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PUBLIC BUILDINGS ACT OF 1979

TUESDAY, JANUARY 29, 1980

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS,

Washington,D.O.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 19i0_5_a.mciii, room 4200,

Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon._Jennings Randolph (chairman
of the full committee) presiding.
Present: Senators Randolph, Stafford, and Chafee.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA

Senator RANDOLPH. Good morning to our witnesses and to guests who
are interested in the subject matter being discussed. We again say to
our witnesses that we are appreciative of their cooperation and desire
to share with us their thinking on the matter of the revision of the pro-
grams that fall within the jurisdiction of this committee.
The able Senator from New York, Mr. Moynihan, will be with us a

little later. I will ask him to chair the hearing when he arrives. He has
been most active, as have other members of the panel who have been
looking into these subjects which are somewhat controversial, but we
would want our witnesses today to realize that it is our desire to work
with them and not necessarily against them. We are not thinking of

• polarization or an adversary position, we are trying only, with their
help, to make changes that are constructive.
I do want to step back a moment to March 1979 and remind us that

the Committee on Environment and Public Works declared a mora-
▪ torium on all nonemergency building projects proposed by the Gen-

eral Services Administration. The ranking minority member of the
committee has been very conscious of the situation and at that time
expressed himself, as did others of our committee, on the advisability,
at least for a period of time, for a moratorium. Whether it has worked
out as we had hoped it would is a subject of discussion, hopefully with
not too much disagreement.
Our purpose was to give the members of this committee an oppor-

tunity to study management problems. Subsequently, all the members
of the committee—and very seldom have we had all the members con-
cur on an issue—joined in the introduction of S. 2080. That took place
on December 5 last year. We hope to report that legislation from our
committee very soon. We shall take into consideration the comments
that are made today by our witnesses and those that will appear at the
hearing on Friday.
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Senator Chafee has a continuing intense interest in this subject mat-
ter, as well as all the members of our committee. We feel that there are
constructive effects that can come from this legislation. The major ob-
jective which we had was to reduce the leasing costs to the Federal Gov-
ernment by building more federally owned space. Someone might
ask whether the tremendous construction costs today make that not as
feasible as it was 20 years ago. But by the same reasoning the leasing
costs pyramid, as we know from testimony which has been given before
this committee. There will be the high initial cost, but I believe that it
is less expensive than leasing on the long term.
When the matter of leasing came before us at a time when I was not

the chairman, but was a member of the committee, we had some objec-
tions, and I was very cautious about the leasing program. I do realize
that with the burgeoning Federal Government, with new agencies being
born and enlarging their scope of jurisdiction, and the complexity of
questions, an agency that is brought into being by the Congress has to
have space in which to work. So I am conscious of that problem.
The bill would set forth architectural policy to govern new construc-

tion, and it sets forth a policy to locate Federal facilities where both
urban revitalization and agency efficiency should be improved. Further,
we would, by redefining the congressional approval procedure, we
think we could help review proposed projects in a more efficient
manner.
We will hear today from those agencies that are most affected by the

measure S. 2080. This is a major bill. It has a very real impact on
GSA and its entire public buildings program. I hope and expect that
the agency, GSA, and other witnesses will bring to us their deep-down
feelings about these matters, that we will discuss. What will be the im-
pact on our committee can, in great degree, be because you can docu-
ment what you are saying.
So we begin the hearings with the witnesses, but prior to that, I

would like to have you, Senator Stafford, make such comments as you
would care to, and also Senator Chafee.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT T. STAFFORD, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT

Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I am pleased to join with my colleagues on the Committee on Envi-

ronment and Public Works to hear testimony on our proposal to reform
the legislation which has such an impact on the manner in which the
Federal Government carries out its responsibilities as a landlord. In
particular, I am pleased to once again welcome Admiral Freeman, who
heads the General Services Administration, and once again make
every effort to impress upon him it is my concern the agency carries out
its responsibilities. Admiral Freeman and other individuals of integ-
rity have been trying to reform GSA. I know also that the agency has
many individuals of dedication and honesty. However, the simple fact
remains that a cloud continues to hang over GSA and the entire Fed-
eral Government.
It has been nearly 2 years since reports of fraud, corruption, and mis-

management thrust the GSA into its current situation. We have been
told GSA is investigating itself and that the Justice Department is

di`
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conducting investigations. The headlines are fading, but their mem-
ory lingers on.
Like some other members of this committee

' 
I have been disap-

pointed in the response of GSA to our concerns for the integrity and
reputation of the agency. Simply stated, GSA gives too often the im-
pression that it is still doing business as usual, despite highly unusual
circumstances in several instances.
The legislation before us is designed to reform the system used by

GSA and to provide safeguards within that system against continua-

tion of abuses already made public. S. 2080 is comprehensive legisla-

tion. I am glad to be a cosponsor of the bill, and I want to once again
commend Senator Moynihan for his leadership in bringing the legisla-

tion to this point.
I am pleased also to note for the record that Senator Moynihan

has been an unshakable partner, as has the chairman, Senator Ran-

dolph, and Senator Chafee in the moratorium that this committee has

imposed on approval of all nonemergency building projects GSA is

required to present. In my view, swift passage of this bill would not

justify lifting that moratorium, although it would go a long way in

providing safeguards.
It is imperative we reform the Government's overall public buildings

service, but it is even more important we generate a change of attitude

in those who run the General Services Administration. And I think

here, Mr. Chairman, I am addressing that remark more to the middle-

and upper-echelons of the GSA bureaucracy rather than the two

admirals who are witnesses in front of us this morning.
Congress and GSA together have the task of convincing the Ameri-

can people that the GSA is indeed able to clean up its act. We on this

committee have to be convinced that GSA is telling us the whole truth

about its proposal. This legislation will provide us the blueprint for

procedural changes that are necessary. As we work together with the

administration to make it a clear blueprint, perhaps we can also work

out the necessary changes in the attitude amongst those who run GSA.

It is a difficult task, but, Mr. Chairman, it is a necessary one. By the

time we conclude these hearings, I trust that my message will have

found its chart.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator RANDOLPH. Thank you, Senator Stafford.
One of the members of our committee who has been diligent in these

matters and worked with Senator Moynihan is Senator Chafee. I

believe you were absent the other day.
Senator CHAFEE. I am sorry I was, Mr. Chairman.
Senator RANDOLPII. Someone might say we "worked over" GSA, but

we didn't mean to do that. But we did discuss, with Admiral Mar-

schall, some of these problems.
I would call attention to the fact, I think it should be noted, that

on December 5, 1979, when this bill was introduced with the major

sponsor, Senator Moynihan, and all members of the committee, that we

looked upon it as just not the introduction of a routine bill, but we

consumed 19 page‘ of the Congressional Record of the Senate that

day with members discussing this introduction. I think it is important

for our witnesses to know we didn't, as we say, drop a bill in the

hopper, but we took the time of introduction to explain what we were
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doing. This isn't often done, but we feel it is an important subject and
we don't want to lessen it by moving in these directions of not docu-
menting what we think might be done.
[Statements of Senators Moynihan, Randolph, Stafford, and Chafee

made on the occasion of the introduction of S. 2080 may be found at
p. 55.]

Senator RANDOLPH. Senator Chafee.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN H. CHAFEE, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First, I would like to welcome this new team that we have here,

Admiral Freeman and Admiral Mancha11, who both have had very
distinguished records in the Navy and I am confident will do a superb
job at GSA. We are lucky to have them.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I view, as you do and Senator

Stafford and the other members of this committee, S. 2080 as a very
important piece of legislation. To me, it is a framework within which
we are working. I don't subscribe to everything in the bill, but I think
it gives us a good start for trying to determine where we are going.
I am delighted we have people here from the Treasury Department

and also the Preservation Council as well. I know it is customary for
us to take a very dim view of leasing, and certainly that is the com-
mittee's view, but I think we ought to hear the other side, because
obviously there is something to leasing, in that industry, which is
pretty vigilant as to how they spend their money, does a lot of leasing
as well.
I noted in the 1981 budget as far as construction, there is only $37.5

million requested by the administration. Under present condi-
tions that would get us about half a building. So we are not going to
go very far unless we can turn the administration around, as well as
the Budget Office. Leasing is $680 million, that is a $106 million in-
crease from this year.
These hearings, I believe, are going to be very valuable. Certainly

this committee, and I know we all subscribe to this, feels that we have
to increase our oversight and not do it on a one-shot basis, the way we
do with specific projects that come forward. We have to have an over-
all program in which GSA comes forward and we can look at it, just
like we look at the capital budget in the Navy or in other departments
of the government.
I think it is also well to bear in mind, in all fairness to GSA, some-

times it is the political side of Congress that takes over. I have seen
GSA come up here very lukewarm to various building projects, but
because some community very much wants a building—and there is
nothing like a building to make somebody feel good 
Senator RANDOLPH. Well, it makes a community feel good, not just

one person.
Senator CHAFEE. That is right, it makes the community feel very

good, and it certainly makes a Representative or Senator who is run-
ning the next year feel very good.
Senator RANDOLPH. Nothing wrong with that.
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Senator CHAFEE. Nothing wrong with that. I have gotten so that I
am stronger for candidates to be reelected than I once was.

Senator RANDOLPH. Well, I have no building named after me, that
is, a Federal building.

Senator CHAFER. Well, you give a little time and we will take care
of that. I want to work an even swap on that.
So we look forward to hearing the testimony of these gentlemen and

from Treasury as well. Frankly, we start with a bias against leasing,
but there must be some arguments on the other side obviously. I would
certainly like to hear those so we can make a considered judgment.
As I mentioned, if the decision is not to lease we have a lot of running
around to do with the budget to get up this i537.5 million—that is the
request, that isn't the appropriation—if we are going to get anywhere
in the building program.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Senator RANDOLPH. Thank you, Senator Chafee. Of course, you are

very thorough, and I say that again, in going into a matter of this
kind. We want to be cautious and careful in what we are going to do.
I do want to make one comment. As far as I know, and I am not

sure about the House, we have a prohibition against naming any
Federal building for a Senator who is serving in this body. What is
the practice in the House?
Senator CHAFEE. Well, it has to go through us to get there, and

we have never named one after a sitting Congressman. The seat is
still warm when we name it after him. •
Senator RANDOLPH. I think we have maintained to the House our

prohibition.
Senator CHAFEE. That is right. We did have a rule they had to be

out of office a certain number of years, I think.
Senator RANDOLPH. They had to be over 70.
Senator CHAFEE. And out of office 5 years, wasn't it?
Senator RANDOLPH. No, just 70.
Senator CHAFEE. Sort of like the hall of fame but there is a delay

mechanism. I think we have abused that. I think we have had some
66-year olds get a building named after them.

Senator STAFFORD. Be careful, Senator, I am 66.
Senator RANDOLPH. I only wanted to call attention to the Senate's

good judgment in this.
I would like to take this opportunity to mention that Senator Bur-

dick had planned to attend the hearing today but a prior commitment
prevented that. I will, without objection, place his statement in the
record at this point.
[Senator Burdick's statement follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. QUENTIN N. BURDICK, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA

Senator BuRDicK. Good morning, I am delighted to be here and have
the opportunity to express my support for Senator Moynihan and
legislation to revise our Nation's public buildings policies. Everyone
who has served on this committee appreciates how necessary this has
become, and how effectively Senator Moynihan has pursued creative
solutions to our current difficulties.



6

At this point, I would like to address briefly one immediate reason
that convinces me of the need for this legislation. The Federal Gov-
ernment has been leasing more and more office space within the Dis-
trict in recent years. This practice, and the expectation by investors
that it will continue has fostered an approach, or lack of approach,
to office building within the District that, unless controlled and inte-
grated within a balanced long-range view of the diversified fabric
necessary for a lively urban core, threatens to undo all current at-
tempts to revive the downtown area of the city.
On one hand, Congress pours an immense investment into projects

like Metro, the Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation, and
the convention center, and on the other encourages, by indifferent leas-
ing policies, a shortsighted and one-sided response by developers that
could undermine the success of other ventures.
Some sobering facts:
A loss of 13 percent of its population over the last 9 years.
The destruction of residential areas by office buildings and now by

hotels, that find the competition from office construction in the down-
town encourages them to look to residential areas for their land.
Permit applications in the old downtown area, for the next 5 years,

that show a frightening preponderance of unregulated office
construction.
A lack of adequate zoning incentives to encourage balanced growth

in the downtown.
All derive in some measure from the belief that an omnivorous

customer, the Federal Government, wants ever more space and cares
not for the consequences.
Action on this legislation, accompanied perhaps with closer over-

sight from this committee on GSA's leasing activities within the Dis-
trict, will demonstrate that Congress intends to insure that both the
direct and indirect involvement of the Federal Government can and
shall be a positive element in the revitalization of the city.
Senator RANDOLPH. Admiral Freeman, we expected you at a prior

hearing, but that is in good humor when I say that. We had a good
hearing with Admiral Marschall.
Admiral Freeman, would you begin.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROWLAND G. FREEMAN III, ADMINISTRA-
TOR, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY
A. R. MARSCHALL, COMMISSIONER, PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE,
GSA

Mr. FREEMAN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is
a pleasure to be here with you today to discuss S. 2080, the Public
Buildings Act of 1979.
It has now been some 20 years since the passage of the Public

Buildings Act of 1959, and I believe the time has now come to review
past policies, and to propose new and innovative solutions to the prob-
lem of how to provide space for Federal agenices in the most efficient
and effective manner. However, before we begin to look to the future,
I would like today to review with you the current status of our public
buildings program, and some of the actions which GSA has taken to
improve our management practices in this area.
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A key concern, which has already been mentioned b
y members of the

committee, is the considerable expansion of the leas
ing program. Ex-

penditures for leased space have increased from $364 
million in 1975

to a level of $574.4 million in 1980, and leased squ
are footage has in-

creased from 86 to 96 million square feet. If the exist
ing trends con-

tinue, the space requirements of agencies housed by the G
eneral Serv-

ices Administration will continue to expand. At the en
d of fiscal year

1979, GSA provided approximately 231 million square feet
 of space to

client agencies. About 137 million square feet is in Gov
ernment-owned

space and about 93 million in leased space, a ratio of 
about 60/40.

While total space has increased nearly 10 percent from 
fiscal year 1969,

the amount of Government-owned space has decreas
ed 14 percent, and

leased space has increased by 92 percent. If these trends 
continue, space

needs would increase to 252 million square feet by 1983, an
 additional

16 million square feet over the 1980 requirement.

It is also time for us to take a close look at the resources of the 
Federal

Buildings Fund, which was established in 1972 to provide an
d promote

a business-like approach to the management of real prop
erty programs,

to insure the economic use of space by tenant agencies, and to
 facilitate

an orderly and economical approach to meeting long-range f
acility re-

quirements. We support these objectives, and believe that the
 fund has

been an important first step toward their achievement. How
ever, we

must take a close look at what can be accomplished through 
the use of

resources projected to be available through this mechanism. I
f an addi-

tional 19 million square feet were needed in 1983 over the 198
0 require-

ments, and the current ratio of 60/40 Government-owned 
space were

to be maintained, an additional 9 million square feet of Gov
ernment-

owned space would be needed. This requirement would, how
ever, ex-

ceed the funds expected to be available for the 1981-85 tim
e frame. It

may therefore be necessary to consider additional funding for n
ew con-

struction, which would have to compete with other Governme
nt-wide

budget requirements. These projections become critical since 
it takes

about 5 years for the approval, funding, design, and constr
uction re-

quired to bring a new Federal building on line. In sum, re
aching a 60-

percent goal in 5 years as proposed in the bill may be difficult.

Let us look, however, at the way we build. A comparative stu
dy of

the costs of Federal and private building construction compl
eted in

1979 indicated that Federal building costs were considerably
 higher

per square foot than comparative commercial buildings. The 
Federal

buildings are constructed to specifications which provide longer us
eful

life and have special facilities and requirements not found 
in private

construction. We are now making efforts to bring Federal const
ruc-

tion costs more in line with private construction costs. If we are
 to be

accountable to the taxpayer—and we must—we must assure that
 the

cost of Federal construction is carefully constrained to acce
ptable

limits.
I recognize quite clearly that in addition to whatever new legis

lation

initiatives we see, it is vitally important that as a first step, GSA's P
ub-

lic Buildings Service puts its own house in order. Since I arri
ved at

GSA, I have worked very closely with Mike Marschall to 
identify

weaknesses in the procedures for the delivery of space and relat
ed serv-

ices, and to put into place improved management practices wh
ich will

correct these deficiencies.
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In the past, our record for satisfying space requests has been dismal.There has been no comprehensive facilities acquisition plan. Limitedrental of space resources over a period of years had resulted in a back-log of client agency requests for expansion space in the amount of 10million square feet. These conditions and the anticipation of futureyears of restricted growth of the lease inventory created an under-standably high level of customer agency dissatisfaction with GSA'sperformances.
We have taken steps to alleviate this problem through:
(a) the development of a standardized and improved space re-quirements forecasting system; (b) a balanced facilities acquisitionplan which includes a cost-effective mix of construction, leasing, andpurchase alternatives; (c) the delegation of leasing authority formilitary recruiting activities to the Department of Defense; and (d)the delegation of unrestricted operating authority to GSA regional offi-cials to streamline the space acquisition process.
Moreover, I am pleased to report that the 1981 budget proposes toalleviate the immediate problem of the backlog of agency requestsfor expansion space.
We have also taken steps to provide more effective management ofprograms through the implementation of a long-range managementplanning and evaluation system. This system, not fully in effect, willestablish multiyear program objectives; identify and relate plannedwork loads to resource requirements; develop and implement a per-formance measurement system; provide the basis for budget develop-ment and justification; and form the basis for managing by missionprogram. It will also provide for the periodic review of the progressagainst specified targets.
New cost control programs will include: (a) standard proceduresfor identification and analysis of alternatives, particularly in suchareas as in-house versus contractor-provided services, and selectionof space acquisition methods; (b) greater use of standardized andcomputerized design in construction; (c) a vitally important energymanagement program as a part of the 5-year plan to summarizeanalyze, and measure progress in all conservation categories; and(d) analysis of the expected income-producing potential of spaceacquisition actions and its relationship to investment and operatingcost requirements.
Another major concern is the prompt delivery of reimbursablealteration services to our client agencies. We have been experiencinglarge backlogs of reimbursable space alteration requests, and timeframes for accomplishing this work have been excessive in many cases.The following actions have been taken to help us better manage ourtenant alteration programs and improve service delivery:(a) Delegation of authority allowing tenant agencies to place spacealteration orders, up to $1,000, against GSA established term con-tracts and unit price agreements.
(b) Establishment of a reporting system to monitor and control theitime t takes GSA to accomplish alteration requests.(c) Establishment of performance criteria based on the size of analteration project and the time from initial receipt of the request tocompletion of the work.
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Now, having considered where we are, it is time to. evaluate where

we wish to go. First, let me congratulate your committee on the tye-

mendous effort which has gone into this new legislation. The wide

acceptance this bill has achieved from the committee members is a

significant justification of the long months of study which preceded

its introduction.
At this time I would like to comment briefly on several major aspects

of the legislation. I will then ask Mr. Marschall to provide somewhat

more extensive remarks on the more technical aspects and to .suggest

where we feel that our respective staffs can work closely in seeking new
language which will most effectively implement the desired solutions.
1. Congressional Authorization.—I believe that probably the single

most important effect of this legislation will be the provision for the
submission of a 5-year plan for accommodating the public buildings
needs of the Government. Such an approach will enable the Public
Works Committees of Congress to assess our program at one time,
rather than being forced to consider an unrelated and never ending
series of prospectuses. The key to the development of this long-term
program will be adequate planning. A major factor in the planning
process must be the consideration of the alternative costs of providing
space to Federal agencies. Given the scarcity of resources and our
accountability to the taxpayer, we must be sure that our criteria for
space decisions reflect a rigorous assessment of both agency needs
and the costs required to satisfy those needs. I admit that, while we
have made some progress in this area, much remains to be done. We
realize that there will be difficulties in adjusting to a new way of
operation, but I am personally committed to seeing that such a plan-
ning process is instituted, and that it will be made to work effectively.
. 2. Leasing.—The bill mandates that a significantly greater propor-
tion of the officers and employees of the Government be located in
federally-owned space. I agree that we need to focus on the issue of
leasing versus Federal construction, but I think we must be careful
not to legislatively impose targets which are perhaps not realistic
within the time frame specified. I would prefer that the policy stated
be a .general one, and that we work together to develop criteria which
consider program needs, esthetic standards, and the cost impacts to
be used in satisfying Federal space requirements. Your committee
would then review this program each year as we present our plan for
the coming 5 years.

3. Public Buildings Financing.—The legislation contains what ap-
pears to be a drastic change in the current GSA method of assessing
rents and charges (standard level user charges) for space assigned to
our tenant. agencies. I .would suggest that our staffs work together to
modify this language in order to insure that we achieve the most cost
effective system possible, which will reflect the business-like concept
of the Federal Building Fund and not be disruptive as we move into
a new system.
Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, might I ask a question?
Senator STAFFORD [presiding]. Certainly.
Senator CHAFEE. Admiral, I wonder if you could briefly delineate

some differences for me. I am not clear what the differences are. In the
bill we have, by certain years, a specific percentage must be Govern-
ment-owned versus leased. Isn't that so?
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Mr. FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator CHAFEE. You are saying, let's not have these hard and fast

percentages, such as in 10 years, 80 percent of the Federal offices have
to be in public buildings, in 5 years 60 percent of Federal offices have

ito be in public not leased buildings. I don't think we ought to be n
those percentages. I agree with you there: That is in No. 2. 
Now let's get into three. Could you briefly point out the differences

there?
Mr. FREEMAN. Might I have Mr. Marschall respond?
Senator CHAFEE. Go ahead.
Mr. MARSCHALL. We understand the intent of this legislation is to

increase SLUC income. However, the reverse would be the case. Nowwe have taken this up with the committee staff and have come to anagreement with them. I don't think this is a great problem if we cancorrect it. The way the bill was written, it would reduce our income asopposed to increasing it. That certainly was not the intent.
Senator CHAFEE. This is the standard level user charge?
Mr. MARSCHALL. The standard level user charge is what we chargetenant agencies for the space which they occupy. It is established onthe basis of a fair annual rental which is done in the normal real estatepractice by making appraisals and deciding what space in that par-ticular area is going for at the time. We modify the SLUC rate every3 years. This has left us in a bad position at times because sometimesthe fair annual rental prices have exceeded what we were charging atthe time.
So we are thinking of going to a new formula which is based on theConsumer Price Index, thus our rates could be adjusted annually. Butthe whole point of the SLUC charge is the money goes into a revolvingfund from which we pay our lease obligations and with which we payfor some of our construction. It is a revolving fund, not quite like thenaval industrial fund which you remember, Senator, but close to it. Ithas more restrictions on it by the Congress than the NIF did.Senator CHAFEE. Let me ask you another question. Admiral Free-man, you talk about Federal building costs were considerably higherper square foot than comparative commercial buildings. You say thatbecause we have construction providing longer use life and specialfacilities. I suppose what you are talking about is the handicappedbusiness.
Mr. FREEMAN. There are a number of regulations which affect theconstruction of Federal buildings, such as OSHA standards. I am notindicating they are punitive. We have, in my opinion, quite a higherstandard of construction put upon us both by legislation and by thestandards we use.
Senator CHAFEE. Of course, then you have to use union labor, too.Mr. MARSCHALL. Not necessarily union labor, but we do have to payDavis-Bacon wages.

. Senator CHAFEE. Take a building in New York City or any easterncity, Davis-Bacon can't cost you any more there because all the privatebuilders are using union help.
Mr.. FREEMAN.. I would like to clarify; the procedures involved inbuilding a public building, just in time alone, are costly. The pro-cedures we have to go through to get from the time we say we wouldlike to build a building until we get budget approval, congressional
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approvals, the A. & E. work, investigation, back for design work on
into the construction, plus compliance with the various statutes and
laws, all add up to more expense per square foot than if a company
decided to locate a new office building. The private sector enjoys a lot
simpler procedure with regard to what they have to comply with than

we do.
Senator STAFFORD. If the Senator would yield.\.
Senator CHAFEE.Yes.
Senator STAFFORD. Isn't a major difference in the cost the fact that

the Federal buildings are constructed to a higher degree of construe-
tion and intended for a longer useful life generally than those that
industry might construct?
Mr. MARSCHALL. Very definitely.
Mr. FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator STAFFORD. That would be the largest single item of that

cost?
Mr. FREEMAN. I haven't seen myself really good life-cycle compari-

sons between the two. I believe we should take a look at the life-cycle
cost of a building, which may show a different picture as you go down
the building life.

Senator CHAFEE. Fine, thank you.
Mr. FREEMAN. The next item I would like to mention is:
4. Architectural Services.—While I support the need for a greater

in-house design capability, I feel that the 25-percent requirement for
in-house design is overly restrictive and would require resources not
currently available within GSA today. Mr. Marschall and I are work-
ing now to gradually expand our capability in that area, but I believe
the language of the bill should be amended to give somewhat more
flexibility as to what we would have to do in-house.

5. Mixed Use and Adaptive Use in Public Buildings.—I fully sup-
port the intent of the proposed Cooperative Use Act Amendments of
1979. I think this program is an important one, and one which will help
us to develop better relationships with the communities we serve. I do

• believe, however, that GSA already has authority to revise mixed use
requirements, and that legislation is not necessary to achieve these
goals.

6. Locations for Federal Agency Oifices.—We generally support the
policy guidance and priorities concerning locations for Federal agency
offices. They will assist us and our client agencies in the critical de-
cisions required in identifying locations for Federal properties. How-
ever, we believe there are some overly restrictive requirements (such as
headquarters locations), and that the language of the bill should re-
flect agency program needs and the assessment of the alternative costs
of relocating Federal offices.

7. Design .and Management of Public Buildings.—While we
recognize the importance of appropriate housing or Federal offices as
proposed in the bill, we urge that the committee consider appropriate
cost parameters in. setting design standards, as we believe that cost
constraints are a significant factor in housing decisions on the scope
and character of Federal construction projects.
I am well aware of the chairman's special commitment to insuring;

that all our Federal buildings are fully accessible to handicapped per-
sons. We will work with the committee to see that this program is
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efficiently and effectively implemented. We would like to suggest,
however, that the language of the bill specifically reference both the
Architectural Barriers Act and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 in order
to provide uniformity with respect to all Federal buildings.

Senator CHAFEE. Could you just go back. I am not sure I understand
what you are saying where you say, "While we recognize the impor-
tance of appropriate housing for Federal offices as proposed in the
bill, we urge that the committee consider appropriate cost parameters
in setting design standards." What does that mean?
Mr. FREEMAN. Well, cost is a factor in how much esthetics you want

in a building or how you construct the building, and we are sug-
gesting that we want to be careful we don't legislate into the bill
certain things that might provide for costly construction versus util-
ity. This is a fine compromise. I think the wording of this is impor-
tant, and that we should discuss it with the staff of the committee and
our own staff.
Senator CHAFEE. Is there something in the bill that says what the

design standards have to be?
Mr. MARSCHALL. Yes, Senator, I have it here. It is in section 302 (a) ,

and it reads, "With respect to the local area, one of the public build-
ings in a locality shall be of such design and construction as to have
an expected life of at least 100 years.' I submit that, as an engineer,
I would be hard put to design a 100-year functional building without
a great deal of expense. Again, this is another item we have discussed
with the staff, and I think we are going to develop language which
is acceptable to the committee.
Senator CHAFEE. I see. OK. I must say in passing that I think that

Federal buildings—and the chairman was mentioning this—Federal
buildings do add a lot of class to a place. I was up in Littleton, N.H.
Their grandest building in town is the Federal courthouse. It is a
magnificent building. Somebody, when they built it, gave some thought
to esthetics. When I looked at it I said thank goodness they did, com-
pared to some of the faceless buildings you see. But you are right,
if we are going to have it, we are going to have to pay for it.
Mr. FREEMAN. There is a trade-off. I don't think we want to con-

strain ourselves too much so we don't have a trade-off in our design.
I think that is what this is intended to address.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you.
Mr. FREEMAN. The next item is:
8. Superintendent of Public Building8.—The bill proposes that the

head of the Public Buildings Service be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. Additionally, the
bill requires that the PBS Commissioner be referred to as the "Super-
intendant of Public Buildings" and that the present Assistant Com-
missioner for Construction Management be referred to as "Supervis-
ing Architect." I, personally, would prefer to seek other titles for
these positions, and my staff will be happy to work with the commit-
tee in considering alternatives.
The same title of the bill also calls for congressional review of

proposed delegations of authority by the Administrator. On this issue,
I defer to a report that the Department of Justice will be sending you
on this section, since it appears to raise constitutional issues.
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9. Information Requirements.—I propose that the bill's language be
reworded to reflect that GSA will respond to the committee's infor-
mation requirements on an "as requested" basis. I believe this would
insure that, as requirements change, we can be fully responsive to the
needs of the Congress. I pledge that, as long as I am Administrator,
you will receive all information requested, as I recognize that this
information is essential if the Congress is to be able to effectively
exercise its oversight responsibilities. I would request that, where
feasible, any major reporting requirements would be in consonance
with existing GSA information systems, so that the expense of the
reporting may be kept to a minimum.

10. Purchase Contract Authority.—While we recognize the useful-
ness of purchase contract authority as a means of providing large
amounts of space in a relatively short time, the policy of the adminis-
tration is to support a fully funded construction program as being
most advantageous to the public, since it clearly reveals the total cost
of a construction project when program and budgetary decisions must
be made by the administration and the Congress.
In closing, I would like to take this opportunity to thank the Com-

mittee for its aggressive oversight of GSA's public buildings program.
I believe that your efforts have done much to make us aware of our
own shortcomings. I agree also that we must not be simply reactive,
but that we must develop new initiatives to help us meet our program
responsibilities. I believe that your committee's legislation represents
an essential tool in that process, and my staff and I will do everything
possible to assist you in your consideration of these comprehensive
changes.
Thank you. We will be happy to answer any questions. I have with

me Mike Marschall, Mr. Galuardi, Deputy Commissioner, and Mr.
Mulligan, Assistant General Counsel for the Public Buildings Service.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much, Admiral. Did you .wish

Admiral Marschall to make a statement before we go to questions?
Mr. FREEMAN. I would prefer that.

STATEMENT OF A. R. MARSCHALL

Mr. MARSCHALL. Mr. Chairman, we have been working with the
committee staff on the subject of this bill, and I think we have come
up with a great area of agreement, and I am very happy. I am also
pleased that the staffs are getting together. I think this Committee
had the impression that it was dealing with the KGB at some time
or another, and we have attempted in the recent past to provide a,
free flow of information, which I think is so necessary, as the Admin-
istrator pointed out in his statement.
The key item in this bill, to me, is that we go from a scattered

collection of prospectuses to a program. I can't overemphasize the
need for that. Without a program, I think we are all at a complete
loss. It is unthinkable to me that we are going up to the Appropria-
tions Committees in the not too distant future with a supplemental
bill without having the approval on certain items from those commit-
tees that authorize them. How this has gone on for so many years
is beyond me, but I think it has happened. I applaud this effort to
put things on track and to develop a program.

60-568 0 - 80 - 2
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Now we have a few concerns about that bill in the sense that we
hope you won't thrust upon us a program which we can't handle. In
my previous incarnation, back when I was running the military con-
struction program of the Navy, I had a fair idea each year of the
size of my program, both military construction and maintenance and
operation, and I was able to gear up a staff to take care of this size
program. It might have varied $100 million, $200 million a year, but
I was still able to keep a rather even flow of personnel going. I submit
to you with the miniscule building program that GSA has had in the
recent past, that it is going to take us a while to gear up, and I think
that it is vital to us that we not try to take everything in one big gulp.
We have to go at a measured pace and be sure we know what we are
doing before we get deeper in the soup than we are now.
The other thing is that in this planning process which we are trying

to develop, we are not going to come up with any magic for you
within the next few months. It is going to take time to develop the
requirements which will form the basis for our plan. Again, I sin-
cerely request that the committee be a little patient with us.
The last item I would like to bring up is that in reviewing this

bill, which I generally applaud, I see too many numbers. I think that
continuing legislation should, in many ways, try to avoid numbers
and try to effect policies and principles, so that the annual section of
the law, which is reviewed every year by the committees, can contain
all these numbers and apply any restrictions that may be necessary
on our activities.
With that, Mr. Chairman, I think I have said enough, and we are

all ready to atempt to answer your questions.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you, Admiral, for the statement.
I think it might be worth commenting, on the part of this Senator at

least, that the reason for these hearings is our appreciation that our
bill is far from a perfect instrument. It is a point of departure as fai-
t's we are concerned. Otherwise we wouldn't bother to have the hear-
ings. We hope between GSA's staff and our own staff that there can be
a rather intimate working relationship so that we will be aware of the
realities of your position and you will have ours in what I think we
are mutually trying to do here as far as the GSA building program is
concerned.
I am going to, if my colleague is agreeable, limit myself to 5

minutes, then yield to you, John, then pass it back and forth. We also
should have in mind we have three more witnesses this morning, and
if we being to unduly encroach on time, we might want to consider sub-
mitting some questions for written responses so our other witnesses can
be heard.
I am going to start, if I may, gentlemen, by referring back to

the comments, Admiral Freeman, on the handicapped, since I
share that concern with Chairman Randolph as the ranking minority
member of the Subcommittee on the Handicapped of the Committee
on Labor and Human Resources. Let me say that "program" and
"buildings," words which appear in your statement, mean two quite
different things under the 1968 act and certain sections of the 1973
act. Are you suggesting that the language here to establish uniformity
of access be to buildings or to programs or to both, because buildings
and programs are two different things?



41=14

15

Mr. FREEMAN. Both, sir.
Senator STAFFORD. SO it would be my concern and that of Chairman

Randolph that we basically be talking about buildings, because it

doesn't make much sense to make a program "accessible" if those who

are handicapped can't get into the building to start with. We often

run into that old comment, no matter what you provide in a schoolroom

for handicapped children, if they can't get past the curb in the side-

walk, they are not going to benefit from it. But you intend buildings

here.
Mr. FREEMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator STAFFORD. Let me ask you, Admiral Freeman, and your col-

leagues a few questions. What would be your thought about whether
the supervising architect be appointed by the President for a fixed

term?
Mr. FREEMAN. Let me comment on that one myself, and then I will

turn it over to Mike.
That position, as I understand it, disappeared from the scene in the

sixties, if I remember correctly. Since that time I believe that we have
built a professional group within GSA from a technical standpoint.
I believe that we are capable within the agency of providing that kind
of outstanding capability, and I, personally, believe that we have it
and we don't need to have another title within the agency. If we were
solely a technical organization, then a technical director or something
like that would be appropriate. However, because of the close inter-
relationship between the program head, Mike Marschall, and the tech-
nical staff, that person has got to be able to professionally relate to him.
I would prefer to have that a position which is within the control of

the Public Buildings Commissioner.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you.
On the matter of delegation, does GSA presently know just what

authorities have been delegated to the heads of other Federal agencies,
and if you do, can the committee have a list of such delegations for its
record?
Mr. MARSCHALL. Mr. Chairman, we will provide that for the record.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much.
Mr. MARSCHALL. I think we know. We will do our best to make a

collection.
Senator STAFFORD. That would be a matter of interest to the com-

mittee.
Mr. MARSCHALL. Yes, sir, we shall provide it to the committee. (See

p. 108.)
Senator STAFFORD. Are the agencies presently holding such delega-

tion conforming, as far as you know, with the provisions of the present
Public Buildings Act, and if all the delegations of authority were
brought back to GSA. do you feel you could handle them?
Mr. FREEMAN. I will respond in general. Since I have been there.

there have been two delegations. One is for the recruiting stations for
the military, which I think was an overdue thing. They had a mobility
requirement. They also have a very fine construction capability. These
are under the supervision of the Corps of Engineers, and I believe
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that they are quite capable of supervising that. We intend in the future
to add oversight of this to our Inspector General to be sure they are
complying with all regulations, which they have to by law.
The second delegation has to do with agricultural stations. Here

again, it was required in the delegation that they would have to comply
with the various statutes. Again, I seek oversight through my Public
Buildings Commissioner and Inspector General, as necessary, to insure
compliance.
If there are further delegations, they would be such that I would

require oversight on a routine basis to be sure of compliance with Fed-
eral laws and regulations.

Senator STAFFORD. Having used 5 minutes, I will recognize the
Senator from Rhode Island.
Senator CHAFEE. Thank you very much.
Mr. Chairman, in listening to this and thinking of the legislation,

I recall the words of Admiral Moore when all of us were over in the
Navy Department. Admiral Moore said:
When something goes wrong, it doesn't necessarily mean a law has to be

changed or the regulations have to be changed. Quite frequently it means the
people running the operation should be changed.

I firmly believe that we can go too far and hamstring these people
from doing a good job. These specific percentages were set forth in the
bill, for example. I think the best tool we ought to keep in our hands
is the tool to fire the person if they are not doing the job and not fol-
lowing the general principles set forth by this committee and the
legislation.
I agree with the point you were making, Mr. Chairman, certainly

the witnesses were, that there are percentages all through here. I think
we have to be careful. For example, the bill provides if GSA is going
to rent 25 percent or more of a building that you cannot enter the
contract for space prior to 90 days before the building is completed.
Now I don't quite know why we have that in the legislation. How
would that affect you? It seems to me that is putting on a hamstring.
For instance, what was the demand for the space?
Mr. MARSCHALL. It prevents lease construction.
Senator CHAFEE. That is to prohibit lease constriction?
Mr. MARSCHALL. That, to me, is much in the nature of throwing the

baby out with the bath water, because in many cases it behooves us
to lease. You brought out the same point yourself, and I think that
sometimes it behooves us to provide space by lease construction. I
think we agree with the committee wholeheartedly—I certainly do
philosophically—that it makes sense to build Federal buildings. I
think I am a biased witness because this has been my life's work, to
build. But I have said before and say again, it doesn't make economic
sense to me to go willy-nilly leasing, nor does it makes economic sense
to say you can't lease or lease construct. I think we should have flexi-
bility. Every year we must come before this committee and other
committees for our annual program, or in the present case our con-
tinuing prospectuses. The committee can certainly tell us yes or no.
And I think that when we write in a law something that restricts a
good procedure we are not writing a good law.
Mr. FREEMAN. Here again, Senator, I think what we are looking for

is the maximum flexibility to insure we pursue all cost-effective alter-
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natives. The legislation which writes out one of those alternatives
doesn't do the job I think you are asking us to do, and that is to look
at every facet to decide what is the most cost-effective way of housinge,
Federal employees.

Senator CHAFEE. Following that, you want a program in advance
and you want to know what you are doing. Do you think we can do
that in the Federal Government, For example, if you came before us
last year with a program, and then suddenly half way through the
session we create a Department of Education, now although people
hope that when you separate a section out of a department you haven't
multiplied the people. We all know Government doesn't work that way.
The Department of Education is going to be much bigger than the seg-
ment that was the "E" in HEW. That imposes a new burden on you.
Percentagewise is it small enough in the total so you can adjust to
that under the programs you are espousing?
Mr. FREEMAN. That kind of thinking is a good example of where

we feel enabling legislation ought to talk to the housing of the agency
created under the bill. In other words such a situation would be an
aberration within a 5-year plan. It should logically take its place
within that plan, but it can't because the Congress has already dicated
a priority by the fact it created a department. Therefore, we have to
house it. The first way you look is for leasing space to satisfy that

requirement to put the department together. There again, we would

have to pursue with you what your intent was as far as housing that

agency. Again, there is some restrictive language in the bill which
requires housing it here at the site of the Government, which is one

of the things we talked about in the statement.
Senator CHAFEE. Who is keeping time?
Senator STAFFORD. I am. You have 1 minute.
Senator CHAFER. When GSA builds a building or leases a building

in a local community, how much is the local community involved? Do

you consult with them?
Mr. FREEMAN. Yes, sir. We have—and this took place before I came

to the agency—a number of agreements with mayors in urban areas,

both small and large, to consult with them on our Federal construc-

tion programs or leasing programs or anything which is going to

affect the community, as for example when we are moving from out-

side the city to the central business area. In addition, there are groups

sponsored by the Secretary of Labor which are made up of representa-

tives of most of the Federal agencies within major urban areas—we

have them in Boston, Chicago, New York and I believe Detroit—

which meet regularly with the community and with the construction

industry as well to talk about the Federal building program and the

Federal leasing program. So we try and involve those key people in

whatever we are doing within a community.
Senator CHAFEE. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you, Senator Chafee.
The Chair at this point wants to ask unanimous consent that a state-

ment earlier entered in the Senate by Senator Moynihan, the chair-

man of the ad hoc subcommittee, and papers associated therewith be

made a part of the hearing record this morning. (Seep. 55.)

The chairman, without objection, will reserve the right of all Sena-

tors on the committee to submit questions in writing, which we would
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ask your cooperation, gentlemen, in responding to as quickly as pos-
sible so they may be a timely part of our hearing record this morning.
That having been done, the Chair would ask this question. In a pur-

chase contract program, is it, in your view, gentlemen, the most cost
efficient for GSA to obtain the financing for the construction of public
buildings through the Secretary of the Treasury, as proposed in our
bill? Are the interest rates competitive with alternative methods of
financing?
Mr. MULLIGAN. The two proposals I have seen on purchase contract

are, one, to borrow the money through the Federal Finance Bank,
and the other is to borrow it directly from the Treasury. As I under-
stand, if you go through the Federal Finance Bank, you pay an addi-
tional surcharge. I think now it is one-eighth of 1 percent of the fi-
nancing, and that money is used to finance the activities of the bank.
If you go through the Treasury, there is no such surcharge, but the
Treasury gets appropriations to finance their activities. So from the
point of view of the total Federal budget, I don't think it makes much
difference. I understand you are going to be receiving some testimony
from Rowland Cook of the Treasury Department. I think we would
probably defer to his view as to what is the most appropriate method,
should the committee decide to report the bill with the puchase con-
tract provision in it.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much.
Can GSA assure this committee, if this legislation passes, that every

effort will be made to reduce the amount of leased space that is not ad-
vantageous to the Government?
Mr. FREEMAN. Yes, sir, consistent with the amount of funding we

get for any other type programs to substitute for leases.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you.
The Public Buildings Service's primary goal is to house Federal

agencies efficiently. A large part of that efficiency involves open com-
munication between GSA and their tenants. Can GSA make them-
selves adequately available to fulfill the needs of your tenants?
Mr. FREEMAN. I am not satisfied with our customer relations pro-

gram at the present time. Both Mike Marschall and I are working
for means by which we can insure better tenant satisfaction. I think
one of the most difficult areas we have in leasing is where we have
had long-term leases at a low rent, and lessors now are a little careless
about the services they provide. That is one area.
The other is that we have sort of played dog in the manger with

small alterations, and we have now delegated the small alteration au-
thority which I think will enable the agencies to do their work. We
recently pulled together the assistant secretaries of most of the civil
agencies to talk about space .and alterations, and I think as a result
of that meeting there is a clearer understanding of our mutual prob-
lems in attaining customer satisfaction. We have a long way to go on.this matter.
Senator STAFFORD. One major type of acquisition the committee

would like to avoid is the lease construction agreement, where the final
product tends to be of lesser quality. How can this committee be as-
sured when leasing is the only alternative the Government gets the
highest quality possible in a leased building?
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Mr. MARSCHALL. We just have to try, Mr. Chairman. I don't think
anybody can guarantee we are going to get the very best any time we
enter a deal. It all gets back to people and things, people inspecting
things and making sure they get a good deal. And I don't know how
you can legislate it. I don't know how you can direct it or anything
else. It is one of those things, we just have to work as hard as we can.
But you must remember that we are bound by certain laws and regu-
lations when it comes to leasing or contracting for anything. And all
too frequently, we have all seen that just because a guy is able to post
a bond and has a low bid he gets a job for which he may not be as
eminently qualified as he should be. That is a long way around. But
I don't know how to answer the question otherwise.

