational activities continue to
receive priority for DOD property, NSF grantees continue to enjoy
a priority, State Forestry Program continues with priorities? Do
health and education institutions not deserve this same consideration?

We certainly do concur that those abuses mentioned in the report of
the hearings in the House should be corrected, but please identify
them. For the most part they do not relate to any of those programs
being affected by this proposed legislation, and none of them relate
to the Donation Program that has been serving education so well.

One must wonder why it has been proposed to change the priorities or
administration of the Program. Cannot abuses be corrected without
disrupting a well-managed program that is and has been serving the
needs of the people as determined appropriate by our Congress? The
hearings seem to indicate that most of the abuses discussed involved
property acquired by the Forestry Service or by the Office of Economic
Opportunity. It would appear that the responsible officials could be
required to clean up this situation by recovering such property and
by discontinuing "rubber-stamping" their approval on request for
property under the excess program.

We do not believe it is in the best interests of the citizens of the
United States to expand the list of activities eligible to receive
donations of Federal surplus property as proposed under (j)(3), (page 3)
of H.R. 14451. To do so would make so many institutions eligible that
none would realize any measurable benefits. In fact, if the property
is spread so thin in an unreasonable effort to serve everyone, no one
could afford to visit the State Agency warehouses for the purpose of
inspecting and picking-up that small amount of property that would be
available to each, assuming it would be made available on an equitable
basis.

We also must remember that this valuable resource of approximately
$288 million (70 percent of the annual total of $400 million) has

77-369 0 - 76 - 10
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Page 3 - Senator Abraham A. Ribicoff

become a way of life with educational institutions. We depend on
this resource--thousands of desks, chairs, machine tools, and many,
many items so valuable in educating our youth that its a part of
our budgeting process. If you take it away, we must look elsewhere
for a replacement. This would have to be in the form of appropriated
funds--more tax dollars. Since when has the importance of education
been reduced in the eyes of Concress to this extent?

Mention is made of the vast quantities of property available that no
one is taking. This is very misleading, and in fact, totally untrue
unless you want to consider stripped combat aircraft, ships, weapons,
ammunition shells and thousands of other items with absolutely no
value other than its material content. However, should we be wrong,
and I know we are not, let these newly proposed eligibles receive this
property after the currently eligible activities have satisfied their
requirements to the extent they can from existing stocks.

From the information contained in the hearings we agree that Section 514
of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 should be
repealed.

In summary, we are strongly opposed to that part of the proposed legis-
lation that would unquestionably so dilute available property among so
many eligibles as to cause the program to serve no one a real purpose.
This, coupled with the fact that the Federal Government is now generating
far less good usable surplus property than it has in the past many years,
and at a time when the present donees requirements are greater than ever,
causes us to further question the advisability of adding new donees. The
decline in surplus property is understandable since basically all of the
war generated surpluses have been phased out of the inventory. The
rather limited surplus stocks do not satisfy the requirements of present
eligibles. Secondly, we must oppose changing the administration of the
program. We believe you will agree that there is little to be gained and
a lot to be lost by moving the program away from where it has operated
so well for so many years. This is not a property program in the real
sense, it is a grant program that can best be administered by those
with the expertise in the fields involved.

Sincerely yours,

J.L. Scott
Associate Director for Finance
Board of Trustees
Institutions of Higher Learning
Jackson, Mississippi 39205
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HARTFORD POLICE DEPARTMENT
155 MORGAN STREET, HARTFORD , CONN.

COUNCIL - MANAGER GOVERNMENT

OSN

September 28,

gp 5 0 IC.176

0-51 6)J
VIASI-VG1014, D.Senator Abraham A. Ribicoff

337 Russell Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Ribicoff:

I am writing regarding a Bill now or soon to be before
the Senate. H.R. 14451, which has passed the House,
authorizes the donation of surplus federal property
to public and charitable agencies. Specifically set
forth in the Bill are purposes for public safety use
for such prope,-ty. I cannot begin to describe the
values and budgetary savings this could result in
should my Department and other City Police Departments
receive benefits under this program. With the urban
financial crisis before us this would truly be a com-
mendable aid program for our American cities. For
these reasons I wish your support of H.R. 14451 when
it comes before the Senate.