Senator STAFFORD. I think your answer would satisfy me if you
would tell us that you will direct your very best efforts to getting the
best possible buildings you can for our money.

Senator Chafee, do you have further questions?
Senator CHAFEE. Just a couple, Mr. Chairman.
I would be very interested for the GSA to not solely work over this

legislation and try to modify it to the best they would like to have
it, but also there may be major steps forward that you would like
included in the legislation. In other words, you may be laboring under
certain restrictions that are now archaic and shouldn't be there, and
you have suggestions for change. For instance, maybe there is some-
thing wrong with just going with the lowest qualified bidder. I know
that is difficult territory to get into, but if you have some constructive
suggestions on that, certainly I, for one, and I suspect the committee,
would be glad to hear them. I am not saying we would necessarily
agree, but we certainly want to hear what you want in order to make
your job the easiest possible. So I hope you will come forward with
suggestions and not restrict yourself to, we are going to change this
and let's change this. I hope you would look at it in a broader Per-
spective than that.
Mr. MARSCHALL. Senator Chafee, I certainly appreciate the oppor-

tunity to submit just this type of thing, suggestions only.
Senator CHAFEE. That is right.
Mr. MARSCHALL. I must admit we have had no great problem in

dealing with the staff as far as getting our ideas heard. Eventually
between what we and the staff agree to, maybe the committee itself
will agree to change some of the language of this bill as now written.
Senator CHAFEE. My point is I want you to go beyond just the nar-

row point of modifying solely the points in here. There may be some-
thing that is not even touched in here that is restrictive on your agency,
your efforts to produce the best for the public and the U.S. Govern-
ment, and I think you ought to feel free to advance those ideas as well.
Mr. MARSCHALL. You have never found us bashful in the past, and

we have not changed.
Senator CHAFEE. Second, I would like to point out to Administrator

Freeman, in his testimony he didn't touch on title V which deals with
the arts enhancement legislation. That is a measure which I introduced
previously dealing with the art in architecture program in our build-
ings, and we will probably have a separate hearing on that. But I would
call your attention to title V and solicit your views, not now, but we will
be having a separate hearing.



20

Mr. FREEMAN. I will be delighted to appear.
Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you, Senator Chafee.
I would say to our witnesses we thank you very much for being here

this morning. I will conclude my remarks without a question and
simply say again the freer and more immediate the flow of dialog be-
tween your staff and ours, the better chance we will come out with a bill
that both your agency leadership and we can support and pass through
this Congress. We will appreciate your cooperation and we are very
grateful to you both for being here this morning.
Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you.
The Chair would invite Mr. Roger Altman, Assistant Secretary for

Domestic Finance, Department of the Treasury, to come to the witness
table.
Mr. Altman, we welcome you, and would you introduce your col-

league, please.

STATEMENT OF ROGER ALTMAN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
DOMESTIC FINANCE, DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, ACCOM-
PANIED BY ROWLAND COOK

Mr. ALTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am accompanied by Rowland Cook,
who is the Director of the Office of Market Analysis and Agency Fi-
nance in the Treasury Department.
Senator STAFFORD. The Chair will be glad on behalf of the committee

to hear your statement and any remarks Mr. Cook cares to make before
we go to questions.
Mr. ALTMAN. I have a brief statement which I would like inserted in

the record (see p. 471, and I will summarize.
Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be here this morning to present the

Treasury's views on the Public Buildings Act of 1979, S. 2080. You
have specifically requested that I address my remarks to title IX
regarding public building financing, and I will do so.
Title IX would authorize the '-Administrator of GSA to borrow

from the Secretary of the Treasury to finance purchases, construction
or renovation of public buildings. The loans would be repaid over a
period of up to 30 years, with a deferral of interest and principal
payments to the Treasury until a building is ready for occupancy.
The budget treatment of GSA outlays for public buildings pur-

chase, construction, and renovation under title IX would defer re-
cording outlays for public buildings until debt service payments are
made to the Secretary of the Treasury. Beginning the year after the
building is completed and continuing for approximately 30 years, each
debt service expenditure would be reflected as a budget expenditure.
The amount of borrowing from the Treasury would be authorized in
appropriation acts.
The Federal budget accounting for borrowings from the Treasury

envisioned under title IX is significantly different from the budget
treatment of other agencies' borrowings from the Treasury. It would
be unique. Federal budget outlays are usually recorded in the budget
of the borrowing agency at the time the agency spends the loan pro-
ceeds. In most cases the Treasury disburses loans at the time an agency
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needs the funds to make a payment, such as a construction
 progress

payment. So that currently outlays are recorded when 
money is

actually spent for construction, just like any private enterpris
e entity

would do it. This proposes to defer the recording of outlays
 until the

debt is repaid, which, as I say, repayment might not comm
ence for a

series of years because we are talking about 30-year borrowing
, where

principal and interest repayment might not commence for 
up to 5

years.
It is important to isolate the different budget treatment that 

is being

proposed here. That budget treatment under title IX is simi
liar to

the arrangements under the Lease Purchase Act of 1954, w
hich

expired in 1957, and then was reinstated in the Public 
Buildings

Amendments of 1972, which expired again in 1975. These sta
tutes

which were enacted to provide temporary authority to accel
erate

Federal building acquisitions authorized GSA to contract to

purchase, construct, or renovate public buildings. The purchase
 con-

tracts were used as collateral for obligations issued initially 
in the

private capital markets, and later to the Federal financing ban
k, to

finance GSA projects. Budget outlays for GSA projects un
dertaken

under these statutes were recorded when yearly repayments u
nder

the purchase contract were made by GSA, rather than when 
funds

were originally expended for construction. So what is being prop
osed

here is a continuation or an extension of the budget treatment w
hich

admittedly was involved in the earlier two statutes which expired
. The

same problems I tried to highlight here were just as present then
.

So my principal point today is that we have no objection at 
all to

having GSA borrow from the Treasury. In fact, it makes 
common-

sense. It is less expensive than private market financing and, of co
urse,

we are involved in relationships like that with all other agencies
. But

title IX raises the question of the budget treatment, as I have 
just

described. While accounting arrangements like that are occ
asionally

appropriate in the private sector, the administration has opp
osed

their use in terms of Federal agencies. Our position is that Fede
ral

construction programs should be fully funded by the net in
come in

the Public Buildings Fund and by direct appropriations. The admin
is-

tration supports full funding because it clearly reveals the dema
nd

of the program on the budget resources available for the Govern
ment

and the U.S. economy.
So the only question I am raising relates to the budget 

treatment

and not to the financing.
That concludes my statement. I would be happy to answer 

any

questions you have.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you.
Mr. Cook, did you have an additional statement?
Mr. Coox. Nothing additional, Mr. Chairman.
Senator STAFFORD. The Chair understands you to say, Mr. Altman,

that the Treasury Department has no objection to GSA's borr
owing

from the Treasury for building construction.
Mr. ALTMAN. That is correct.
Senator STAFFORD. It has long been the feeling of this Senator, 

I

think shared by most of this committee, that the present system
 of

lease construction in which the Federal Government pays a very sub-

stantial lease over 20 years and then ends up with no building at al
l,
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no ownership of the building which it has paid the lease rental for
over 20 years, is a mistaken way to go, and that we should either go
back to lease construction purchase, which this Senator favored at
the time, or to the arrangement proposed in the bill now in front of
the committee. Do you have a preference over which program might
be followed there?
Mr. ALTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am not an expert on the pros and

cons in the case of GSA leasing versus ownership, but I have read a
GAO report on that subject and I listened to the earlier discussion
•and it seems to me the objections raised to the growing proportion
of space in leased facilities makes sense, those objections make sense.
It is a fine objective, therefore, to try to reduce it, and I see no reason
why this bill before the committee, with the exception of the budget
questions I have raised, isn't a sensible way to proceed.
I have noted in previous testimony there have been a lot of objec-

tions or observations made to the effect that Congress has not ap-
propriated sufficient funds for purposes of conducting an appropriate
buildings program. I know much less about the workings of Congress
than you do, but I would say the important thing is that Congress
and the public understand what these things cost, and the best way
to do that is record them fully in the budget, and if Congress should
choose not to fully appropriate in the conventional budget way in
terms of outlays the amounts necessary, that seems to me to be a deci-
sion of the Congress.
Senator STAFFORD. Let me ask you a preliminary question in this

regard. Is there any financial advantage to the Federal Government
in pursuing the proposal for financing construction in the bill in front
of the committee vis-a-vis the system under lease contract purchase
where the contract was taken to the Federal financing bank to finance
the construction?
Mr. ALTMAN. First of all, there is little difference, almost no dif-

ference, from the standpoint of GSA between its borrowing from the
Federal financing bank and borrowing from the Treasury. It is slight-
ly less expensive to borrow from the Treasury, and since GSA is
fully authorized to borrow we think it makes sense. So that part of
the bill is a good idea.
The other aspects of the bill also make sense, although they are not

in my area of expertise or domestic finance areas, but I think, in gen-
eral, the bill would improve the financing practices and make other
improvements and thus make sense.

Senator STAFFORD. This will be my final comment really. One of
the problems that faces us under present conditions is the fact that
the administration may support full funding which, were the funds
available, would probably be the best way to go, but the administra-
tion's budget only contains $39 million, or something like that, which
would not build very much in the way of new construction in the
coming fiscal year. Wouldn't you have to agree with that?
Mr. ALTMAN. I would, Mr. Chairman, but I would say that is the

President's decision as to what he thinks ought to be built, and as a
member of the administration I support that. The congressional bud-
get process obviously affords the Congress an opportunity to revise
the President's proposal in that regard. But I don't think the way to
revise it is through what I would describe as back-door spending, but
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rather to just increase appropriations and thus increase the total Fed-
eral outlays, if the Congress determines that that is its will.
Senator STAFFORD. Senator Chafee, do you have questions?
Senator CHAFEE. No, I don't. I will have to really study the point

he is making. I suppose the Budget Committee would object, too, to
our proceeding the way title IX does currently. But we appreciate
the views you presented here and would certainly have to take them
into consideration.

Senator STAFFORD. Thank you. The Chair reserves the right to Sen-
ators who are here and not here to submit questions in writing.
Gentlemen, we may likely take advantage of that and ask you for
your early response to any questions we send. On behalf of the Sena-
tors here and those not here, we express our appreciation to you for
being with us and helping us this morning.
Mr. ALTMAN. We will be delighted to work with the committee on

any of the financing procedures and work with your staff as well.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you.
The Chair would now invite to the witness table our next to last

witness of the morning Mr. James Mitchell, Assistant Director, Log-
istics and Communications Division, General Accounting Office, who
is accompanied by Mr. Carmen Smarrelli, Senior Group Director, and
Mr. Patrick Maguire, Group Director.
The Chair understands you have a written statement. We will be

glad to hear it, or if you care to summarize the Chair will place the
full text in the record.

STATEMENT OF JAMES G. MITCHELL, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, LOGIS-

TICS AND COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING

OFFICE, ACCOMPANIED BY CARMEN SMARRELLI, SENIOR GROUP

DIRECTOR; AND PATRICK MAGUIRE, GROUP DIRECTOR

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I prefer to read the statement if
you have no objection.
Senator STAFFORD. That is fine.
Mr. MITCHELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
We are pleased to appear before you to give you our comments on

S. 2080, referred to as the Public Buildings Act of 1979. S. 2080
would make a number of revisions in the way the General Services
Administration conducts its public buildings program. Among other
things, it would revise the method of financing public buildings con-
struction, reduce the number of Federal employees in leased space,
and require emphasis on, and disclosure of, GSA's long-range plan-
ning for its buildings program.
We are pleased that a number of the bill's required revisions in

GSA's public buildings program are consistent with recommenda-
tions contained in our prior reports. It is primarily in the context of
our prior work involving GSA's public buildings program that we
would like to address certain of the provisions of the proposed
legislation.
Your letter of January 18, 1980, was received by our office on Janu-

ary 21. Due to the short time frame available to us to prepare our testi-
mony, we may wish to meet with committee staff at a later date to



24

discuss additional revisions which may be needed to assure that the
intent of the bill is clearly disclosed.
The proposed legislation would authorize GSA to borrow funds

from the Treasury to finance acquisition, construction, and renova-
tion of public buildings. Further, it is our understanding that sec-
tion 901 is intended to amend the criteria under which GSA assesses
annual rental charges to Federal agencies to make clear that such
charges should recover the costs of financing and operating or leasing
each building and should, to the maximum extent, underwrite the
public buildings service budget.
Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could interrupt.
You say our letter of January 18 was received on January 21. Now

I would just like to straigthen this out. In other words, are you saying
that is the first time you knew you were going to be giving testimony?
Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, sir, that was the official request. We knew there

was a bill.
Senator CHAFEE. I don't care about official request. Either we didn'tdo a good job in giving you notice, or we did give you notice and youare going by the very literal interpretation of when you received

notice.
I would just like to ask, Mr. Chairman, who can we ask here onour staff about this? When did they receive notice? I don't meanformal notice. I don't think this is very good either on our part ifthat is so.
Senator STAFFORD. I would have to respond to my .distinguishedcolleague, those who might answer that question aren't currentlypresent at the moment, but we will have that run down.
Senator CHAFEE. I am not critical of you. I just think we ought toknow as members of this committee. It doesn't speak very well forus, I think, if indeed the first notice, never mind formal notice, thefirst inkling that you were coming up here to testify was January 18.But never mind, we will look into that. That is an internal matter.Thank you very much. Go ahead.
Mr. MITCHELL. In October 1979, we reported (LCD-80-7) on thecost and budgetary impact on acquiring space by direct Federal con-struction, by borrowings, and by leasing and we concluded that Fed-eral construction is the most advantageous alternative for financingspace acquisition. Borrowing money for construction is the mostpracticable alternative currently available because only limited fundshave been available from the Federal Buildinas Fund for construction.As an alternative leasing has the least favorable long-range budgetaryimpact.
We analyzed Federal Buildings Fund cash receipts and outlaysunder direct Federal construction, borrowing primarily from privatesources (purchase contracting) , and leasing. Our analysis shows that:During the early years of building life, only leasing provides apositive cash flow—in other words, receipts in excess of outlays—forthe Federal Buildings Fund.
Beyond the early years of building life, direct Federal constructionprovides the largest cumulative cash flow for the Federal BuildingsFund.
Over the entire building life, borrowing to finance construction pro-vides a substantially larger cumulative cash flow than leasing, and
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4

direct Federal construction provides a larger cumulative cash flow
than either leasing or purchase contracting.
We recommended in our report that, if the Congress wants to provide

GSA with a financing alternative to direct Federal construction. and
leasing, it should limit the agency's financing authority to direct
loans from either the Treasury or the Federal Financing Bank. We
also recommended that if the Congress expects the government to
continue to pay local real estate taxes and the fund to provide ade-
quate resources for construction, it should offset the adverse impact
by making separate appropriations to GSA for taxes or direct ap-
propriations to the Fund to cover tax payments.
We are pleased that the committee has accepted the thrust. of our

recommendation in section 903, which authorizes the Administrator
to borrow from the Treasury for periods up to 30 years to construct
public buildings.
Also under the provisions of this legislation, when GSA borrows

from the Treasury, it will make annual payments of interest and
amortization of principal. It is our understanding that the total
amount of the borrowings would not be recorded as budget authority
in the first year. Rather, the annual payment each year would be
recorded as budget authority over the 30 years.
As a matter of budget policy, we favor the full funding concept

because it requires recording in the budget the total project cost as
budget authority in the first year. Funds have not been available from
direct appropriations, consequently, if the Government is to have a
viable building program, perhaps full funding is not practical.
In our view the manner in which leases are currently handled

does not provide the Congress with the advantages of the full funding
concept either. The total rental payments on leases—up to 20 years
in some cases--to which the government is committed, are much greater
than the annual lease payment that appears as budget authority in
the annual appropriation act. For example, for fiscal year 1979, only
the annual lease payment of over $500 million appears as budget au-
thority in the annual Appropriation Act, yet the Government is com-
mitted to more than $2 billion over the remaining life of those same
leases.
Also in connection with financing, section 901 states that rental

charges paid by agencies to GSA shall be established at a level of
anticipated costs of providing space and services—including amor-
tized construction or leasing costs. It further states that, if these
charges are greater than the comparable commercial rate, the agency's
rate shall not exceed the comparable commercial rate.
It is not clear to us what construction costs would be amortized.

Presumably, for a Government-owned building, fully amortized, GSA
would be permitted, under this legislation, to establish the rental
charge based on the operating cost of the building plus some adminis-
trative costs. These costs would be significantly lower than comparable
rates as now established under section 210 (j ) of the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949.

Therefore, the rents for agencies located in these type buildings
would be reduced from the rates being collected currently. Under thecurrent legislation, there fully amortized Government-owned build-ings generally generate a sizable positive cash flow in the Federal
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Building Fund. While these buildings generate a sizable positive cash
flow, overall, the fund does not generate enough funds to meet operat-
ing and capital requirements. Under the proposed legislation, the
Federal Buildings Fund's ability to meet operating and capital re-
quirements would be further impaired since rent income on the
Government-owned, fully amortized building will be reduced.
In our view, if the committee wishes to make the public buildings

program self-sustaining, the language of section 901 should be re-
examined and restated.
For fiscal years 1975 through 1977 some of the rates established by

GSA pursuant to the 1972 law were inequitable and were criticized by
tenant agencies and various congressional committees. Since fiscal year
1978, GSA rates are based on building appraisals which are changed
every 3 years. While we recognize that appraisals are estimates of
value based in part on judgments and opinions of independent ap-
praisers, in our opinion, they do provide a reasonable basis for
establishing comparable commercial rates as required by the law.
Because the money for construction, either through direct appro-

priation or through the Federal Buildings Fund, has been limited,
GSA has relied on leasing as the only practicable means of obtaining
needed space. From fiscal years 1966 through 1979, although leased
space has more than doubled and the cost of leased space has more than
tripled, there has been no appreciable increase in Government-owned
space.

This legislation is designed to set limits on leasing for the purpose
of emphasizing a more viable Federal construction program and there-
by reducing the Government's reliance on leased space. This committee,
the House 'Committee on Public Works and Transportation, and other
committees have for many years advocated more Federal construction
as the means of obtaining space for the Federal Government.
We have reported that on the basis of budgetary impact, over the

entire building life, leasing is the least desirable alternative of acquir-
ing space. Direct Federal construction provides a larger surplus for the
Fund than both leasing and constructing with borrowed funds, al-
though constructing with borrowed funds is more desirable than
leasing. We could not compare fully the costs of Federal construction
with leasing because of differences in building quality and cost. In
general, however, federally constructed buildings provide higher
quality space and entail lower interest rates on construction capital
than leased buildings.
In view of the higher costs of long-term leasing of space, we are in

agreement with the intent of the legislation to eliminate the projects
in which the Government pledges to lease, usually on a long term, a
building to be built by private interest and with the intent to reduce
the number of Federal offices and employees in leased space.
In connection with section 702, which establishes the goal of placing

no fewer than 60 percent of the Federal officers and employees in public
buildings within 5 years of the date of enactment of S. 2080, we believe
this goal may be overly optimistic.
It is our understanding that more than one-half of the Federal work

force is now in leased space. Based on GSA's current plans, there is no
substantial construction program that would provide sufficient space
to move more than 10 percent of the Federal work force from leased
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space to Government-owned space during the next 5 years. Also, with
the passing of this legislation, before GSA can provide Government-
owned space, it must obtain congressional authorization, acquire sites,
and design and construct the needed buildings. Based on past experi-
ence, even if the authorization and financing time frames are excluded,
the physical time frame to acquire a building through construction has
taken 5 or more years in many cases.
In order to comply with this section GSA must design an orderly

phase out, keeping in mind those leases that will expire and those that
can or cannot be terminated to avoid .transferring personnel from
spaces for which rent will continue to run.
Another factor that might impact on GSA's ability to meet this goal

is the number of personnel to whom leased space is provided because
the size of the Government activities does not warrant providing a
public building. The number of employees in this category could have
some impact on the percentage established for housing in Government-
owned space.
The proposed bill would also require GSA to submit to the Congress

each year a program for construction, renovation, acquisition, main-
tenance, and leasing for the next fiscal year, together with a 5-year plan
for accommodating Federal agencies public buildings needs. GSA
would receive annual line item authorizations from the Congress to
carry out its program during the next year.
The proposed authorization and planning procedure is an improve-

ment over the current prospectus authorization procedure now in effect
wherein projects are approved individually on a piecemeal basis,
without prioritization. The proposed procedure should provide the
Congress with better overview and visibility over GSA's entire build-
ings program. It should also improve space planning.
In prior reports we have commented on deficiencies in GSA's space

planning and lease alterations. We have concluded that GSA should
allow sufficient time prior to lease expiration or developing alternative
space plans. In three of our reports we commented on seven cases where
GSA paid rent of about $3.5 million before leased buildings were
available for occupancy. This situation can be attributed in part to
poor space planning.
With respect to alterations, GSA spends sizable funds on leased

building alterations. We estimated that in 1 year expenditures for lease
alterations exceeded $36 million. We reported that there were numer-
ous 'deficiencies in contracting for these alterations and that GSA had
too much flexibility in funding the work.
There is no current requirement in law for GSA to either obtain

prior congressional approval of, or to report on, alteration projects
in leased buildings even if the cost of the alteration projects exceed
$500,000 each. The law does require prior approval for alteration in
Government-owned buildings over $500,000. We concluded that altera-
tions to a leased building requires closer scrutiny because they (1) may
increase the value of the leased building which the Government does
not own and (2) weaken the agency's negotiating position for follow-
on leases.
We recommend in a prior report (LCD-78-338) that the Congress

should amend the Public Buildings Act of 1959 to require congressional
authorization of alterations to leased space which involve a total ex-
penditure in excess of $500,000.
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The proposed bill would provide for annual line item authorization
for alterations to leased buildings. This provision is consistent with our
prior recommendation in that it provides the Congress with visibility
over alterations in leased space.
In our September 1978 report we also pointed out that GSA spent

considerable amounts of money for alterations of leased space for com-
puter facilities. This legislation prohibits the leasing of space to accom-
modate major computer operations.
While we agree that, by denying GSA the authority to lease facilities

for major computer operations will preclude the expenditure of large
sums of money which cannot be recovered when the lease term ends, we
are of the opinion that in some situations leasing of space for major
computer operations may be feasible. For example, it would not be
practical to put off an urgent requirement for a computer because Gov-
ernment-owned space is not available. Also, since GSA now has com-
puter operations in leased facilities, it may not be practical or feasible
to accommodate these computer operations in Government-owned facil-
ities, rather than permit GSA to negotiate a follow-on lease. Some con-
sideration should be given to these existing leases.
This legislation, section 202A, provides that all headquarters of Fed-

eral agencies are to be located in the Washington, D.C., area or the
metropolitan Washington, D.C., area unless otherwise specified in law.
The legislation further provides that other agency offices which are to
be located outside of Washington, D.C., should be evenly distributed in
proportion to the geographic distribution of the Nation's population.
In contrast, the President's national urban policy announced in

March 1978 encourages the relocation of Federal activities to central
business areas of the Nation's distressed cities. GSA has a nationwide
policy of relocating Federal facilities to the central areas of cities, re-
gardless of whether the cities have been identified as distressed.

Also, GSA has a policy included in its space management regulation
which is based on Office of Management and Budget Circular A-60.
The policy encourages decentralization from Washington.
We cannot evaluate the impact this legislation will have on GSA's

space management policy, but we are aware of the conflicting nature of
the policy and feel that it could be counterproductive to this legislation.
The proposed bill would repeal the Public Buildings Act of 1959, as

amended, in its entirely. Section 18 of the 1959 Act authorizes the Dis-
trict of Columbia to provide for the development, construction, opera-
tion and maintenance of the Dwight D. Eisenhower Memorial Bicen-
tennial Civic Center. It may not have been the intent of the proposed
bill to delete this section.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. My associates and I

will be happy to respond to any questions you or any members of the
committee may have at this time.
Senator STAFFORD. Mr. Mitchell, we are indebted to you for being

here this morning and for your statement, which I can assure you our
committee staff and members will examine carefully. The Chair. has
no questions. The Chair would point out we are reserving the right
of all Senators on the committee to ask questions in writing, and for
your early response.
Senator Chafee, do you have questions?
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Senator CHAFEE. I would like to thank Mr. Mitchell for this report.
I think there are a lot of good points he raised here, and certainly we
will look them over.
Just reviewing the bidding here a minute, do you say in your testi-

mony that you are opposed to the lease purchase arrangements?
Mr. MITCHELL. No, sir, we are discussing in our testimony compar-

ing the budgetary impact of Federal construction versus leasing. We
got into comparing direct Federal construction, construction financed
by borrowing through purchase contracting and leasing. We did not
address lease purchase arrangements.
Senator CHAFEE. Do I also understand you to say under this legis-

lation, if a government agency is in a fully amortized building, their
rent would be fairly modest, just equal to the operating cost?
Mr. MITCHELL. The possibility exists. GSA could interpret that is

what the legislation requires, that since it is fully amortized, you
would only have operating expenses, plus some administrative costs
and that would be lower than what they are being charged now.
Senator CHAFEE. Yet if we charged what might be the comparable

going rate in the community, then we would have more money to build
up our Building Fund.
Mr. MITCHELL. Right.
Senator CHAFEE. One of the problems, of course, it seems to me, and

you point this out, if the Federal Government goes ahead and builds
a building, they are going to build a building that is going to be more
costly because of all the things that we have talked about previously.
Thus if we do that and go ahead and charge the rents, the rents
inherently are going to be higher than if we went into a leased build-
ing. Isn't that true?
Mr. MITCHELL. Would you rephrase that again, sir?
Senator CHAFEE. The Government builds a building. There are two

possibilities. The private builder builds one and the Government
builds one. The private builder gets his up faster. He doesn't have all
these things like and EIS, he doesn't go quite as far on the handi-
capped provision, and he is not building a monument to last 100 years.
You can say there is a question whether the Government can build
a building in less than 5 years, which seems to be shameful. So you
have the two buildings side-by-side. One has to pay real estate taxes,
the private builder. You have an agency that is going to move into
either building. If he is going to move into the Government building
under this unfortunate term "SLUC," the rate must be based on a
series of things that involve the construction cost of the building.
Mr. MITCHELL. They must be based on comparable commercial rate.

That is what the SLUC is based on.
Senator CHAFEE. SO it wouldn't be based on the construction costs

of the building. Then he moves into the other building. He probably
would pay the same rate, since that in fact is the existing private rent.
Mr. MITCHELL. It is possible.
Senator CHAFEE. The difference being at the end of 20 years we own

one building and we don't own the other. I think I get it now. But

we are not charging the fellow in the Government building the rent

based upon the construction of that building.
Mr. MITCHELL. No, sir it is based on the comparable commercial

rate under existing law.

60-568 0 - 80 - 3
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Senator CHAFEE. So that reinforces the point, it seems to me, if you
are not going to charge him the recent in the beginning based on the
construction costs, that when the building has been fully amortized,
certain his rent shouldn't drop down to just the maintenance and the
administrative costs, because that way the agency wins both ways.
Mr. MITCHELL. I think you are right, sir.
Mr. SMARRELLI. The way the proposed law is written now, rent for

Government-owned buildings are based on construction costs; how-
ever, that cost exceeds the commercial rate, GSA can only charge the
commercial rate.

Senator CHAFEE. That is right, and then when the costs have been
amortized, now you have it based on cost. So GSA loses out.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator STAFFORD. Gentlemen, the Chair thanks you on behalf of

the committee members who are here and those who are tied up else-
where and had hoped to be here. We can assure you your testimony,
has been helpful and has brought up some points that had not oc-
curred to this Senator, and we will take the into consideration in
reworking the bill.
Mr. MITCHELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator STAFFORD. The Chair would invite Mr. Robert Garvey,

Executive Director of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
to come to the witness table.
Mr. Garvey, we appreciate your presence. The Chair has your

written statement. The Chair knows we are crowding on 12 o'clock,
which may embarrass some members of the committee who are still
here, and would welcome your summarizing the statement.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT GARVEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Mr. GARVEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will, in fact, give just a
few highlights from the statement.

Senator STAFFORD. In that event, the Chair, without objection, will
place the entire statement in the written record of the committee
(see p. 50) , and welcome your summarizing it.
Mr. GARVEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Robert R.

Garvey, and I am Executive Director of the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation. The Council is an independent Federal agency
comprised of the heads of 15 Federal agencies, including the General
Services Administration, and 14 non-Federal members, including 12
Presidential appointees. The Council has a general mandate to ad-
vise the President and the Congress on historic preservation matters.
Among its other authorities, the Council is charged by the Public

Buildings Cooperative Use Act of 1976 to recommend to the Admin-
istrator of GSA historic buildings that may be suitable to meet Fed-
eral space needs. Our experience in the Federal historic proeservation
program and, more specifically, under the Public Building Coopera-
tive Use Act form the basis for our strong support of the historic
preservation provisions of the proposed Public Buildings Act of 1979.
The Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act heralded a new direc-

tion in Federal buildings policy. The act established a clear preference

4.
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for the use of historic buildings to house the activities of the Federal
Government. The Council supports this policy now, as it did in 1976.
We believe its soundness is unassailable, not only as a commitment to
preserve important elements of our national patrimony in productive
contemporary use, but also to conserve energy, rejuvenate declining
downtowns, and provide attractive and efficient working places for
Federal employees.

Unfortunately, despite the soundness of this policy, the current sys-
tem established under the Cooperative Use Act has not been able to
fully realize the benefits that could be attained in this area. The
flaws lie not in the concept but rather have surfaced as GSA and the
Council have sought to implement the act. We are most pleased that
the Congress, through S. 2080, has now the opportunity to remedy
these shortcomings, so that the full potential of the program estab-
lished by the Cooperative Use Act can be realized.
We believe our experience with the act over the last 3 years has

given us the basis for making substantive recommendations to sig-
nificantly improve the program.
No. 1, identification of historic buildings suitable for Federal space

needs should be an integral element of GSA's project development
process with appropriate levels of staff and funding. I would like to
emphasize, Mr. Chairman, the requirement that the staff capability
and funding be available within GSA. I have been impressed by the
testimony earlier during this hearing with regard to certain specific
type of expertise available in GSA. Our experience has proven that ft
similar level of historic preservation expertise within GSA is of criti-
cal importance in the implementation of this concept.
No. 2, the statutory language regarding decisions on when it is

feasible and prudent for GSA to use a historic building requires fur-
ther clarification. Feasible and prudent has been almost totally re-
lated to cost, and we believe, Mr. Chairman, that such standards need
to recognize other factors that are not quantifiable in dollar terms.
The preservation of historically or architecturally significant build-
ings and the contributions that such buildings make to the vitality of
a city have an effect on local pride and public spirit.
No. 3, conflicting GSA policies and requirements that often prevent

the reuse of historic buildings should be revised to reflect the historic
preservation preference of S. 2080.
No. 4, GSA cost estimating techniques need to be reviewed to in-

sure that renovation costs are accurately projected. As we have worked
with GSA over the course of the past 3 years, we find a great dis-
crepancy between costs estimated by GSA for Federal use and costs
estimated by others for private sector uses.
No. 5, the statutory preference for the use of historic buildings

should be extended to leasing. Even though leasing was not a require-
ment of the earlier act, it has been effectively implemented in a small,
but important, percentage of the leases undertaken by GSA. We think
that that should be included as a statutory preference.
In summary, the Council believes that the fundamental change in

Federal buildings policy originating in the Public Buildings Coop-
erative Use Act of 1976 is a sound national policy and should be con-
tinued. Additional congressional oversight through this committee,
coming as S. 2080 proposes at the critical points in the decisionmaking
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process on a public building project, will be a significant improve-
ment in insuring the intent of the Cooperative Use Act and the Public
Buildings Act of 1979 is carried out. As noted in this statement, re-
finements are necessary to achieve the full potential of this program.
We urge the committee to act favorably in these suggestions and we
look forward to an ongoing role in implementing this important
Federal program.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Garvey, for your

excellent statement.
On behalf of Senator Moynihan I would ask you this question.

Nearly a decade ago the Advisory Council was instrumental in hav-
ing GSA reconsider demolition of the Washington Old Post Office
Building. GSA has since devised a fine plan for recycling the Old
Post Office Building and the project is underway. I understand, as
does Senator Moylaan, that the Council is scheduled to be one of
the tenants. The question is, is the Council pleased with the progress
on this project?
Mr. GARVEY. Mr. Chairman, it is a bit ironic, that since the Advisory

Council was the first Federal agency voice that was raised against
the demolition of that building, we now seem to be almost in a position
of falling out of the plans to use it as our home. The plans for the
building have undergone many changes. Since several agencies were
initially slated to go into it, those agencies have grown in size. One by
one they have fallen off the list of tenants, and we now find ourselves
on the very bottom of the list and maybe under consideration for
elimination. We hope that won't happen.
There have been curtailments in the budget for the building which

have made necessary curtailment 3f the space available in the build-
ing. This has been one of the factors. The economies have changed
the historic quality, the architectural quality of the building
somewhat.
In spite of all these things, the program is moving along. As I think

we saw in our local press, they put a new cap on the roof in the last
few hours. The building has been cleaned and stands out as a great
monument on Pennsylvania Avenue.
The Council continues to hope that we will be a tenant in the build-

ing. We are negotiating with the GSA to retain our place, but the
potential does in fact exist that we will not be able to move into the
Post Office because of the size of other agencies that are scheduled
to go there.

Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Garvey. I am sure
Senator Moynihan will be very interested, as am I, in the reply you
have given.
I have no other questions, unless some occur to staff that we might

like to present to you in writing, and I yield to Senator Chafee.
Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Garvey, in effect you have given us a sad tale there is not much

use of historic preservation as far as the Federal Government using
those buildings. Isn't the real reason there is a tremendous thrust
on the part of every city by Congressmen and Senators to have a new
Federal building, which is much more exciting as far as the com-
munity goes and the politicians go than to have some renovation of
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historic space which was once something else now become a Federal
office building? Isn't that really the basic problem?
Mr. GARVEY. Senator, that is certainly one problem.
Senator CHAFEE. I mean every time they go in and look at the his-

toric buildings, they come up with, as you say, fantastic renovation
costs, and then they will come in at the same time with a relatively
lower price for the construction of a Federal building. Then, of course,
when the bids come in, the bids are way higher for the new building.
I agree with you. I don't think the historic preservation gets a fair
shake.
Mr. GARVEY. I think that is often true and that is one reason we

mentioned in our statement the difficulties in estimates of cost and
the feasible and prudent standard. We have architecturally significant
buildings in this country that are being successfully renovated for use
constantly by private developers. As a matter of fact, there is an ex-
ample in Chicago at the moment.
Senator CHAFEE. Not for Federal space though.
Mr. GARVEY. That is correct, they are not being renovated for Fed-

eral space. But at this very moment in Chicago there is a building that
has been declared by the Secretary of Interior to be nationally sig-
nificant, a building that is architecturally important to the whole
Nation. GSA found that it was not feasible to rehabilitate that
building for Government use, but a private developer has now under-
taken the project and will put it into the commercial market. Federal
employees that might have worked daily in what is one of the great
buildings of this country are deprived of the opportunity because of
an estimating process and a decision process that doesn't properly take
into account the architectural and historic quality of the building.
Senator CHAFEE. My point is that there is a bias in the system in

GSA which can't readjust its sights to looking at the possibilities of
a historic building. There is a bias within the political structure here
in Congress against using historic buildings. I believe that is so, at
least I think it is. Whereas the private people increasingly are mov-
ing, just as you pointed out in Chicago, to these old buildings and re-
modeling them. If you go through Boston on the Southeast Express-
way, there is a great big factory there that is a massive six-story brick
building that was abandoned. Now they are putting apartments there.
They have built balconies, they have dented into the walls and put
in balconies. Now that is the kind of thing the Government would
have looked at and come up with 1,000 reasons they couldn't do it.
Sometimes it seems to me we have to change the bias in the system
against using historic buildings. But the experience has been having
a great big new building, which hopefully might be named after one
of us. Isn't that true?
Mr. GARVEY. Senator, pick the right building and put the right

name on it and then maybe we could get something done. Boston has
the best record of anywhere as far as historic preservation; Faneuil
Hall and the Quincy Market have been fantastically successful as a
commercial venture.
Senator CHAFEE. What about as a Federal building, any Federal

tenants in them?
Mr. GARVEY. I don't believe there are any at the moment. However,

once again the situation that you speak to, with regard to attitudes
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and seeking opportunities, is what we have addressed in this statement
and one which we will address in our point-by-point comment on your
legislation; that is having the right people, the righ; kind of establish-
ment within GSA to balance the longstanding attitude that they are
a new construction agency. The reuse of buildings is not a policy that
has been prevalent in our Government. It has not been an accepted
practice for a great many years, and GSA at the moment does not have
that capability. We find within GSA a certain number of people be-
low the policy level that are very much aware of preservation needs
and policies, but this attitude is not widespread at the decisionmaking
level of GSA.

Senator CHAFEE. I don't want to keep this going too long, Mr. Chair-
man. I thank you. I think you are right, there is an attitude that has
to be changed, maybe not at the top, but probably amongst the staff
there are not any people who are tuned into this kind of work.
Mr. GARVEY. Admiral Marschall, or Commissioner Marschall, I

guess I should say 
Senator CHAFEE. Once an admiral, always an admiral. Once a sena-

tor, always a senator. Once a governor, always a governor.
Mr. GARVEY. I was once a Marine, and he never lets me forget that,

so I continue to call him admiral. But he and I have talked about this
subject, and he is a man that understands historic preservation in the
sense that it is done in our national parks with our national landmarks.
My objective at the moment is to persuade him there are a lot of other
good buildings that, while not monumental and not worthy of being
included in the parks, are historically and architecturally significant.
We want GSA to use those.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Garvey.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you, sir. We appreciate your being here

this morning. Your testimony has been helpful. I am sure Senator
Moynihan was regretful he was not personally present. He will enjoy
what you said, particularly with regard to the post office here in
Washington.
[Subsequent to the hearing the following was received from Mr.

Garvey:]
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Advisory
Council On
Historic
Preservation

1522 K Street NW.

Washington D.C.

V 20005

•

April 3, 1980

Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan

United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Moynihan:

Thank you for your letter of February 13th regarding my testimony

on S. 2080 at the January 29th hearing of the Committee on Environ-

ment and Public Works.

Let me first clarify my statement. I did not mean to imply that

GSA has rejected all of the Council's eight recommendations for

use of historic buildings, but rather none have been adopted to

date. GSA has taken no formal action on three of the Council's

recommendation and in four other cases, GSA rejected the Council's

recommendations of suitable buildings. In one instance, the

Council found no historic buildings were suitable to meet the GSA

need. Enclosed is a synopsis of the eight Council reports and

actions taken by GSA.

Robert R. Garvey, Jr.

Executive Director

Enclosures
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Birmingham, Alabama 

In February 1978, GSA prepared a draft Report of Building Project
Survey for Birmingham, Alabama, to investigate the feasibility
and need for construction of a Federal Building. That report
considered the consolidation of existing Federal agencies in a
new structure requiring a total of 358,194 square feet of space.
In response to this identified need, the Council held an onsite
inspection in Birmingham in late July 1978. That field inspectionresulted in a report entitled "Historic Resources Survey" publishedin April 1979. The Council worked closely with the Birmingham
Historical Society, the Jefferson County Historical Society, andthe Alabama Historic Commission (State Historic Preservation
Officer) in the preparation of the report.

At the time the report was prepared there were many unresolved
factors in determining the exact requirements of GSA. Therefore,the report did not directly address the preliminary space require-ment of 358,194 square feet, but rather identified individual
buildings or groups of buildings that could be suitable for
government acquisition and/or use. The Council report stated inpart, "when space needs are finalized the feasibility of usingthese candidate buildings may change. The ... report is thereforemeant to present possible candidates rather than final recommend-ations." The primary buildings identified by the Council whichoffered the best potential to meet the needs of the governmentwere the Redmont Historic Block, the Burger-Phillips Building andthe Kress Building.

In July of 1979, the Council was verbally informed by GSA that aproject for Birmingham would be delayed beyond FY 1981. The
delay in developing the project may result in the buildings which
the Council recommended in its preliminary report being unavailable
for government acquisition or use. To date, the Council has
received neither an official statement from GSA regarding its
recommendations nor a final decision regarding the project. When
GSA's plans are determined, the Council stands ready to develop a
final detailed report of significant properties that may be
suitable to meet GSA's needs.
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Washington, D.C.

In February 1979, GSA notified the Council of a proposal to

acquire approximately 347,000 occupiable square feet in Washingt
on,

D.C., for the relocation and consolidation of the Bureau of Labor

Statistics (BLS) and requested Council identification of "any

P historic buildings large enough for the consolidation of BLS

which would be appropriate for this use." The Council worked

with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the City's

Municipal Planning Office to develop recommendations. The

* Council's recommendations were forwarded to GSA in mid-April

1979. The Council recommended two District buildings as candi-

dates: the Old Government Printing Office which will be vacated

by GPO following the construction of a new facility and an office

development project in the block bounded by 14th, 15th, F, and G

Streets which would incorporate facades of several landmark

buildings. However, the Council recommendation cautioned that

the prospectus being prepared by GSA should "fully explore the

possibilities of new construction or leasing, or a combination of

both," in conjunction with use of historic structures in a manner

similar to that contained in the prospectuses for the projects in

Boston and Omaha.

To date, the Council has had no further contact with GSA regarding

its recommendations for this project.
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Savannah, Georgia 

Shortly after the passage of the Public Building Cooperative UseAct, GSA asked the Council for recommendations for suitable
buildings in Savannah to meet a space need of approximately
340,000 gross square feet. The Council submitted Suitability
Report to GSA a on April 14, 1977, addressing this need. TheSuitability Report, developed in close cooperation with theHistoric Savannah Landmarks Foundation and the State HistoricPreservation Officer basically recommended two alternatives. Onewould utilize the Manger Hotel (listed in the National Register)in conjunction with new construction. The second option, whichwas preferred by the Council, suggested use of the historicCentral of Georgia Railway complex including the Red Building andthe Down Freight Warehouse in combination with new construction.The Central of Georgia Railway complex is listed in the NationalRegister.

On May 8, 1978, the Council learned from newspaper articles thatits recommendations had been rejected by GSA in favor of a totallynew construction project. GSA's decision was spelled out in theDraft Environmental Impact Statement dated the following day.The Manger Hotel was rejected by GSA because the building wasdeemed structurally deficient as well as having a space configur-ation that made it inefficient. The buildings in the Central ofGeorgia complex were ultimately rejected by GSA because they werelocated too far outside the central shopping area of the city.GSA also determined that the Red Building would not meet itsneeds because "it would be necessary to virtually totally rebuild"it. The Council questioned all of the reasons for rejection ofthe buildings recommended.

GSA's decision to proceed with a new construction project was
approved by Congress in May 1978. Since the proposed constructionproject is located in the Savannah Historic District, a NationalHistoric Landmark, a Memorandum of Agreement has been signed
between the State Historic Preservation Officer, GSA, and the
Council concerning the process of designing the new building so
that it will have the least adverse effect on the historic district.
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1

a

Boston, Massachusetts 

On November 21, 1977, GSA notified the Council that a Report of

Building Project Survey was being prepared for the Central Business

District of Boston. At that time GSA identified a need for

approximately 538,000 gross square feet of office space. This

figure includes approximately 440,400 square feet of occupiable

offfice space together with a requirement for 100,000 square feet

of parking space. On the basis of this space requirement the

Council provided, in March 1978, a preliminary report to GSA

concerning properties which might be suitable for Federal acquisi-

tion and use.

No single building was identified that could meet the GSA requirement.

The recommendation contained in the report was that a new Federal

facility should be "a combination of renovation and new construction."

In furtherance of this recommendation, three areas, all within

the Central Business District of Boston, were identified as

having "excellent potential" as possible locations for a new

Federal faclity which would combine historically significant
building(s) with new construction. These areas were: the Church

Green Site, the Custom House District and the Theatre (or Adult

Entertainment) District. In February of 1979, the Council verbally

withdrew its recommendations regarding the Custom House District

and the Theatre District. Thus, the recommendation made by the

Council is that the new Federal facility be located within the

Church Green Site area. In the development of its recommendations,

the Council worked closely with the Boston Preservation Alliance,

a local preservation organization.

GSA issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Project

on March 31, 1978, which included consideration of a site adjacent

to the Boston Common. The Council had previously rejected a

similar site as not being suitable. The DEIS was substantially

supplemented with Additional Environmental Data on May 31, 1979.

At the present time, GSA has still not selected a preferred site

for the new Federal facility and no final environmental impact

statement has been issued. Based on recent conversations with

GSA, it is the understanding of the Council that GSA is re-examining

the North Street Station area as a possible construction site and

that this will delay issuance of the final environmental statement

until mid-summer 1980.

Since the proposed Federal facility in Boston is being developed

in a two-step process (site selection followed by building design),

the Council has executed a Memorandum of Agreement with the

General Services Administration to comply with the requirements

of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and

regulations (36 CFR Part 800). The Memorandum ratified by the

Chairman on September 29, 1979, and amended on January 14, 1980,

describes the process for obtaining the Council's comments under

Section 106 on the site and building design for the new Federal

facility.
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Omaha, Nebraska 

In Omaha, Nebraska, the General Services Administration proposes
to construct a Federal facility of approximately 321,286 square
feet which would include a Federal Office Building, Parking
Facility, and Vehicle Maintenance Facility.

The Omaha project was brought to the attention of the Council in
November 1976, shortly after the passage of the Public Buildings
Cooperative Use Act. At that time, the prospectus for the project
was pending approval at the Office of Management and Budget.
However, GSA subsequently withdrew its initial request for Council
action. In March 1978, GSA again formally requested the Council
to identify significant buildings in Omaha that could be suitable
for Federal use. Initially, the GSA Regional Office contacted a
local preservation group, Landmarks, Inc. of Omaha in March 1977
for assistance in identifying historically significant buildings
for possible Federal use. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the project issued in September 1978, noted that GSA had not
yet received the recommendations of the Council and so had not
had an opportunity to analyze the Council's findings and indicated
that an analysis of the Coucnil's recommendations would be included
in the final statement.

Council recommendations were sent to GSA on November 30, 1978.
These recommendations were developed in close cooperation with
Landmarks, Inc. of Omaha who had prepared an initial report. The
sites recommended for Federal use by the Council and Landmarks,
Inc. were: the First National Bank Building, the City National
Bank Building, and the John Deere Building.

To date, no response from GSA has been received on the Council's
recommendations. However, it is the Council's understanding that
the House of Representatives has approved the prospectus and that
is it currently awaiting action in the Senate.
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Providence, Rhode Island

Shortly after the pasage of the Public Buildings Cooperative 
Use

Act in the Fall of 1976, GSA requested Council recommendation
s

for suitable buildings in 22 communities. Providence was one of

these communities. With initial assistance from the National

P Endowment for the Arts, the Council began study in Providence of

possible candidate buildings to meet the GSA need. The GSA

request identified a need for approximately 234,000 square fe
et.

With assistance from the Rhode Island Historical Preservation

.. Commission and a Boston architectural firm specializing in preser-

vation, the Council developed a suitability report which recomme
nded

a conceptual plan which called for the utilization of five building
s

in the Customhouse Historic District in conjuction with new

construction. In addition, the Council recommended that the John

E. Fogarty Federal Building be retained by GSA. The existing

buildings would meet approximately half of the space need identi-

fied by GSA. This report was submitted to GSA on December 7,

1977.

•

The Council's recommendation was rejected by GSA in the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement issued May 18, 1978, and in the

prospectus for the project dated May 19, 1978. In part, the

reasons for GSA's rejection of the Council recommendation were

that the buildings would have to be gutted and "Even then there

would be inherent problems with the buildings such as deficiency

of natural light, incompatible floor heights and narrow floor

width... In addition, there would be problems meeting handicapped

requirements... and floor loads would exceed the structural

capability of the buildings." GSA also said that city officials

"have stated that a new Federal Buildings is viewed as being one

of the elements with the greatest potential for spurring the

revitalization of the Providence CBD." GSA did, however, agree

to retain the John E. Fogarty Building and the U.S. Courthouse,

both listed in the National Register of Historic Places, "thus

demonstrating GSA's interest and efforts in historic preservatio
n

in Providence," according to the DEIS. Both the prospectus and

the DEIS concluded that the lease-construction of a new Feder
al

office building was most advantageous to the government.

The Council followed this with a letter of June 29, 1978, whi
ch

stated, in part, that neither the prospectus nor the DEIS had

made "a showing, as required by the Public Buildings Cooperat
ive

Use Act, that a historic building alternative is not feasible
 and

prudent." Several months later, on October 12, 1978, GSA responded

to the Council's letter. GSA stated that they concurred in the

Council's recommendation regarding the retention of the Fogar
ty

building, but that the Council's recommendation regarding res
ue

of the five buildings combined with new construction, was "not

the most prudent alternative for housing Federal agencies and
,

therefore, not in the best interest of the Government."

I 4
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At about the same time, on October 18, 1978, the Council, GSA,and the City of Providence, and the State Historic PreservationOfficer reached a "Preliminary Understanding" regarding thelease-construction project. The agreement provided that GSA didnot need to give further consideration to two historic buildings,but would comply with the provisions of Section 106 of the NationalHistoric Preservation Act and work with the Council to improveinteraction under the Public Building Cooperative Use Act.

The Final Environmental Impact Statement was issued on September19, 1979, and again repeated GSA's intention of responding tolocal priorities. GSA determined that "priority consideration ofthe Project Area [the area identified in the Council's study] wasnot deemed prudent, because of the City's expressed concern thata Federal project within this area would not provide the maximumpossible stimulus to revitalization efforts in Providence."

Negotiations were subsequently undertaken to reach a Memorandumof Agreement pursuant to the Council's regulations (36 CFR 800).The Memorandum, executed in February 1980, establishes specificdesign criteria for use in the design development of the lease-construction project and also details GSA actions that will betake if archeological resources are discovered on the site.
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Corpus Christi, Texas 

In December 1976, a GSA Federal Space Situation Report 
identified

a need for additional space for the U.S. Courts and rel
ated

activities in Corpus Christi, Texas. On March 3, 1977, GSA

requested the recommendations of the Council for histor
ically or

e architecturally significant buildings that could be use
d for this

purpose. The Council had only limited ability to respond to

GSA's request since no provision was made in the FY 197
7 appropri-

ations of either the Council or GSA to fund the Council
's efforts

v to implement the Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act and
 no

agreement had been reached regarding transfer of funds 
to the

Council by GSA for this purpose. Subsequently, the Council

obtained limited funding from the National Endownment f
or the

Arts to begin an examination of possible candidate prop
erties in

Corpus Christi. The Council worked primarily with the Texas

State Historic Preservation Officer in this period to i
dentify

suitable buildings to meet the needs outlined by GSA. Agreement

was reached in May of 1978 regarding transfer of funds 
from GSA

to the Council for the purpose of implementing the Counci
l's

responsibilities under the Act. As a result of this action, the

Council was able to develop a recommendation regarding 
the space

need in Corpus Christi.

The recommendation regarding the Federal space need was
 sent to

GSA on September 19, 1978. The Old Neuces County Courthouse was

initially considered a prime candidate but a number of 
factors

precluded the Council from formally recommending it to 
meet the

identified space need. No other historically or architecturally

significant buildings were found suitable and the Counc
il concluded

that "GSA should proceed as it feels appropriate with t
he development

of a new building proposal for the community." Additionally, the

Council recommended that while the Old Neuces County 
Courthouse

could not serve the needs of the U.S. Courts, GSA sho
uld consider

locating some other Federal offices in the Courthouse
. In October

1979, GSA expressed continued interest in leasing 
space in the

Courthouse for Federal space needs. However, the execution of

such a lease has been delayed because of appraisal prob
lems.
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Milwaukee, Wisconsin

In a Federal Space Situation Report, dated March 7, 1977, GSA
indicated a need for approximately 250,000 square feet of space
for the consolidation of Federal agencies in Milwaukee, Wisconsin.
Council recommendations for suitable buildings that could meet
this need were requested by GSA on June 2, 1977. The Council
responded on August 12, 1977, with preliminary recommendations
based primarily on a literature search and telephone contacts.
The Council cautioned, at that time, that a final recommendation
would require extensive coordination with the State Historic
Preservation Officer and an onsite inspection of buildings in
Milwaukee. At the time, no funds were available for the Council
to implement the Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act. The
preliminary list recommended four buildings all listed on the
National Register of Historic Places and in close proximity to
the existing Federal Building. They were: the Iron Block Building;
the Mackie Building, 611 N. Broadway (already partially occupied
by the Government); and the Mitchell Building.

GSA rejected all of the Council's recommendations in a letter
dated October 31, 1977. The reasons given for the rejection of
the recommendations were:

a. recommendation of several buildings negated the GSA
objective of consolidating agencies in one or two locations;

b. the asking price of the buildings exceeded, according
to a GSA appraiser, the fair market value; and,

c_ renovation of an historic building in lieu of developing
a new Federal building would be inconsistent with local
community plans.

No acknowledgement was made in the letter of the preliminary
nature of the Council's recommendation.

On April 10, 1979, GSA issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for a lease construction project of 327,000 occupiable square
feet in Milwaukee. That Statement rejected the use of any existing
building as "not compatible with local development plans which
include a new Federal Building." The buildings identified by the
Council in its preliminary recommendations were rejected for
precisely the same reasons that GSA had previously stated in its
letter of October 31, 1977. The DEIS made no acknowledgement
that the recommendations of the Council of August 12, 1977, were
preliminary and that the Council had stated that a final recommend-
ation would be needed. In its comments on the DEIS the Council
questioned GSA's analysis used at arriving at the rejection of
the historic buildings previously mentioned. The Council particularly
questioned the methods used by GSA in arriving at cost figures to
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compare new construction and reuse of existing space. The Council

also noted that the need for a new Federal Office Buildi
ng in

Milwaukee had been questioned by the Director of the Off
ice of

Management and Budget in a letter to the Administrator o
n April

21, 1978. GSA responded to the Council comment letter on the

DEIS and noted again that use of historic buildings for
 Federal

needs would be "inconsistent with local community plans." 
GSA

further noted, "With respect to the Office of Management a
nd

Budget (OMB) questioning the need for a new Federal O
ffice Building,

this has been the standard approach of OMB over the last f
ew

years." To date, no final environmental impact statement has

been issued.



46

Senator STAFFORD. The Chair is not about to adjourn this meeting.
The Chair understands the next meeting of the full committee on this
particular legislation will occur in this room at 10 o'clock on Friday,
February 1st.
The meeting is hereby adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene

subject to call of the Chair.]
[Statements submitted• for the record, statements of Senators

Moynihan, Randolph, Stafford, and Chafee from the Congressional
Record, the bill 2080, and the list of delegations requested by Senator
Stafford follow:]

0
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Statement of Roger C. Altman

Assistant Secretary of the Trea
sury

for Domestic Finance

Before the Senate Committee on Environment
 and Public Works

January 29, 1980

It is a pleasure to be here this 
morning to present the

Treasury's views on the Public Bu
ildingsAct of 1979, S.2080.

You have specifically requested t
hat I address my remarks

to Title IX regarding public buil
ding financing.

Title IX would authorize the Admin
istrator of GSA to

borrow from the Secretary of the T
reasury to finance purchases,

construction or renovation of publ
ic buildings. The loans would

be repaid over a period of up to 
30 years, with a deferral of

interest and principal payments t
o the Treasury until a building

is ready for occupancy.

The bill provides for the Secreta
ry of the Treasury to

determine the interest rate on GSA
 borrowings, taking into

consideration the current average 
yield on outstanding market-

able obligations of the U.S. of c
omparable maturities. The

Treasury would make this determina
tion based on current

quotations for outstanding Treasur
y securities provided by the

Federal Reserve Bank of New York.

The Treasury and GSA would develop
 an agreement that would

set forth the terms for the Treas
ury loans to GSA. For example,

the agreement would specify the
 time period over which the

Treasury would make disbursements unde
r its commitment to

purchase GSA obligations, the met
hod of pricing disbursements
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and the repayment terms. The deferral of repayments and

consequent capitalization of interest provided by Title IX

of the proposed bill would be taken into consideration in the

interest rate determination.

The budget treatment of GSA outlays for public buildings

purchase, construction and renovation under Title IX would

defer recording outlays for public buildings until debt service

payments are made to the Secretary of the Treasury. Beginning

the year after the building is completed and continuing for

approximately 30 years, each debt service expenditure would

be reflected as a budget expenditure. The amount of borrowing

from the Treasury would be authorized in appropriation acts.

The Federal budget accounting for borrowings from the

Treasury envisioned under Title IX is significantly different

from the budget treatment of other agencies' borrowings from

the Treasury. Federal budget outlays are usually recorded

in the budget of the borrowing agency at the time the agency

spends the loan proceeds. In most cases the Treasury disburses

loans at the time an agency needs the funds to make a payment,

such as a construction progress payment.

The budget accounting for public buildings acquisition in

Title IX of the proposed bill is similar, however, to the

arrangement under the Lease Purchase Act of 1954 (P.L. 83-519),

which expired in 1957, was reinstated in the Public Building

Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-313) and expired again on June 30, 1975.
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These statutes which were enacted to provide temporary authority t
o

accelerate Federal building acquisitions, authorized GSA to

contract to purchase, construct or renovate public buildings.

The purchase contracts were used as collateral for obligations

issued initially in the private capital markets, and later

to the Federal Financing Bank, to finance GSA projects. Budget

outlays for GSA projects undertaken under these statutes were

recorded when yearly repayments under the purchase contract

were made by GSA, rather than when funds were originally expended

for construction.

The purchase contract authority in Title IX of the bill

raises the question of the appropriate budget treatment of

capital outlays. While accounting arrangements similar to

purchase contracting may be appropriate in the private sector,

the Administration has opposed their use by Federal agencies.

The Administration's position is that Federal construction

programs should be fully funded by the net income of the Public

Buildings Fund and by direct appropriations. The Administration

supports full funding because it clearly reveals current Federal

government demands on the resources available in the U.S.

economy.
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Council On
Historic
Preservation

1522 K Street NW.
Washington D.C.
20005

Statement of Robert R. Garvey, Executive Director
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

on S. 2080 before the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee,
January 29, 1980

My name is Robert R. Garvey and I am Executive Director of the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. The Council is an
independent Federal agency comprised of the heads of fifteen
Federal agencies, including the General Services Administration,
and fourteen non-Federal members, including twelve Presidential
appointees. The Council has a general mandate to advise the
President and the Congress on historic preservation matters.
Among its other authorities, the Council is charged by the
Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act of 1976 to recommend to the
Administrator of GSA historic buildings that may be suitable to
meet Federal space needs. Our experience in the Federal historic
preservation program and, more specifically, under the Public
Buildings Cooperative Use Act form the basis for our strong
support of the historic preservation provisions of the proposed
Public Buildings Act of 1979.

The Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act heralded a new direction
in Federal buildings policy. The Act established a olear preference
for the use of historic buildings to house the activities of the
Federal Government. The Council supports this policy now, as it
did in 1976. We believe its soundness is unassailable, not only
as-a commitment to preserve important elements of our national
partrimony in productive contemporary use, but also to conserve
energy, rejuvenate declining downtowns and provide attractive
and efficient working places for Federal employees. Unfortuantely,
despite the soundness of this policy, the current system established
under the Cooperative Use Act has not been able to fully realize
the benefits that could be attained in this area. The flaws lie
not in the concept but rather have surfaced as GSA and the
Council have sought to implement the Act. We are most pleased
that the Congress, through S. 2080, now has the opportunity to
remedy these shortcomings, so that the full potential of the
program established by the Cooperative Use Act can be realized.

After the Act was passed in 1976, the Council and GSA worked
closely to develop a system whereby the Council would identify
historic buildings suitable for Federal use and GSA would then
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determine whether, in Ole terms of the Act, the inten
ded use of

the building was "feasible and prudent." The system appeared

sound and, indeed, many of its features would deserve t
o be

incorporated into the implementation of the proposed Pu
blic

Buildings Act of 1979. Bowever certain aspects of the Cooperative

Use Act program require legislative remedies.

Since 1976, GSA has submitted 31 requests to the Counci
l for the

identification of historic buildings suitable for Federal
 acquisi-

tion. Of these, the Council has made eight recommendations. 
Of

the remainder, four are projects that have been delayed a
t GSA's.

request, eight have resulted in a finding by the Council 
of no

suitable historic buildings, and five are being studied b
y the

Council. In addition, GSA and the Council developed a system to

give preference to historic buildings for government leas
es,

consistent with the policy of the Act but not specificall
y

mandated by it. Under this leasing preference process, GSA has

notified the Council of 688 expiring leases. The Council has

responded with specific recommendations in many cases and
 in all

cases with information on local contacts and sources re
garding

historic properties in the community.

It should be noted that the Council's activities in this 
area

have been carriedout with absolutely minimal funding. The

Cooperative Use Act authorized no funds for Council activ
ities

and, with a total annual appropriation of about $1 millio
n, the

Council was unable to absorb the cost of these new .resp
onsibilities.

By agreement with GSA, $60,000 was transferred to the Cou
ncil

for FY 1978 and $90,000 each year for FY 1979 and FY 
1980. This

has supported a minimal staff of two professionals and.
a secretary.

The studies and recommendations cited above are the 
product of

their diligence and their ability to mobilize considera
ble

volunteer support from local preservationists.

GSA's response to the Council efforts has not been ov
erly encouraging.

Of.the eight recommendations for Federal acquisition 
of historic

buildings submitted by the Council, not one has been 
adopted by

GSA. Four have been actually rejected and the remainder ar
e in

various stages of analysis in GSA's project developme
nt process.

As a result, we are unable to point to one succe
ssful application

of the Council recommendation/GSA evaluation proce
ss envisioned

in the Cooperative Use Act. Only properties already in Federal

ownership, such as the Post Office buildings in St
. Louis and

Washington, and the unique case of Nashville's Union 
Station,

which has been donated to the Government, are acti
ve renovation

projects of the sort encouraged by the Act. The cooperative

efforts on the leasing program have fared a little
 better --

thirty-six involving historic buildings, represent
ing around

600,000 square feet out of GSA's current inventory
 of 80 million

square feet of leased space, slightly more than 
one-half of one

percent.
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The Council does not see this record as reflecting unsoundness
in the basic concepts of reusing historic buildings to meet
Federal space needs. Rather we believe that our experience with
the Act over the past three years has given us the basis for
making substantive recommendations to significantly improve the
program. Combined with the proposed changes of S.2080 to more
actively involve this Committee in the decisionmaking process
for Federal buildings, these recommendations will result in the
effective incoporation of historic preservation into the public
buildings program.

I. Identification of historic buildings suitable for Federal
space needs should be an integral element of GSA's project 
development process with appropriate levels of staff and 
funding. The Council believes that its position, external
to GSA's process, has handicapped its efforts. In the
absence of adequate funding, the Council has not had access
to the technical expertise necessary to fully integrate
GSA's myriad policies and needs into the Council's search
for suitable historic buildings. While the Council might
be able to carry out this responsibility if it were given
adquate funding and staff, we believe the approach taken in
S. 2080 to make this identification function part of GSA's
own responsibility and internal process is the wiser course
of action. However, we believe that GSA must establish an
effective in-house historic preservation capability that
properly balances the expertise and resources .committed to
achieving other more traditional GSA objectives. To this
end, we recommend that S. 2080 specifically require GSA to
consult with the Council in the development of an internal
process to identify and evaluate the suitability Of historic
buildings for meeting Federal space needs. Such.a process
should be reviewed by this Committee before being put into
place to ensure the Act's objectives will be met.

Statutory language regarding decisions on when it is
feasible and prudent for GSA to use a historic building 
requires further clarification. Because the final decision
on the use of a historic building brings on the Administrator's
determination that it is feasible and prudent, it is crucial
that this standard accurately reflect the Congressional
intent of a preference for the historic preservation option.
Our experience has shown that there is a tendency in GSA to
reject a reuse proposal if it costs more than new construction.
The standard of "feasible and prudent" for Government use
must recognize that cost alone will not determine the
acceptance or rejection of a reuse project. The standard
must recognize certain factors that are not quantifiable in
dollar terms, such as the preservation of a historically or
architecturally significant building, the contribution of
such a building to the visual environment of a city, and
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the function of the building as a symbol of local pride and

public spirit. Furthermore, the reuse of historic buildings

provides significant energy savings that are presently not

factored into GSA's cost analyses. The Council recently

issued a report, AsSessing the Energy Conservation Benefits 

of Historic Preservation, which provides formulas for

measuring and comparing the energy investment needed for

rehabilitation and new construction. Copies of that report

have been furnished to the Committee. We believe that, in

light of national energy policies and the results of our

case studies demonstrating the energy cost advantages of

rehabilitation over new construction, the feasible and

prudent standard should take into account the relative

energy investment required by renovation and new construction.

S. 2080 could achieve these objectives by requiring GSA to

consult with the Council in the development of criteria for

determining when it is feasible and prudent to reuse a

historic building and to submit such criteria to the Committee.

3. Conflicting GSA policies and requirements that often prevent 

the reuse of historic buildings should be revised to reflect 

the historic preservation preference of S. 2080. The

application of other GSA standards and requirements, such

as op-location of agencies, parking requirements, and

energy conservation standards, has resulted in the rejection

of a number of historic buildings as either not capable of

meeting applicable GSA standards or avtoo costly once they

are brought into compliance. Unfortuantely, these are

frequently buildings that are capable of being commercially

viable and profitable office projects which meet normal

local codes. Part of this problem will be relieved when

GSA develops more experience and in-house expertise on

historic preservation projects. We believe this will be

aided by our first recommendation that GSA develop an

internal historic preservation process in consultation with

the Council. We believe additional relief could be provided

in S. 2080 by making it clear that the reuse of historic

buildings requires special consideration in the application

of other GSA standards and requirements. This would introduce

an element of flexibility in meeting the purposes of such

legitimate needs as adequate lighting, access and egress,

and consolidation of Federal offices. Compliance with an

often unyielding specific standard that escalates costs

unnecessarily or even prohibits use of the buildings should

not be an absolute. We believe the Government should

continue to set an example in these areas but we do not

think that the objective of safe and accessible buildings

need be incompatible with cost-effective reuse. A joint

review by the Counci and GSA of the conflicts should be

undertaken and the results submitted to this Committee.
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4. GSA cost-estimating techniques need to be reviewed to ensure 
that renovation costs are accurately projected. A major
stumbling block to effective implementation of the historic
preservation provisions of the Cooperative Use Act has been
GSA's cost estimating techniques. Frequently, GSA's detailed
estimates far exceed the initial estimates that have been
incorporated into the Council's recommendations. Excessive
cost effectively precludes a decision to acquire and renovate
a historic buildings, so it is absolutely crucial that
costs of renovation be accurately projected. Our experience
indicates GSA's figures may be highly overstated when
compared with accepted average figures for comparable
renovation work in the private sector. This gives us
serious concern that GSA's estimates may not be sufficiently
accurate for useful comparisons with new construction. We
recommend that S. 2080 direct GSA to review with the Council
its cost estimating practices regarding renovation and
submit its findings, along with necessary revisions in
techniques, to the Committee.

5. Statutory preference for the use of historic buildings 
should be extended to leasing. While we suport the intention
of S. 2080 to substantially reduce the amount of space
leased to the Federal Government, the Council also recognizes
that GSA will continue to lease significant amounts of
space. We therefore recommend that S. 2080 expand the
preference for GSA's use of historic buildings. to include
leasing. This process has been in effect administratively
under the Cooperative Use Act and has provided concrete
results without substantial additional effort or costs. It
should be part of GSA's legislative mandate.

In summary, the Council believes that the fundamental change in
Federal buildings policy originating in the Public Buildings
Cooperative Use Act of 1976 is a sound national policy and
should be continued. Additional Congressional oversight through
this Committee, coming as S. 2080 proposes at the critical
points in the decisionmaking process on a public building project,
will be a significant improvement in ensuring the intent of the
Cooperative Use Act and the Public Buildings Act of 1979 is
carried out. As noted in this statement, refinements are necessary
to achieve the full potential of this program. We urge the
Committee to act favorably on these suggestions and we look
forward to an ongoing role in implementing this important Federal
program.

•
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Congressional Record
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OE THE CONGRISS, FIRST SESSION

Vol. 123 WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 5, 1979

Senate
By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself,
Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. STAFFORD,
Mr. CHATEE, Mr. BASER, Mr.
Bzwrszi(, Mr. Humor, Mr. CM:
VER, Mr. DOKENICI, Mr. GRAVEL,
Mr. HART, Mr. Musicrt, Mr.
SIXPSON, and Mr. Parssma) :

S. 2080. A bill to establish public build-
ings policies for the Federal Govern-
ment, to establish the Public Buildings
Services in the General Services Admin-
istration, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

PUBLIC SOTLDINGS ACT Or 1279

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President. on
behalf of myself and the entire mem-
bership of the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. I am introduc-
ing a bill to reform and reorganize the
General Services Administration's pub-
lic building program. This bill, the Pub-
lic Buildings Act of 1979, would make
three profound changes in a program so
troubled that, arlier this year, the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public
Works imposed a moratorium on new
projects proposed under its auspices.
The bill Would—
First, require GSA once each year to

submit an annual plan for building con-
struction and maintenance that con-
forms to legislative guidelines;
Second, establish a long-range build-

ing program with the object of placing
no more than 20 percent of the Gov-
ernment work force in leased offices
and placing the rest in Government-
owned buildings; and
Third, create a purchase contract pro-

gram to enable the GSA to finance build-
ing" construction with funds borrowed
from the Treasury at interest and re-
paid over a term of years in the manner
of paying off a mortgage.
This bill is the result of hearings held

by the Cmunittee on Environment and
Public Works to look into the GSA pub-
lic buileings program which this year
had a budget of $1.4 billion. I am hon-
ored and gratified that the bill has at-
tracted as its initial cosponsors Senator
RANDOLVI, the distinguished chairman
of the committee, Senator Surroaa, the
distinguished ranking minority member,
Senator Clung, who shares responsibil-
ity with me for the committee's oversight
of public buildings matters. Senator

No. 172

BIIEDICX. who immediately preceded Ins
as the majority member with public
buildings responsibility, and Senators
BAKER, BENTSEN, CULVER, DOBLINICI,
GRAVES., HART, and San:sow, all members
of the committee.

All of us experienced in this matter
agree that a thorough overhaul of the
program is needed and that this bill pro-
vides us the tools with which to set it
aright At the same time, we recognize
that we are breaking some new ground
in this legislation, and we look forward
to receiving comments, from the GSA
leadership and the private construction
industry, that will help us improve it.

Under our current public buildings pro-
gram. the Committee on Environment
and Public Works receives prospectuses
one at a time, throughout the year. that
propose various construction, renovation,
and leasing actions to be undertaken by
the GSA on behalf of the agencies of the
Government Other than a pro forma
declaration asserting the importance of
each to the efficient functioning of the
Government, we have no idea of the rel-
ative priorities among the proposals, nor
do I believe that the GSA itself has any
notion of the priorities. We can—and
do—authorize projects without knowing
whether there will later be an appropri-
ation sufficient to undertake them. Some
authorized projects languish unfunded
for years, and some are never carried
out at all.
The parade of prospectuses shows re-

markable inconsistencies. Construction
standards for Federal buildings result in
sturdily built, if sometimes grandoise ed-
ifices, while no qualitative standards
whatever seem to guide decisions over
leasing space in private buildings, with
the result that Government offices are
sometimes placed in jerry-built, out-of-
the-way buildings that no self-respect-
ing private firm will occupy.

Guidelines on how to select locations
for Federal offices so as to promote Gov-
ernment efficiency or provide convenient
service to the public also seem not to
exist. One former GSA official confided
that such policies as there were could be
manipulated in any given situation to
justify equally placing Federal offices in
the heart of downtown or on an island
in the middle of a river.
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How is-one to measure performance or year thereafter, a surplus that can be
identify impropriety in an agency like used to finance other Federal buildings.
the GSA when the policies supposedly After all, at some point in any building's
governing it are so ambiguous or con- life, you have paid off its capital cost and
flicting that they can be invoked to ra- have only to pay thereafter its mainte-
tionalize nearly every action? How is nance. In the 14th year of a lease, you
Congress to exercise its oversight func- have nothing to show but 14 years of rent
tions in the light of this jumble of pri- receipt stubs, and the sure expectation
orities and practices? that the next year you will have to pay
While we in the Congress and officials full rent—at somewhat inflated rates, of

of the GSA have been caught up in this eourse._again,
situation, the Office of Management and The National Bureau of Standards es-
Budget in successive Presidential admin- timates that, over 40 years in the life
istrations over the past dozen years have of an office building, design and construe-
emasculated the public buildings pro- tion costs account for only 5 percent of
gram. In the shortsighted pursuit of the cost of conducting business within
budget trimming, the OMB has enforced it; employee wages account for almost all
a drastic curtailment of Federal con- of the rest. If we spend that 5 percent
struction and a concomitant increase in for high quality design and construction,
leasing to provide Federal office space, we can produce a Federal building tail-

According to an excellent recent report ored to Federal needs that will enhance
of the General Accounting Office, from employee productivity and thus effect
fiscal year 1966 to fiscal year 1979, there significant economies in the other 90-
was no appreciable increase in Govern- plus percent of the Government's admin-
ment-owned space acquired through di- istrative expenses.
rect construction, while leased space in We now have a large inventory of tin-
creased by over 100 percent, from 44.6 met building needs. In February of this
million to 93.3 million square feet. An- year, the GSA reported that there were
nual lease payments by the GSA in the $281 million of building projects aP-
same period increased from $131 million proved or pending and an additional $383
to $520 million, to the point where lease million in "potential" projects. This
payments in fiscal year 1980 will account means that, even in the absence of corn-
for over 39 percent of the public buildings prehensive planning, the GSA has iden-
budget. Construction funds make up just tified a backlog of $664 million in
over 1 percent of the same budget. The projects.
annual rental budget will exceed $1 bll- We must do something about this sit-
lion within 3 years at its current pace. uation. The Public Buildings Act of 1979
In other words. our Publiz Buildings would set limits on leasing, establish

Service is fast becoming a "private build- criteria that would let GSA officials know
ings service." Half of all civilian employ- when and when not to lease, and enforce
ees housed by the GSA now work in procedural safeguards in lease negotia-
leased space. Our committee has ciiscov- Lions. It would encourage innovation and
ered that even the most sensitive na- research in building design to insure
Lionel security activities of the Govern- functional efficiency and architectural
ment have been provided space in pri- excellence in Federal buildings.
vale buildings that were constructed Nevertheless, we cannot hope to find
without the slightest regard for physical sufficient funds this year, or in the next
or communications security require- several years, to reduce significantly the
ments. It should also come as no shock leased inventory or to put a dent in the
that we have uncovered situations in building backlog, if we have to rely on
which the competition in bidding for direct construction funding. The bill I
Government leases appears to have been am proposing today would allow us to
unnaturally and unnecessarily restricted, make a significant start by authorizing
Leasing has the immediate budgetary the GSA to borrow construction funds

advantage in any one year of requiring from the Treasury. The mechanism is
less of an outlay of funds than building similar to a mortgage on a home: GSA
a building. This is, of course, why leasing would pay back principal plus interest
so appeals to the OMB. But the GAO, over a period of years, taking advantage
itself not noted for advocating budgetary of the favorable interest rates available
profligacy, reports than when one corn- to the Treasury Department.
pares construction expenditures, leasing The GAO has endorsed such a system.
costs, and the payments Federal agencies Although this method of borrowing does
make into the Federal buildings fund of not produce as favorable a balance for
the GSA as rent for their office space the Federal buildings fund as direct con-
over a period equivalent to the expected struction funding, GAO reports that it
life of a Federal building, construction is only slightly less favorable, and much
looks much more favorable on Federal preferable to long-term leasing.
accounting sheets. In the first 150 years of our country's
The GAO charts show that a Federal

building recovers the cost of its construc- 
history. we built substantial buildings

tion by the 14th year and provides a sur- 
to house the permanent functions of the

plus to our Federal buildings fund every 
Government; buildings, many of which
still stand, that symbolized to local
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townspeople use cooperative interest of
the Government in the well-being of
their communities, and that promoted
the dignified and expeditious conduct of
Government functions. These buildings
were among the most architecturally
distinguished buildings of their day,
and they were a source of pride to the
citizenry.
This bill would establish the struc-

tures, policies, and fiscal wherewithal in
the General Services Administration to
return the public buildings program to
its earlier success and stature—and pro-
vide the Congress with the information
and timely opportunities to make certain
that the program attains and maintains
that level of excellence and propriety.

SEC-MON-ST-SECTION ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY
or THE PUBLIC Buit.tirNos Acr or 1979

Section 101 establishes the basic authority
of the Administrator of GSA to satisfy the
building requirements of the Government.
Section 102 establishes in law the Public

Buildings Service of GSA and provides for
the head of the PBS to be appointed by the
President and confirmed by the Senate
At present. PBS is not established by

statute and its administrative chief is Oct
subject to confirmation.

Section 103 establishes the position of
Supervising Architect to oversee design ac-
tivities of the PBS.
This position existed in the Government

from the 1840's until 1939 and its incumbents
were chiefly responsible for the mftir,t•ranre

of high standards of quality in Federal
architecture during that period.
Sections 104, 105, 108, and 107 withdraw

current delegations of building authority
from. GSA to other agencies, provide that
such delegations must be approved in ad-
vance by the Congressional authorizing com-
mittees. and require agencies exercising dele-
gated authorities to conform to the policies
and procedures of this Act.

In the past, GSA Administrators have dele-
gated authority without the knowledge of
these committees. The agencies that received
such delegations have thus been allowed to
act independently in this area, without con-
forming to consistent Government policies
or submitting to oversight by the Congres-
sional committees charged with overseeing
the Government's building activities.

Section 108 requires GSA to keep the Con-
gress and its oversight committees fully and
currently informed of GSA activities under
this Act, to include reports of the GSA In-
spector General concerning building activi-
ties

In the recent past. the Environment and
Public Works Committee has had difficulty
getting the GSA to respond even to direct
requests for information on Its policies and
activities.

Section 109 encourages GSA to undertake
research and evaluation to improve public
buildings and offices.

The GSA has a huge building inventory
but has conducted only sporadic studies to
improve the functioning and efficiency of
existing and planned buildings. Even small
Improvements could yield huge savings in
building operating costs and increases in the
productivity of Federal employees for dec-
ades to come.

Section 110 requires GSA to submit an an-
nual report on activities undertaken under
this Act It requires, among other things, a
full accounting of public buildings and
leased space, to include a revenue and ex-
pense statement for each building or leased
location.

The report Is designed to furnish the Con-
gress with essential oversight information on
the status of the buildings program and is
timed so that its data can be used by Con-

gress in evaluating the proposed annual
buildings program to be submitted a few
weeks earlier under Title 8 of the Act The
revenue and expense statements are stipu-
lated to encourage GSA to.manage its build-
ings in a business-like manner and ha, been
suggested by GAO in past reports. The re-
port would also provide information on con-
tractors, cost over-runs, and GSA activi-
ties undertaken at the behest of and for re-
imbursement by other Federal agencies
'rider section 210(a) (8) of the Federal Prop-
rty and Administrative Services Act
Section 111 contains definitions of signifi-

tam terms.
The definition of "public buildings- is

relatively unchanged from that in the Public
Buildings Act of 1959 and defines those
buildings for which GSA is respon.sible and
those under the jurisdiction of cther agen-
cies. The latter are most notably buildings
on defense installations and parklands and
VA hospitals, nuclear and other power proj-
ects, and postal buildings.

Section 112 repeals the Public Buildings
Act of 1959.
Section 201 sets out basic considerations

to be followed in locating Federal offices.
The offices are to be placed reasonably close

_ to other public or private activities, or to
residential areas with which they must be in
frequent contact. The sections sets out cri-
teria and priorities for consolidating Federal
offices.

Agency offices appear to be moved around
at present without conscientious regard to
where they could best carry out their respon-
sibilities. Offices of- Federal agencies that
have little or nothing to do with each other
are often consolidated into one building cn
the unproven assumption that such consoli-
dation effects administrative economies. The
building space requirements that follow upon
these mass consolidations often impel the
Government to restrict competitive bidding
for leases to a few large buildings, to re-
ject the option of purchasing sound. smaller
buildings, or to build Federal buildings so
large that they disrupt their surroundings
and local development plans.

Section 202 establishes priorities of using
existing Government-owned buildings first
and acquiring historic buildings seccnd In
finding space for Federal agency offices.
This section meshes the traditional policy

of maximizing the use of Federal building
space with the historic preservation man-
dates of the Public Buildings Cooperative
tIse Act of 1978.

Sections 203 and 204 establish geographic
priorities in locating Federal buildings.
Headquarters of Federal agencies are to be in
the Washington, D.C. area, unless otherwise
specified in law. Other agency offices, except
for designated regional or area offices, are to
be distributed across the country in propor-
tion to population. In urbanized areas, of-
fices are to be located in a central business

, district, near public transportation, and close
to public and commercial services.
Placing headquarters offices in and around

Washington conforms to the vision of the
Founding Fathers in establishing a National
Capital. A priority for downtown locations
reflects the fact that Federal offices are. and
ought to be, central aspects of community
life and need to be in the heart of an urban
area. Locations reachable by public trans-
portation will best serve both visitors and
Federal employees and will minimize traffic
congestion and energy consumption. Locat-
ing offices near parks, stores, and the like can
help make Federal employment attractive
to well-qualified individuals.

These c.interia for making siting decisions
are intended to rectify the confusion ap-
parent in project recommendations in which
sometimes one and sometimes another factor
is given precedence in justifying the :ease or
construction of particular buildings.
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Section 205 affords an agency head an ap-
peal to the Office of Management and Budget
on the grounds that a GSA site decision
would hamper agency efficiency. OMB would
send a report of any such appeal to the over-
sight committees in Congress.
This establishes in law a procedure similar

to one already in use informally in the execu-
tive branch, and adds a notification to the
Congress of the resolution of any such
dispute
Section 301 is a statement of principles of

architectural excellence for public buildings
They borrow from the Guiding Principles

for Federal Architecture, prepared In 1962 rt
President Kennedy's request.
Sections 302 and 3013 provide that in any

city or town one Federal building and an
additional Federal courthouse shall be of
monumental design and other Federal build-
ings shall be designed to the same standards
as first cl:ss private buildings. In a city or

town with two or more existing monumental
Federal buildings, they would continue to be
maintained as monumental buildings, but
any further Federal construction would be
designed to the first class private standard

It is entirely appropriate to provide Fed-
eral office buildings and courthouses that
reflect in their quality the significance of the
national government. However. current Fed-
eral design standards provide only for monu-
mental construction, and these standards ac-
count for the high cost of Federal buildings
compared to those in the private sector. These
sections would rectify this.

Section 304 calls for design attention to
suitable scale in public buildings. conform-
ance to local zoning, energy-saving features.
architectural details and creating functional
and attractive interior work areas. It also
establishes criteria for providing automobile
and bicycle parking and employee shower
room-S.
Too often. Federal buildings are out of

scale with their surroundings and Ignore in-
exPensive. natural means of saving energy.
Federal offices and waiting areas are no-
toriously poorly designed. contributing not
only to a poor image of Government service
but also to inefficiency of the Federal work-
force and Inconvenience to the public. One
provision of the section encourages GSA to
purchase furniture on the open market. This
would eliminate the current questionable
practice of contracting with firms that pro-
duce inferior items solely for Government
um:. Parking would be provided primarily
for carpools and only for a fee to minimize
automobile commuting. Showers and dress-
ing rooms would be provided chiefly for the
benefit of bicyclists and would also entail a
fee.