Very trul r ,

go J. ni
Chief of Police

HJM:bic
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Senator Abraham Ribicoff
337 Senate Office Building
Washington D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Ribicoff:
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I am taking the liberty of writing to you in connection with

HR 14451 a bill which is currently before Senator Nunn's subcommittee

on oversight. This measure proposes some drastic changes in the

means by which excess property is disposed of by the Federal

Government and by which the National Science Foundation is able to

involve itself in this process.

Briefly, we would like to suggest that legislation of this

type requires far more study than it appears to have received so far.

Specifically, the bill in question would require that the University

of Connecticut stand to have transferred from our laboratories

approximately three million dollars in equipment upon which research

programs at this institution depend. It should also be pointed out

that the acquisition of such equipment would be virtually impossible

under the proposed legislation, and that research programs now in

progress could never have gotten started under this bill.

Passage of this measure would be a mild disaster for the University

of Connecticut and we would suggest that extreme caution be taken before

this bill is passed.

It was our understanding that before any legislation of this type

was to be considered by Congress that we would be afforded an opportunity

to testify at hearings through such representatives as the National

Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges. To our

knowledge no such hearings have yet been scheduled and we feel that

this legislation should not be passed without an opportunity for us

to present specific details on how it will effect our institution.

DW:mk

Please feel free to contact me if you have any further questions.

GOVERMENTOPWWINSCO7fLi.

ER[1{73 f.10

SEP 2 7 1976

WASHINGTON, 1 C. 205 J

Sincerely,

Doug Webster
Associate Director
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ME LUSEn, JAY S. HAMMOND, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

MCC OF THE COMMISSIONER POUCH C-JUNEAU 99811
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Honorable Abraham A. Ribicoff
Chairman of the Government Operations

Committee
707 New Federal Building
450 Main Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06103

Dear Senator Ribicoff:
• 

,:r.,:.r21,2:1.

QQ-1 197b

H.R. 14551, "To amend the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of federal surplus
personal property to the States and local organizations for
public purposes and for other purposes," recently passed the
House and is now before the Senate Government Operations Committee.

This bill is vitally important to every State and especially
to Alaska. Our communities have enjoyed the use of such property
in the past for health, education and civil defense purposes.
However, there have been many more needs that could have been
fulfilled by federal surplus property that were not permitted by
the law.

H.R. 14451 will broaden the legal use of property to include
such public purposes as conservation, economic development, parks
and recreation, and public safety - - in addition to health and
education.

This bill is especially timely as the Defense Civil Prepared-
ness Agency has recently amended their rules, thereby severely
curtailing the surplus property which communities may acquire for
civil defense purposes. H.R. 14451 would allow communities to
continue to acquire such property in spite of DCPA's ill-advised
action.

Your timely support of H.R. 14451 is respectfully requested.
Passage of this bill will be of immeasurable benefit for
generations to come. Thank you.

Since;dly, ,

,
,....:LAndrew S. Warwick
/ Commissioner

ASW/mjc
CC: Honorable Jay S. Hammond

Governor
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PMS SEN ABRAHAM RIBICOFF

SENATE COMMITTEE

321 RUSSELL SENATE OFFICE BLDG -61101 ,SVIA
CAPITOLHILL DC n
DEAR SENATOR RIBICOFF: ; e,- d-zis

I AM WRITING TO EXPRESS MY VIEWS ON THE LEGISLATION H.,J!0L,r-31 12-_A
CURRENTLY BEFORE THE SENATE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
COMMITTEE CONCERNING THE FEDERAL PROPERTY PROGRAM. THE
CURRENT VERSION OF THIS LEGISLATION (H.R. 14451) CONTAINS
NEEDED MODIFICATIONS TO THE PRESENT FEDERAL
PROPERTY SYSTEM, AND I SUPPORT THIS LEGISLATION WITH
THE FOLLOWING CHANGES.

THIS LEGISLATION IF NOT AMENDED, WOULD SEVERELY

CRIPPLE CURRENT EXCESS PROPERTY OPPORTUNITIES NOW

AVAILABLE UNDER SECTION 514 OF THE PUBLIC WORKS ACT.