Section 305 requires high standards of
cleanliness and maintenance for Federal
buildings and mandates repair and renova-
tion of historic buildings in such manner as
to balance functional needs with the reten-
tion oi historic features.
GAO reports a nearly one billion backlog

of maintenance expenditures on public
buildings Neglect of maintenance can only
result in large replacement expenditures in
the future. Cleaning services in Federal
buildings are not up to commercial stand-
ard, Some Federal buildings have been reno-
vated in ways that indicate a lack of sensi-
tivity to their historic architectural quail-
t
Section 306 requires all new or renovated

public buildings to be fully accessible to the
handicapped. sets a deadline for GSA to pub-
lish accessibility standards. anti requires
GSA to include in its annual program a plan
for making all existing public buildings ac-
cessible.
The accessibility standards referred to

have been in preparation for several years.
This section requires their promulgation.
Sections 401, 402, 403. 404. and 405 make

conforming amendments to the Public
Buildings Cooperative Use Act of 1976.

Section 402 further amends the Cooper-ative Use Act by clarifying the amount ofspace in a public building that can he leasedout to eornmeretal or cultural enterprisesand by requiring the Administrator to studythe type or amount of such activities neededto serve the surrounding locality or thebuildIng'n employees.
Despite legislative history that indicatedthat the amonnt of space to be out-leasedin Federal buildings should be determined.

on the facts peculiar to each buildine. GSAand OMB arbitrarily agreed on • limit of 10percent of the space of any building. This
inflexible and often inappropriate limitwould be eliminated and a rule of thumb of25 percent. commensurate with private sec-tor practice. substitute'). Us to fifty percentof an old Federal buildine, which frequentlyhas particularly large public spaces un-amenable to modern office uses, could beleased to cultural or educational institutions.
Sections 501 and 502 tntrcduce a separatetitle to be cited as the "Federal Buildings

Enhancement Act of 1979." This title isessentially identical to S. 1791, introducedbe Senators Chafee: Moynihan, Randolph.
Stafford. Baker, Burdick, Pressler. Pell, andGravel.
Section 503 eetablithes a procrram for Ur-

culating exhibits of art, culture, society.
science, and industry In Federal buildings.
GSA would consult with the Smithsonian
Institution in assembling the exhibits. Thesection further provides that, in consulta-tion with the National Endowment for the
Arts and official state arts councils, GSA
may commiesion or acouire works of art tobe installed in and around Federal build-
ings. For these purposes. I., of 1 percent ofthe annual GSA construction, renovation,
acouisition and Maintenance budget andone-twentieth of 1 rercent of the leasingbu4get would be available.
The circulating exhibits would helo GSA

can, out the intent of the Public Bulidings
Cooperative Use Act In making Federal
buildings. particularly those in localities
without maior cultural facilities, dynamic
community centers. The provisions for "art-in-architecture" would place this programon a etatutory basis for the first time and
would establiss, standards of local participa-
tion and subject (though not stylistic)matter.
Section 601 reouires the use of In-house

GSA staff to design at least 25 percent ofthe construction and renovation projects
each year.
In order to attract and retain talented

designers. GSA must begin to allow its
design staff to take responsibility for some
significant oroieets. When this staff is not
de'igning. it reviews the designs of private
architects aod establiehes the criteria for
public buildings' designs. For these tasks,
too. GSA needs talented individuals with
up-to-the-minute design knowledge and
experience.

Section 602 reauires GSA to use design
competitions to select t2rivate architects for
its buildings. The section establishes broad
guidelines aed monetary award limits for
the competitions.
Design competitions were need to select

architects for the Capitol, White House.
Smithsonian. and other Important buildings
early In the nation's history. They are used
routirely by European governments. They
have the advantage of emphasizing selec-
tion on the basis of imagination and skills
rather than past reputation and they help
identify rreviously unknown. but talented
irdividuals The section encourages GSA to
experiment with proeedures pioneered in
England. that limit the time and expense
involved in running competitions.

Sections 701 and 702 limit leasing to
emergency or temporary situations, or where
Federal agency needs do not warrant a Fed-
eral building, and establish guidelines on
the percentage of the Federal workforce that
may be accommodated in leased space.

e
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Sections 703 and 704 establish criteria un- permit agency employees who are on the

der which leasing may not be used. Section scene to monitor the level and kind of serv-

703 would eliminate so-called "lease con- ices required of the building owner by the

struct" projects, in which the Government lease agreement.
pledges to lease, usually on • long-term, a Section 708 requires GSA to provide the
building to be built by private Interests. Congress with biographical information on
These sections would curb the drama- the owners of buildir.gs in which GSA pro-

tically escalating amount of space, in both poses to lease significant amounts of space
absolute and proportional terms, being or to renew major leases. This section is es-
leased by the Government to house its per- sentially identical to S. 1321 introduced by
manent functions. Over half of the Federal senator Simpson.
workforce provided space by the GSA is now These provisions provide information
in leased space. The bill for such leasing needed to detect political favoritism. crimi-
will be close to $700 million in fiscal year nal influence and other potential irregulari-
1981 and will reach $1 billion soon there- ties in the leasing program.
after. For such amounts, the Government Section 801 requires GSA to submit to

* often eases space inadequate in location and Congress at the same time the President's
design, and, of course, never acquires any budget is submitted, • program for construe-
equity in that huge inventory of real tion. renovation, acquisition, maintenance.
property. and leasing in the succeeding fiscal year, and
The lease construct projects are most a five-year plan for housing Federal agen-

prone to abuse. offering private developers des. Major projects proposed for commence-
a firm commitment with little or no Govern- ment would have to be accompanied by s
ment say in the soundness, functionality, or certification that opportunity was afforded
appearance of the resulting building, for public hearing and by the final environ-
Computer operatior.s. courtrooms, and na- mental impact statement, if applicable.

tional defense activities require special me- Section 802 la an annual authorization
chanical systems and equipment. In the past. section. providing separate a,:thoriz.atiolas
the Government has sometimes made large for major projects (including leases), lump
expenditures to improve leased space in pri- sum authorizations for minor projects, and
vately-owned buildings. This investment funds to conduct planning and preliminary
cannot be recovered when the lease term design.

ends. Security considerations further argue These sections establish a system roughly
against placing these functions in private comparable to the military construction
buildings, authorization process. Once a year. GSA
Section 705 substitutes, for provisions In would submit to Congress a program for

effect since 1932 allowing no more than 15 meettrig agencies' needs, a program based
percent of a building's market value to be on prior planning. Under the current sys-
paid in annual rent, a stipulation that ye= proposed projects are referred to the
rentals paid may not exceed by more than Public Works committees one by one.
five percent average nearby rental rates, throughout the year, without regard to the
The old provision has forced GSA to main- availability of appropriations, and without

lain a large staff to appraise the value of any logical explanation of the priorities of
buildings it proposes to lease. While the con- needs represented by the proposals. Fol-
cept of placing a ceiling on Government ren- lowed a few weeks later by the annual report
tals is a good one it is market forces that required in Title 1, the program would allow
establish rental rates and keep them fair and Congress to compare the current status of
competitive. This section would hold the the public buildings program with pro-
Government to market rates, with some lee- posals for improvements in succeeding years.
way to account for variations from the aver- The system proposed here would allow
age and for inflation between computations the Congress to evaluate major projects
of the average. when prellininary planning has been corn -
Section 706 requires GSA to advertise its pleted. Under the current system, project

specific needs when soliciting offers of leased proposals are forwarded when details of
space and requires that offers be evaluated specific site, building functions and tenant
with regard to qualities such as optimum agencies, and budget are still unformed,
location, energy efficiency, handicapped Sc- Finally, by tying she annual program sub-
ctss. and Interior and exterior design as well mission to the Congressional budget process.
as with regard' to rental cost.

s.t the proposed system would conform the GSA
GSA has occasionally established criteria public building program, and Congressional

for leased space so stringent as to eliminate authorizations, to budget and appropriation
all but a few bidders in a locality. This sec- limits.
tion would require ail such criteria to be Section 803 permits GSA, within its over-
published so that competitors would have all annual budget authorization, to meet
the opportunity to judge whether they can Lost Increases on individual projects of up
meet them or to propose to GSA less restric- to ten percent. Actlons to meet increases4
tire ways of meeting Federal agency needs, above this amount would have to be ap-
GSA lease solicitations rarely address the proved by the Public Works committees.
concerns of location and design described in
titles 2 and 3 of this legislation, with the re- 

Section 901 amends the criteria under

suit that GSA leases inferior quality build- 
which GSA assess annual rental charges to

logs—sometimes buildings so inferior that 
Federal agencies to make clear that those
charges should recover the costs of financing

private lessees refuse to rent space in them, and eperetth,
Section 707 requires GSA to provide to 

cr :easing each building and
should, to the maximum extent, underwrite

agencies it houses in leased space copies of the Public Buildirzs Service budget. A build-
tile lease between the Government and the ings rental chars, could not exceed the
building owner. charge for comparable commercial rates.
Current GSA policies do not allow agency

representatives to see leases covering the 
This sectii,n enco,rac, GSA to run its

buildings they occupy. This fosters poor- buildings on a business-like basis, and re-

GSA-client agency relations and does not 
inforces the latent of Congress. expressed in
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the establishment of the Federal Buildings
Fund in the Public Buildings Amendments
of 1972, to make the public buildings pro-
gram self-sustaining At the present time.
GSA rate-setting is not accomplished with
this end in mind.

Section 902 Is a conforming amendment to
allow the deposit of fees established in sec-
tion 304 into the Federal Buildings Fund.
Sections 903 and 904 authorize GSA to bor-

row funds from the Treasury to finance ac-
quisition, construction, or renovation of pub-
lic buildings. Repayments would be made
annually out of the Federal Building Fund.

These sections are essentially identical to
section 6 of S. 494. introduced by Senators
Stafford, Ftandolph. Chafe. and Moynihan.
These sections establish a permanent fi-

nancing mechanism under which GSA would
borrow money to undertake major building
projects and then pay the money back at in-
terest. Unlike previous "purchase contract"
arrangements that have been authorized to
GSA, this system would not involve the GSA
in floating issues in the private money mar-
ket. It would, rather, take advantage of exist-
ing Treasury borrowing devices and experi-
ence. The advantage of a financing system
over direct funding cf a project is that ex-
penditures and budgetary Impact are spread
over many years, and more projects can be
started at once with a given expenditure. The
Treasury borrowing rate also gives GSA a
realistic interest rate to take into account
when analyzing the real costa (present dis-
counted value) of undertaking a project.

It would be anticipated that projects each
year would be undertaken using both this
borrowing and direct funding authority

• Mr. RA.NDOPLH. Mr. President. I am
pleased to join in the introduction of
the Public Buildings Act of 1979 as legis-
lation to create a firm and positive policy
under which the Federal Government
will provide facilities to house its op-
erations.

This measure is a result of more than
8 months of effort in the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.
Development of this bill began last

March immediately after the committee
imposed a moratorium on the approval
of nonemergency building and leasing
proposals of the General Services Ad-
ministration. is action was the out-
growth of years of frustration in trying
to carry out a public buildings program
without the guides of a clear and concise
policy and with an agency whose per-
formance in the past was uneven. It has
been 20 years since the Congress ad-
dressed the total public buildings pro-
gram. There have been many changes
in Government since then and we have
learned much about how buildings op-
erations should be carried out.
Mr. President. the Public Buildings

Act of 1979 addresses in a compreilen-
sive manner all of the components we
believe necessary to give direction to the
General Services Administration to im-
plement its mandate and housekeeping
agency of the Federal Government. It
was developed following extensive hear-
ings in recent months and consultations
with individuals and organizations rep-
resenting a wide variety of interests.

The purpose of this legislation is
stated succinctly at the outset:

It is hereby declared to be the policy of
the Congress that the public buildings of the
U.S. Government shall be located, designed.
furnished and maintained so as to insure
the highest productivity and efficiency of
Federal agencies and their employees and.
further, to provide Government services
throughout the United States in locations
convenient to the people, to preserve and
advance the Nation's legacy of architectural
excellence, and to enhance commercial and
cultural conditions in the vicinity of public
buildings.

Mr. President, while the basic and
overriding buildings function of the
General Services Administration is to
provide accommodations for the activi-
ties of the Federal Government, the way

in which it does so can have a significant
impact not only on the operational effi-
ciency of the Government but in other
areas. Our buildings, for instance, should
set standards of architectural excellence
for the Nation. We must point the way
in vigorously carrying out our commit-
ment to make public facilities available
to the physically handicapped. Public
buildings also must not be considered
in isolation from the rest of the commu-
nities in which they are located.

All of these issues are addressed in the
legislation which we introduce today.
This proposal has been carefully devel-

oped and I believe that it provides the
basis for a public buildings program that
responds to the needs of the Government
and the American society. It is the in-
tention of the committee to give priority
attention to this bill early in 1980. We
will seek comments and suggestions from
many sources so that we can make any
changes that may be necessary. It is my
desire that this legislation be enacted as
soon as possible so that it-s provisions can
be implemented. I also hope that the
committee will be able to relax its mora-
torium on new construction and leasing
in the near future. Such a decision bY-
the committee, however, will be based on
our appraisal of the operation of the
General Services Administration under
its new administrative leadership as well
as progress toward enactment of the leg-
islation which we present today.
Mr. President. I am greatly apprecia-

tive of the time and effort expended In
the development of the bill by the Sena-
tor from New York_ (Mr. MOYNIHAN) and
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
CHAFEE) who have been assigned Pri-
mary responsibility for buildings matters
in our committee. Senator MoyNnisx
has long been concerned with issues re-
lating to buildings and urban design. In
1962, at the request of President Ken-
nedy, he wrote "Guilding Principles For
Federal Architecture," a document that
contains sound and lasting advice and
which was a source of ideas for this bill.
Senator CHASTE has been deeply in-

volved in building questions since he



61

•

came to the Senate and made many con- star' to include new lar.guage for handl-
tributions to the writing of this bill, capped facilities.
I am also appreciative of the participa- Mr. President, this bill would estab-

tion of the knowledgeable Senator from lish a national buildings policy and pro-
Vermont (Mr. Srarroaa), the ranking gram within GSA. There has not been,
minority member of our committee-Over so far as I have observed, a coherent
the years he has introduced a number of Federal policy on buildings. As I have
worthwhile legislative proposals in this stated before, the policies that do exist
area and he continues to follow buildings appear to be in a state of continual
matters on a daily basis. change, if not increasing disarray and
Mr. President, the Public Buildings advanced deterioration. It is painfully

Act of 1979 deserves the attention of clear to me that a policy must now be
every Member of this body. I hope that developed and adopted, logically defined
our colleagues will examine it carefully, and clearly enunciated.
and I invite Senators to become cospon- To protect its integrity, safeguards
sors of this timely and important must be provided to assure that the
measure.° chosen policy and program is carried out
• Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Presicfent, I am and firmly adhered to. This bill addresses
pleased to cosponsor the Public Build- numerous issues designed to assure safe-
logs Act of 1979. introduced today by guards, proper procedures, and corn-
Senator MOYNIHAN. The bill would repeal petent management in the very impor-
one of the General Services Adrninistra- tant field of building construction, leas-
tion's major legislative authorities—the trig, alteration, and repair.
Public Buildings Act of 1959—and it pro- Disclosures of improprieties and man-
vides an almoat complete rewrite of basic agement failures Wustrate the need for
law of the multibillion-dollar Public and urgency of actions by the Congress
Buildings Service. In addition to numer- and the executive branch. In the long-
ous changes in existing statutes, it also run, only a coherent policy, clearly de-
includes new provisions not heretofore fined programs, and firm execution of
In law. those decisions backed by consistent au-
The bill is designed to provide a na. thority. will fill the policy vacuum which

otherwise attracts confusion and influ-tional buildings policy, to revamp the
congressional oversight and authoriza- ence, if not exorbitant waste, favoritism,
Lion process, to encourage GSA to better and scandal.
administer and control its own affairs, Mr. President, also very important are
and to establish new programs and pro- the changes made in the congressional
ceclures. It is indeed major and compre- authorization and review process. As the
hensive legislation, ranking minority member of the Environ-
Senator MOYNERAN IS to be commended ment and Public Works Committee. I

for his hard work and leadership in the have long believed that the prospectus
Important area of public buildings—an process may no longer be adequate or
area that has received too little atten- appropriate. r have been equally con-
tion, if not neglect, at times in the past. cerned over the proper congressional role
The assignment of public buildings has in building programs.
sometimes been looked upon as tedious Title VIII constitutes a major change
and without much reward. Senator MOY- in the congressional authorization pro-
NISSAN'S diligent and dedicated efforts are cedure. designed to strengthen congres-
selfless, but I believe enactment of this sional oversight and control and en-
new, major legislation would be a credit, abling greater policy direction instead of
and thereby reward to him, brick and mortar decisions such as spe-
I am also appreciative of the excellent cific repairs, maintenance, or leasing.

work of the committee staff that has The current prospectus process leads to
worked on this bill over many months. piecemeal' approvals without program
Among majority and minority staffs, the review or oversight of the policies and
drafting of this bill has been a coopera- procedures inherent in project proposals.
Live and unified effort throughout. As Prospectuses. in effect, are almost "blank
Senator alovraarira has said about our checks."
staff, "The unanimity in which they work Mr. President, I have been concernedexemplifies the skills with which they also about the accelerating trend inwork." leasing. For example, in the past 10Finally, I want to thank Senator years, Federal office space under leaseMovrrinAa and show to him my appre- has increased 117 percent. In the samedation for Including in tkis bill substan- period. Government-owned sp:,:e underlive and verbatim language from three GSA management has declini:d. Thebills Introduced earlier by me (S. 494, budget in this fiscal year for leasingS. 460. and S. 461), from two bills au- alone exceeds a half-billion dollars. I be-thored by Senator SIMPSON (S. 1321 and lieve a policy of ever greater leasingS. 1324), and from Senator CHAPEE'S bill and little or no Federal construction is.(S. 1791). He.has also adopted numerous in the longrun. more costly and notsuggestions and recommendations not otherwise in the best interest of thepreviously covered in introduced bills. I Government.esoeciallv appreciate his work with my
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I am especially concerned about the
accelerating trend toward the so-called
lease-construct method of acquiring
space for Government employees, where-
by a private speculator receives a guar-
antee from GSA to lease a building yet
to be constructed. Such guarantees are
used as vehicles to obtain financing. I
am concerned that these oftentimes
very lucrative guarantees could lead to a
climate of favoritism, if not fraud and
corruption.
I am glad that this bill would greatly

dampen, if not eliminate, this question-
able method of financing. I am also glad
that title IX of the bill contains author-
ity for the so-called purchase contract
method of financing which was a part of
my bill S. 494. Utilization of this author-
ity could greatly alleviate the ever-in-
creasing trend toward leasing.
Mr. President. earlier this year the

committee unanimously adopted a mora-
torium—sponsored by Senator MOYNI-
HAN' and 'myself—on approvals of all
nonemergency projects of GSA. I. for
one, do not believe that the introduction
of this bill is. in itself, justification for
lifting the moratorium. It should, I be-
lieve, remain in place until the com-
mittee has assurances that reforms
are in place and that projects which
It approves are in fact carried out
with integrity and void of waste or
mismanagement.
Mr. President. I will not take the time

of the Senate to discuss at this time the
details of this large and comprehensive
legislation, encompassing nine titles. But
I do endorse its thrust and commend it
to all my colleagues. I believe and expect
the committee will pursue its concerns
expeditiously, and I hope it will receive

the prompt and close attention also of
the executive branch.•
• Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join as a cosponsor of the
Public Buildings Act of 1979 intro-
duced today by the distinguished Senator
from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) and I
look forward to working closely with him
to report legislation. hopefully early in
the second session of this Congress.
Mr. President, this bill represents the

work—extending over many months—by
the Committee on Envirunment and
Public Works to provide greater order,
policy cl'.rection and congressional over-
sight to the Nation's public buildings
program.
Under the leadership in the public

buildings area of Senator MOYNIHAN—
with whom I am pleased to serve as the
minority counterpart—a number of im-
portant hearings have been held. On
June 8, the committee held a hearing on
buildings location policies, and on June
15, the General Services Administra-
tion's leasing practices were examined.
On September 18, the important area of
building fnancing was heard, and on

September 19, GSA testified about the
Federal buildings fund and the "user
charges" assessed to other Federal agen-
cies occupying GSA-managed buildings.
This bill reflects much of the informa-
tion acquired through this hearing proc-
ess, as well as the committee's experience
with the Public Buildings Service of
GSA_
The bill is comprehensive legislation

that would repeal the Public Buildings
Act of 1959—which contains most of the
major authorities of the multibillion-
dollar Public Buildings Service—and
start from scratch. It contains a number
of new authorities as well as reshaping
many existing authorities.
The proposed legislation would. I be-

lieve, assist the agency-1n getting better
organized and would change the congres-
sional authorization procedures and
practices. Unlike most all other multi-
billion dollar programs of the Govern-
ment, building projects for construction.
acquisition, alteration and repair, and
leasing are now authorized one-by-one
by separate resolutions adopted by the
Environment and Public Works Commit-
tee of the Senate and the Public Works
and Transportation Committee of the
House. In few other programs has the
Congress granted full authorization to a
single committee in each House and
without the reconciliation process of
conference.
Lost in this piecemeal process is the

overall picture or program of the public
buildings service. The committee becomes
caught up in the necessity to approve
specific leases or repair projects without
the benefit of shaping the overall polic:as,
priorities, procedures or practices that
end in the submittal of particular build-
ing projects. To thc contrary, I believe
it is the role of the Congress to develop
policies and oversee programs rather
than to decide when a specific building
should be painted, a roof repaired or a
lease renewed.
The "Public Buildings Act of 1979"

would reqnire GSA to submit two exten-
sive reports annually—one by February
1, containing its program for the pre-
ceding fiscal year; and one concurrent
with the President's budget, containing
a proposed program for the coming fiscal
year. This information—giving a pro-
gram review and proposal—would serve
as the basis for policy review and annual
program authorizations by the full Con-
gress much like military construction is
now authorized. If implemented in good
faith by the agency, I believe this pro-
cedure could do much to facilitate greater
congressional, constructive interest in
the agency and to restore congressional
confidence in the public buildings
service.
At present. I am ccncerned for example

about GSA's practice of spending mil-
lions of dollars to alter leased buildings
and to exchange valuable Federal real
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property without committee sanction.
These are among the numerous issues
addressed in this bill which should im-
prove GSA's practices and procedures
and the congressional authorization
process and oversight.
Mr. President, I am pleased that the

bill contains a number of ideas and leg-
islative initiatives first put forward by
minr-ity members of the Committee on
Environment and Public Works. The
drafting of this legislation has been a co-
operative effort. Senator MOYNIHAN and
his very able staff are to be commended
for their hard work and insightful un-
derstanding which this product repre-
sents.
In particular, I am pleased that title V

of the bill is the Federal Buildings En-
hancement Act of 1979 which I intro-
duced, first during the last Congress
(S. 2739) and again this year (S. 1791).
It provides statutory authority for GSA's
"art-in-architecture" program and two
new programs of exhibitions in public
buildings.
One-half of 1 percent of the total

funds used for design, construction, al-
teration. repair, renovation and acquisi-
tion of public buildings would be set aside
to provide installation of works of art as
Integral parts of the architecture of pub-
lic buildings and for public exhibitions
In Federal buildings throughout the
country. Permanent works of art as a
part of the architecture would improve
the design and working environment of
public buildings, as well as increase our
cultural assets and insure that the
American public will always have a sub-
stantial body of public art. The Federal
Buildings Enhancement Act provides
also the avenue for better communica-
tion among artists, architects and the
American public to enrich the lives of
everyone.
In addition to providing permanent

works of art as integral parts of the
architecture in public buildings, the in-
novative or wholly new programs which
would be authorized would enable GSA
to acquire with the help of the National
Endowment for the Arts, by loan or
lease, works of art by living American
artists and circulate them for a time
in Federal buildings throughout the
country. This provision would provide
the foundation to tap the hidden artistic
resources by exhibiting the works of les-
ser known American artists—as well as

well-known artists—from all regions of

the United States who work in a multi-

tude of media.
In addition, GSA could show on a ro-

tating basis exhibits of the Nation's cul-
ture, art, society, science, and industry

put together by the Smithsonian Institu-

tion. Emphasis would be put on these
exhibitions being circulated to communi-

ties without convenient access to cul-

tural resources. Citizens would be given

the opportunity to enjoy the Smiti.

sonian's many treasures in their ow,
communities. It would enhance the "Lit,.
ing Buildings" programs of GSA and
utilize the very accessible and vital com-
munity space in cities and towns—large
and small—throughout the country. It
would provide a foundation to make use
of all potential exhibition space in the
many vacant lobbies and corridors in
Federal buildings, especially reaching
communities that have little access to
museums of history and art.
Mr. President, I am also appreciative

that Senator MOYNIHAN has adopted my
suggestions to encourage incorporation
of energy efficiency and conservation in
the Government's public buildings pro-
gram.
One provision of this legislation con-

cerns- me, however. Section 703 states
that the GSA Administrator shall not
make any commitment to lease more
than 25 percent of the space in any
building until the building is within 90
days of being finished and ready for
occupancy.
In other words, the GSA would no

longer be able to enter into lease con-
struction projects, whereby the Govern-
ment contracts with the private sector
to build a building and lease it back for
Government use, thus avoiding the
spending of large initial years' Federal
construction dollars. I understand the
desire of many of my colleagues to have
Federal ownership for Federal dollars.
But I do not agree at this time that lease
construction should be removed as a tool
to provide needed Government space. It
should remain as one option among
many. Also, not allowing the Govern-
ment to contract for space until it is al-
most finished, risks that the Govern-
ment will indeed be left out in the cold
in highly competitive areas where lease
space is at a premium.
In addition, administration requests

for direct Federal construction of public
'uuildings have been notoriously meager
in the last several years—barely enotn;11
to build half a Federal building during
a whole year for the entire country.
With such a situation, I do not consider
it wise to abolish an alternative method
of providing agency space.

It should be noted that our legislation
today does authorize once again the pur-
chase contract approach for Govern-
ment buildings, whereby the Go% ern-
ment is the ultimate owner at the end
of a 30-year period. I think this is a good
option to provide to the GSA.
Mr. President, I am sure that addi-

tional hearings and comments from the
agency may identify needed chan.:;es in
the legislation or additions. to it. I have
noted one of my own reservations. How-
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ever, this Is a good bill which I have
agreed to cosponsor. I look forward to
working with Senator MOYNIHAN in iron-
ing out any revisions which may occur
as we work to report legislation to the
Senate.
Mr. President. I ask unanimous con-

sent that a statement on this bill by the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. BAKER) by printed at this point in
the RECORD.
There being no objection, the state-

ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, RS follows:

STATEMENT BE SENATOR BAKES

I am glad to cosponsor the "Public Build-
ings Act of 1979". and I applaud the efforts
of the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works to clean up the work of those parts
of the General Services Administration un-
der its jurisdiction.

I know that individuals of integrity have
conscientiously sought reform within GSA.
and that the agency contains dedicated indi-
viduals and officials of competence and good
will. But from my perspective as • Member
of the Committee. GSA's performance has
continued to be far from adequate for a
number of years. extending over several ad-
ministrations. For too long, this agency has
been an open sore. Conscientious reform is
absolutely fundamental to restoring confi-
dence and faith in the agency.
It has now been a year and a half since

reports of fraud, corruption and misman-
agement in GSA were widely reported in the
press. Supposedly the agency Ls now investi-
gating itself and the Department of Justice
is conducting, I am told, criminal investiga-
tions. But, as headlines fade, even though
a few GSA employees have been convicted
of crimes related to their officials activities.
GSA appears to be operating in a "business
as usual" manner.
Therefore. I am glad to see the Congress

taking positive action to reform the agency.
and to provide some safeguards against the
possibility that abuses will continue within
the agency.

Several years ago. when I served as Rank-
ing Republican Member of the Committee. I
became concerned at the ad hoc system of
project authorization. From time to time •
prospectus is delivered to the Committee—
without priority and unrelated to any over-
all program. Moreover, the proposal the Com-
mittee is expected to approve is prior to site
selection and building design—almost •
blank check presented for signature. I pro-
posed at that time • staged approval proc-
ess—in order to provide early policy direction
and later an opportunity for the Committee
to approve a specific building—as any client
might with an architect. I had also urged
examination and Investigation of GSA's en-
tire building operation. Since this bill pro-
vides for annual program and policy review.
as well as later project oversight, it meets my
purposes.

I have also been keenly interested in ar-
chitectural excellence and improved archi-
tectural design of the Nation's public build-
ings. I am delighted that the bill strongly
addresses this issue, and I am hopeful that,
as GSA is straightened out, much can be ac-
complished in this area.
I am also pleased that Title V of the leg-

islation incorporates the bill—which I co-
sponsored—introduced earlier this year by
Senator Chafee, S. 1791, the "Federal Build-
ing Enhancement Act of 1978."

Finally this is comprehensive legislation
covering a variety of issues, and I am glad
that the Committee is aggressively pursuing
them..
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II

96TH CONGRESS Se 20801ST SESSION

To establish public buildings policies for the Federal Government, to establish the

Public Buildings Service in the General Services Administration, and for

other purposes.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

DECEMBER 5 (legislative day, NOVEMBER 29), 1979

Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr.
BAKER, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. CULVER, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr.
GRAVEL, Mr. HART, Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. PRESSLER)

introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the

Committee on Environment and Public Works

A BILL
To establish public buildings policies for the Federal Govern-

ment, to establish the Public Buildings Service in the Gen-

eral Services Administration, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Public Buildings Act of

4 197W'.

5 SEC. 2. It is hereby declared to be the policy of the

6 Congress that the public buildings of the United States Gov-
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1 ernment shall be located, designed, furnished, and maintained

2 so as to insure the highest productivity and efficiency of Fed-

3 eral agencies and their employees and, further, to provide

4 Government services throughout the United States in loca-

5 tions convenient to the people, to preserve and advance the

6 Nation's legacy of architectural excellence, and to enhance

7 commercial and cultural conditions in the vicinity of public

8 buildings.

9 TITLE I—GENERAL AUTHORITIES

10 SEC. 101. The Administrator of General Services, act-

11 ing through the Public Buildings Service, in conformance

12 with the policies and provisions of this Act, shall acquire,

13 design, construct, lease, manage, maintain, repair, renovate,

14 and assign and reassign space in, buildings and sites to meet

15 the public buildings needs of the Government.

16 SEC. 102. There is hereby established in the General

17 Services Administration a Public Buildings Service. There

18 shall be at the head of the Public Buildings Service a Super-

19 intendent of Public Buildings who shall be appointed by the

20 President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate,

21 and shall be compensated at the rate provided for level IV of

22 the Federal Executive Salary Schedule.

23 SEC. 103. There shall be within the Public Buildings

24 Service a Supervising Architect who shall be appointed by

25 the Administrator of General Services and shall be compen-

4

t

4

.
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1 sated at the rate provided for level V of the Federal Execu-

2 tive Salary Schedule. The Supervising Architect shall sup
er-

3 vise all design activities of the Public Buildings Service and

4 shall perform such other duties as the Superintendent of Pub-

5 lic Buildings may designate.

6 SEC. 104. Any authorities described in section 101 of

7 this Act that have been delegated by the Administrator to

8 another Federal agency prior to the date of enactment of this

9 Act shall be revoked and vested in the Administrator on the

10 one-hundred-and-twentieth day after the effective date of this

11 Act unless, prior to said day, the Administrator has delegate
d

12 such authority in accordance with section 105 of this Act.

13 SEC. 105. Notwithstanding the provisions of section

14 205 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act

15 of 1949, as amended, the Administrator may delegate all or a

16 portion of his authorities under this Act to the head of an-

17 other Federal agency, but only with respect to the public

18 buildings needs of that agency, and only after having submit-

19 ted, sixty calendar days in advance of the proposed effective

20 date of the delegation, a statement explaining the scope of

21 and reasons for the delegation, to the Committee on Environ-

22 ment and Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on

23 Public Works and Transportation of the House of Repre-

24 sentatives. The proposed delegation shall become effective

25 only if, during the first period of thirty calendar days of con-
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1 tinuous session of Congress after the date such statement is

2 submitted, the proposed delegation is not barred in whole or

3 in part by resolution of both committees.

4 SEC. 106. Notwithstanding the provisions of section

5 205 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act

6 of 1949, as amended, any authorities exercised by the Ad-

7 ministrator pursuant to this Act may be delegated, and any

8 authorities delegated by the Administrator to another agency

9 may be restored to him or reassigned to the head of another

10 agency by resolutions approved by both the Committee on

11 Environment and Public Works of the Senate and the Com-

12 mittee on Public Works and Transportation of the House of

13 Representatives.

14 SEC. 107. The head of any Federal agency delegated or

15 reassigned authorities pursuant to sections 105 or 106 of this

16 Act, shall exercise those authorities in conformance with the

17 provisions of this Act; however, the head of any such agency

18 shall not submit the report required in section 109 but shall

19 submit the information required in section 109 to the Admin-

20 istrator for inclusion in his report.

21 SEC. 108. (a) The Administrator shall keep the Con-

22 gress fully and currently informed of policies and activities of

23 the General Services Administration within the purview of

24 this Act. In addition, he shall make available to the Commit-

25 tee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate and the
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1 Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the House

2 of Representatives on request, and in such manner as may be

3 necessary to safeguard individual rights or the conduct of

4 criminal investigations, any document, material, or report

5 under his jurisdiction.

6 (b) Such reports as are required to be transmitted to

7 appropriate committees of the Congress by the Administrator

8 in accordance with sections 5(3) and 5(d) of Public Law

9 95-452 that pertain to problems, abuses, or deficiencies aris-

10 ing under this Act, shall be transmitted to the Committee on

11 Environment and Public Works of the Senate and the Corn-

12 mittee on Public Works and Transportation of the House of

13 Representatives.

14 SEC. 109. (a) The Administrator shall conduct system-

15 atic evaluation and research, and is authorized to undertake

16 demonstration projects, to determine the effectiveness of ex-

17 isting and planned public buildings in providing productive,

18 safe, economical, conveniently located, energy efficient, and

19 architecturally distinguished accommodations for Federal

20 agency offices.

21 (b) In complying with the provisions of subsection (a),

22 the Administrator shall consult from time to time with the

23 Office of Personnel Management, the National Bureau of

24 Standards, National Science Foundation, Department of En-
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1 ergy, National Endowment for the Arts, and with other pri-

2 vate individuals and organizations having suitable expertise.

3 SEC. 110. The Administrator shall submit a report to

4 the Congress on or before February 1 of each year describing

5 activities undertaken, directly by him, or under authorities

6 delegated pursuant to sections 105 and 106 of this Act, to

7 meet the public buildings needs of Federal agencies in the

8 preceding fiscal year. Such report shall include at least-

9 (1) a list of all public buildings, to include for

10 each: its location, the amount of space and number of

11 employees assigned to each Federal agency, the

12 amount of space leased under section 210(a)(16) of the

13 Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of

14 1949, as amended, building operations costs, income

15 derived for the Federal Building Fund, energy con-

16 sumed, and whether it is fully accessible to handi-

17 capped persons;

18 (2) a list of all locations of Federal agency offices

19 in leased buildings, to include for each: its location, the

20 amount of space and number of employees assigned to

21 each Federal agency, the per centum of the building

22 leased by the Government, leasing costs, the term of

23 the lease and its expiration date, any additional oper-

24 ations costs, income derived for the Federal Building

25 Fund, the total amount of money the Government has
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1 expended in improvements or alterations to the build-

2 ing, energy conservation measures utilized, and wheth-

3 er it is fully accessible to handicapped persons;

4 (3) a list of all construction and renovation proj-

5 ects completed and in progress and the degree of prog-

6 ress toward the completion of each;

7 (4) a list of all leases and lease renewals

8 executed;

9 (5) a list of construction and renovation projects

10 the cost of which have exceeded, or are expected to

11 exceed, the maximum cost set forth in any annual au-

12 thorization Act, whether or not such projects meet the

13 criteria established in section 803 of this Act;

14 (6) a list of all term contracts issued for protec-

15 tive, maintenance, design or related building services,

16 including for each the name of the contractor, the serv-

17 ices performed, and contract term and price;

18 (7) a list of all architectural, engineering, and con-

19 struction contracts awarded with respect to specific

20 projects, including for each the name of the contractor,

21 services to be performed, and contract price;

22 (8) a report on activities undertaken pursuant

23 to-

24 (A) section 109 of this Act;

25 (B) title IV of this Act;
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1 (C) title V of this Act;

2 (D) section 210(a)(6) of the Federal Property

3 and Administrative Services Act of 1979, as

4 amended; and

5 (9) a discussion of problems encountered in carry-

6 ing out provisions of this Act and in meeting the public

7 buildings needs of the Government.

8 SEC. 111. As used in this Act-

9 (1) The term "Administrator" means the Administrator

10 of General Services.

11 (2) The term "Federal agency" means any department

12 or independent establishment in the executive branch of the

13 Government, including any wholly owned government corpo-

14 ration, and any establishment in the legislative or judicial

15 branch of the Government (except the Senate, the House of

16 Representatives, and the Architect of the Capitol and activi-

17 ties under his direction).

18 (3) The term "office" means any organizational compo-

19 nent of a Federal agency or other public or private enterprise

20 and also means the physical space in which the work of the

21 component is conducted, including, but not limited to clerical

22 offices, laboratories, warehouses, industrial plants, and ga-

23 rages.

24 (4) The term "headquarters office" means the central

25 administrative offices of a Federal agency.



73

1 (5) The term "officers and employees of the Govern-

2 ment" means all persons included under sections 2104 an
d

3 2105 of title 5 of the United States Code.

4 (6) The term "locality" means a city, town, or other

5 similar populated area and its environs.

6 (7) The term "acquire" or "acquisition" includes pur-

7 chase, condemnation, donation, and exchanges of real

8 property.

9 (8) The term "renovation" means alteration, addition,

10 partial demolition, and other such actions that significantly

11 enhance or change the architectural design of a public build-

12 ing.

13 (9) The term "historic, architectural, or cultural signifi-

14 cance" includes, but is not limited to buildings listed or eligi-

15 ble to be listed on the National Register established under

16 section 101 of the Act of October 15, 1966 (16 U.S.C.

17 470a).

18 (10) The term "handicapped person" includes any indi-

19 vidual with a physical impairment that precludes such per-

20 son's use of a building to the same extent as an individual

21 with unimpaired mobility.

22 (11) The term "fully accessible" means the absence or

23 elimination of physical and communications barriers to the

24 ingress, egress, movement throughout, and use of a building

25 by handicapped persons and the incorporation of the most
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1 scientifically advanced research, technology and equipment to

2 assure access to a building by handicapped persons and, in a

3 building of historic, architectural, or cultural significance, the

4 elimination of such barriers and the incorporation of such re-

5 search, technology, and equipment in such a manner as to be

6 compatible with the significant architectural features of the

7 building to the maximum extent possible.

8 (12) The term "public building" means any building

9 along with its grounds, approaches, and appurtenances,

10 owned by the United States Government or the subject of a

11 contractual or other agreement under which it will be owned

12 by the United States Government at some certain date in the

13 future, that accommodates, used to accommodate, or is in-

14 tended to accommodate Federal agency offices, and includes,

15 but is not limited to office buildings, courthouses, research

16 and academic centers, border stations, garages and ware-

17 houses, and any other building or construction project the

18 inclusion of which the President may deem to be in the public

19 interest, but does not include buildings or installations of the

20 United States Postal Service, except where such installations

21 are merged in public buildings, or buildings on the public do-

22 main (including that reserved for national forests and other

23 purposes), on properties of the United States in foreign coun-

24 tries, on Indian and native Eskimo properties held in trust by

25 the United States, on lands used in connection with Federal
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1 programs for agricultural, recreational, and cons
ervation pur-

2 poses, on or used in connection with river, har
bor, flood con-

3 trol, reclamation or power projects, chemical ma
nufacturing

4 or developing projects, or for nuclear production
, research, or

5 development projects, on military installations 
(including any

6 fort, post, airbase, proving ground, supply d
epot, school or

7 similar facility of the Department of Defense), on V
eterans'

8 Administration installations used for hospital, n
ursing home,

9 or domiciliary purposes, or on or used in con
nection with

10 housing and residential projects.

11 (13) The term "public buildings needs" means the
 re-

12 quirements of Federal agencies for suitable s
pace in which to

13 carry out their responsibilities.

14 SEC. 112. The Public Buildings Act of 1959, as amen
d-

15 ed, is repealed.

16 TITLE II—LOCATIONS FOR FEDERAL AGEN
CY

17 OFFICES

18 SEC. 201. Federal agency offices shall be located in re
a-

19 sonable proximity to other governmental and pri
vate offices

20 or to specific residential populations with whic
h they must

21 maintain continuing and frequent physical communica
tion:

22 Provided, That Federal agency offices in a loc
ality may be

23 consolidated to the extent justified by the need f
or immediate

24 physical proximity—
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13 ing, the Administrator shall locate Federal agency offices-

14 (a) in existing public buildings, giving first priority

15 to utilizing fully those public buildings of historic,

16 architectural, or cultural significance; and if public

17 building space is not available, then,

18 (b) in buildings of historic, architectural, or cul-

19 tural significance acquired by the Administrator, and

20 renovated if need be, unless use of such space would

21 not prove feasible and prudent compared with con-

22 struction of a public building.

23 SEC. 203. In conformance with sections 201 and 202,

24 the Administrator shall locate—

(a) first, within and among the offices of a single

Federal agency, and

(b) second, within and among the offices of Fed-

eral agencies carrying out related functions, and gener-

ally so that resulting public buildings needs may be

met by buildings similar in scale to buildings predomi-

nating or planned for their surroundings, by existing

public buildings, or by acquiring two or more reason-

ably proximate buildings, particularly buildings of his-

toric, architectural, or cultural significance.

SEC. 202. In conforming to section 201, and prior to

acquiring, constructing, or leasing space in any other build-



77

1 (a) the headquarters offices of each Federal

2 agency in the Metropolitan Washington, District of Co-

3 lumbia, area, unless otherwise specified by Act of Con-

4 gess;

5 (b) other Federal agency offices, designated by the

6 head of the agency to be located outside of Washing-

7 ton, District of Columbia, so as generally to distribute

8 Federal offices evenly in proportion to the geographic

9 distribution of the Nation's population; Provided, That

10 in so doing, the Administrator shall give due regard to

11 agency requirements to establish regional or local

12 administrative offices or to serve segments of the popu-

13 lation concentrated in particular geographic areas.

14 SEC. 204. In conforming with sections 201, 202, and

15 203, the Administrator shall locate Federal agency offices in

16 accordance with the following priorities-

17 (a) first, in the case of any office located in a

18 standard metropolitan statistical area, in the central

19 business district of a city within that area, unless the

20 office-

21 (1) undertakes hazardous activities,

22 (2) requires a campus setting or a large

23 amount of land, or

24 (3) falls under the provisions of section

25 203(a);

60-568 0 - 80 - 6
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1 (b) second, near existing or planned public trans-

2 portation facilities; and

3 (c) third, within a reasonable distance of public

4 amenities and commercial activities.

5 SEC. 205. In the event that the head of a Federal

6 agency determines that the location assigned to any office of

7 fifty or more employees of that agency by the Administrator

8 would be deleterious to the efficient accomplishment of the

9 office's responsibilities, the agency head may appeal the deci-

10 sion of the Administrator to the Director of the Office of

11 Management and Budget. The Director shall review the Ad-

12 ministrator's decision within thirty days in accordance with

13 the provisions of this title, and shall nullify the decision only

14 if the Director finds the Administrator's decision not reason-

15 ably supported by the facts. The Director shall report the

16 findings of any review undertaken pursuant to this section

17 within ten days to the Committee on Environment and Public

18 Works of the Senate and the Committee on Public Works

19 and Transportation of the House of Representatives.

20 TITLE III—DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT OF

21 PUBLIC BUILDINGS

22 SEC. 301. The Administrator shall design and maintain

23 public buildings in such manner that they bear visual

24 testimony to the dignity, enterprise, vigor, and stability of the

25 American Government, embody the finest contemporary

-

•
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1 American architectural thought, and where appropriate, re-

2 flect regional architectural traditions.

3 SEC. 302. (a) One of the public buildings in a locality

4 shall be of such design and construction as to have an ex-

5 pected functional life of at least one hundred years and to

6 symbolize the nobility of the American system of government

7 through the quality or scale of all or a part of its architectural

8 details, internal and external materials, public entrances, cor-

9 ridors, meeting rooms, lobbies, and courtyards.

10 (b) One additional building conforming to the provisions

11 of subsection (a) of this section may be provided in a locality

12 for primary use by the United States courts and related Fed-

13 eral agency offices.

14 (c) Those Federal agency offices that have most fre-

15 quent contact with members of the general public shall be

16 accorded priority in assignments of space in buildings con-

17 forming to the provisions of subsection (a) of this section.

18 (d) In any locality with more than one public building, at

19 least one public building conforming to the provisions of sub-

20 section (a) shall bear no designation other than one denoting

21 geographic location and the functions carried out within.

22 (e) None of the provisions of this section shall be con-

23 strued so as to affect the continuing use or maintenance, or

24 to change the existing designation of any public building in
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1 existence or under construction on the effective date of this

2 Act.

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

SEC. 303. Public buildings in a locality, other than

those conforming to the provisions of section 302(a) of this

Act, shall be of such design and construction as to have an

expected functional life of at least fifty years and to approxi-

mate commercial buildings of the first quality that serve the

same purposes.

SEC. 304. (a) Public buildings shall conform in scale to

those buildings existing in or planned for their immediate

surroundings, shall conform to local zoning law, shall not en-

croach on parkland, and shall, in a historic district, conform

to the general architectural style and materials of the district.

(b) Special attention shall be given to the energy-saving

potential of alternative orientations of a building to its site,

use of natural light and ventilation, and the placement and

design of windows and other fixed or movable architectural

elements.

(c) The Administrator shall assure that architectural

details and hardware that are an integral part of the struc-

ture or fixtures of each new public building shall be designed

and fabricated so as to enhance the function and appearance

of the public building and to reflect regional architectural tra-

ditions of Federal agency functions. Artisans and craftsmen

expert in the creative use of such materials as stone, brick,
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1 metal, wood, and stained glass shall be employed wherever

2 possible to carry out the purposes of this paragraph.

3 (d) Special attention shall be given to the design and

4 furnishing of efficient, attractive, and inviting public recep-

5 tion and meeting rooms, and to the provision of informative

6 and attractive interior and exterior building and room signs.

7 (e) Offices shall be provided with functional and attrac-

8 tive furnishings designed to produce a cheerful appearance

9 and to contribute to the efficient accomplishment of individual

10 and agency responsibilities: Provided, That all such furnish-

11 ings shall be selected from furnishings produced and sold on

12 the general market by private manufacturers.

13 (f) Parking space shall be provided in or appurtenant to

14 a public building-

15 (1) for Government motor vehicles assigned to

16 Federal agency offices or employees: Provided, That

17 such parking space shall be placed underground wher-

18 ever possible;

• 19 (2) for private motor vehicles taking into consider-

20 ation the adequacy of nearby public transportation and

21 commercial parking facilities, but only to the extent

22 needed to accommodate employee carpools and visi-

23 tors, and then only upon payment of parking fees com-

24 parable to commercial rates in the vicinity: Provided,

25 That, parking space for handicapped persons shall be
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1 provided notwithstanding the provisions of this para-

2 graph; and

3 (3) for bicycles of employees and visitors in easily

4 accessible, secure locations furnished with devices that

5 minimize the risk of theft of the bicycles: Provided,

6 That a fee shall be charged for the use of any device

7 more elaborate than a simple metal rack.

8 (g) Shower and dressing rooms shall be provided in pub-

9 lic buildings for the use of Federal agency employees: Pro-

10 vided, That a fee shall be charged for their use.

11 SEC. 305. (a) Public buildings shall be maintained at all

12 times at a high level of appearance, cleanliness, and mechani-

13 cal and structural fitness so as to maintain the dignified

14 appearance of Federal offices and the safety, comfort, and

15 efficiency of Federal employees, and to minimize major repair

16 and replacement expenditures.

17 (b) Each public building shall be maintained and ren-

18 ovated so as to accommodate Federal agency office require-

19 ments and to retain and enhance, as much as possible, those

20 features that most contribute to the building's historic,

21 architectural, or cultural significance.

22 SEC. 306. (a) Not later than one hundred and eighty

23 days after the effective date of this Act, the Administrator

24 shall establish and publish, in consultation with the Architec-

25 tural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board, design
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1 and construction standards on making buildings fully accessi-

2 ble to handicapped persons. The Board shall review such

3 standards annually and recommend such revisions to the Ad-

4 ministrator as may be necessary to assure that the standards

5 continue to reflect use of the most advanced research, tech-

6 nology and equipment.

7 (b) Following publication of the standards required by

8 subsection (a) of this section, the Administrator shall pre-

9 scribe such regulations as may be necessary regarding de-

10 sign, construction, and contracting to assure that all con-

11 struction, acquisition, and renovation projects carried out

12 pursuant to this Act conform to such standards. The Admin-

13 istrator, in the list of completed projects required in section

14 110(3) of this Act shall include a certification that each such

15 project has been carried out in accordance with these stand-

16 ards.

17 (c) The annual plan submitted to Congress by the Ad-

18 ministrator in accordance with section 801 of this Act, shall

19 include a schedule for making all existing public buildings

20 fully accessible to handicapped persons. Such schedule shall

21 estimate the cost of carrying out the plan and shall include a

22 list, in priority order, of recommended projects to be under-

23 taken in the year for which the annual plan is submitted.
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1 TITLE IV—MIXED USE AND ADAPTIVE USE IN

2 PUBLIC BUILDINGS

3 SEC. 401. This title may be cited as the "Public Build-

4 ings Cooperative Use Act Amendments of 1979".

5 SEC. 402. Section 102 of the Public Buildings Coopera-

6 tive Use Act of 1976 is amended to read as follows:

7 "Sec. 102. (a) In order to carry out his duties under

8 this title and under any other authority with respect to con-

9 structing, operating, maintaining, altering, and otherwise

10 managing or acquiring space necessary for the accommoda-

11 tion of Federal agencies and to accomplish the purposes of

12 this title, the Administrator shall-

13 "(1) acquire and utilize space in suitable buildings

14 of historic, architectural, or cultural significance, unless

15 use of such space would not prove feasible and prudent

16 compared with available alternatives;

17 "(2) encourage the location of commercial, cultur-

18 al, educational, and recreational activities as tenants

19 primarily on major pedestrian access levels, courtyards,

20 and rooftops of public buildings, and design, construct

21 and lease out space suitable for such activities: Pro-

22 vided, That the amount of space so leased out in any

23 public building-

24 "(A) shall be determined by the Administra-

25 tor after undertaking studies to determine the

1

1.
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1 market or need for such activities in the interest

2 of promoting commercial or cultural vitality in the

3 surrounding locality or serving the employees in

4 the public building, and

5 "(B) shall not exceed 25 per centum of the

6 space in the public building, or 50 per centum of

7 the space in a public building fifty or more years

8 old so long as any amount over 25 per centum of

9 the space in the building is occupied by a non-

10 profit cultural or educational institution and that

11 at least one-third of the space occupied by such

12 an institution is used for exhibits, performances,

13 libraries, or other activities intended primarily for

14 the general public;

15 "(3) provide and maintain space, facilities, and ac-

16 tivities, to the extent practicable, which encourage

17 public access to and stimulate public pedestrian traffic

18 around, into, and through public buildings, permitting

19 cooperative improvements to and uses of the area be-

20 tween the building and the street, so that such activi-

21 ties complement and supplement commercial, cultural,

22 educational, and recreational resources in the neighbor-

23 hood of public buildings; and

24 "(4) encourage the public use of public buildings

25 for occasional cultural, educational, and recreational
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1 activities and design, construct, and maintain space

2 and equipment in public buildings suitable for such ac-

3 tivities.

4 "(b) In carrying out his duties under subsection (a) of

5 this section, the Administrator shall consult with Governors,

6 areawide agencies established pursuant to title II of the

7 Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of

8 1966 and title IV of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act

9 of 1968, and chief executive officers of those units of general

10 local government in each area served by an existing or pro-

11 posed public building, and shall solicit the comments of such

12 other community leaders and members of the general public
13 as he deems appropriate.".

14 SEC. 403. Section 103 of the Public Buildings Coopera-
15 tive Use Act of 1976 is repealed.

16 SEC. 404. Section 104(a) of the Public Buildings Coop-
17 erative Use Act of 1976 and the Federal Property and Ad-
18 ministrative Services Act of 1949 are amended by amending
19 section 210(a)(16) of the Federal Property and Administra-
20 tive Services Act of 1949 to read as follows:

21 "(16) to enter into leases of space in public build-
22 ings, in accordance with section 102(a)(2) of the Public
23 Buildings Cooperative Use Act of 1976, as amended,
24 with persons, firms, or organizations engaged in corn-
25 mercial, cultural, educational, or recreational activities



87

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12 tive

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22 (1) the efficient use of Federal buildings can be in-

23 creased, and public satisfaction with Federal buildings

24 will be improved, by insuring that such buildings not

(as defined in section 105 of the Public Buildings Co-

operative Use Act of 1976, as amended). The Adminis-

trator shall establish rental rates for such leased space

equivalent to the prevailing commercial rates for com-

parable space devoted to similar purposes in the vicini-

ty of a public building. Such leases may be negotiated

without competitive bids, but shall contain such terms

and conditions and be negotiated pursuant to such pro-

cedures as the Administrator deems necessary to pro-

mote competition and to protect the public interest;".

SEC. 405. Section 105 of the Public Buildings Coopera-

Use Act of 1976 is amended by striking paragraph (2)

and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"(2) The terms "public building" and "Federal agency"

have the same meaning as is given them in the Public Build-

ings Act of 1979.".

TITLE V—EXHIBITIONS AND WORKS OF ART

SEC. 501. This title may be cited as the "Federal Build-

ings Enhancement Act of 1979".

SEC. 502. (a) The Congress hereby finds and declares

that—
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1 only provide a congenial work environment but also

2 function attractively for public service;

3 (2) Federal buildings should enrich the social,

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13 age

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

commercial, and cultural resources of the communities

they serve; and

(3) the utility and ambience of Federal buildings

will be enhanced by temporary exhibitions of American

art works and of the nation's cultural heritage, as well

as by suitable permanent works of art incorporated as

an integral part of the architectural style and form of

Federal buildings.

(b) It is, therefore, the policy of the Congress to encour-

and secure Federal building design which is distin-

guished, which expresses the dignity, enterprise, and stability

of the American Government, and which enriches the quality

of life in the communities served by such buildings. It is the

purpose of this Act to contribute to such design by incorpo-

rating permanent installations of suitable works of art into

new Federal buildings. It is the further purpose of this Act to

enhance the utility and ambience of existing Federal build-

ings by providing for temporary exhibitions of art and history

to be circulated among Federal buildings.

SEC. 503. (a)(1) The Administrator, with the advice and

assistance of the Chairman of the National Endowment for

the Arts, shall acquire by loan, or by lease at nominal fees,
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1 works of art by living American artists. Works of art ac-

2 quired under this subsection shall be organized into exhibi-

3 tions and circulated on a rotating basis by the Administrator

4 among Federal buildings throughout the United States. Such

5 works of art shall be selected from artists representative of

6 the different regions of the United States and its territories,

7 and shall include diverse media.

8 (2) The Administrator, in conjunction with the Secre-

9 tary of the Smithsonian Institution, shall develop exhibitions

10 which reflect the artistic, cultural, social, scientific, and in-

11 dustrial heritage of the United States or illustrate the con-

12 tinuing development of the Nation's art, culture, society, sci-

13 ence, and industry.

14 (3) The Administrator shall circulate and show exhibi-

15 tions developed under this subsection in Federal buildings

16 throughout the United States. Preference shall be given to

17 Federal buildings in communities that otherwise do not have

18 convenient access to museums of art and history.

19 (4) The Administrator shall reimburse the Smithsonian

20 Institution an amount not less than the cost to the Institution

21 of carrying out the provisions of this subsection.

22 (b)(1) The Administrator, with the advice and assistance

23 of the Chairman acting in cooperation with the appropriate

24 State arts councils, shall commission suitable works of art by

25 American artists to be purchased and installed in Federal
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1 buildings or temporarily installed in leased buildings. The
2 preliminary planning and design of each such new Federal
3 building shall include planning for such specific commissions,
4 which may include a variety of compatible works for each
5 such new building. The Administrator shall insure that Fed-
6 eral buildings selected for the installation of such commis-
7 sioned works of art are equitably distributed within the
8 United States and its territories, and shall consider a diversi-
9 ty of artistic media in commissioning such works of art. The
10 Administrator shall provide for necessary services to keep
11 and preserve such works of art in a state of high quality.
12 (2) Whenever the Administrator commissions a suitable
13 work of art pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsection, he
14 shall instruct that such work shall enhance the architectural
15 design of any new such Federal building. In the case of an
16 existing public or leased building, such work shall be appro-
17 priate to the setting and space available. The Administrator
18 shall also instruct that such work shall express a vital ele-
19 ment of contemporary American life, embody a common heri-
20 tage or unique characteristic of the region, symbolize a prin-
21 cipal mission of the Federal offices housed, or depict the
22 character of the work to be performed in such building.

23 (3) In carrying out the provisions of this subsection, the
24 Administrator, with the advice and assistance of the Chair-
25 man acting in consultation with the appropriate State arts
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1 councils, shall establish such procedures as may be necessary

2 to commission suitable works of art, with or without competi-

3 tion, and to encourage the participation of local artists.

4 (c)(1) For the purpose of this section, the Administrator

5 is authorized to utilize one-half of 1 per centum of the total

6 sums available in fiscal year 1980 and each fiscal year there-

7 after for the design, construction, repair, renovation, alter-

8 ation, and acquisition of public buildings, and one-twentieth

9 of 1 per centum of the sums available for the lease of public

10 buildings.

11 (2) Funds available under this subsection shall be availa-

12 ble, without fiscal year limitation, to the Administrator for

13 the purposes set forth in subsections (a) and (b) of this sec-

14 tion: Provided, That not to exceed 15 per centum of such

15 funds shall be expended for purposes set forth in paragraph

16 (1) of subsection (a), not to exceed 10 per centum shall be

17 expended for purposes set forth in paragraph (2) of subsection

18 (a), and not to exceed 75 per centum of such funds shall be

19 expended for purposes set forth in subsection (b).

20 (d) For the purpose of this title-

21 "(1) the term 'Federal buildings' means Federal

22 courthouses and office buildings owned by or leased to

23 the Federal Government that are under the jurisdiction

24 of the Administrator of General Services; and
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1 "(2) the term 'Chairman' means the Chairman of

2 the National Endowment for the Arts; and

3 "(3) the term 'works of art' includes, but is not

4 limited to, paintings, sculptures, mosaics, tapestries,

5 crafts, ceramics, and photographs.".

6 TITLE VI—ARCHITECTURAL SERVICES

7 SEC. 601. The Superintendent of Public Buildings shall

8 employ professionally trained architects, landscape archi-

9 tects, interior and graphic designers, and urban planners to

10 prepare, under the supervision of the Supervising Architect,

11 plans, drawings, and specifications for such public building

12 construction and renovation projects as the Superintendent

13 may designate, but in no case fewer than 25 per centum of

14 the dollar value of such projects each year.

15 SEC. 602. (a) Those architectural designs not prepared

16 pursuant to section 601 shall be procured in accordance with

17 title IX of the Federal Property and Administrative Services

18 Act of 1949, as amended, and-

19 (1) with respect to each public building construe-

20 tion and renovation project expected to cost no less

21 than $2,500,000 but no more than $25,000,000, the

22 Administrator shall conduct a design competition

23 among no fewer than three and no more than ten

24 qualified architectural firms. Such competition shall be

25 conducted so as to give particular opportunities to
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1 firms that have not received design commissions from

2 the Federal Government and to last no longer than

3 sixty days from the date the Administrator provides

4 the firms with a competition program and to elicit from

5 each firm preliminary design concepts only. The Ad-

6 ministrator shall negotiate first with the firm judged at

7 the conclusion of the competition, to have demonstrat-

8 ed the best design approach to the project. The Admin-

9 istrator shall compensate the firms that take part in

10 any one competition under this provision a total of no

11 more than $50,000, and shall conduct each competition

12 so that travel expenses and fair compensation for the

13 work required does not exceed this amount;

14 (2) with respect to each construction and renova-

15 tion project expected to cost more than $25,000,000,

16 the Administrator shall use such methods, including

17 design competition, as he may deem appropriate to se-

18 lect the best qualified architectural firm from among

19 those expressing interest in the project: Provided, That

20 such selection shall take into account design ap-

21 proaches proposed by no fewer than three firms. The

22 Administrator is authorized to compensate firms taking

23 part in any one competition under this provision, no

24 more than a total of $250,000 for expenses and sti-

25 pends.

60-568 0 - 80 - 7



94

1 (b) The Administrator is authorized to acquire the serv-

2 ices of privately employed architects, engineers, and other

3 citizens on a temporary basis to serve on panels to assist in

4 selecting and judging architectural firms under the provisions

5 of subsection (a) of this section. Persons so employed shall

6 not be considered special Government employees under the

7 provisions of section 201(a) of the Ethics in Government Act

8 of 1968.

9 (c) The Administrator shall make public and provide to

10 competing firms at the same time as a selection is announced

11 under any of the provisions of this section, a brief report de-

12 scribing the criteria used to evaluate competing firms and the

13 reasons for the selection made.

14 TITLE VII—LEASING

15 SEC. 701. The Administrator shall lease space only to

16 the extent necessary to accommodate the emergency or tern-

17 porary requirements of the Government, or to provide space

18 in locations where the size of Government activities does not

19 warrant providing a public building.

20 SEC. 702. Any other provision of this Act notwithstand-

21 ing, the annual plan submitted to Congress by the Adminis-

22 trator in accordance with section 801 of this Act, shall assure

23 that-

24 (1) within five years of the date of enactment of

25 this Act, no fewer than 60 per centum of the officers
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)

1 and employees of the Government whose offices are

2 provided under this Act shall have their principal of-

3 fices in public buildings;

4 (2) within ten years of the date of enactment of

5 this Act, no fewer than 80 per centum of the officers

6 and employees of the Government whose offices are

7 provided under this Act shall have their principal of-

8 fices in public buildings;

9 (3) to the maximum extent possible, the percent-

10 age of officers and employees of the Government

11 whose offices are provided under this Act having their

12 principal offices in public buildings is maintained uni-

13 formly throughout the Nation, and that priority is ac-

14 corded to construction, acquisition, and renovation of

15 such public buildings as may be necessary to achieve

16 such uniformity.

17 SEC. 703. Notwithstanding the provisions of section

18 210(h)(1) of the Federal Property and Administrative Serv-

19 ices Act of 1949, as amended, the Administrator shall not

20 make any agreement or undertake any commitment to lease

21 more than 25 per centum of the space in any building unless

22 and until the building is within ninety days of being corn-

23 pletely constructed and ready for occupancy.

24 SEC. 704. No space shall be leased to accommodate-

25 (1) major computer operations;

\
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1 (2) offices that conduct secure or sensitive activi-

2 ties related to the national defense or security;

3 (3) offices, the nature of which would require

4 major alterations in the structure or mechanical sys-

5 terns of the building to be leased; or

6 (4) courtrooms, judicial chambers, or administra-

7 tive offices for any United States court.

8 SEC. 705. (a) For the purposes of this Act, sections 321

9 and 322 of the Act entitled "An Act making appropriations

10 for the legislative branch of the Government for the fiscal

11 year ending June 30, 1933, and for other purposes", ap-

12 proved June 30, 1932, shall not apply.

13 (b) No lease may be negotiated for a rental exceeding

14 105 per centum of the average commercial rates and charges

15 for space and services of nearest comparable quality.

16 SEC. 706. (a) The Administrator shall publicly solicit

17 competitive bids to procure space by lease for the Govern-

18 ment. Each such solicitation shall specify any special require-

19 ments of building design, configuration, or location.

20 (b) In evaluating competing bids, the Administrator

21 shall take equally into account proposed rental costs, overall

22 quality of the buildings, energy efficiency, and their relative

23 conformity to the requirements of titles II and III of this Act.

24 SEC. 707. The Administrator shall provide to the high-

25 est ranking official of each Federal agency occupying space
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1 in a leased building a copy of the lease agreement between

2 the Government and the owner of the building and shall pro-

3 vide such official with any later additions or revisions to the

4 lease.

5 SEC. 708. The Administrator shall provide along with

6 the list of lease and lease renewal actions proposed for au-

7 thorization under section 802(b)(4) required to be submitted

8 to the Congress in accordance with section 801(a) of this

9 Act, the name of each principal owner of each building or

10 other space and biographical information concerning each

11 such owner, including-

12 (1) a summary description of any lease, sublease,

13 contract, or subcontract with the United States to

14 which such owner was a party and the status of each

15 such lease, sublease, contract, or subcontract;

16 (2) a• description of any business relationship,

17 dealing, or financial transaction by such owner, on his

18 own behalf, on the behalf of a client, or acting as an

19 agent, which in any way might constitute or result in a

20 conflict of interest for such owner as a lessor of a

21 building or space to the United States;

22 (3) a statement as to whether such owner is or

23 has been employed by the United States in any capac-

24 ity;
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1 (4) a statement as to whether such owner is or

2 has been a member of any Federal committee or com-

3 mission, including any advisory committee or any panel

4 for the selection of recipients of Federal contracts;

5 (5) a statement as to whether such owner has

6 ever held public office, including a description of the

7 offices involved, whether such owner was elected or

8 appointed to each such office, and the length of service

9 in each such office;

10 (6) a statement as to whether such owner has

11 ever held a major position or has played a major role

12 in a political campaign, including an identification of

13 the candidate, the dates of the campaign, and the title

14 of such owner, and a description of the responsibilities

15 of such owner;

16 (7) a statement of any criminal convictions of such

17 owner; and

18 (8) such other information as the Administrator

19 finds appropriate.

20 In carrying out the provisions of this section, in any case in

21 which the Administrator does not know the name of any

22 principal owner of a building or space to be leased at the time

23 the list required under section 801(a) is submitted to the Con-

24 gress, the Administrator shall transmit to the Congress the

25 information required by this section at least thirty days prior
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1 to the date on which the Administrator intends to 
approve

2 the lease on behalf of the Government.

3 TITLE VIII—CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATIO
N

4 SEC. 801. (a) The Administrator shall submit to th
e

5 Congress, not later than the fifteenth day after Cong
ress con-

6 venes each year, a program for the next succeedin
g fiscal

7 year of projects and actions which the Administrator
 deems

8 necessary in carrying out his duties under this Act
. Such

9 program shall include at least-

10 (1) a five-year plan for accommodating the public

11 building needs of the Government,

12 (2) a list, in priority order, of construction, ren-

13 ovation, and acquisition projects proposed for authori-

14 zation under subsections 802(b)(1), 802(b)(2), and

15 802(b)(3),

16 (3) a list, in priority order, of lease and lease re-

17 newal actions proposed for authorization under subsec-,

18 tion 802(b)(4),

19 (4) a list of all public buildings proposed to be va-

20 cated in whole or in part or to be disposed of,

21 (5) a proposed budget for the repair and mainte-

22 nance of public buildings,

23 (6) a description of how the projects and leases in-

24 eluded in the program, separately and together, con-
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1 form to the provisions of this Act and the estimated

2 annual and total cost of each project and lease.

3 (b)(1) The Administrator shall certify in the annual pro-

4 gram submitted in accordance with subsection (a) that he has

5 held a public hearing, or afforded the opportunity for such

6 hearing, in the locality or proposed locality of each construc-

7 tion, renovation, or acquisition project included in the annual

8 program. Such hearing shall consider the economic and social

9 effects of the project, its impact on the environment, its con-

10 sistency with the goals and objectives of such urban planning

11 as has been promulgated by the community, and its conform-

12 ance with sections 202, 204, and titles III and IV of this

13 Act: Provided, That, only such facts and issues as can rea-

14 sonably be adduced during the planning and preliminary de-

15 sign of a project shall be considered at such hearing.

16 (2) The Administrator shall provide, along with each

17 certification, the final environmental impact statement pre-

18 pared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act,

19 and a report which indicates the consideration given to facts

20 and issues concerning the project and various alternatives

21 which were raised during the hearing or which were other-

22 wise considered.

23 SEC. 802. (a) No appropriation shall be obligated for

24 any public building construction, renovation, or acquisition
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1 project, or for any lease or lease renewal,
 unless it has been

2 authorized by the Congress in accordanc
e with this title.

3 (b)(1) The Administrator is authorized to c
arry out the

•
4 following public building construction proj

ects of buildings of

5 twenty-five thousand gross square feet 
or more in fiscal year

6 1981, and the authorization for any suc
h project shall remain

7 available until the end of fiscal year 1985.

8 (2) The Administrator is authorized to carry 
out the fol-

9 lowing public building renovation proje
cts with a total esti-

10 mated cost of $1,000,000 or more each 
in fiscal year 1981,

11 and the authorization for any such projec
t shall remain avail-

12 able until the end of fiscal year 1982.

13 (3) The Administrator is authorized to carry 
out the fol-

14 lowing public building acquisition projects
 of buildings of

15 twenty-five thousand gross square feet or mor
e, or of sites of

16 a value of $1,000,000 or more in fiscal yea
r 1981, and the

17 authorization for any such project shall remain 
available until

•

18 the end of fiscal year 1982:

19 (4) The Administrator is authorized to execute 
the fol-

20 lowing lease agreements or lease renewals of 
blocks of space

21 of fifty thousand or more square feet in fiscal 
year 1981.

22 (5) The Administrator is authorized to issue o
bligations

23 to the Treasury under section 903 of this Act
 for the follow-

24 ing projects in fiscal year 1981.
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1 (6) There is hereby authorized for the purpose of carry-

2 ing out public building construction projects in fiscal year

3 1981 other than those projects authorized under subsection

4 (b)(1), the sum of $ , and such sum shall re-

5 main available until the end of fiscal year 1985.

6 (7) There is hereby authorized for the purpose of carry-

7 ing out public building renovation projects in fiscal year

8 1981, other than those projects authorized under subsection

9 (b)(2), the sum of $ , and such sum shall re-

10 main available until the end of fiscal year 1982.

11 (8) There is hereby authorized for the purpose of carry-

12 ing out public building acquisition projects in fiscal year

13 1981, other than those projects authorized under subsection

14 (b)(3), the sum of $ , and such sum shall re-

15 main available until the end of fiscal year 1982.

16 (9) The Administrator is authorized for the purpose of

17 executing lease agreements or renewing leases in fiscal year

18 1981, other than those authorized under subsection (b)(4), the

19 sum of $

20 (10) There is hereby authorized, for making alterations

21 to leased buildings in fiscal year 1981, the sum of

22 $ , and such sum shall remain available until the

23 end of fiscal year 1982.

24 (11) There is hereby authorized for the purpose of mak-

25 ing payments on leases in fiscal year 1981, other than those
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1 authorized under subsection (b)(4) and (b)(9), the sum of $

2

3 (12) There is hereby authorized for cleaning, mainte-

4 nance, repair, and real property operations in public buildings

5 in fiscal year 1981, the sum of $

6 (13) The Administrator is authorized in fiscal year 1981

7 for the purpose of carrying out planning and to procure pre-

8 liminary designs for public building construction, renovation

9 and acquisition projects, the sum of $

10 (14) There is hereby authorized for the administration

11 and direction of the Public Buildings Service in fiscal year

12 1981, the sum of $

13 SEC. 803. (a) When the cost of a project exceeds the

14 estimated maximum cost authorized under section 802 of this

15 Act, the Administrator is authorized to either (A) increase

16 expenditures by an amount equal to the percentage increase

17 in the cost of the project, or (B) decrease the number of gross

18 square feet to be constructed in the project. In no event shall

19 the total increase in expenditures authorized by clause (A) of

20 this paragraph exceed 10 per centum of the estimated maxi-

21 mum cost of the project. In no event shall the total decrease

22 in square feet authorized under clause (B) of this paragraph

23 exceed more than 10 per centum of the gross square feet

24 stated in the approved authorization.
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1 (b) Tithe Administrator determines that the cost of a

2 project exceeds the estimated maximum cost authorized

3 under section 802 of this Act to such an extent that action

4 under paragraph (1) is not sufficient to meet such excess cost

5 the Administrator shall report to the Committee on Environ-

6 ment and Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on

7 Public Works and Transportation of the House of Repre-

8 sentatives concerning the project. Such report shall include

9 recommendations by the Administrator as to appropriate ac-

10 tion to enable the continuance of the project. The Adminis-

11 trator may not take any action to continue the project, other

12 than the action authorized by paragraph (1), unless such ac-

13 tion has been authorized by resolutions adopted by the Com-

14 mittee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate and

15 the Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the

16 House of Representatives.

17 TITLE IX—PUBLIC BUILDING FINANCING

18 SEC. 901. Section 210(j) of the Federal Property and

19 Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, is amend-

20 ed by deleting the existing second sentence thereof and in-

21 serting the following sentence: "Such rates and charges shall

22 be established for each public building, and for each building

23 containing space leased by the Administrator on behalf of the

24 United States, no more frequently than once each year at a

25 level equivalent to the anticipated costs of providing space
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1 and services (including amortized construction costs or
 leas-

2 ing costs), unless such level of rates and charges wo
uld ex-

3 ceed commercial rates and charges for space and service
s of

4 nearest comparable quality, in which case the rates 
and

5 charges established by the Administrator shall not exc
eed

6 such commercial rates and charges.".

7 SEC. 902. Section 210(a)(18) of the Federal Property

8 and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended
, is

9 amended to read as follows:

10 "(18) to deposit into the fund established by sub-

11 section (f) of this section all sums received under leases

12 or rentals executed pursuant to paragraphs (16) and

13 (17) of this subsection, all proceeds from the disposal of

14 real property, and all sums received as parking or

15 dressing room fees under subsections 304(0 and 304(g)

16 of the Public Buildings Act of 1979, and each sum

17 shall be credited to the appropriation made for such

18 fund applicable to the operation of such building; and".

19 SEC. 903. (a) The Administrator is authorized to issue

20 obligations to the Secretary of the Treasury, to the extent

21 and in such amounts as are provided in annual appropriations

22 Acts, in order to obtain funds necessary to finance the acqui-

23 sition, construction, or renovation of any public building

24 when he determines the best interest of the United States

25 will be served. The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized
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1 to purchase such obligations, and for such purpose the Secre-
2 tary of the Treasury is authorized to use as a public transac-
3 tion the proceeds of the sale of any securities hereafter issued
4 under the Second Liberty Bond Act, and the purposes for
5 which securities may be issued under the Second Liberty
6 Bond Act are extended to include such purchases. The repay-
7 ment of loans made under this section shall be for terms up to
8 thirty years and on such conditions as may be prescribed by
9 the Secretary of the Treasury. In prescribing such terms and
10 conditions, the Secretary of the Treasury shall take into ac-
11 count the useful life of the building for which funds are to be
12 borrowed and shall not require that repayment begin until the
13 building is ready for occupancy. Such obligation shall bear
14 interest at a rate determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
15 ury, taking into consideration the current average yield on
16 outstanding marketable obligations of the United States of
17 comparable maturities.

18 (b) An obligation may be issued under subsection (a) to
19 acquire, construct, or renovate a public building, only if such
20 acquisition, construction, or renovation has been authorized
21 by the Congress, pursuant to title VIII of this Act.
22 (c) The payment of principal and interest on such obliga-
23 tion issued under subsection (a) shall be payable from the
24 fund established pursuant to section 210(1) of the Federal
25 Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. There are
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1 authorized to be appropriated from the fund such amounts as

2 may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this section.

3 SEC. 904. Section 210(0(2) of the Federal Property and

4 Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 490(0(2)) is

5 amended by inserting immediately after "activities" a comma

6 and the following: "and for payments in connection with the

7 financing of the acquisition, construction, or renovation of

8 public buildings as authorized by section 903 of the Public

9 Buildings Act of 1979.".
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SUBPART 101-18.1 ACQUISITION BY LEASE

Subpart 101-48.1—Acquisition by Lease
§ 101-13.106 ',13ii.sie policy.

a) To tha maximum extent practical,
GSA will lease space in privately owned
buildinets and land when need--; cannot 'De
satisfactorily met in Government-con-
trolled space, when leasino ;Oroves to be
more efficient than the construction or
alteration of a Federal building. or when
construction or alteration is not war-
ranted because requirements in the com-
munity are insufficient or are indefinite
in scope or duration, or completion of a
new building within a reasonable time
cannot be insured.
(b) Acquisition of space by lease will

be on the basis most favorable to the
Government, with due consideration to
maintenance and operational efficiency,
and only at charges consistent with pre-
vailing scnies in the community for com-
parable facilities.
(c) Acquisition of space by lease will

be by negotiation except where all the
factors are present which will permit
true competition and where the formal
sealed bid method is required by law.
In negotiating, competition will be ob-
tained to the maximum extent practical
among suitable available locations meet-
ing minimum Government requirements.
(d) When considering acquisition or

when acquiring space by lease, and sub-
ject to the provisions of § 101-18.107;
(1) Material consideration shall be

given to the efficient performance of the
.raissions and programs of the executive
agencies and the nature ar.d function of
the facilities involved with due regard
for the convenience of the pu'..;lic served
and the maintenance and improvement
of safe and healthful working conditions
for employees;
(2) Consideration shall be given in the

selection of sites for Federal facilities to
the need for development and redevelop-
ment of areas and the development of
new communities and the impact a selec-
tion will .have on improving social and
economic conditions In the area. In de-
termining these conditions, the Admin-
istrator of General Services will consult
with and receive advice from the Secre-
tary of Honing and Urban Development.
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, the Secretary of Commerce,
and others, as appropriate:

lot —is. to) (o)

(3) Maximum use shall be made of ex-
isting Government-owned permanent
buildings which are adequate or eco-
nomically adaptable to the space needs
of executive agencies;
(4) Suitable privately owned space

shall be acquired only when satisfactory
Government-owned space is not avail-
able;
(5) Space planning and assignments

shall reflect an assessment of the advan-
tages and costs of consolidating agencies
and constituent parts thereof in com-
mon or adjacent space for the purpose
of improving management and admin-
istration; and
(6) The availabiilty of adequate low-

and moderate-income housing on a non-
discriminatory basis, nondiscrimination
in the sale and rental of housing, ade-
quate access from other areas of the
urban center, and adequacy of parking
shall be considered.

(e) Lease-construction projects re-
quired to be authorized in accordance
with or in the manner provided by the
provisions of the Public Buildings Act of
1959 will be, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, consistent with State, regional,
and local plans, programs, and local
zoning regulations; and Governors, local
elected officials, and regional comprehen-
sive planning agencies will be consulted
in the planning of the proposed develop-
ment of such Federal facilities.

(f Insofar as practicable in accord-
ance with the provisions of section
601b) of the Rural Development Act
of 1972 (86 Stat. 674), first priority will -
be given to locating leased space for
new offices and other facilities in- rural
areas as defined in the private business
enterprise exception in section 306(a) (7)
of the Consolidated Farmers Home Ad-
ministration Act Of 1961, as amended
(7 U.S.C. 1926), due consideration being
given to the provisions of Executive
Order 11512 of February 27, 1970 (35
FR 3979) .

§ 101-18.101 Acquisition by GSA.
(a) GSA will perform all functions of

/easing building space, and land inciden-
tal thereto, for Federal agencies except
as provided in this Subpart 101-18.1.

FEDERAL PROP ry mANAGEM E NT REGULATIONS
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PART 101-18 ACQUISITION OF' REAL PROPERTY

toi—is.tat(b)

,b) Agencies authorized to acquire

space by lease may request GSA to per-

fcrm.such lelsing functions in specific

' Agencies not authorized to acquire

space bY lease. or agencies which have

requested GSA to provide leaSed space

for their aettvities, shall not directly or

indtrectly -contact lessors or potential

le.F..-rs for the purpose ol making oral or

written promises, commitments, or

agreements with respect VS the condi-

ti-.)ns of occupancy of particular space,

al:erations and repairs, or payment of

oTertime services.

§ 101-18.102 Acquisition by other agen-

cies.

la> The Departments of Agriculture.
Commerce, and Defense may lease their

• building space. and land incidental

it..-use. and provide for its operation,

maintenance, and custody when the

• 13 situate'i c•.:tside an urban cen-

ter. Urban centers 'are:.

Aherdeen,'S.
• County.

Aat.',ene, Tex.:
County

Taylor County,

Ohio:
.Pnr.a:te County.

..5,1=1-alt., County.

Alaslka:
The entire State.

Al'oany, 03.:
;--10Ugberty County.

Alt...aay,
W:iitesine County.

Albany,
Linn County.

Alban.y-Schenectady-Troy, N.Y.:

Alban' County.
Renc,elaer County.

Sa.-atoga Co.inty.

Sdhenectacly County.

Al'otiquerque. N. Mex.:

Be;na!lito County.

Alexandria, La.:
Rap:cies Parish.

Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, Pa.-NJ.:

1,.e2-0.31-1 County. Pa.
Northampton County, Pa.

Warren CJunty, N.J.
Alto,na. ?a.: •

Cuunty.
Al.-tar:11o, 'Tex.:
Potter County.
P.andall County.

Anaheim-Santa Ana-Garden Grove,
 Calif.:

Orange County.

Ann Arbor. Mich.:
Washtenaw County.

Asheville. N.C.:
Buncombe County.

Athens,
Clarke County.

Atlanta, Ga.:
Clayton County.
Cobb County.
De Kalb County.
Fulton County.
Gwinnett County.

Atlantic City, NJ.:
Atlantic County.

Augusta, Ga.-S.C.:
Richmond County, Ga.

Aiken County, S.C.

Augusta, Maine:
Kennebec County.

Austin. Tex.:
Travis County.

Bakersfield, Calif.:
Kern County.

Baltimore. Md.:
Baltimore City.
Anne Arundel County.

Baltimore County.
Carroll County.
Howard County.

Baton Rouge, La.:
East Baton Rouge Parish.

Battle Creek, Mich.:
Calhoun County.

Bay City. Mich.:
Bay County.

Beaumont-Port Arthur, Tex.:

Jefferson County.

Orange County.

Billings. Mont.:
Yellowstone County.

Binghamton, N.Y.-Pa.:

Broome County, N.Y.

Tioga County, N.Y.

Sustitiehanna County, Pa.

Birmingham, Ala.: .

Jefferson County.

Bismarck, N. flak.:
Burleigh County.

Boise, Idaho:
Ada County.

Boston. Mass.:
Essex County.
Middlesex County.

Norfolk County.

Plymouth County.

Suffolk County.

Bridgeport. Conn.:

Fairfield County.

New Haven County.

Bristol County.

Norfolk County.

Plymouth County.

FEDERAL PROPERTY MANAO;:',AE NT REGULATIONS
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Brosylile-Harlingen-San Benito, Tex.:
Cameron County

Bu.. N.Y.: '
• Co:inty. •-
N:;.gara County. 't •

Bu.cn. Vt.:
Ch  den County.

Butte. Mont.:
Saver Bow County.

Ca:eziro-E1 Centro,
Imperial County.

Car.:;.n, Ohio:
Stark County.

Casper, Wyo.:
Narrt;sna County.

Cedar Rapids. Iowa:
Linn County.

Champaign-Urbana.
Chaznpai.gn County.

Charleston. S.C.:
Derke!ey County.
Char:eston County.

Charleston. W. Va.:
Xar...awha County.

Char:,17e.
Meck.lenburg County.
tr..on. County.

CharlottesYille, Va.:
Cr,ar:otteavIlie City.
A.:ie.tr.arle County.

Chattansoga. Tean.-Gs.:
H ron County. Tenn.
,Wa;;Ler County, Ga.

Cheyenne. Wyo.:
Laramie County.

Chicago. Ill.:
Cook County.
Du Page County.
Kane County.
Lake County.
McF.enry County.
W:11 County.

Cincinnati, Ohio-Ey-Ind.:
Clermont County. Ohio.
Ha.—..iilton County, Ohio.
Warren County. Ohio.
Bst,:te County. Ky.
Campbell County, Ky.
Kenton County. Ky.
Dearborn County, Ind.

CleYeland, Ohio:
Cuyahoga County.
Gew...:ga County.
Lake County.
Medina County.

Clinton. Okla.:
Cus-...er County.

Crey, Wyo.:
Park County.

Colorado Springs, Colo.:
El Paso County.

Columbia. Mo.:
'Scone County.

Colui....^.bia, S.C.:
Lengton County.
Rich:and County.

101-18.100 (0)

Colurni,us. Ga.-Ala.:
Chattahoochee County, 0a,
Muscogee County, Oa.
Russell County, Ala.

Columbus. Ohio:
Delaware County.
Franklin County.
Pickaway County.

Concord, N.H.:
M.f.trrimack County.

Corpus Chitsti, Tex.:
Nuace3 County.

Dallas, Tex.:
CcIlla County.
Dallas County.
Denton County.
Ellis County.

Davenport-Rock Island-Moline, Iowa-Ill.:
Scott County, Iowa.
Henry County, Ill.
Rock Island County, Dl.

Dayton, Ohio:
Greene County.
Miami. County.
Montgomery County.
Preble County.