AS HR 14451 WAS PASSED BY THE HOUSE, SECTION 514 OF THE

PUBLIC WORKS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1965 (88

STATS 1162) WOULD BE REPEALED. THIS WOULD SPECIFICALLY

ELIMINATE TITLE V COMMISSIONS FROM RECEIVING EXCESS

PROPERTY AUTHORITY FOR AREAS OF HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT AND

LOW INCOME. I FEEL THAT THIS HAS BEEN A VALUABLE

PROGRAM IN WISCOASIN. THIS PROGRAM LAST YEAR WAS

SUCCESSFUL AT GETTING OVER 1.2 MILLION DOLLARS OF

NEEDED EXCESS PROPERTY TO TRAIN PEOPLE FOR EMPLOYMENT

IN THE ECONOMICALLY DEPRESSED REGIONS OF NORTHERN AND
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CENTRAL WISCONSIN. I STRONGLY SUPPORT THE CONTINUATION

OF THIS AUTHORITY WITH THE TITLE V COMMISSIONS.

I RECOMMEND THE FOLLOWING AMENDMENT TO THIS LEGISLATION

TO CORRECT WHAT I FEEL ARE THE DEFICIENCIES OF

HR 14451. (1) ON PAGE 12 OF HR 14451, INSERT A SECTION

E FOLLOWING LINE 17, "(E) PROPERTY FURNISHED UNDER

SECTION 514 OF THE PUBLIC WORKS AND ECONOMIC DEV. ACT

OF 1965". (2) DELETE ON PAGE 14 OF MR 14451 LINES

24 AND 25.

THESE TWO CHANGES WOULD HAVE THE IMPACT OF MAINTAINING

THE OPPORTUNITIES AVAILABLE UNDER THE TITLE V

FEDERAL EXCESS PROPERTY PROGRAM AND YET WOULD RETAIN

THE OTHER POSITIVE FEATURES OF THIS LEGISLATION.

I THANK YOU IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION OF

THESE SUGGESTIONS.

PATRICK J. LUCKY

GOVERNOR

STATE OF WISCONSIN

NNNN
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HONORABLE ABRAHAM A RIRICOFF

CHAIRMAN

SENATE COmmITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

RAsHINGTON DC 20510

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AGENCIES FOR SURPLUS PROPER
TY

STRONGLY ENDORSES HR 14,451 BECAUSE OF THE MANY CONFLICTING AND

OVEPLAPPING REGULATIONS Of, THE PRESENT PROGRAMS IT IS ESSENTIAL THAT

THIS RILL YE CONSIDERED IN THIS SESSION OF CONGRESS THE BILL RILL

CONSOLIDATE ',ANY EXCESS AND SURPLUS PROPERTY 
PROGRARS .HILE CONTINUING

THE ELIGIBILITY OF ALL THOSE .H0 RELY ON SUCH PROPERTY PASSAGE RILL END

THE PRESENT INEgUITIES AND PROVIDE FOR A PORE EFFECTIVE PROPERTY

DISPOSAL PRuGRAm THE NATION'S STATE AGENCY FOR SURPLUS PROPERTY 
ARE

EQUIPPED AND PREPARED TO ASSURE THE ADDITIONAL DUTIES REQUIRE
D BY

HP1L4,51 SINCERELY YOURS

ROBERT L DRAPER
PRESIDENT

11:5T EST

MGMCOYP MGM

i97
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ESPECTFULLr CRPESE PASSAGE OF(HkILIEFEALING SECTION 514 OF THE
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[N EECT UF TE FROGRAm.IN T,EIF FESFECTIvE STATES, AYON.ING

E',7 E 2E'.. 7-E AND TO :;ATE HAS RECEIrEC A LITTLE IN

E):E'SF P;,.CPERTr .HILE OVER 30 COMMUNITIES HAVE

T,E i,EDLIFE;iENTS OF PARTICIPATION AND ARE IN DIRE NEED OF

.:;:pEATv AS THEIR COYmuNITIES FACE THE BEGINNINGS OF ENERGY IMPACT

PESULTIG IN THE IMMEDIATE NEED FOR ExPANDING ALL PUBLIC SERVI
CES,

I SINCEFELY i-E,.0E57 THAT COm,ISSION OFFICIALS bE CONSULTED BEFORE THIS

BILL I VT. L, -r TrE SE.ATE

,EkEC-LER
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