Decatur, Ill.:
Macon County.

Denver, Colo.:
Adams County.
Arapahoe County.
Boulder County.
Denver County.
Jelerson County.

Des Moines, Iowa:
Polk County.

Detroit, Mich.:
Macomb County.
Oakland County.
Wayne County.

Dubuque, Iowa:
Dubuque County.

Duluth-Superior, Minn.-Wis.:
St. Louis County. Minn.
Douglas County, V/13.

Durango. Colo.:
La Plats County.

Durharn, N.C.:
Durham County.

Elkins. W. Vs.:
Randolph County.

El Paso, Tex.:
El Paso County.

Erie, Pa.:
Erie County.

Eugene. Ore.:
Lane County.

Evansville, Ind.-Ky.:
Vanderburgh County, Ind.
Warrick County, Ind.
Henderson County, Ky.

Fall River, Mass.-RI.:
Bristol County. Mass.
Newport County, RI.

FEDERAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS
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Fa r go-atoo: . N 72-1's
CAss Col.:.:ty, N.

CSunty. Mn.

Ft:'•.t-'•;...ind°Crur.-.y.

Pt' t•Leo:niniter.
Cc.t.:rity

Nt'orcester County.

Csun:y.
Later County.

Fo:o Cc.:11n.s. Colo.:
Lorimer County.

Landerriale-HollF.00d. Fla.:

BrovV::,rd County.
Fort Smith, Ark..0'..tia.:
Crawford Col:T.:y...1,X.
S.,:loast.lan County. Ark_

Fiore County, Okla.
S,rit.toyalt County, Gila_

Fort Wayne. Ind.:
•Alien County.

Fort Worth, Tex.:
Johnson County.
Tarrant County.

Frankfc.rt, Ky.:
1,ranitiln Cot.:nty.

Fre•no.
Vresno County.

C.,44den.,
litOwah County.

• Oa:ill:setae. Fla.:
• - Aiess1.1.1.3. C01111-.7.

• Gaive.:sron-Texas City,
Galveston County.

Gary-HaanMond-Last Cnirago, Lad.:

Lake County. '
Porter County.

Gt,,..ad Forks. N.
- . Grand For Cc:zit:7.

' • .i0Tati.ti ittand. Netr.:
121.71 County.

. Coto :
Mesa Couuty.

Or Ind Rapids, Mich.:

County.

Con::ty.

• •-•y.
Cireen Bay. \VI's,:

County.
Cire,"7:3boro-ii:gr. N.C.:

S.C.:
County.

Pia tena County.
Greenwood. Miss.:
Lo Flare County.

HairIllton,MItidietzwn. Onto:

County.
D :,,uphta C,onnt:7.
Perry County.

He.rtford, Conn.:
Hartford County.
Middlesex County.
Tolland County.

TI:o entire State.
Helena, Mont.:
Laws and Clark County.

11:.t. Spring, Ark.:
Gorland County.

Houston, Tex.:
Harris County.

Huntington-Ashland, W. Va.-Ky.-Ohlo:

Cabell County, W. Va.

' County. W. Va.
Boyd County, Ky.
Lawrence County. Ohio.

Huntsville, Ala.:
Limestone County.
Madison County.

Huron, S. flak.:
Beadle County.

Idaho Falls, Idaho:
Bonneville County.

indianapolls, Ind.:
Hamilton County.
Hancock County.
Hendricks County.
Johnson County.
Marion County.
Morgan County.
Shelt.ty County.

Jackson. Mich.:
Jackson County.

Jackson, Miss.:
Hinds County.
nankin County.

Jackson. Tenn.:.
Z.Iiidi.son County.

Ja.tI:sonvi:le. Fla.:
• Duval County.
Je!'rerson City, Mo.:

Cole County.
J,,onsay City, N.J.:
Hudson County.

Joh natown, Pa.:
Catn5ria County.

,rset County.

Kal amazoo.. Mich.:
Kalamazoo County.

Kan.:as City, Mo.-Mans.:
Cass County, Mo.
Clay County, Mo.
Jackson County, Mo.
Platte County, Mo.
Johnson County, Kans.
Wyandotte County, Kans.

• Kenosha, Wis.:
Kenosha County.

Klamath Falls, Oreg.:
Kiornath County.

Knoxville. Tenn.
Anderson County.
Blount County.
Knox County.

F F.: £ A L .--, ClERTY MANAGEMENT fIrGULATIONS
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Lafayette, La.:
Lafayette Pariah.

Lake Charles. La.:
Calcasieu Parish.. .

Lancaster, Pa.: •
Lancaster County. '

Lar-stng. Mtch.:
Clinton County.
• Eaton County.
Ingtiam County.

Laredo. Tex.:
Webb County.

Las Vegas, Nev.:
Clark County.

Lawrence-Haverhill, Mesa-N.H.:
Essex County, Mass.
Ftockingh am County, N.H.

Lawton, Okla.:
Comanche County.

LewL3ton-Auburn, Maine:
Androscoggin County.

Lexington, By.:
. Fayette County.
Lima, Ohio:
Alea County.

Lincoln, Nebr.:
I.ar..:aster County.

LittisEt.xk-North Little Rock, Ark.:
P..11.,,Al County.

lk,g1n, 'Utah:
• Ceche County.

Lorain-Elyria. Ohio:
toral-n

Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif.:
'Los Angeles County.

Louisville. Ey.-Ind.:
Jraerson, County, Ky.
Clark C:y, Ind.
Floyd ty, Ind.

Lo'Nel?,
c County.

Lubbock. Tex.:
Lubl-K.ck County.

Lynchour3 city.
Atr.11 err. County.
Cazilpi,r:i County.

Maccm, Ga.:
Biloa County.
Houston County.

M.aw.son, Wis.:
Din's County.

2.13..uebester, N.H.:
Hillsborough County.
Merrimack County.

Manhattan, Naas.:
'Riley County.

McCook, Nebr.:
Red Willow County.

Medford. Oreg.:
Jackson County.

101-18,102 (0)

Memphis, Tenn.-Ark.:
Shelby County. Tenn.
Crittenden County Ark.

Meriden. Conn.:
Naw Haven County.

Meridian, Miss.:
Lauderdale County:

Miami. Fla.:
Dads County.

Midland, Tex.:
Midland County.

Milwaukee. Wis.:
tIllwatikee County.
Oraukee County.
Waukesha County.

Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn.:
Anokn County.
Dakota County.
Hennepin County.
Ramsey County.
Washington County.

Missoula, Mont:
Missoula County.

Mobile, Ala.:
Baldwin County.
Mobile County.

Monroe, La.:
Ouachita Parish.

Montgomery, Ala.:
Elmore County.
Montgomery County.

Morgantown. W. Va.:
Monor.galia County.

Muncie, Ind.:
Delaware County.

Muskogon-Muskegon Heights, Mich.:
Muskegon County.

Muskogee, Okla.:
Muskogee County.

Nashville, Tenn.:
Davidson County.
Sumner County.

County.
Newark, N.J.:
Essex County.
Morris County.
Union County.

New Bedford, Maas.:
Bristol County.
Plymouth County.

New Pe taLn. Conn.:
Hartford County.

New }ms-:en. Conn.:
New Haven County.

New London-Groton-Norwich, Conn.:
New London County.

New Orleans, La.:
Jefferson Parish.
Orleans Parish.
St. Bernard Parish.
St. Tammany Parish.

FEDERAL PROPEF1Ty MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS
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10,—,Lisz(a)

New,b:rt News-I-tamp:on. Va.:

:anon city.
N,wpert*-News city.
To:k Connty.

New Yerk.-N Y :• •
CoAty.-

r. Ct.:nty.
Ne T Cour.ty.
Queens Count7.

ty.
Nataau County.
It:•:k*,- Coun..•:y.
Suf...lk County.
wfstche3ter County.

Norftlk-Pcrt3montl:n Va.:

C-:..esapeake clry.
Norfolk. city.

rtsmouth
VI:girlie Beach

Nor-walk. Conn.:
Fa.zfleIrl County.

Ode,--sa. Tex.:
Sc:or County.

Ogden. Utah :
tveher County.

Oklahoma City. Okla.:

Ca:tad:an 0y.
Cleveland County.

04:shoma County.

urston Cour.ty.

Orna:.-ta. Nebr.-Iowa:
g.I24County. Nebr.

!carp: Coun:y. Net,.

2-Y...sm.-attar:ale County, Iowa.

Or: ando; Fla.:
Orange County...
Seminole County.

Parkersburg. W. Vs.:

*Wt.:A County.

Pa t.erson -Clif ton-Paa,a- lc. N.J.:

•r County.
Paa•alc County.

Perttazola.
County.

tia.nta P.4.,se. County.

Pecna.
ity:e:a. County.
Tazewell County.

Phi: .delphia,
Bucks County, ?a.

Cnester County. ?a.

De!3-Fxre Pa.

Montgomery C..t.'unty. Pa.

rhiladelphia County. Pa. •

Burlington County. N.J.

Camden County. NJ.

Gloucester County. NJ.

Phoenix. Arts.:
al! :cna Cottnty.

Pltrre. S.7.'ak.:
ns County.

117
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Pittsburgh, Pa.:
Allegheny County.

Beaver County.
Washington County.

Westmoreland County.

Pittsfield, Mass..
Berkshire County.

Portland. Maine:
Cumberland County.

Portland. Oreg.-Wash.:

Clackamas County. Oreg.

Multnomah County, Oreg.

Washington County, Oreg.

Clark County. Wash.

Portsmouth, N.H.:
Rockingham County.

Providence-Pawtucket-Warwick, R.I
.-Mass.:

Bristol County. P..I.

Kent County. RI.
Newport County, R.I.

Providence County. RI.

Washington County, RI.

Bristol County. Mass.

Norfolk County, Mass.

Worcester County, Mass.

Provo-Orem, Utah:
Utah County.

Pueblo, Colo.:
Pueblo County.

Puerto Rico:
The entire Commonwealth.

P.acine. Wis.:
Racine County.

Raleigh. N.C.:
Wake County.

Rapid City. S. Dak.:

Pennington County.

Reading, Pa.:
Berks County.

Reno, Nev.:
Washoe County.

Richmond, Va.:
Richmond city.
Ch•sterfield County.

Hanover County.
Her-rico County.

Roanoke. Va.:
Roanoke city.
Roanoke County.

Rochester, N.Y.:
Livingston County.
Monroe County.
Orleans County.
Wayne County.

Rockford, Ill.:
Boone County.
Winnebago County.

Rolla, Mo.:
Phelps County.

Rome. Ga.:
Floyd County.

FEDERAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT
 REGULATIONS

1317: (AMENDMENT 0-47. JUN!: 1574)



118

SUBPART 101-18. 1 ACQUISITION BY. LEASE

101-18.102 (a)

Sacramento, Calif.:
Placer County. ,
Sarni:1,ra° County.
Y.,:o Colaity;.

Sagmow. Mich.:
County.

Si.. Albans. Vt.:
Franklin County.

St Joseph. Mo.:
Buchanan County.

St. Louis, Mo.-Ill.:
St. LJUls City, Mo.
Jefferson County. Mo.
St. Ci:orics County, Mo.
St Louis County, Mo.
Madison County,
St. Clair County, Ill.

Salina. Kans.:
Cailne County.

Satisbury, ?.1c1.:
%Ciro:Moo County.

Sal: Lake City, Utah:
Dav:s County.
S 4: t Lake County.

San Angelo. Tex.:
Torn C,;:reeit County.

San Antonio, Tex.:
S.xar County.
(3, County.

Sat. Bernardi no-Riverside-Ontario, Calif.:
Riverside County.
.Eisn Bernardino County.

Sat. L.ego. Calif.:
Son M.:To County.

San Francisco-Oakland, Calif.:
Alameda County.
Contra Costa County.
MarM County.
San Pron.risco County.
San Mateo County.

San .Yose.
1,,,Afit.t Clara County.

Santa Barbara, Calif.:
So:- • a Barbara County.

Sait- :e. N. Mex.:
alto. Fe County.

G.:.:
Chlti,,it County.

Sr,:t,31,JC:. Nebr.:
o:ts !lit:ft County.

Pa.:
anna County.

Seatt, -..-l.verett, Wash.:
:King County.
S,:oaomish County.

Steridan, to.
Sheridan County.

Shreveport. La.:
, Bos.ster Parish.
Caddo Parish.

Sioux City. lowa-Nebr.:
Woodbury County, Iowa.
Dakota County, Nebr.

Sioux Falls. S. Dak.:
Mlnnehaha County.

South Bend. hid.:
St. Joseph County.
Marshall County.

Sp•artaiaJurg. S.C.:
Spartanburg County.

Nr.olcane. Ws.h.:
Spokane County.

Sprintr,fleld-Clacopee-lIolyoke, Mass.:
Hampden County. Mass.
1:a:r.pshire County. Mass.

County, Mass.
Spn: :-tr.eld.

fikt:•.7,--non County.
Id, Mo.:

Greene County.
Springteld, Ohio:

Clark County.
Stamford, Conn.:

Fairfield County.
SteubenyIlle-Wierton, Ohio-W. Va.:

Jefferson County, Ohio.
Brooke County. %V. Va.
Hancock County, W. Va.

Stillwater, Okla.:
Payne County.

Stockton, Calif.:
San Joaquin County.

Syracuse, N.Y.:
Madison County.
Onondaga County.
Oswego County.

Tacoma, Wash.:
Pierce County.

Tallahassee. Fla.:
Leon County.

Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla.:
Hillsborough County.
Pinellas County.

Temple, Tex.:
Bell County.

Terre Haute, Ind.:
Clay County.
Sullivan County.
Vermillion County.
Vt;to County.

Texarkana, Tex.-Ark.:
Lou-le County, Tex.
2-'Ll!er County, Ark.

To:et:0. Ohio-Mich.:
L'If:aS County, Ohio.
Wood County, Ohio.
Monroe County, Mich.

Topeka, Kans.:
Shawr4ee County.

Trenton, N.J.:
Mercer County.

Tucson, Ariz.:
Pima. County.

Tulsa, Okla.:
Creek County.
Osae County.
Tulsa County.

Tuscalcosa, Ala.:
Tuscaloosa County.

FEDERAL PRO:. PTV MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS
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Sacramento. Calif.:
Placer County. ,
Sacnorotito County.
Yolo .

Saginaw. Mich.: '
Sa7Inav County.

Se. Albans. Vt.:
Franklin County.

St Joseph, Mo.:
Buchanan County.

St. Louio,
St. Louis City, Mo.
Jefferson County. Mo.
St. Ciintics County, Mo.
St Louts County, Mo.
Madison County, Ill.
Sc. Clair County, Ill.

Salina. Kans.:
Saline County.

Salt sbury,
V:itiornlco County.

Salt Lake City, Utah:
Davis County.
SAIt. Lake County.

San Angelo. Tex.:
Torn c;:oter. County.

San Antonio, Tex.:
B,ixar County.

County.
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, Calif.:

Riverside County.
.fibn Bernardino County.

SIsn L.ego, Calif.:
San Diiigo County.

San Francisco-Oakland, Calif.:
Alameda County.
Contra Costa County.
Mario. County.
San IsranrIsco County.
San Mateo County.

San Jose. Calif.:
Sant.. Clara County.

Santa Barbara, Calif.:
Bar • .s Barbara County.

Sao- s N. Mex.:
/Alta Fe County.

Sa.,srnah, 0.i.:
Chatliion County.

Srottsaluct. Nebr.:
otts ,i;•iff County.

Son:it:oil. Oa.:
tart- ar:tnna County.

Seatt., -4vorett. Wash.:
Kir.s; County.
.Soonontish Coo nty.

Steridan, Wvo.:
Sheridan County.

Shreveport. La.:
, Bossier Parish.
Cadda Parish.

Sioux City. Iowa-Nebr.:
Woodbury County, Iowa.
Dakota County. Nebr.

Sioux Falls. S. Dak.:
Mlnnehaha County.

101-18. tot' (a)

South Bend. Ind.:
St. Joseph County.
Marshall County.

Spartanburg. S.C.:
Spartanburg County.

hpokane. Wash.:
Spokane County.

Springileld-Cillcopee-Holyoke, Mass.:
}lamp:ion County. Mass.
Hampshire County, Mass.

County, Mass.
Spn: :,;ftelci. Ill.:

Eni,3,-.lion County.
Spritis:Is Id, Mo.:
Greene County.

Springfield, Ohio:
Clark County.

Stamford, Conn.:
Fairfield County.

Steubenville-Wierton. Ohio-W. Va.:
Jefferson County. Ohio.
Brooke County, %V. Va.
Hancock County, W. Va.

Stillwater, Okla.:
Payne County.

Stockton, Calif.:
Sari Joaquin County.

Syracuse, N.Y.:
Madison County.
Onondaga County.
Oswego County.

Tacoma, Wash.:
Pierce County.

Tallahassee. Fla.:
Leon County.

Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla.:
Hillsborough County.
Pinellas County.

Temple, Tex.:
Bell County.

Terre Haute, Ind.:
Clay County.
Sullivan County.
Vermillion County.

t,ro County.
Texarkana, Tex.-Ark.:
Lowle County, Tex.
M.Iter County. Ark.

To:ecio,
Lucas County. Ohio.
Wood County, Ohio.
Monroe County, Mich.

Topeka. Kans.:
Shawnee County.

Trenton, N.J.:
Mercer County. *

Tucson, Ariz.:
Plana County.

Tulsa, Okla.:
Creel County.
Osage County.
Tulsa County.

Tusoalcosa, Ala.:
Tuscaloosa County.
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• lo1-18.13z(o)

Tyler, Tex.
Sznit:a County.

Her:t,ne: County
Onetda County.

Vallejo-Napa, Cnitf.:
Naps County.
Solano County.

Vic,-;•surg. Miss.:
County.

Virgin islands:
The cntire Territory.

Waco. Tex.:
MclJennan County.

Walla Walla, Wash.:
Walls. Walla County.
Ber_ton County.

Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va.:
District of Columbia.
Montgomery County, Sid.
Prir.ce Georges County, Md.
;:lexandria city. Va.
Fcirtax city, Va.
Falls Church city, Va.
Arl:tigton County. Va.
Fairfax County, Va.

Councy.
New its,en

'Waterloo. Iowa:
. a.rk Hawk County.
Wenatchee, Wash.:
Che'.on County.

West. l'altn Beach, Fla.:
Pains Beach County

WI,seiing, W. Va-Ohio:
5!..trshall County, W. Va.

• Ot.lo County, W. Va.
Belnlont County, Ohio.

Butler County.
Sedgwic-t- County.

W:r‘ists. Falls. Tex.:
A:,rter Count?.

County.
WIlra Liar re-Hazleton, Pa.:

L.,- -erne County.
Wntr.Ir.gton,
New Castle County. Del.
5alern County, NJ.
Cezi.1 County.

Wilmirigton, N.C.:
New Hanover County.

W:_n_ston-Salern, N.C.:
Forsyth County.

Worcester, Sias,:
Worcester County.

Yakima, Wash.:
Yslcirr.s.• County.

l's.:
A:tams County.
York Count?.

Youngstown-Warren, Ohio:
Motioning County.
Trumbull County.

Yuma. Ariz.:
Yuma County.

(b) The Department of the Treasury
may lease building space and land in-
cide.ntal thereto for the use of the Comp-
trclnr of the Currency and provide for
its operation, maintenance, and custody.

(c) Thu Tennessee Valley Authority
may /ease building space and land inci-
dental thereto and provide for its opera-
tion, maintenance, and custody.

(d) The National Aeronautics and
Space Administration may lease building
space and land incidental thereto and
provide for its operation, maintenance,
and custody outside the District of
Cc lumbia..
(e) A Federal agency may lease space

In buildings and land incidental thereto,
for its use when:
(1) The space is located in any foreign

country;
(2) The space is in buildings which

are located on the grounds of any fort,
camp, post, arsenal, Navy Yard, naval
training station, airfield, proving ground,
military supply depot, or school, or .of
any similar facility, of the Department of
Defense, unless and to such extent as
a permit for its use shall have been is-
sued by the Secretary Of Defense or his
duly authorized representative;
(3) The space is acquired by the U.S.

Postal Service for postal purposes.

§ 101-18.103 Agency cooperation.

The heads of executive agencies shall
(a) cooperate with n.nd assist the Admin-
istrator of General Services in carrying
out his responsibilities respecting office
buildings and space, (b) Like measures
to give GSA early notice of new or chang-
ing space requirements, (c) seek to econ-
omize in their requirements for space,
and (d) review continuously their needs
for space in and near the District of
Columbia, ta's..ing into account the feasi-
bility of decentralizing services or activi-
ties which can be carried on elsewhere
without excessive costs or significant loss
of efficiency,

§ 101-1 8.104 Delegation of leasing au-

Subject to the limitations stated in
§ 101-18.105, agencies are hereby au-
thorized to perform for themselves all
functions with respect to acquisition of

VEDERAL PROPERTY MANAGr.MrENT rtEr,OLAT
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space by lease in buildings and land in-
cidental thereto when the following con-
ditions are met:
(a) The space .ina5` be leased for no

rental, or for a nominal consideration of
$1.00 per annum; or
(b) When authority has been re-

quested by an executive agency and a
specific delegation has been granted by
the Ldministrator of General Services;
0.z*

lc) The space is found by the Admin-
istrator of General Services to be wholly
or predominantly utilized for the special
purposes of the agency to have custody
thereof and is not generally suitable for
the use of other agencies; including but
not limited to hospitals, housing, labora-
tories, mints, manufacturing plants, and
penal institutions. (The types of space
listed in § 101-13.104-1 have been found
to be wholly or predominantly utilized
for the special purposes of the agency
named and are not generally suitable for
the uses of other agencies.) : or

Prior approval of GSA has been
obtained before an agendy initiates 'a
leasing action which involves. 2,500 or
more uare feet of special purpose space.
The request for approval and a Stand-
ard Form 81 shall be filed with the GSA
regional office having jurisdiction in the
arca of the proposed leasing action as
shown in § 101-17.4801.
§ 101-18.104-1 List of special purpose

space.

(a) Department of Agriculture:
(I) Aircraft storage and repair shops.
(2) Fumigation areas.
(3) Garage space held under service

contract.
(4.) Greenhouses.
(5) Land. •
(6) Miscellaneous storage by cubic

foot or weight basis.
(7) Office space when required to be

lOcated in or adjacent to stockyards.
(8) -Space for agricultural commodi-

ties stored in licensed warehouses and
utilized under warehousing contracts.
19) Space utilized in cooperation with

State and local governments or their in-
strumentalities where the cooperating
State or local government occupies a por-
tion of the space and pays a portion of
the rent.

01 -18.104-1(0(24)

(10) Plant, bird, and animal quaran-
tine facilities.
(11) Housing.
(12) Storage for pesticide materials

and equipment.
(b) Department of Commerce:
(I) Maritime training stations.
(2) Radio stations.
(3) Laboratories for testing materials.

classified or ordnance devices, and cali-
bration of instruments.
. (4) Weather bureau offices at airports.
(5) Docks, piers, and mooring facil-

ities.
(6) Garage space held under service

contract.
(7) Hangars used for airplane storage.
(8) Oil and gasoline storage.
(9) Shipbuilding materials storage.
(10) Stockpiling depots.
(11) Torpedo net depots.
(c) Department of Defense:
(1) Air Force—Civil Air Patrol Liaison

Office when required for use incidental
to, in conjunction with, and in close
proximity to airports.•
'12) Arrrier2C.I. -
(3) Cold and freezer storage.
(4) Depot storage.
(5) Docks and piers.
(6) Film library in the vicinity of

Washington, D.C.
(7) Filter centers.
(8) Garage space held under service

contract.
(9) Hangars and other airport oper-

ating facilities.
(10) Hospitals.
(11) Hotels.
(12) Housing.
(13! Land (including aircraft and

warni:e; cations ) .
(14) Laundries.
(15) Leased buildings at Jackson, Mis-

sissippi. Air Force Base.
(16) Lumber storage.
(17) ',less halls.
(18) Mooring space.
(19) Oil and gasoline-storage.
(20) Open storage.
(21) Ports of embarkation and de-

barkation.
(22) Post exchanges.
(23) Postal Concentration Center at

Long Island City, New York.
(24) Recreation centers.

FEDERAL P1O1"E1,TY MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS
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101-18.104-1(0(25)

(25) Reserve training space.
(26) Schools.
(27.) Service clubs.
(28) Tetting laboratories.
(29) Troop detachments.
(d) Home Loan Bank Board: Space for

field offices of Examining Division re-
quired to be located within Federal Home
Loan Bank buildings or immediately ad-
joining or adjacent to such buildings.

(e)- Department of Housing and Urban
Development: Space used for residential
and related purposes.
(f) Department of Justice: US. Mar-

shal's offices in Alaska and Border Pa-
trol Offices similar in character and uti-
lization to police stations irvelving the
handling of prisoners, firearms, and
motor vehicles, regardless of location.
(g) Tax Court of the United States:

Present courtroom in Grand Central
Terminal Building, New York, New York.
(h Veterans Administration:
.(1) Guidance and training centers lo-

cate..! at schools and colleges.
(2 Space used for Veterans Admin-

istratiort hospitals and related purposes.
(i) Department of the Interior:

• (1) Saace in buildings and land in-
cidental thereto used by field crews of
the laureau of Reclamation. Bureau of
Land Management. and the Geological
Suraey for periods of less than 1 year in
remote areas where no other Govern-
ment agencies are quartered' and
,2) Garage space held under service

contract used by the Geological Survey
and the Bureau of Land Management.

(j) Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare: Space used for hospitals,
quarantine stations, and labcratories.
(k) Federal Cornrnanicatiores Com-

mission : Monitoring station sites.
(I) laepartrnent of Transcortation:
(1) U.S. Coast Guard: Plots of land

and *ler aites, including closed storage
s'ohce required in combination with piers
and docking ano mooring facilities;
space for the oceanic unit at Woods Hole,
Mass.; and space for port security
activities: and
(2) Federal Aviation Administration:

The Aeronautical Center at Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma, air route traftc control
centers, garage space held under serv-
ice contracts, land at airports, and not
more than 2,500 square feet of space at

airports that is used predominately as
general purpose office space in buildings
under the jurisdiction of public or pri-
vate airport authorities.

§ 101..18.105 Limitations on the use of
delegated authority.

(a) Agencies authorized by this Sub-
part 101-18.1 to perform functions with
respect to acquiring space by lease may
perform such functions only:
(1) When the utilization requirements

of Part 101-17 have been met; and
(2) In accordance with the authorities

in § 101-18.001, § 101-18.100, and ap-
plicable provisions of Chapters 1 and 101
of this title.
(b) Agencies may not exercise the

long-term leasing authority contained in
section 210(h) (1) of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of
1949 (40 U.S.C. 490(h) (1) ) in the per-
formance of the functions delegated un-
der this Subpart 101-18.1 without specific
authorization from the Administrator of
General Services.
(c) Agencies having a need for other

than temporary parking accommoda-
tions in the urban centers listed in
§ 101-18.102, for Government-owned
motor vehicles not regularly housed by
GSA, shall ascertain the availability of
Government-owned or -controlled park-
ing from GSA in accordance with the
procedures outlined in § 101-17.101-6
Prior to instituting procurement action
to acquire parking facilities or services.

§ 101-18.106 Contingent fees and re-
lated procedure.

The provisions of Subpart 1-1.5 of this
title with respect to contingent fees and
related procedure are hereby made ap-
plicable to all negotiated and advertised
contracts for the acquisition of real prop-
erty by lease. The covenant shall be ap-
propriately adapted for use in leases of-
real property for Government use.

§ 101-18.107 Application of socioeco-
nomic considerations.

(a) In acquiring space by lease, loca-
tions will be avoided which will work a
hardship on employees because (1) there
is a lack of adequate housing for low-
and middle-income employees on a non-
discriminatory basis within reasonable

FEDERAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS
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proximity and (2) • the location is not
readily accessible from other areas of
the urban center.

(b) Con.sidaeation ,of low- and
moderate-incol- le housing on a nondis-
criminatory b?.sis for ei-nployees and the
need for development and.re.evelopment
of areas for socioeconomic improvement
will apply to Lie acquiMtion or space by
lease where:
(1) 100 or more low- or moderate-

income employees are expected to be em-
ployed In the:-race to be leased; and
(2) The laase involves residential re-

location of a majority of the existing
low- and moderate-income work force, a
significant increase in their transporta-
tion or parking costs, travel time that
exceeds 45 minutes to the new location,
or a 20 percent increase in travel time if

101-18.107 (e)

travel time to the present facility already
exceeds an average of 45 minutes; or
(3) GSA requests HUD review in lease

actions of special importance not cov-
ered by (1) and (2).
(c) The Dep,ri,:nent of Housing and

Urban Develo;•:•nent is responsible for
providing information concerning the
availability of low.- and moderate-income
housing on a nundl3eritninatory basis in
areas where Federal facilities are to be
locate;.I.
(d) T Department of Housing and

Urban Davelo,::ment will be consulted
concerning tIn availability, on a nondis-
criminatory basis, of low- and moderate-
income housing for those Federal em-
ployees who will work in the project area.
(e) Other si,cioeconomic considera-

tions described in 1 101-19.101 are also
applicable to acquisition by lease.

4

(NEXT PAGE IS 11317)
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PUBLIC BUILDINGS ACT OF 1979

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 1, 1980

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS,

T V ash,ing ton, D .0 .
The committee met at 10:13 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 4200,

Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert T. Stafford, presiding.
Present: Senators Stafford and Chafee.
Senator STAFFORD. The meeting will come to order. This is a con-

tinuation of hearings which began on Wednesday, on S. 2080, the
Public Buildings Act of 1979.
This morning the committee is pleased to welcome our guests who

are here to help us in our deliberations on this piece of legislation. We
recognize that the bill before us is far from a perfect instrument and
we can assure you that your testimony here will be appreciated and
will help us in perfecting the bill before we mark it up and vote it out.
The Chair is advised that Mr. Daniel J. Mundy, legislative director,

building and construction trades department, AFL—CIO, is here repre-
senting Mr. Georgine, the president of that portion of the union.
The Chair would invite Mr. Mundy to take the witness stand.
Mr. Mundy, we have a full text of testimony that I presume you will

(-rive for Mr. Georgine in front of us. The Chair would invite you to
summarize it and have it placed in full in the record, but if you wish
to read it, the Chair will be pleased to have you do that also.

STATEMENT OF DANIEL J. MUNDY, DIRECTOR, BUILDING AND
CONSTRUCTION TRADES DEPARTMENTS, AFL—CIO, WASHINGTON,
D.C.

Mr. MUNDY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We have summarized it.
(Statement appears at p. 157.)
Mr. Chairman, my name is Daniel J. Mundy. I am legislative direc-

tor for the building and construction trades department. I am accom-
panied by Terry Yellia, who is chief counsel for the building trades
department of AFL—CIO.
Let me apologize for President Georgine. He phoned me early this

morning from an airport from which he was unable to get out. He
asked that I come clown and testify for the department.
Mr. Chairman, we represent the building and construction trades

department, which is composed of 15 affiliated national and interna-
tional unions representing approximately 4 million building and
construction trades workers who are located in most communities
throughout the United States.

(123)
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I am appearing today on behalf of these workers because they con-
struct Federal buildings and, therefore, are vitally interested in the
proposed Public Buildings Act of 1980. I want to express my apprecia-
tion to the committee for inviting me to testify this morning.
The building and construction trades department supports this bill

because it represents the first major overhaul in 20 years of the Public
Buildings Service of the General Services Administration. It will
cause three significant changes in GSA's public building program.
This bill will require GSA to submit to Congress an annual plan

for building construction and maintenance that conforms to specific
guidelines established by Congress, thereby creating greater accoun-
tability for its actions. The bill will also require the establishment of a
long-range building program with the object of placing no more than
20 percent of the Federal work force in office space which is leased from
private owners.
The other 80 percent of the work force will be accommodated in

Government-owned buildings. Finally, the bill provides a new ap-
proach to financing construction of Government-owned buildings
which is to create a purchase contract program which will enable the
GSA to finance building construction with funds borrowed from the
Treasury and repaid over a term of years in the same manner, similar
to the way individuals pay off home mortgages.
The Public Buildings Act of 1980 mandates a policy of building

rather than leasing Government office space. This is not only good
economics for the taxpayer but it also means many more jobs for con-
struction workers. For this reason, the building and construction trades
department strongly supports title VII of the bill, which will obligate
GSA to construct enough Government-owned buildings to accommo-
date at least 60 percent of the Federal work force within 5 years and
no less than 80 percent within 10 years.
The building and construction trades department also supports title

VIII of the bill which requires GSA to submit an annual plan to
Congress for the next succeeding fiscal year of projects and actions
which GSA intends to undertake in order to comply with the duties
and responsibilities created by the Public Buildings Act.
Among the considerations which GSA must include in its annual

plan is a 5-year plan for accommodating the public building needs of
the Government and a list, in priority order, of construction, renova-
tion and acquisition projects proposed for authorization.
The net effect of titles VII and VIII will be the replacement of

poor quality, privately owned office space for Federal employees with
newly constructed and renovated high quality Government-owned of-
fice space which will be more economical for the taxpayer.
I would like to suggest, however, that the proposed Public Buildings

Act of 1980 offers Congress an opportunity to accomplish other,
equally desirable social and economic goals without adversely affect-
ing the purpose and objectives already incorporated in the bill.
Through advance planning GSA could, through the building pro-

gram mandated by the Public Buildings Act, substantially influence
the stability of the construction industry.
The construction work force is characterized by a high ratio of

skilled to unskilled workers identification with a craft or trade as

•

4
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opposed to an employer; frequent and intermittent unemployment;
and, for the most part, a high degree of specialization.

Traditionally, construction unemployment averages about double
the national average for all industry.
The large size of public construction spending makes it a poten-

tially stabilizing influence in an industry characterized by strong
cyclical and seasonal spending and employment patterns. An active
policy to direct public construction spending in a countercyclical and
counterseasonal pattern would have a positive effect on inflationary
pressures within the economy, would reduce income maintenance, and
tranfer payments, and should improve technology use and produc-
tivity in the construction industry.
In recent years, it has been clear that cyclical swings in construc-

tion have been aggravated by the industry's close dependence on Gov-
ernment policies. Since the public sector is a major buyer of construc-
tion and a source of credit, Government budget decisions have had
a significant impact on the industry.
The Federal Government should be aware that, in addition to in-

creases in the efficiency of utilization of manpower and other resources
and more secure incomes for those in the industry, greater construc-
tion cyclical stability can have other beneficial effects. Stability can
make a positive contribution to the attainment of national economic
objectives, because of the size of the construction industry and its
direct links with other parts of the economy.
These benefits, although not easily measured, should be considered

when the costs of achieving greater construction Stability are assessed.
Accordingly, the Federal Government should endeavor to achieve

the greatest possible cyclical stability in the construction industry.
For example, a study was recently completed by the Tennessee Valley
Authority for the Department of Labor.
The TVA-DOL study, called "Social Costs of Instability in Con-

struction: A Preliminary Report," indicates that savings of $5.7 bil-
lion a year could be achieved by stabilizing employment in the
construction industry. The study cites six areas in which substantial
savings could be made; labor, capital, unemployment insurance, work-
men's compensation, training, and materials and supplies.
The study recognizes that hourly rates of pay in the construction

industry are high partly because workers must be compensated for
the frequent layoffs which occur in the industry. Even though the
hourly rates are high, annual earnings of construction workers are
not much different than those in manufacturing. This is because con-
struction workers are employed an average of only 1,400 hours per
year as compared to the traditional 2,000 hours.
The study also concluded that other potential annual savings would

be realized from stabilizing employment in the construction industry,
including $562 million through reduced costs for unemployment bene-
fits paid to construction workers. Another $176 million could be saved
in lower depreciation charges for invested capital because of more
intensive use of construction equipment, materials, and other capital
items.
The study also estimates that $281 million can be saved by reducing

inventory carrying costs by firms which provide supplies to the con-
struction industry.

60-568 0 - 80 - 9
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The elimination of dramatic fluctuations in employment levels willcontribute to fewer on-the-job accidents because contractors will nolonger be forced to hire inexperienced workers during peak workloadperiods who are more likely to be hurt. The TVA-DOL study in-dicates that cost savings of $570 million per year could result fromfewer on-the-job accidents.
Finally, more steady employment would save approximately $208million in apprenticeship costs because apprentices will be able to com-plete their training more quickly and fewer will become discouragedby the intermittent employment cycle and drop out.
The committee should be aware that the Department of Labor isalready involved in a major effort to encourage users, particularlyGovernment agencies, to spread contract awards more evenly through-out the year to help stabilize construction employment.
The major vehicles through which this is being done are the De-partment of Labor's construction labor demand system and locallabor-management-government construction coordinating committeessuch as those already operational in Chicago, Kansas City, San Fran-cisco, and Denver and soon in Boston.
Each coordinating committee produces a bid calendar listing plan-

ned public construction in its geographical area. The establishmentof bid calendars provides the local construction industry with a meansof anticipating variations in construction activity over the period of1 year and even longer time periods.
The bid calendar can help both public and private sector construc-tion users to plan work to avoid months of peak activity. The calendarserves organized labor to better anticipate upcoming workloads anddemands on apprentice and other training programs.
In Chicago, where the first construction coordinating committee wasestablished as a pilot program, construction awards during the first

quarter of 1978 were at their highest level ever, with awards running
50 percent higher than in previous years. Traditionally, first quarter
construction spending has been at the bottom of the seasonal spendingcurve with a high proportion of labor and equipment idle.
The bid calendar also enables public agencies to award constructioncontracts as a countercyclical tool to provide employment opportuni-ties during periods of high unemployment and avoid creating greaterinflationary pressures in times of low unemployment.
So far, the Department of Labor's program has been based on vol-untary cooperation by labor, management, and Government agencies

which fund public construction. In order to achieve the greatest pos-sible cyclical stability in construction, the Federal Government musttake the lead in developing an explicit stabilization strategy which iscarried out on the basis of published medium- and long-termprograms.
These programs should be regularly reviewed, and if necessary,modified to meet particular circumstances and changing requirements.At the very minimum, every effort should be made to maintain abasically even flow of public construction work on the basis of theestablished and published programs.
The strategy which I propose is also aimed at planning and con-structing public works so that they can be awarded when private
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construction activity declines and withheld when private activity
expands.

Title VIII of the bill obligates GSA to submit a plan to Congress
each year which describes how GSA proposes to comply with the
various requirements created in the remainder of the bill. This annual
report is an ideal vehicle in which to create a mandatory obligation
upon GSA to develop a construction stabilization strategy which can
be reviewed by Congress to insure that it is being pursued.
Of course, adoption of such a strategy for the construction of Gov-

ernment-owned buildings will not, by itself, create the dramatic sav-
ings estimated in the TVA—DOL study, because those figures are
based on stabilization of the entire construction industry, of which
construction of Government-owned buildings is a small part.

Nevertheless, Congress has the opportunity to break new ground
and set an example for the rest of the industry. Perhaps after the bene-
fits of stabilization of construction activity are demonstrated, it will
be extended to all federally financed construction work. The point is
that this is an idea whose time is long overdue. Most of the indus-
trialized nations have already adopted policies regarding public works
which include:

1. Earmarking of a certain percentage of public works to be done
in winter;

2. Providing subsidies to local government bodies as an offset against
extra costs of winter work;

3. Concentrating maintenance and repair of public works during
the winter season;
4. Having available current and comprehensive plans for public

works for use in times of recession as well as in winter season; and
5. Coordinating with unemployment insurance systems by using

savings from unemployment insurance.
For all of these reaSons, I strongly urge this committee to report

a Public Buildings Act of 1980 to the floor of the Senate which
incorporates the concept of a countercyclical, counterseasonal con-
struction strategy as a mandatory policy which the General Services
Administration and other Federal agencies must adopt.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Mundy, for your

statement and your assistance to this committee.
You state that building construction can be used as a countercyclical

measure. Would you also support repair and alteration work as a
countercyclical measure? The 19811 budget has $180 million for re-
pairs but only $37.5 million for construction. I am referring to the
administration's budget here.
Mr. MUNDY. Mr. Chairman, I think the maintenance and repair is

even more adaptable as a countercyclical tool. The very nature of it,
it is easier to do it. Yes, we do.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much. We have no other ques-

tions at this time. If some occur to us in the near term future, we will
send them to you and ask for your timely response, if that is agreeable.
The Chair would now invite Mr. Rolland M. Wilkening, president,

Barton-Malow Co., Detroit, Mich., on behalf of the Associated General
Contractors of America. You have two associates, Mr. Wilkening. If I
am murdering your name, let me know.
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Mr. WILKENING. You are doing an excellent job. I have Campbell
Reed and Tom Root. I would like to take the opportunity of reading
my report at this time.
Senator STAFFORD. Certainly.

STATEMENT OF ROLLAND M. WILICENING, PRESIDENT, BARTON-
MALOW CO., DETROIT, MICH., ON BEHALF OF THE ASSOCIATED
GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA, ACCOMPANIED BY CAMP-
BELL L. REED AND THOMAS L. ROOT

Mr. WILKENING. Mr. Chairman, I am Rolland M. Wilkening, presi-
dent of Barton-Malow Co., Detroit, Mich., and chairman of the build-
ing division of the Associated General Contractors of America, Inc.
I said previously I am accompanied by Campbell Reed and Thomas
Root of the Washington staff of AGC. We are here on behalf of that
association.
AGO consists of more than 30,000 members, firms including 8,000

of America's leading general contracting firms responsible for the
employment of 3% million employees. We have 113 chapters nation-
wide and more than 80 percent of America's contract construction on
commercial buildings, highways, industrial municipal and utility
facilities.
AGO favors S. 2080, the Public Buildings Act of 1979. The bill's

speedy enactment will enable a languishing Public Building Service—
shackled by a "moratorium" on new construction imposed by this
committee—to get moving on providing decent, economical office space
for Federal workers.
It may seem self-serving to support legislation which mandates the

construction of large amounts of new office space, but I assure you that
the needs of Government workers for office space, whether provided
by GSA or by private developers, will be met. The contractors of
America, both AGO members and nonmembers, will build the neces-
sary space within the next several years whether this legislation is
enacted or not.

Contractors, however, are also taxpayers. We are taxpayers who
have seen the type of poorly designed structures built of flimsy ma-
terial which the Government rents in many cases. We know that we
would not ourselves wish to have our office employees attempt to work
effectively in uncomfortable office space located in inconvenient places,
and we are unhappy to see that civil servants, all of whom are em-
ployees of the taxpayer, work inefficiently and poorly because of their
work environment.
As the contractors who construct the office space which the Govern-

ment must rent, we have control over the nualitv of the workmanship,
but no control over the design, the specified materials, or the property
on which the structure is to be located.
The provisions of S. 2080 will by and large provide the design and

location guidance to insure that further Federal buildings are con-
venient to workers and citizens who must visit, as well as comfortable,
well built and esthetically pleasing.
The best reason for enacting this legislation is that to do so will

curb Government spending. At first blush, invocation of this overused
phrase must sound inconsistent with a program which will cost the
Government several billion dollars if properly financed.
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The GAO has shown that a Federal building pays for itself in 14
years, leaving funds after that time for new buildings. Fourteen years
of leasing cost as much as a building which will last much longer. But
14 years of leasing leaves the Government with 14 years' accumulation
of rent stubs.
Senator Moynihan has said that the Federal Government will be

paying $1 billion per year for leased space in as little as 3 years from
now. If the Government instead has the wherewithal to construct
buildings of its own, it will spend more in the short run, much more,
but the money spend won't be an expense, it will be an investment in
a long-term capital asset.
In analyzing this bill, a thoughtful reader must ask why leasing has

become such a popular method of acquiring space in the past several
years. The record shows that in the past 14 years, leased space used
by the Federal Government has increased almost 100 percent, with no
real increase at all in Government-owned buildings.
The answer to lea,sing's popularity is a simple one—in a Federal

budget which does not distinguish between capital expenditures and
pure expenses, leasing is the way to most visibly produce results with
a given budget. Judging from the GAO report, building costs at least
12 to 14 times what leasing costs initially.
Yet the budget conveys the impression that money once spent be-

comes assets which are entirely depleted by the end of the year. GSA
cannot tell the budget makers that $1 billion spent for construction
should be carried on the books as an asset, because the budget does not
reflect the government's capital assets. Everything is an expense.
If GSA spends $1 billion on leasing in a year, at the end of the year,

it can report to Congress that it leased millions of square feet of office
space, a very conspicuous result. If, however, it spends the $1 billion
for construction, it will build only a fraction of the space it could
have leased, a result not nearly as conspicuous.
But the space it builds is more enduring, a capital asset which will

last the Government for many years beyond payoff. Nevertheless, the
budget never recognizes that the money GSA placed in construction
is still an asset of the Government. Thus, GSA has no compelling
incentive to build rather than lease, and I fear that this bill alone will
not provide such an incentive.

This bill should not be enacted without a decisive step to insure that
large amounts of money necessary to acquire these capital assets are
available.
What is needed is a separate capital fund established by Congress,

completely apart from the moneys with which the Public Building
Service acquired leased space and maintain existing buildings. When
$10 million are spent on a Federal office building, the fund should show
such accounting that the money spent does not disappear as an expense,
but rather becomes a fixed capital asset, depreciated over its long
life.
No doubt. the projects which will be necessary will require Federal

funds at a time when pressure is on Com:Tress and the executive branch
to balance the. budget. But you have already seen how leasing office
space on a. widespread basis is a practice which provides only a
short-term illusion of fiscal wisdom, and provides that only because
of a budget process which ignores the use of money to bring into ex-
istence long-term capital assets.

60-568 0 - 80 - 10
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If this bill is to become a paper tiger without the budget .support
needed to enable PBS to achieve the bill's objectives, then it ought
not be passed at all.
Let me comment on several specific sections of the act:
First, title VI establishes procedures for selection of architectural

services. For the most part, AGO support any reasonable procedure
which will result in the selection of qualified architects and engineers.
Our only caution is that procedures do not become so involved that
undue delay in preparation of design results.
As of December 1979, construction costs were rising at almost 12

percent per year. This means that a 60-day competition prior to
design increases the construction costs of a building by 2.percent. Of
course, a reasonable, efficient means of selecting architects is necessary.It is important that this committee keep in mind, however, the cost ofconstruction resulting from inflationary pressures.
It appears that with the procedures established for appropriations,based on 5-year plans rather than on a project-by-project basis, theAdministrator will have considerable flexibility in utilizing "fast-tracking" building construction. Fast-tracking is a method of plan-ning and executing construction phases, so that one phase can beginbefore subsequent phases are planned.
Thus, prior to design, funds may be appropriated for clearing andexcavation of the building site. The fast-tracking technique, developedas a result of frustration over existing means of authorizing and fund-ing public building construction, might yield significant savings underthe more efficient authorization and funding system established 137,S. 2080.
AGO also suggests that the procedure for treating cost increasesin section 803 is a flexible and reasonable improvement over the cur-rent rigid limitations imposed on PBS.
Before concluding my testimony, I want to briefly mention severalFederal programs which, AGO believes, add needlessly to the costof construction paid for with taxpayers' dollars. Most oppressive tothe taxpayers are the requirements of the Davis-Bacon Act, whichmandate that all workers be paid at the wage rate "prevailing" in thearea.
The major difficulty with this law is the unreasonable position theDepartmnt of Labor takes in determining, in many cases, that unionrates are prevailing, even when those rates are paid to as few as 30percent of the entire construction workforce in the area. Inasmuchas contractors must all pay the prevailing rate on projects for GSA,the costs "flow through" to the taxpayer. As contractors, our complaintsare not nearly as great as our complaints as taxpayers at the artificiallyhigh pay workers make on Federal jobs.
Likewise, the "quotas" set for work subcontracted to minoritybusiness enterprises and women-owned business enterprises inflatethe price of a project. Contractors do not refrain from awarding sub-contract work to minority or women-owned firms: they refrain fromawarding subcontract work to firms which bid too high.AGO supports efforts to bring minority-owned and women-ownedfirms into the construction industry. A more effective and less costlymeans of accomplishing the goal would be to channel funds into train-ing and business assistance to make these businesses competitive ratherthan to permit them to survive regardless of their competitiveness.
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When contractors on a job are required to award to minority or
women-owned subcontractors regardless of those firms' bids, the public
pays more.
These costly programs are some of which the committee should be

aware. The problems they cause should not, however, be seen to tarnish
the excellent step toward economical, quality construction of Gov-
ernment office space which S. 2080 will affect.
The committee should quickly act to see that this bill is favorably

considered by the Senate.
Thank you.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Wilkening.
Would you please explain to the committee how negotiations for

Federal construction differ from competitive bidding?
Mr. WILKENING. I think the one problem I think we have as con-

tractors, the bureaucracy of the Federal paperwork, in many cases,
if I can be so blunt, turns a contractor off. I think in some areas
throughout the United States, there has literally been a refusal for
some contractors to bid Federal funded projects because of the ex-
tensive amount of paperwork that goes along with it, as compared to
the private sector where much of this is eliminated.
I think the whole problem of the bureaucracy of Government has

a great deal to do perhaps even with the competitiveness of a job.
There is a certain amount of money that we as a general contractor will
put into a job if it is for a certain agency as compared to billing it
within the automotive industry that we are so much accustomed to.
Senator STAFFORD. Do the additions of handicapped features, archi-

tectural detailing extras and other environmental sensitivities in S.
2080 pose additional problems for the contractor?
Mr. WILKENING. The various design aspects as far as for the

handicapped do not propose a problem. It is a matter of incorporating
them into the design initially. We have encountered certain difficulties
as it does relate, I think in most cases, to the environmentalists, there
are problems that could relate on a site.
These will vary from site to site. They are usually overcome without

a great deal of difficulty.
Senator STAFFORD. Do you believe that it is more cost efficient for

GSA to do in-house construction management as opopsed to contract-
ing for such management? Let me say, sir 
Mr. WILKENING. I am not really sure I understand what GSA's

in-house construction management consists of.
Senator STAFFORD. Might I suggest, if any question I ask, you prefer

to answer in writing, we would be glad to have it done in that way,
if I take you unawares here.
I will reserve the right of other members of the committee who

are not able to be here this morning. Two or three have succumbed
to the flu that seems to be running around, that they may wish to
submit questions in writing.
Mr. WILKENING. We will be very receptive to anything the COM-

mittee might have.
Senator STAFFORD. On behalf of those who were not able to be here

and myself, I appreciate very much your assisting us in our working
to get this bill properly put together and out to the Senate. Thank
you very much.
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Mr. WILKENING. Thank you, Senator.
Senator STAFFORD. The Chair would invite Mr. Randall Vosbeck,

President-elect of the American Institute of Architects and any asso-
ciates with you, sir, who would care to come to the witness table. We
have your written statement, Mr. Vosbeck, and the Chair will invite
you to either summarize it while placing it in the committee record,
or to read it, whichever you prefer.
Mr. VOSBECK. We will abbreviate it, Senator Stafford.
(Statement appears at p. 169.)
Senator STAFFORD. Being a New Englander, you can understand

I always appreciate that.

STATEMENT OF R. RANDALL VOSBECK, FAIA FOR THE COMMITTEE
ON FEDERAL PROCUREMENT OF ARCHITECTURAL/ENGINEER-
ING SERVICES, AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS
Mr. VOSBECK. Mr. Chairman, my name is Randall Vosbeck. I am

a practicing architect in Virginia and president-elect of the American
Institute of Architects. My testimony today, however, is on behalf
of the Committee on Federal Procurement of Architectural and En-
gineering Services, a committee representing the views of: AmericanConsulting Engineers Council, the American Institute of Architects,American Society of Civil Engineers, National Society of Profes-sional Engineers, and American Road and Transportation BuildersAssociation—the Engineering Division.
We call our group COFPAES and the COFPAES member societiesrepresent the vast majority of America's architects and engineers.With me today is Mr. David Lillard, an engineer from Missouri andCOFPAES chairman, on my immediate right; Mr. Cranston Rogers,an engineer from Massachusetts representing the American Societyof Civil Engineers; Mr. Sammie Lee. an engineer from Kentuckyand president of the National Society of Professional Engineers; andHenry Michel, an engineer from New York, representing the Ameri-can Consulting Engineers Council.
At the outset, we wish to compliment the sponsors of S. 2080 forputting forth so comprehensive a plan for revamping our Nation'spublic buildings program. We believe much of S. 2080 is very con-structive both in terms of bringing order to the public buildingprocess and enhancing the architectural quality of Federal buildings.S. 2080 is clearly an important bill which we hope will be a posi-five influence on the Federal public building program. The impactof the legislation may extend beyond GSA. Indeed, insofar as archi-tectural and engineering procurement is concerned, we see implica-tions for other agencies as well.
In our testimony today we offer suggestions which will strengthenthis proposal and assure a more responsible and efficient public build-ings policy.
Although we conceptually support S. 2080, we have some seriousconcern about several sections. We hope our criticisms are consideredin a constructive spirit in which we offer them.
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Senator STAFFORD. They will be.
Mr. VOSBECK. Section 602 is the section that requires GSA to use

design competitions to select private architects for its buildings for

buildings expected to cost between $2.5 million and $25 million. .

The architectural and engineering professions we represent wish

to voice our opposition to design competitions unless they are for

unique projects of unusual significance. We oppose this section be-

cause we know as design professionals that the well-motivated inten-

tions of the sponsors will not be fulfilled.
Enactment of this section will work to the detriment of small firms

competing for Federal commissions. More importantly, the expense

and time involved in such competitions will be exorbitant. The best

buildings can only result in complete involvement of the client in the
exchange of ideas between user, the architect and engineer, commu-

nity involvement, and review boards. In short, the true design process.
To prescribe that any project between $2.5 million and $25 million

shall use a design competition process is absolutely ludicrous. For
example, to require that a $10 million monument or a $26 million

Federal courthouse in a historic neighborhood should not use a design
competition just doesn't make sense. I want you to know the AIA has
a longstanding background in design competitions. We have a compe-
tition code; we have helped and assisted owners wanting to use com-
petitions and have distributed widely our competition guidelines.

Currently, we are working with the National Endowment for the
Arts in creating a Competition Advisory Service.
Congress passed the Architect/Engineer Selection Act, Public Law

92-582, in October 1972. This law established the present method for
empolying architects and engineers for Federal projects. During the
debate on Public Law 92-582 the supporters, some of whom sit on this
committee, made provision for design competitions where the addi-
tional time, expense and unique nature of the project justified their use.
COFPAES fully supports the General Services Administration's

current selection process as embodying the best interests of the Federal
Government and the architectural design process. This process was de-
signed to encourage competition among design professionals and to
eliminate favoritism from the selection process. The GSA process
works well and should not be undercut without ample justification.
We would like to pass on some of our other concerns about design

competitions: Design competitions tend to overemphasize the cos-
metics of design and a dramatic exterior character and certainly do not
allow the important interaction between the architect and the client.
The design process of client and community involvement that we

strongly advocate is dramatically minimized or may be even eliminated
with the design competition method. As we all know, time means money
in the design and construction process. Construction costs have been
escalating at a rate of about 10 to 12 percent a year over the past few
years.
The design competition process absolutely does require more time a

luxury we cannot often afford. Additionally, the tendency of competing
firms to exceed the allowances in design competition is prevalent—
prevalent not primarily due to an intense desire to obtain the full con-
tract and also due to the professional pride that the architect and engi-
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neers have wherein a firm wants its proposal to be best for reasons of
competitive prestige, as well as a contract award.
In a recent report on design competition concept, GSA gave a critical

review. Citing a typical experience that they had just had on a compe-
tition, the report says:
The total fee paid out by the GSA totaled $138,000 between the three partici-pating A/E firms. The expenditures made by the A/E group were approximatelydouble the amount of the fee that each received. The extended time period pres-ently required for Level Three necessitates increased administrative costs onthe part of GSA as well.

The total cost of any design competition may well exceed the actualcost of the resulting A/E contract, taking into account the total coststo the A/E firms and the Government for carrying out the design com-petition. Or, stated another way, the A/E costs for any project withdesign competition will be much greater than one would normallyanticipate with a conventional selection process with no proof that thedesign will be better or the firm selected more qualified than the onechosen through a normal process.
Once a building design is selected, many building costs are prac-tically predetermined. Additionally, there are extra costs to bothGovernment and participating firms emanating from the nature of thecompetition process. When a building layout, size, shape, location onthe site, glass areas, exterior materials, and wall systems are selectedby a design competition rather than a thorough evaluation of all theseconsiderations, construction costs become almost impossible to control.Competitions have their place—projects of a unique nature or projectsof national significance—where the expense, time or completion andlife cycle costs are not controlling. However, we feel that design com-petition should not be used for most Federal projects.
For the above reasons, we cannot support section 602. Instead, wereiterate our support for Public Law 92-582. We question the need fora new law to authorize design competitions. The very fact that com-petitions are already held from time to time indicates that suchauthority already exists.
Section 601 requires the use of in-house GSA staff to design at least25 percent of the construction and renovation projects per year.From remarks of S. 2080 sponsors, it is apparent that this section isdesigned to attract talented young design professionals to Govern-ment service and to improve overall design quality. In our opinion,this intent will not be realized. Design vitality comes from the privatesector. It is here that new concepts are developed and perfected.It is the private sector where young architects and engineers receivetheir training and gain experience. To put the Government in the roleas mentor for young design professionals ignores the reality. The mostexperienced design professionals are in private practice. It is un-realistic to assume that the Government service would be attractive.Lacking the ability to attract top design talent there will be littleincentive for young architects and engineers to join Governmentservice. Furthermore, as existing State licensing laws are written,Government service does not always count toward registration and,consequently, this discourages talented new graduates from seekingGovernment employment.
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I might add that right now the Office of Professional Management
rarely uses the title of architect and their regulations do not respond at
all to the requirement for licensing or registration of an architect.
As a professional and as a professional group, we urge you not to

mandate a mixed percentage of in-house design. We are firmly com-
mitted to the employment of highly motivated design professionals
within the Federal Government. However

' 
these architects and engi-

neers should be utilized to work in concert with outside professionals
to insure the complete evolution of a project.
In-house staff helps the client [the Government] obtain the utmost

from private A/E's. Together, they implement a high standard of
design. Design professionals from both sectors, the private sector and
Government sector, must enter into a collaborative relationship to in-
sure that an efficient and cost-effective design process evolves, thus
fostering excellence in Federal architecture.

It is imperative for a strong economy that the Government rely
upon the private sector. The creation of massive design production
operations have a proven record of expense and inefficiency, in addition
to taking away jobs from our outside professionals. We do not support
the creation of another costly bureaucracy. The role of the private
A/E firm is inherent to our basic democratic society and the client/
architect/engineer relationship is paramount to the evolutionary
process of distinguished and cost-effective Federal architecture.
We set forth some of our concerns and now let us affirm our support

for certain sections.
Section 102—the Public Buildings Service of GSA should be estab-

lished by statute
' 
and its head should be appointed by the President

with the essential advice and consent of the Senate, preferably to a
term which would minimize political influence. We would suggest a 6-
year appointment.

Section 103 establishes the position of Supervising Architect to
oversee design activities of the PBS. We favor the reestablishment of
the position of "Supervising Architect," as long as the individual is a
licensed-registered professional architect.
The title, of course, is not all that important, but the qualification of

a registered professional is.
Section 109 encourages GSA to undertake research and evaluation to

improve public buildings and offices. We have always encouraged the
GSA to undertake research and evaluation so as to improve its public
buildings and offices. Once again we offer our facilities and expertise to
assist with seminars and educational programs for Federal officials
charged with architectural selection and the implementation of con-
stry et-ion nron•rams.

Section 301 is a statement of principles of architectural excellence
for public buildings. Having played so crucial a role in their formation
under President Kennedy in 1962, Senator Moynihan has once again
reminded us of the need for guiding principles for Federal
architecture.
COFPAES wishes to amplify the need to "design and maintain

public buildings in such a manner that they bear visual testimony to
the dignity, enterprise, vigor, and stability of the American
Government . . ."
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Perhaps at no other time in our history is the need as great to imbueto not only our Nation but to the world just what our Governmentstands for. Freedom, opportunity, compassion and commitment can betransmitted through words, but we believe our architecture also be-speaks our culture, traditions desires, and dreams.
In short, architecture reflects the mentality and morality of a Nation.It should come as no surprise that American architects and engineersare forever challenging and promoting new concepts. Open, free,hopeful designs often crash with, for example, our Soviet counterpartswho all too often design closed, dark, fortress-like edifices whichdemonstrate little freedom and even less hope.
Having served on an American/Russian architectural exchange pro-gram, I have firsthand experience with the Soviet way of architecturallife. In fact, the Soviets, as we all know, design totally through in-house staff, which probably accounts for the dull sameness of theiredifices, and emulates their closed, inhibited society.
Sections 302 through 306. We commend the intent of these sections.The call for attention to suitable scale, local zoning conformance,energy-saving features, barrier-free design and accessibility for thehandicapped are indeed admirable.
It is our hope, however, that in setting these standards the commit-tee does not intend to set up prescriptive design standards that willstifle innovation, but instead adheres to the spirit of section 304(c)and "reflects regional architectural traditions * *
Sections 701-702 limit leasing to emergency situations or whereFederal needs do not warrant a building.
We support a curtailment of the Federal leasing program. Whilearchitects and engineers design the buildings, whether leased or ownedby the Federal Government, we think the trend toward leasing shouldbe reversed. Based upon statistics developed by S. 2080 sponsors, itis clear that the Government has moved from primarily owner toprimarily renter status.
Over the long term, economics of ownership outweigh the tempo-

rary benefits of leasing. From a design standpoint, leased buildings
are often developed on a speculative basis with less concern for quality
design and economical life cycle cost than would be the case if the
Government were the owner. We think public buildings ought to
project both the presence and vitality of the Government. Ownership
would foster this while leasing does not.
We have today articulated our concerns and support. It is our hope

that this bill, reported for consideration, will reflect our concerns.
We respect the goals of S. 2080 sponsors to improve the GSA public
building program to more equitably and profitably use Federal work-
space and to return design excellence and imagination to Federal
architecture.

Success will by no means be easy, but we believe enactment of
S. 2080 in a modified form will hold considerable promise.
We thank you and we are open for any questions you may have.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Vosbeck. We appre-

ciate your testimony and we accept the criticism of parts of the bill
in the spirit in which it is (riven. We recognize our bill is far from
perfect. If we were going to try to put it through the Congress with-
out changing it, we wouldn't have these hearings.
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I do have a couple of questions for Senator Moynihan, who is ill

this morning and, therefore, not with us. The first one is this: You

say that "it is unrealistic to assume that Government service would

be attractive to top design talent." Do you see no way that Govern-

ment service can be made to attract good designers?
Mr. VOSBECK. Certainly there probably are ways where good de-

signers could be more attracted to service than they are now. How-

ever, I think in the long run that most talented designers will be more

comfortable in the private marketplace.
I would think that it would be much more appropriate to maintain

the role of the talented Government designers in a challenging role

for the private professional rather than doing the actual design work.

You need both. We need top talent in Government service but not to

take the place of private design sector.
I would ask if any of my engineering counterparts have any further

comment on that question?
Senator STAFFORD. The Chair would' welcome any additional

comment.
Mr. LEE. I would like to concur in that statement. I think from

the engineering sector, our organization represents the broad spectrum

of engineering talent throughout the country. Traditionally, there has

come, I think, from the private sector, the designs that have been

outstanding in this country being in private practice also and having

served in Government, I have been on both sides of the fence in that

regard.
My personal experience, though I had in-house talent when a design

was necessary that was important for the future of that agency, we

did utilize the talents of the private practitioners in serving that need.

While commenting, I would just reiterate the support of NSPE for

this statement and the importance of a strong bill but we would

encourage modification as we have encouraged here.
Senator STAFFORD. The second question for Senator Moynihan: Are

you saying, Mr. Vosbeck, that design professionals currently in the

Government, many of whom belong to your organizations, are not

talented enough to be able to carry out high quality projects?
Mr. VOSBECK. No, sir, I am not inferring that or saying that. We

have, I think, as I have already said, many top design and- highly

qualified professionals in Government service and we encourage that.

Certainly, there is a need to even further improve the quality level

of the architects and engineers in the Government sector and to give

them more credibility, but I think the thing that I will repeat, the

thing that is so important is to have this top quality professional in

the Government service to be the client's representative.
We need top people as the client's representative. If the client and

designer become the same, I think is where we are going to run into

problems and minimize outstanding design.
Senator STAFFORD. Anyone else wish to comment?
Mr. LILLARD. I am Dave Lillard, chairman of COFPAES. Our

position is, I think, that it is best when Government uses the vast

resources of the private sector the in-house capability is somewhat in

conflict where the client and the designer are one in the same.

But if the client can encourage through competition of engineers

and architects throughout the country who are daily in the market-
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place offering services, dealing with new materials, new techniques,
and new procedures that it seems to us that there is a much greater
resource available than would be in in-house staff.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you.
Mr. VOSBECK. Senator Stafford, one other comment on that and

I don't want to belabor it. In the 1960's, the State of California tried
to perform architectural engineering- services with an in-house staff
and it lasted for 5 to 8 years. It just did not work.
They had to staff up for the peak periods and they maintained that

high level of staff and they even started competing for work outside
of the State of California. It got so unmanageable that they did away
with it in the late sixties.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much.
Mr. LILLARD. When you compare the cost of providing sector, usually

the Government costs ignore the true overhead cost of providing that
stand. So in the long run, you are providing A. & E. services in the
private sector at a less cost than you would if you had that same staff
employed in the Government sector because usually the overhead cost
ignore the cost of facilities and administrative staff to carry those
personnel and the tendency for the Government sector is to continue
the high peak, as Randy mentioned, of the staff needed for the peak
use of that staff, whereas private A. & E. services are only engaged
for a specific project and are discharged and are no longer in the
employ of the Government.
Senator STAFFORD. Senator Chafee is here. He and I have both been

trying to be in three different places at once this morning. I am going
to one of the other places I should have been and Senator Chafee is
going to take over here for me for the rest of the hearing.
Thank you very much.
Senator CHAFEE [presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Vosbeck, let me say I read your testimony and I agree with it,

oddly enough. I think you have some good points. Let me just say,
this is a difficult area, as you know. Senator Stafford and I were both
former Governors and so we know selecting architects is a very
objective procedure.
Frankly, on the State level, all too frequently it becomes involved

in who contributed, and then you work from that list. At least some
do. I don't want to get into my particular situation. So it seems to me
we are going to have that worry when we go to this noncompetitive
situation that you outline.
I think what you say makes sense. I think the points you make about

the extra costs, the slowing things down, I think if you are going to
build a national capitol or if you are going to build some very signifi-
cant monument, then I think it is right to have some competition. But
if you are going to build a Federal courthouse, I don't think there
should be a competition.

Again, there is this worry, and I assume you are willing to accept
it that, one, it can be politicized, no question about it. The second
worry is that to be safe, the selecting authority goes with the big
firms—whoever it is, architects collaborative.
You mention in your testimony that the chances for the young

architects are greater under this competition. I think knowing the
way the Federal Government works, don't take a chance, don't risk
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anything. Somebody might be critical. You select some young fello
w

who doesn't have the experience, doesn't have the in-house capability

when he gets the job so thus you are open to criticism. Isn't this a

locking in of the big firms?
Mr. VOSBECK. You raise some very good points, Senator. Let me re

-

spond as best I can. First of all, the political influence on A. 86 E. se-

lection for Federal work we feel is nonexistent under the new Pub
lic

Law 92-582, the so-called Brooks bill that is currently in effect.

It is an outstanding piece of legislation that prescribes specifi
cally

how the A. & E. firms are selected on a competitive selection pro
cess,

and since the enactment of that bill in 1972, I think there ha
s been

dramatic improvements and great strides in opening it up to f
irms of

all sizes.
The small firms do have a chance and certainly it is more d

ifficult

for the smaller firms. I might add from the AIA standpoint,
 the bulk

of our memberships are firms of one to 15 people in the f
irm. We are

primarily a small firm organization. So we are very conc
erned about

making sure the opportunities for the small minority firms ar
e upheld.

But my concern is on a design competition system, and
 what we

reiterated in our statement that the small firms will not be abl
e to take

the gamble 
Senator CHAFEE. Let's set that aside. You have won that

 point. Now,

let's go to the alternative. I am a bureaucrat I have be
en given the

responsibility of building a new courthouse in Kentuc
ky, Louisville.

What am I going to do? I am going to play it safe, are
n't I? I am

going to go to the biggest, probably the best known archite
ctural firm

in Kentucky, or certainly in Louisville. I am not sub
ject to any crit-

icism. I am not going to go to the one-man firm. Firs
t of all, I say

he doesn't have the capacity.
Second, he never built a courthouse before. How many

 people have

This big firm has a long history, they have been i
n business for 75

years, they bring in all the pictures of the courthouses 
they designed.

So you go with them. What does that do to the 
little fellow?

Mr. VOSBECK. The current process for that selecti
on, and I am sure

you are well aware of it, you would first of all subm
it your credentials.

The small firm oftentimes on a courthouse will
 joint venture with a

larger firm or the large firm will go out and obtain
 a smaller firm

that might have a particular talent in a design area.

I think the more complex the job, what you 
say is true, the more

likely the selecting board will go to the experi
enced firm. However,

we have noticed lately that GSA, for exampl
e, is putting in their ad-

vertisement of a project that this project will be limi
ted to firms under

x number of people, or this project will b
e limited to firms within a

certain geographic area.
So I think that GSA in particular is bec

oming very sensitive to the

involvement of smaller minority firms. When they 
see a project—

Senator CHAFEE. You say small or minority firms,
 what does that

mean, minority?
Mr. VOSBECK. Minority firms I think means f

irms that are con-

trolled—whose ownership are controlled by blacks or 
other minority

groups.
Senator CHAFEE. You are using the term in that re

spect?
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Mr. VOSBECK. Yes. Oftentimes, as I say—when- they see a projectthat a small firm can handle, they will exclude a large firm from evensubmitting their credentials on it.
Mr. LEE. I am Sammie Lee. By coincidence, I happen to be fromprivate practice from Louisville, Ky.
Senator CHAFEE. Don't get worked up over that courthouse.Mr. LEE. I think your example was a perfect one, by coincidence.The Federal building that was built there some years ago was de-signed by a group of local architects who neither one of the severalfirms had total strength to do it so they put together a joint venturewhich was most successful.
I think the Brooks law selection process is excellent for this typeof work. It has proven successful. I commend you for considering thattype of approach, rather than getting into an area of unknown forthe large number of projects where the design competition reallywould not be, in our judgment, the best solution.
Senator CHAFEE. There is a sentence in your statement I don't un-derstand. The last paragraph on page 2: "to acquire a $10 millionmonument or a $26 million Federal courthouse in a historic neighbor-hood should not use the competition process just doesn't make sense."That sentence doesn't make sense. Is there a word left out, not thatyour testimony rises and falls on this.
Mr. LEE. It should be $1 million, first of all. To acquire that a $1million monument or a $26 million Federal courthouse in a historicneighborhood—that they cannot use a design competition process justdoesn't make sense. In other words, this collar 
Senator CHAFEE. Frankly, I was at the testimony Wednesday andthey all said don't be so specific in these amounts you put in there.Also, I think your point about building up this in-house archiecturalcapability, I am sort of skeptical about that. We also have testimonythat it is less expensive, but of course they don't include pensions;they don't include floorspace that is taken up; they don't include thezillion things—vacations and all the rest. They just take the straightsalary and say it is cheaper to have an in-house capability. I don'tagree with that.
Thank you very much, gentlemen.
Mr. MICHEL. My name is Henry Michel. I represent the AmericanConsulting Engineers Council. This whole issue has been discussed inarchitectural terms. In the design process, the engineering impact isalso very substantial. We suggest the bill should be amended to changethe words "architectural services" to the words "architectural engine-ering services."
I think that is a significant change, not only speaking as an engineerbut in the design process; if you are only interested in the estheticsof the building. I think we are missing a great deal. There is also alot of functional features, a lot of practical features, whether theyrelate to energy conservation or to other elements that enhance thedesign process and achieve the general objectives. I think that shouldbe recognized and I know it is recognized by your committee.Senator CHAFEE. Certainly we will make note of that. I must say,if this bill ever goes through—of course, you weren't here at the priorhearings, as you know the amount that is in there for new Federalconstruction is tiny. And to reverse this trend and get the Federal
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Government doing more building and less leasing is a substantial

wrench.
But if it is ever done, it would have the Federal Government easily

the largest builder in the United States. Now maybe we are now, I

don't know. I suspect not. But the opportunities then for some excit-

ing architectural work seem to me would be tremendous.
Mr. ROGERS. If I may make a comment about the competitive proc-

ess, we believe it can when you advertise in the CCB for a specific job

you may get anywhere from 20 to 35 firms that submit an interest.

Then the agency shortlives that, something like to a manageable num-

ber of 6, 8, 10 because of the written qualifications they have submitted

and their past experience and then usually interviews are held so each

team comes in and presents their ability to handle that particular

commission.
So we believe that that process is highly competitive and allows

the agency, the client, if you will, to choose the team, whether it be

one firm or compendium—
Senator CHAFEE. The Brooks procedure?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Senator CHAFEE. I just wonder, I am not opposed to that. I don't

think that is a process that is conducive to anything new and bold,

though. Now maybe governments are opposed to anything new and

bold. It is pretty hard to bring up something original.
I bet any courthouse that comes out of that process will look like

every courthouse in the United States today—columns, big pediment.

Any argument with that?
Mr. VOSBECK. Yes.
Senator CHAFEE. All right, let's hear it. The people selecting the

architects and, again, we are getting back to the professionals that

are in public service, are the ones who are doing the selecting and I
think if we can give them direction and training about the selection

procedures
' 

 you are goingto improve the total quality.
I really do think that wehave some good professionals in public

service now, and you are getting some good architectures starting to

evolve from this Brooks bill procedure. It has been in effect 8 years.

So it has taken awhile for the whole process to come about.
I remember prior to the Brooks bill when it really was a political

selection kind of procedure and it was the same thing over and over

again. But I think now we do have a system where we are encourag-
ing innovation and we are encouraging good design and it is brought
about with good in-house professional staff.
Under the Brooks bill, is the selection for the three finalists, is that

made by the in-house people? That is not an AIA team?
Mr. VOSBECK. No.
Senator CIIAFEE. That is an in-house group that does this selection,

then they get it down to three, is that right? Then who chooses the
fund?
Mr. VOSBECK. I think the agency will make the selection. The selec-

tion board will rank them normally one, two, and three, and nego-
tiations will proceed with the first ranked firm.
Mr. LILLARD. We might find out until recently, GSA has made

good use of advisory groups, peer groups so to speak, noninterested
parties, but professionals who could assist in developing the criteria
and in the selection process.
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Senator CHAFEE. As we get into this whole era when energy is somuch more important than it ever was in the past, it seems to me some
exciting new concept could come about in design.
Thank you very much.
Ms. Cooper, we welcome you here and look forward to yourtestimony.
Ms. COOPER. I have with me a few extra copies which were not de-livered to the staff. I am Maudine R. Cooper, acting vice presidentfor Washington operations of the National Urban League.

STATEMENT OF MAUDINE R. COOPER, ACTING VICE PRESIDENT,
WASHINGTON OPERATIONS, NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, INC.
Ms. COOPER. We welcome this opportunity to testify before thiscommittee on S. 2080. Unlike the testimony this morning, ours willnot be the "technicrats." We will not be representing the technicians,I should say, but representing the Urban League's constituency, poorminority or inner-city dwellers in this country.
First of all, we do commend you for holding these hearings on thisbill and despite the monetary size of the undertaking, we believe itis very significant.
Recently publicized examples of waste and mismanagement clearlyindicate the need for a comprehensive and methodical policy forlocating and maintaining public buildings.
The Urban League's interest in S. 2080 arises out of what we per-ceive as the potential of the legislation in the area of urban revitaliza-tion. Although assigning the GSA a portion of the responsibility forreviving our central cities might be viewed as overburdening an al-ready deluged agency, we feel that not only can the committee's ob-jectives be best implemented with an eye toward central cities, butalso can the needs of our urban areas be addressed and solutionsdiscovered.
Our focus this morning will be on title II of the bill, regarding thelocations of Federal agency offices. We feel that the priorities assignedto each provision ought to be reordered, to better serve the needs ofthe cities, and those of the affected agencies.
The problems of our central cities and the impact of business andgovernmental flight from their environs does not have to be detailedto this committee. For too long the business sector has been movingout of this Nation's cities and relocating in the more affluent suburbs.The jobs these companies provide, and the accompanyingsuste-nance, have been out of reach of much of the poor and minority popu-lation. Mandating that Federal facilities be located in central businessareas of our cities would be an important step toward remedying thissituation. Ideally, the Federal Government's return to our cities wouldset an example and encourage the private sector to follow. Govern-ment facilities must be brought back into the central business districtsof our metropolitan areas.
This could be accomplished by giving an earlier preference in thebill to locating public buildings in a central business district. Thepriorities given to the criteria for locating an agency's operation,rather than solving the aforementioned central city ills, would seem
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to exacerbate the problems of urban sprawl and the declining ro
le of

our cities.
By giving central business districts fourth preference after 

three

rather narrow and specific requirenrnts, the needs of buildings
 are

placed before the needs of people. Rarely will a central business di
s-

trict be considered if there are other criteria.
The criteria as laid out in the legislation, proximity to other Gov-

ernment buildings; historic, architectural, or cultural significance and

siting headquarters in metropolitan areas. These must be met pri
or

to contemplating a central city location.
The purposes of the bill, insuring productivity and efficiency of the

Federal agencies and their employees
' 

providing services that are

convenient, preserving our architectural legacies, and improving the

conditions in areas surroundincr public buildings, will best be fulfilled

by giving first priority for the siting of Federal facilities to urban

areas.
Specifically, we feel that the priorities within title II will contra-

vene the intent and potential of the bill in the following ways:

Section 201 requires a Federal agency to be located in "reasonable

proximity to other governmental and private offices * * *." In recent

years, however, the preference often has been to locate offices in sub-

urban areas. Thus, efforts to stem urban sprawl now will be thwarted

by our past desultory policies. Compliance with this initial require-

ment will simply serve to perpetuate the proclivity for locating busi-

nesses in accessible areas, to the detriment of our central cities and

the bill's intent. -
Additionally, public transportation will not be as convenient in these

outlying areas, and will confound efforts to create a practical public

transit system.
Senator CHAFEE. Ms. Cooper, I agree with what you are trying to

do. I think you would be a winner overall on section 201 as the language

is, I think, reasonable proximity to other Government and private

offices, most governmental and private offices are in our central cities.

I think that helps you achieving your objective. Now you say in

recent years preference has often P-been to locate offices in suburban

areas, but I don't think the bulk of them would be out there.
Ms. COOPER. I agree with the bulk. I think our point is to the maxi-

mum extent feasible that future locations ought to be within central

cities and where there are Government facilities outside of central

cities and in suburban areas that in those instances we ought to waive

that particular requirement of proximity and go back to the central

business district.
Senator CHAFEE. I agree with you. I just think that language would

help you more. You have to have something to hang your hat on in this
thing. I suppose your language would be just locale in a central city,

don't fiddle around.
Ms. COOPER. Whenever possible. We understand the costliness of

that, too.
Section 202 of the bill mandates that secondary consideration be

given to buildings of "historic, architectural, or cultural significance."

In some cases this will draw offices into central cities and we believe
that this provision ought to be retained as a lesser priority. Again,
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we are concerned that the fate of buildings will outweigh the demands
of individuals and Government efficiency.
Next, the tertiary requirement is that "the headquarters and offices

of each Federal agency be located in the Metropolitan Washington,
District of Columbia area." The "Metropolitan *Washington area"
has come to encompass so large an area, however, that we are concerned
that again a central business district will be overlooked.
Although this committee is attempting to circumscribe the policy

regarding the location of a public building, this provision would seem
to continue to allow an agency to be located anywhere from Reston,
Va., to K Street to Gaithersburg, Md.
Finally, section 204, after conforming with the requirements of the

three preceding provisions, dictates that an office should be located in
the central business district of a Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area. This is the key section, which ought to prevail with a minor
change. In most cases there are two, even three, central business dis-
tricts within an SMSA. all of which may be competing for a Federal
agency and its concomitant commercial traffic.
We would suggest that priority be given to the most distressed city

within the given region, in socioeconomic, business, and employment
terms. Fully 28 percent of the presently designated SMSA's would
fall into this multicity category, and we feel that a needs test would
he the most useful and equitable way to resolve a potential dilemma.
The rationale for giving central business districts precedence over

other considerations is further buttressed given the impact the pri-
orities in title II will have on the President's Urban Policy. The strong
commitment to restoring our Nation's cities embodied in this direc-
tive, particularly in regard to the siting of Federal facilities, seems to
be contravened by the legislation.
The initiatives undertaken as a result of Executive Order 12072

have already gone a long way toward renewing commercial activity in
our central cities. Rather than enacting a bill that would be counter-
productive to ongoing efforts, it would seem that a cooperative policy
could be developed to serve the ends of all objectives.
We are also concerned that no mention is made of the availability

of housing within a location under consideration. This is particularly
important when a Federal agency is relocating to a new area. Both
present and prospective employees will need assurances that they will
be able to secure housing within a reasonable distance from their
office.

Further, it is essential that this housing be available on a nondis-
criminatory basis, whether in the sale, rental, or mortgage lending for
such housing. This could be a sustantial barrier in relocation, and
ought to be reviewed regardless of the type or location of the new
facility.

Senator CHAFEE. Ms. Cooper, it seems to me the last point you make
quite possibly could run counter to the prior points you have been
making. You are talking to central city and pretty soon you get down
to the core of that city, and a few of those places have housing avail-
able right nearby.
They may have housing available in busing distance. I think you

have to be careful with this last one because if that becomes one of our
criteria, then I think you would give us a tilt to going out toward the
suburbs.
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MS. COOPER. Let me clear that up, Senator. Within your central citie
s,

you generally have bus transportation and/or some form of mas
s

transportation. When you go out into a suburban location, that 
is

generally not available. I can recall in some instances where privat
e

developers have provided bus services because once they moved ou
t

into the suburb, they found that their work force suddenly becam
e all

white and generally male, for example, could not go out there b
ecause

they had children in school-
Senator CHAFEE. Here you use the word housing.
Ms. COOPER. That is right.
Senator CHAFEE. You don't talk transportation. I get the point you

are trying to make. I think we have got to be careful. If we inc
lude

this provision, it may work against the other provisions that you
 are

interested in.
Ms. COOPER. I don't think that is the case. We are not so naive as to

believe even if preference is given to central business district that 
all

Federal facilities will be located within the central business distric
t.

We are talking about whenever possible, given an analysis of 
such

things as availability of housing, availability of mass transit, a
fter

looking at all of those factors, that if it comes out that a decision is still

made to move the facility to the suburbs, then we have no argument

with that.
Senator CHAFEE. All right.
Ms. COOPER. The National Urban League recognizes that budget

constraints are an important consideration of the committee's at this

time. The most cost effective means of housing each Federal agency

must be sought, and alternatives must be analyzed.
If one considers the benefits accrued to a central business district,

we feel it will become obvious that a central city is frequently the

best choice. A cost-benefit analysis that takes into account the com-

mercial and socioeconomic implications for each location will clearly

indicate the wisdom of such a decision.
Many cities have initiated urban revitalization projects with the

assistance of Community Development Bloc Grants, Urban Develop-

ment Action Grants, and Self-Help Development Grants. The place-

ment of a Federal building within one of these already burgeoning

areas would greatly augment their own efforts in bringing business
and prosperity back into our urban centers.
The substantial outmigration of business and commercial enter-

prises from our central cities has had a devastating impact on blacks
and the poor in these areas. Not only has this practice contributed to
the general decline of our central business districts, but it has also
had substantial repercussions in the employment, housing, energy, and
crime arenas.
We urge this committee to consider the role this legislation may

have in eradicating or exacerbating these problems. Humane responses
to the needs of our cities are required, not solutions that perpetuate
Past wasteful policies.
The Federal Government must take the lead in reversing these

trends. and we believe that this committee has the means to augment
this effort.
Thank you.
Senator CHAFEE. I think that is a good statement. I am glad you

came. I must say. there is a lot of value to these hearings. You hive

60-568 0 - 80 - 11
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brought a good point home to us. I think we have a sympathetic tilt
toward what you are talking about.
I think we can wrap it up more. Perhaps we could in that housingpoint you are making talk about availability and accessibility ofhousing, put in accessibility so we stress the busing.
That is good. Thank you very much, Ms. Cooper.
Ms. COOPER. We will be glad to work with your staff on any languagechanges.
Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Robert McNulty, president, Partners forLivable Places, Washington, D.C. We appreciate your coming.Anytime you can summarize, it helps.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT McNULTY, PRESIDENT, PARTNERS FOR
LIVABLE PLACES, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. MCNULTY. You have my prepared statement.Senator CHAFEE. We do. We will put it in the record.Mr. McNuLTY. I would like to make a few comments. I have hadthe benefit of sitting and listening to everybody's comments. Thus Ican tailor mine to give a perspective that you have not yet heard.First, I am Robert McNulty, president of Partners for LivablePlaces. The Partners was formed in 1977 by 22 nonprofit organiza-tions and is now a national network of civic groups, municipal govern-ments and individuals that seek through cooperation to improve thelivability of our communities.
We have about 170 members in some 32 States. New members arenow being added in Canada. Thus we are a cooperative society thatseeks through the expertise of our members to help others help them-selves. We use the word livability because it is more of a consumerdefinition of environment quality and citizen satisfaction with theircommunity.
We are vitally concerned with the work environment and with theplacement of Federal facilities as contributors to the revitalization,renewal and economic strength of our cities. Over the last 3 years,collectively, we have developed an agenda which we call the "Eco-nomics of Amenity" relating amenities, quality of life, and attractive-ness issues to community economic development and employmentopportunity.
From a recent study by the Rand Corporation came the ratherstartling revelation to a number of governmental and business leadersthat it was important to invest in the "attractiveness" of a communityto stabilize a labor force and, this was frequently more important toattract new investment than tax write-offs, free land or excelerateddepreciation. 
Thus we see livability or attractiveness as a key competitive edgeof a community to attract new business and to enhance employmentopportunities. 
There are six components to our program. One of the key elementsis the quality of public design. Generally, public design as you men-tioned in terms of your experience at the State level—I used to workfor the General Services Administration myself so I have some back-ground in the Federal level—is not the keenest, highest quality. Yourconcern here is a beacon that can be held out to governmental units
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throughout the country that improving the public design process, is an

investment in overall well-being of their community.
So I commend the committee in taking a lead. Although your bill

may be modified as it goes through the legislative process, I think the

spirit of the bill and the language is something the Partners as an orga-

nization in the decade of the eighties will be trying through our mem-

bers to instill the ideas of debate and concern on how to reform the

building process at Federal, State and local level.
Thus, this gives me an opportunity to say congratulations. I think

leadership has been lacking in the public building process espe-

cially ignorance of the impact it can have on the economic life of

communities.
To be brief on several points on the legislation, I would like to put

them out and give some perspective. On section 102 concerning loca-

tions, I think the language there that states the possibility of acquiring

two or more reasonably close buildings to be used for the same agency.

It wasn't that long ago in New Bedford, Mass., in 1973 that the General

Services Administration was confronted with the prospect of going

ahead with a leased building to centralize an agency's facilities in one

spot or using its authority to acquire four existing, vacant historic

buildings in the downtown.
The group I was with at that time commissioned a feasibility study

and found it was cost-benefit to the Government to use the four historic
buildings to house the Federal workers. GSA's response was they had
no authority to enter into such a novel and unique process.
Senator CHAFEE. You wanted them to do what?
Mr. MCNULTY. Acquire four existing buildings in the downtown, re-

hab those and house the Government in those four different buildings,
as opposed to enter into lease construction of one new building.
GSA turned it down as being novel, unique, interesting, worthy of

study but not appropriate. Thus I think the language in this bill may
take such an idea beyond the novel and unique category.

Senator CHAFEE. In all fairness, they do already have to take that
into consideration under existing legislation.

Mr. MCNULTY. But only since 1977 under new legislation.
I would also think in section 202, with priority of use for historic and

cultural, that is almost every downtown of America, there is an inter-

esting building worthy of reuse. Certainly the 5 years of efforts it took
to gain the interest of saving the old Post Office in Washington, D.C.
as an appropriate home for a Government agency will not be repeated
again across America.
I think placing the language here gives us the special concern that

is needed.
Section 301 in design and management. The regional character must

be stressed. All too often the process of public design creates a style

that you don't know whether you are in Alaska or in Honolulu.
I can remember an example where it took the intervention of Presi-

dent Johnson to assure a public building constructed in Johnson City,

Tex., regional character. He specified for the architect that he per-

sonally selected that, he wanted something that had a wide porch, an
overhang for shade, and benches where people could socialize, whittle

and spit.
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These may be important regional characteristics worthy ofaccommodation.
Also, section 304 on scale. I think to conform is to sometimes per-

petuate mediocrity. I would use the word enhance.
Senator CHAFEE. What is that word now?
Mr. McNuury. I think it says to conform to scale. I urge you use

the word enhance. I think the creativity of the architects we heard from
the American Institute of Architects would have a greater challenge
for enhancing a setting, rather than conform to what may already be a
drab existing setting. There is room for the 20th century. Even in
historic districts.
Senator CHAFEE. So you would have it that public building shall

enhance those buildings existing?
Mr. McNtrury. Yes; that allows a larger margin of creativity andcommunity participation.
Senator CHAFEE. All right. By all right I mean yes, I heard you.
Mr. McNuvry. Section 304 (c) , the commissions through local arti-

sans and craftsmen to lend through detailing and materials, enhance-
ment to building is certainly commendable language. All too oftenthose aspects are seen as frills, where in fact they may be the mostimportant ingredient of a public building.
Section 304, item 9, shower and dressing room, facilities. You areprobably in for a great deal of criticism here but it is valid that thissection is within the bill. Private industry is now providing thosefacilities for reasons of stability of work force, health care and produc-tivity. There are cost-benefit reasons for including these facilitieswithin buildings.
I don't think the Public Building Act should lag behind the researchthat has been done by the private sector. I commend you for havingthat as a possibility.
Senator CHAFEE. Here again, I am not sure we want to write every-thing in the world into the law. In other words, you want to make itavailable so if people want to go out and jog, they have a place to comein and shower.
Mr. McNuury. I commend the language that is already there. Mem-bers of the industry are finding it appropriate to lower their laborcosts in terms of job satisfaction, productivity, and health care.
Senator CHAFEE. OK.
Mr. McN-crurY. Title IV, mixed use and adaptive use. I think par-ticularly the section on 102 (3) contribution to the community, is ofkey importance. The location of public building's assist in an overallstrategy of public/private cooperation to revive the downtown or de-caying areas of our cities cannot be understressed. This is somethingthe leverage of the Federal Government's leadership could be, as Imentioned earlier, a beacon to other authorities that have constructionand development power in America.
It is sad to see that a very qualified former Administrator of theGeneral Services Administration needed to create a living buildingsprogram. The reason he had to do that was because Government build-ings by and large are so unlivable. The need to declare a buildinglivable would be a redundancy if this bill was enacted in the spirit youhave approached the subject.
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Title V, the exhibitions and work of art. I think the involvement

of the Endowment, and the Smithsonian in terms of programing uses

to make these facilities alive, to have a public reason to come inside

other than to argue with your Government is a valid purpose at small

cost.
I think you will find the cooperation of those institutions both ready

and willing.
And last, 503(c) (1) , the commissioning of the one-half of 1 percent

for public art, I would urge as the committee debates this to think of

landscaping as an art. Pedestrian approaches to a building are a valid

form of expenditure. Even providing facilities for public use in the

building, whether a loudspeaker system or podium is a valid form of

enhancement.
Thus the appropriateness of the embellishment to me is the goal,

and one-half of 1 percent should be a flexible sum to take into con-

sideration the opportunity for enhancement this building can provide

to its surroundings.
Senator CHAFEE. Those are good ideas. Thank you.
We commend you for what you are doing. We appreciate your taking

the trouble to come up here today.
Senator CHAFEE. The last witness is Mr. Ralph B. Hirsch, from the

League of American Wheelmen.

STATEMENT OF RALPH B. HIRSCH, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE

DIRECTOR, LEAGUE OF AMERICAN WHEELMEN

Senator CHAFEE. I suspect what you are going to say. I am a member

of your organization.
Mr. HIRSCH. We know that and are delighted to have you among our

members.
Senator CIIAFEE. We made an effort in the highway bill to get a

certain amount set aside for budgetable paths around the highway.

How did we do on that?
Mr. HIRSCH. In the fiscal 1980 budget there is $4 million. That was

appropriated by the Congress. We have just seen the fiscal 1981 budget;

unfortunately the administration has not requested any funding for

that section, section 141 of the Surface Transportation Systems Act of

1978.
But we hope Congress will this year, again, appropriate perhaps

even to the authorized limit of $20 million because, as you know, it is
not a question of creating a whole new circulating system, retrofitting

the existing highways.
Senator CIIAFEE. Are you having your national convention in Rhode

Island?
Mr. HIRSCH. The centennial celebration which will commemorate

the 100th anniversary of the founding of the league, which was in
Newport in 1880, will be held this May 23 to 26 in Newport in King-
ston. I believe you, Senator, have already been invited and will be one
of the speakers.

Senator CHAFEE. I must say you come here under very favorable
auspices.
Mr. Hirsch, go to it.
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Mr. HIRSCH. My name is Ralph Hirsch, legislative director of the
League of American Wheelmen, national organization for bicyclists.
I have a short statement which I believe you have. I will further
abbreviate that.
Senator CHAFEE. We will put your statement in the record, Mr.

Hirsch. (See p. 186.)
Mr. HIRSCH. Thank you, sir.
I would like to preface our specific comments on this bill with four

points which sort of set the context.
First, the past decade which we have just concluded has seen atremendous increase in the use of bicycles in the United States. Thesummary figures for bicycle sales in the decade show bicycles outsoldautomobiles in the seventies.
Senator CHAFEE. What percentage of those bicycles do you thinkwere made in the United States?
Mr. HIRSCH. About 80 to 85 percent, Senator.
Senator CHAFEE. Is that right? I am amazed at that.
Mr. HIRSCH. Not only are there a lot of bicycles around but a lot ofbicycles are being used. The Census Bureau in the most recent figureswe have for 1975 and 1976 found that about 500,000 people werecommuting regularly by bicycles.
Senator CHAFEE. What percent of bicycles sold would you say are10 speeds?
Mr. HIRSCH. Close to half. Altogether, something over half, probablyon the order of 60 percent are adult bicycles, therefore, usable fortransportation.
Senator CHAFEE. All right.
Mr. HIRSCH. As I was saying, something like half a million bicyclecommuters were found in 1975-76 by the Census Bureau. I suspect inthe decennial census of 1980, in April of this year, the number will befound to have risen a great deal from the visual evidence we have.That is certainly true, I think.
Second, the Federal Highway Administration has found that some62 percent of all auto trips are 5 miles or less, and that is a distance thatis easily covered by a bicyclist. Therefore, we think with the properprovisions to support bicycling, a significant share of these shorttrips can be diverted from the auto to the bicycle, the attendant benefitsand the public sector and the private sector benefit as well.Third, we think it appropriate in this period of periodic gasolineunavailability and shortages, the Federal Government take properprovision to support the energy conserving modes.
The fourth point of context is that there is a general strong trendtoward supporting physical fitness.
Coincidentally, the first National Conference on Physical Fitnessand Sports for All is taking place today and tomorrow here inWashington. By the way, I believe your colleague from Rhode Island,Senator Pell, is one of the speakers at that conference this morning.One of the principal aspects that is being addressed at this confer-ence is ways of supporting at the workplace the practice of physicalfitness and certainly making it feasible for people to commute bybicycle is one of those aspects, an important function for Governmentto undertake.
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As far as our comments on the bill are concerned, we strongly sup-

port the bicycler related provision in section 304(g) of the present bill.

We have three suggestions for changes in the language.
I touch now only on one specific thing, that it would be useful to

extend the bicycle provision to lease building as well as to public
buildings.
We have two other concerns which we hope may be addressed by the

committee in its report. One, is that it will be helpful to have a time-
table for compliance with these provisions; two sections. Secondly,

the current General Services Administration regulations categorically
excluded bicycles from buildings.
They say that bicycles shall not be transported on elevators or via

stairways or parked in offices. That is a verbatim quote from the regu-
lations. And then unfortunately excludes bicycles categorically from
much readily available and secure space that could be used without
further expenditure to store bicycles during the workday.
We hope that the committee might think it appropriate to suggest

to GSA the regulations be changed to prohibit the movement or stor-
a„ge of bicycles only in those areas where, after proper evaluation by
the building manager, it would actually present a hazard, that there be
no blank exclusion.

Senator CHAFEE. My reaction is, I don't think we ought to write into
the law either one of them. I think we have to leave some commonsense
to the people running these buildings. Just leave it at that. I would take
out the current language, get the GSA—that is too complicated. Just
let whoever is running the place have some leeway.
Mr. HIRSCH. That is precisely our sentiments, Senator. We very

much appreciate the opportunity to present this testimony. I per-
sonally look forward to seeing you at the centennial celebration in
May.
Senator CHAFEE. Thank you. I am in favor of what you are doing

and commend you for it.
I think all the witnesses for coming today. We sit through, as you

know, hours of witnesses on various subjects and I think the witnesses
that we have had today and the other day on this bill have been the
most helpful, as far as I personally am concerned, than witnesses we
have had for some time.
So we are grateful to you for taking the trouble to come up. I am

glad to see the League of American Wheelmen is surviving and thriv-
ing. Have you got more members than ever?
Mr. HIRSCH. We don't have more members than ever, Senator

Chafee; we have more members than we have had in modern times.
As you know, the league was in the 1880's and 1890's, the forerunner
of the highway lobby, so to speak, and it was at the head of the good
roads movement.
In those days, the league numbered some 100,000 or more individual

members which, in relation to the population then, of course, was a
massive number, since the population has grown almost fourfold in
that period. We are not back at that point yet but we hope to be.
Senator CHAFEE. Good.
Mr. HIRSCH. And we hope in the second century of bicycling, which

is beginning this year, with the help of progress we have been looking
forward to.
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Senator CHAFEE. Fine.
Thank you all very much. We will keep the record open if othergroups wish to submit statements. Please don't wait too long.We  will recess to the call of the Chair. Thank you.[Whereupon, at 12:03 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvenesubject to the call of the Chair.]
[A. statement from Hon. Ronald V. Dellums, a Representative inCongress from the State of California, and statements and newspaperarticles submitted for the record follow:]
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The Honorable Jennings Randolph
Chairman, Committee on Environment

and Public Works
4202 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We would like to take this opportunity to comment on S. 2080, a bill that
is under consideration by the Full Committee on Environment and Public
Works. We want to commend you, Senator Moynihan and the Committee for
this legislative initiative to reform and reorganize the GSA public
buildings program. We are especially pleased that the bill attempts
to establish guidelines for the selection of locations for Federal offices
so as to promote government efficiency and the maximum benefit to central
cities by giving priority to locating federal facilities in central cities.

The issue of the economic impact of the location of federal agencies has
been of concern to Members of the House District of Columbia Committee for
some time. In May and June, 1977, the Committee held oversight hearings
on the Committee Report on "Impediments to the Economic, Functional, and
Aesthetic Development of the District of Columbia". During those hearings,
the Committee received testimony from the GSA regarding its location
policies and decisions in the National Capital Region. Members expressed

their concern during these hearings that GSA location policies for federal
agencies have enormous economic impact on the cities either receiving or
losing federal facilities.

We've enclosed for your perusal a copy of those hearings, "U.S. Congress
House Committee on the District of Columbia, Hearings on Committee Report
on Impediments to the Economic, Functional, and Aesthetic Development of
the District of Columbia. (95th Congress, First Session) Serial No. 95-
10, Washington, D.C.".
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We are concerned, however, about a provision of S. 2080 that mayencourage the prevailing trend of the exodus of federal agenciesfrom the central city to the suburbs in the Washington, D.C. SMSA.The provision that we refer to is Sec. 204(a)(3) of S. 2080 thatexempts the District of Columbia from the central cities prioritythat will be given to all other central cities of SMSAs.

We hope full consideration and discussion will be given to removingthis provision. Please accept this letter and the attached statementas a part of the Committee's hearing record on S. 2080.

Sincerely,

'\ /
RONALD V. DELLUMS
Chairman
Committee on the District
of Columbia

ART B. McKINN
Ranking Minority Member
Committee on the District
of Columbia
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STATEMENT OF REP. RONALD V. DELLUMS
REGARDING S. 2080

A BILL BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS
- -

The Federal Government has for a long time recognized the importan
ce

pfits location decisions on local economies. It is generally agreed that the

operation of a major federal facility brings not only federal jobs i
nto an area but

private sector jobs in the support services industries as well as pu
rchase con-

tracts for goods and services oftentimes with local businesses. This spin-off

economic benefit is especially important to the District of Columbia.

The 1978 Executive Order 12072 on Federal Space Management giving first

priority to the central business areas of cities for the location of feder0 facilities

is a commendable way to revitalize and encourage development in ou
r nation s

cities. Hopefully, this will reverse the prevailing trend of the exodus
 of

federal agencies and employees from the central cities throughout 
the country.

The Senate Environment and Public Works Committee has received tes
timony from

the Northeast-Midwest Institute regarding this federal fligh
t from central cities.

In a March 1979 report entitled, "The Location of Federal Ci
vilian Employees:

Policies and Practices,u prepared under HUD contract, the Northeast-Midwest Institute

reports that 'The results of the change in numbers of federal employe
es from

central cities show a substantial flight by federal employees from
 central cities."

During this study the Institute collected data for the period 1966 
to 1976 for

federal civilian employment in 199 SMSA's. The study indicates that in the

Washington, D. C., SMSA of the 35,684 employees gained in this reg
ion only 2,955

were located in the central city of this SMSA, i.e., the Distri
ct of Columbia.

There is a high concentration of federal agencies in the District of 
Columbia

because it is the Nation's Capital and federal facilities need to 
have their head-

quarters located here for obvious reasons. In the OMB Report to the President and

the Congress of January 1980 on "The Study of Decentralization 
of Federal Govern-

mental Functions", the report cites some of these reasons for continuing the high

concentration of agencies in the National Capital Region:

1. The proximity to the White House, the Congress and other federal

agencies;
2. The large capital investment in the District of Columbia by

federal agencies.

It should be noted that although there is a high concentrati
on of federal employees

in the District of Columbia SMSA, 88% of federal civilian
 employees currently serve

in facilities outside of the National Capital Region.

The OMB concluded "as a result of the Decentralization Study th
at there appears

to be no basis for recommending major physical decentralizat
ion of federal functions

currently located in the National Capital Region".

Therefore, it appears that the once conflicting policies of dec
entralization of

the federal government out of Washington, D. C. metropolitan
 area and the emphasis on

locating federal agencies in central cities to aid in their revita
lization may be
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somewhat abated. However, there remains the question of whether or not to givepriority to the District of Columbia as the central city within the Washington,D.C., SMSA.

am concerned that Section 203 and 204 of Title II of S. 2080 will fosterand encourage the loss of federal employees and agencies in the District ofColumbia and allow or encourage the location of headquartees offices elsewherein the metropolitan area.

It is inconsistent to give priority to the location of federal facilities andemployees in central business districts of SMSA's in every area of the countryexcept the District of Columbia. This exemption of the District of Columbia inSec. 204(a)(3) should be removed.

The District of Columbia is on the current HUD list of physical and economicdistressed metropolitan cities. (HUD has published a list of cities that meet theirminimum standards of physical and economical distress for metropolitan cities andurban counties over 50,000 population for participation in the Urban DevelopmentAction Grant Program.)

The District of Columbia is the Nation's Capital and as such, we in the Congresshave an obligation to refrain from developing national legislation that in anywayimpedes this city's potential to be the model urban environment in the country. Moresensitive decisions about the location of federal facilities within the District ofColumbia as opposed to the very disastrous GSA decision to locate federal employees at"Buzzard Point" can provide economic vitality to the city. The District of Columbiaserves in three capacities as a residential city, an international city, and theNational Capital city. Our ability to facilitate its healthy growth and developmentshould be challenged in all national legislation. Because it is the National Capital,the District of Columbia is host to 15-20 million of our constituents each year andis the nation's physical symbol of our national government.

Indeed, I can find no reison to deny the Nation's Capital the priority considera-tion for the location of federal facilities when it is experiencing the sameproblems that other central cities are experiencing across the country.

I would hope that as your Committee receives testimony on S. 2080, that youwill explore this question with witnesses and agree with me that Sec. 203 and 204should be changed. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of this veryimportant and far-reaching provision of S. 2080.
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My name is Robert A. Georgine. I am President of the

Building and Construction Trades Department of the AFL-CIO,

which is composed of 15 affiliated national and international

unions representing approximately four million building and

construction trades workers who are located in most communities

throughout the United States. With me today is Mr. Thomas X.

Dunn, General Counsel for the Building and Construction Trades

Department.

I am appearing today on behalf of these workers because

they construct federal buildings and, therefore, are vitally

interested in the proposed Public Buildings Act of 1980. I

want to express my appreciation to the Committee for inviting

me to testify today.

The Building and Construction Trades Department supports

this bill because it represents the first major overhaul in 20

years of the Public Buildings Service of the General Services

Administration. It will cause three significant changes in

GSA's public building program.

The bill will require GSA to submit to Congress an annual

plan for building construction and maintenance that conforms

to specific guidelines established by Congress, thereby creating

greater accountability for its actions. The bill will also

require the establishment of a long-range building program with

the object of placing no more than 20 per cent of the federal

work force in office space which is leased from private owners.

The other 80 per cent of the work force will be accommodated in
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Government-owned buildings. Finally, the bill provides a new

approach to financing construction of Government-owned buildings

which is to create a purchase contract program which will

enable the GSA to finance building construction with funds

borrowed from the Treasury and repaid over a term of years

in the same manner that individuals pay off their home mortgages.

Senator Moynahan pointed out in his remarks in the

Congressional Record on December 5, 1979, that a report by the

General Accounting Office indicates that there has been no

appreciable increase in Government-owned space acquired through

direct construction since 1966. This confirms what we in the

building trades have known for some time. The GAO report also

found that office space leased to Government agencies increased

dramatically from 44.6 million to 93.3 million square feet in

that 14-year period. Annual lease payments by GSA in the same

period increased according to the GAO from $131 million to $520

million, a dollar figure which represents over 39 per cent of

the public buildings budget. Senator Moynahan also pointed out

in his remarks that construction funds represent just over one

per cent of the same budget. Moreover, GAO estimates that the

Government's annual rental budget will exceed $1 billion within

three years at its current pace.

The apparent reason for this trend toward renting rather

than building Government office space is the false sense of

savings which lower annual outlays of funds represent to the

budget-conscious Office of Management and Budget. Nonetheless,

the GAO reports what any home buyer already knows, which is that
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a comparison of construction costs, leasing costs, and the

payments which Federal agencies make into the Federal Buildings

fund of the GSA as rent for their office space over a period

equivalent to the expected life of a Federal building proves that

owning your own office space is more economical than leasing it.

For instance, the GAO report indicates that a Government-

owned building recovers the cost of its construction by the

14th year after completion and thereafter provides a surplus

to the Federal buildings fund each subsequent year. This surplus

can be used in turn to finance new Federal building construction.

By comparison, after leasing office space for 14 years, the

Government has nothing to show but the receipts and the knowledge

that: next year the rent will be even higher.

The Public Buildings Act of 1980 mandates a policy of

building rather than leasing Government office space. This

is not only good economics for the taxpayer but it also means

many more jobs for construction workers. For this reason, the

Building and Construction Trades Department strongly supports

Title VII of the bill which will obligate GSA to construct

enough Government-owned buildings to accommodate at least 60

per cent of the Federal work force within five years and no less

than 80 per cent within ten years. The Building and Construction

Trades Department also supports Title VIII of the bill which

requires GSA to submit an annual plan to Congress for the next

succeeding fiscal year of projects and actions which GSA intends

to undertake in order to comply with the duties and responsibilities

created by the Public Buildings Act.

•
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Among the considerations which GSA must include in its

annual plan is a five-year plan for accommodating the public

building needs of the Government and a list, in priority order,

of construction, renovation and acquisition projects proposed

for authorization. The net effect of Titles VII and VIII will

be the replacement of poor quality, privately owned office

space for Federal employees withneWlyconstructed and renovated

high quality Government-owned office space which will be more

economical for the taxpayer.

I would like to suggest, however, that the proposed Public

Buildings Act of 1980 offers Congress an opportunity to accom-

plish other, equally desirable social and economic goals without

without adversely affecting the purpose and objectives already

incorporated in the bill. Through advance planning GSA could,

through the building program mandated by the Public Buildings

Act of 1980 substantially influence the stability of the con-

struction industry.

The construction work force is characterized by a high ratio

of skilled to unskilled workers; identification with a craft or

trade as opposed to an employer; frequent and intermittent

unemployment; and, for the most part, a high degree of speciali-

zation.

In calendar year 1978, for example, construction employment

increased from 3.9 million in January 1978 to 4.4 million in

December 1978. Despite the employment growth, unemployment in

the industry remained high. In 1978, the average rate of con-

struction unemployment was 10.6percent compared to an overall

national average of 6.0 per cent. Traditionally, construction

60-568 0 - 80 - 12
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unemployment averages about double the national average for

all industries.

During 1978 the annual value of new construction put in

place in the United States was over $200 billion or about 10

per cent of GNP. Employment in the industry accounts for

about 5 per cent of total nonagricultural employment. The

fact which best captures the importance of the construction

industry to the economy is that investment in structures

generally accounts for over 50 per cent of gross private

domestic investment each year.

While large in size, the industry is also very fragmented.

In 1977 there were about 530,000 establishments with payrolls

engaged in contract construction. On the consumer side, the

Federal government is the country's single largest construction

user but directly accounts for less than five per cent of annual

construction value put in place. The influence of Federal con-

struction money quickly escalates up to 25 per cent of total

construction spending and up to 50 per cent in major metropolitan

centers through grants and revenue sharing arrangements with

State and local governments. The large size of public construc-

tion spending makes it a potentially stabilizing influence in an

industry characterized by strong cyclical and seasonal spending

and employment patterns. An active policy to direct public

construction spending in a counter-cyclical and counter-seasonal

pattern would have a positive effect on inflationary pressures

within the economy, would reduce income maintenance and transfer

payments and should improve technology-use and productivity in

the construction industry.

4
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In recent years, it has been clear that cyclical swings

in construction have been aggravated by the industry's close

dependence on government policies. Since the public sector

is a major buyer of construction and a source of credit,

government budget decisions have had a significant impact on

the industry. The Federal Government should be aware that,

in addition to increases in the efficiency of utilization of

manpower and other resources and more secure incomes for those

in the industry, greater construction cyclical stability can

have other beneficial effects. Stability can make a positive

contribution to the attainment of national economic objectives,

because of the size of the construction industry and its direct

links with other parts of the economy. These benefits, although

not easily measured, should be considered when the costs of

achieving greater construction stability are assessed.

Accordingly, the Federal Government should endeavor to

achieve the greatest possible cyclical stability in the construc-

tion industry. For example, a study was recently completed by

the Tennessee Valley Authority for the Department of Labor. The

TVA-DOL study, called "Social Costs of Instability in Construction:

A Preliminary Report," indicates that savings of $5.7 billion a

• year could be achieved by stabilizing employment in the construction

industry. The study cites six areas in which substantial savings

could be made; labor, capital, unemployment insurance, work-

men's compensation, training, and materials and supplies.

The study recognizes that hourly rates of pay in the

construction industry are high partly because workers must be

compensated for the frequent layoffs which occur in the industry.
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As a result, even though the hourly rates are high, annual

earnings of construction workers are not much different

than those in manufacturing. This is because construction

workers are employed an average of only 1,400 hours per year

as compared to the traditional 2,000 hours.

The study also concluded that other potential annual

savings would be realized from stabilizing employment in the

construction industry including $562 million through reduced

costs for unemployment benefits paid to construction workers.

Another $176 million could be saved in lower depreciation

charges for invested capital because of more intensive use

of construction equipment, materials, and other capital items.

The study also estimates that $281 million can be saved by,

reducing inventory carrying costs by firms which provide supplies

to the construction industry.

The elimination of dramatic fluctuations in employment

levels will contribute to fewer on-the-job accidents because

contractors will no longer be forced to hire inexperienced

workers during peak workload periods who are more likely to get

hurt. The TVA-DOL study indicates that cost savings of $570

million per year could result from fewer on-the-job accidents.

Finally, more steady employment would save approximately $208

million in apprenticeship costs because apprentices will be

able to complete their training more quickly and fewer will

become discouraged by the intermittent employment cycle and

drop out.
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This Committe should be aware that the Department of Labor

is already involved in a major effort to encourage users,

particularly Government agencies, to spread contract awards

more evenly throughout the year to help stabilize construction

employment. The major vehicles through which this is being done

are the Department of Labor's Construction Labor Demand System

and local labor-management-government construction coordinating

committees such as those already operational in Chicago, Kansas

City, San Francisco and Denver and soon in Boston.

Each coordinating committee produces a bid calendar listing

planned public construction in its geographical area. The estab-

lishment of bid calendars provides the local construction industry

with a means of anticipating variations in construction activity

over the period of a year and even longer time periods. The bid

calendar can help both public and private sector construction

users to plan work to avoid months of peak activity. The calendar

serves organized labor to better anticipate upcoming workloads

and demands on apprentice and other training programs.

In Chicago, where the first construction coordinating com-

mittee was established as a pilot program, construction awards

during the first quarter of 1978 were at their highest level

ever, with awards running 50 per cent higher than in previous

years. Traditionally, first quarter construction spending has

been at the bottom of the seasonal spending curve with a high

proportion of labor and equipment idle. The bid calendar also

enables public agencies to award construction contracts as a

counter-cyclical tool to provide employment opportunities during
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periods of high unemployment and avoid creating greater infla-

tionary pressures in times of low unemployment.

So far, the Department of Labor's program has been based

on voluntary cooperation by labor, management and government

agencies which fund public construction. In order to achieve

the greatest possible cyclical stability in construction, the

Federal Government must take the lead in developing an explicit

stabilization strategy which is carried out on the basis of

published medium and long-term programs. These programs should

be regularly reviewed, and if necessary, modified to meet

particular circumstances and changing requirements. At the

very minimum, every effort should be made to maintain a basically

even flow of public construction work on the basis of ae

established and published programs.

The strategy which I propose is also aimed at planning

and constructing public works so that they can be awarded when

private construction activity declines and withheld when private

activity expands. Admittedly, this kind of policy is more diffi-

cult to implement than one aimed solely at stabilizing the

seasonal flow of public construction work, but it can be achieved

if the stabilization strategy includes measures such as:

1) The maintenance of an adequate "pipeline" of public

works, established through a system of continuous

long-range programming, which enables the rate of

execution to be accelerated quickly, for an important

volume of work, if the need should arise;

2) The careful tailoring of public works counter-cyclical

action to the level of unemployment;
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3) The making of decisions to expand public works

as soon as the volume of private construction

begins to show definite signs of weakness and

before it has declined substantially;

4) The centralization of responsibility for

implementing a counter-cyclical public works

policy, including coordination of the advance

preparation of public works projects and the

formulation and timing of recommendations;

5) Institutionalized arrangements for consultation

on the counter-cyclical program between various

levels of government and with employers' and

workers' organizations of the industry.

Title VIII of the bill obligates GSA to submit a plan to

Congress each year which describes how GSA proposes to comply

with the various requirements created in the remainder of the

bill. This annual report is an ideal vehicle in which to

create a mandatory obligation upon GSA to develop a construction

stabilization strategy which can be reviewed by Congress to

insure that it is being pursued. Of course, adoption of such

a strategy for the construction of Government-owned buildings

will not, by itself, create the dramatic savings estimated in

the TVA-DOL Study,because those figures are based on stabilization

of the entire construction industry, of which construction of

Government-owned buildings is a small part.

Nonetheless, Congress has the opportunity to break new

ground and set an example for the rest of the industry. Perhaps
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after the benefits of stabilization of construction activity

are demonstrated, it will be extended to all federally financed

construction work. The point is that this is an idea whose

time is long overdue. Most of the industrialized nations have

already adopted policies regarding public works which include:

1) Earmarking of a certain percentage of public

works to be done in winter;

2) Providing subsidies to local government bodies

as an offset against extra costs of winter work;

3) Concentrating maintenance and repair of public

works during the winter season;

4) Having available current and comprehensive plans

for public works for use in times of recession

as well as in winter season;

5) Coordinating with unemployment insurance systems

by using savings from unemployment insurance.

For all of these reasons, I strongly urge this Committee

to report a Public Buildings Act of 1980 to the floor of the

Senate which incorporates the concept of a counter-cyclical,

counter-seasonal construction strategy as a mandatory policy

which the General Services Administration and other federal

agencies must adopt.

Thank you.
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Mr. Chairman, my name is Randall Vosbeck. I am a practicing architect from

Virginia and President-Elect of The American Institute of Architects. My testi-

mony today is in behalf of the Committee on Federal Procurement of Architectural/

Engineering Services, a committee representing the views of:

American Consulting Engineers Council

The American Institute of Architects

American Society of Civil Engineers

National Society of Professional Engineers

American Road and Transportation Builders

Association - Engineering Division.

The COFPAES member societies represent the vast majority of America's architects

and engineers. Joining with me today are: David Lillard, an engineer from Missouri

and COFPAES Chairman; Cranston Rogers, an engineer from Massachusetts representing

the American Society of Civil Engineers; Sammie Lee, an engineer from Kentucky 

andPresident of the National Society of Professional Engineers; and Henry Michel,

an engineer from New York and representing the American Consulting Engineers

Council.

At the outset, we wish to compliment the sponsors of S. 2080 for putting

forth so comprehensive a plan for the revamping of our nation's public buildings

program. We believe much of S. 2080 is very constructive both in terms of

bringing order to the public building process and enhancing the architectural

quality of Federal buildings. S. 2080 is clearly an important bill which we

hope will be a positive influence on the Federal public building program. The

impact of the legislation may extend beyond GSA. Indeed, insofar as archi-

tectural and engineering procurement is concerned we see implications for other
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agencies as well. In our testimony today we offer suggestions which will

strengthen this proposal and assure a more responsible and efficient public

buildings policy.

Although we conceptually support S.2080, we have serious concern about several

sections. We hope our critisims are considered in the constructive spirit in

which we offer them.

Section 602 - requires GSA to use design competitions to select private

architects for its buildings. This section defines broad guidelines and monetary

award limits for competitions: building and renovation projects expected to cost no 
-

less than $2,500,000 but no more than $25,000,000 shall be placed into a design

competition among no fewer than 10 qualified architectural firms. On projects

costing more than $25,000,000, GSA shall use any methods -including design competition

to select the architectural firm.

The architectural and engineering professionc we represent wish to voice their

total opposition to design competitions unless it is for unique projects of unusual

national significance. We oppose this section because we know as design professionals

that the well motivated intentions of the sponsors will not be fulfilled. Enactment

of this section will work to the detriment of small firms competing for Federal

commissions. More importantly, the expense and time involved in such competitions

will be exorbitant. The best buildings can only result from complete involvement

of the client in the exchange of ideas between user, architect/engineer, community

involvement, and review boards. In short, the true design process.

To prescribe that every project between $2.5 million and $25 million shall use

a design competition process is absolutely ludicrous. For example, to require a $10

million monument or a $26 million federal courthouse in a historic neighborhood should

not use the competition process just doesn't make sense. I want you to know that the

AIA has a long standing background in design competitions. We have had a design

competition code, have helped and assisted owners wanting to use competitions and

have distributed widely our competition guidelines. Currently we are working with

the National Endowment for the Arts in creating a Competition Advisory Service.
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Congress passed the Architect/Engineer Selection Act, Public Law 92-582,

in October 1972. This law established the present method for employing archi-

tects and engineers for Federal projects. During the debate on P.L. 92-582

the supporters, some of whom sit on this Committee, made provision for design

competitions where the additional time, expense and unique nature of the

project justified their use. COFPAES fully supports the General Services

Administration's current selection process as embodying the best interests of

the Federal government and the architectural design process. This process was

designed to encourage competition among design professionals and to eliminate

favoritism from the selection process. The GSA process works well and should

not be undercut without ample justification.

The law directs agency heads to publicly announce all requirements for

architectural and engineering services, and to negotiate cnntracts for those

services on the basis of demonstrated competence and qualification for the

type of professional services required at fair and reasonable prices. Further,

the law requires agency heads to evaluate all interested firms based upon

their own statements of qualifications and performance data, and to conduct

discussions with no less than three firms regarding the proposed profect.

Upon completion of this thorough review procedure, firms under consideration

must be ranked in order of preference. Contract negotiations are then initiated

with the firm ranked first in the detailed selection process.

Design competitions over emphasize the cosmetics of design; not the full

range of reviews required of a team of architects and engineers. In addition,

building costs are rapidly increasing. A project costing $2,5 million in

1972 would today run over $5 million, as we have experienced over the past

eight years an annual inflation rate of approximately 10 percent. Literally,
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hundreds of Federal projects are currently over $2.5 million in range.
 Time

means money, and the additional time and expense to both the owner and
 corn-

:required through competitions means more money, a luxury in these

times of ever-spiraling inflation we can ill afford. The tendency or compet-

ing firms to exceed allowances in design competitions is prevalent
 not only

due to an intense desire to obtain the full contract but also due 
to pro-

fessional pride wherein a firm wants its proposal to be best for r
easons of

competitive prestige as well as contract award.

In their recent report on a design competition concept, GSA gave a 
critical

review. Citing a typical experience, the report states:

"The total fee payed out by the General Services

Administration totaled $138,000 between the three

participating A/E firms. In return, the expen-

ditures made by the A/E group were approximately

double the amount of the fee that each received.

The extended time period presently required for

Level Three necessiates increased administrative

costs on the part of GSA as well."

Thus, the total cost of the design competition exceeded the actual 
cost of the

A/E contract. Or, stated another way, the A/E costs for this project were

double what one wouia normally u proof cuar cue uesign was

better or the firm selected was more qualified than one chosen thr
ough the

normal process. And this does not take ''r.:1diug costs

incurred by the delay.

Once a building design is selected many building costs are pra
ctically
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pre-determined. Additionally, there are extra costs to both government and

participating firms emanating from the nature of the competition process,

which, due to lack of time, neither permits nor encourages serious consider-

ation of such important cost determinants as:

a) Is the building energy efficient? (An
increasingly crucial question.)

b) Does the design permit an economical
structural system?

c) Is the building located on the site
designed to accommodate an efficient
foundation system?

d) From the point-of-view of the life of
the building, does the design permit
flexibility, encourage expansion, or
promote easy and economical maintenance?

When a building layout, size, shape, location on the site, glass areas,

exterior materials, and wall systems are selected by a design competition

rather than a thorough evaluation of all these considerations, construction

costs are impossible to control. Competitions have their place - projects of

national significance - where the expense, time for completion and life cycle

costs are not controlling. However, design competitions should not be used

for most Federal buildings.

For the above reasons, we cannot support Section 602. Instead we re-

iterate our support for Public Law 92-582. We question the need for a new

law to authorize design competitions. The very fact that competitions are

already held from time to time indicates that such authority already exists.

Public Law 92-582 acknowledges that design competitions are proper for projects

of national significance. We strongly urge you to delete Section 602 and

1
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support the continuance of the design competition authorized
 by existing

law.

Section 601 requires the use of in-house GSA staff to design at
 least 25%

of the construction and renovation projects per year.

From remarks of S. 2080 sponsors it is apparent that this 
Section is

designed to attract talented young design professions to gov
ernment service

and to improve overall design quality. In our opinion this intent will not be

realized. Design vitally comes from the private sector. It is here that new

concepts are developed and perfected. It is the private sector where young

architects and engineers receive their training and gain experi
ence. To put

the government in the role as mentor for young design professio
nals ignores

reality. The most experienced design professionals are in private pra
ctice.

It is unrealistic to assume that government service would be
 attractive. Lack-

ing the ability to attract top design talent there will be l
ittle incentive

for young architects and engineers to join goverment servic
e. Furthermore, as

existing state licensing laws are written government service
 does not always

count towards registration and, consequently, this discourag
es talented new

graduates from seeking government employment.

As professionals, we urge you not to mandate a fixed percen
tage of in-

house design. We are firmly committed to the employment of highly motivat
ed

design professionals within the Federal government. 
However, these architects/

engineers should be utilized as project administrators t
o work in concert with

outside professionals to insure the complete evolution of a
 project. 1n-house

staff helps the client (the government) obtain the utmos
t from private A/Es.

Together they implement a high standard of design. Design professionals and
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project administrators must enter into a collaborative relationship to insure

that an efficient and cost-effective design process evolves, thus assuring

excellence in Federal architecture.

It is imperative for a strong economy, that the government rely upon the

private sector. The creation of massive design/production operations have a

proven record of expense and inefficiency, in addition to taking away jobs

from outside professionals. We do not support the creation of another costly

bureaucracy. Let us continue, without arbitrary percentages, to work with

the GSA in a melding of in-house and outside design excellence, for the client/

architect-engineer relationship is paramount to the evolutionary process of

distinguished and cost effective Federal architecture.

We have set forth some of our concerns, now let us affirm our support:

Section 102 - The Public Buildings Service of GSA should be established

by statute, and its head shall be appointed by the President with the essential

advice and consent of the Senate - preferably to a term which will minimize

politicization. We suggest a six year appointment.

Section 103 - establishes the position of Supervising Architect to over-

see design activities of the PBS. We favor the reestablishment of the position

of "Supervising Architect," as long as the individual is a licensed-registered-

professional architect.

Section 109 - encourages GSA to undertake research and evaluation to

improve public buildings and offices. We have always encouraged the GSA to

undertake research and evaluation so as to improve its public buildings and

offices. Once again we offer our facilities and expertise to assist with
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seminars and educational programs for Federal officials charge
d with archi-

tectural selection and the implementation of construction 
programs.

Section 301 - is a statement of principles of architectural ex
cellence

for public buildings. Having played so crucial a role in their formation

under President Kennedy in 1962, Senator Moynihan has once aga
in reminded

us of the need for guiding principles for Federal architec
ture. COFPAES

wishes to amplify the need to "design and maintain public buildings in such

a manner that they bear visual testimony to the dignity, e
nterprise, vigor,

and stability of the American government ..." Perhaps at no other time in

our history is the need as great to imbue to not only our nati
on but to the

world just what our government stands for. Freedom, opportunity, compassion

and committment can be transmitted through words - but we beli
eve our archi-

tecture also bespeaks our culture, traditions, desires, and dr
eams. In

short, architecture reflects the mentality and morality of a n
ation. It

should come as no surprise that American architects and engineers are for-

ever challenging and promoting new concepts. Open, free, hopeful designs often

clash with, for example, our Soviet counterparts who all too 
often design

closed - dark - fortress like edifices which demonstrate little 
freedom and

even less hope. Having served on an American/Russian architectural exchange

program, I'have first-hand experience with the Soviet way of archi
tectural

life. In fact, the Russians design totally through in-house staf
f, which

probably acc, 1 sameness of their edifices, and emulates

their closed, inhibited society.

Sections 302 thru 306 - We commend the intent of these 
sections. The

call for attention to suitable scale, local zoning conformance
, energy saving

60-568 0 - 80 - 13
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features, barrier free design and accessibility for the handicapped are indeed

admirable. It is our hope, however, that in setting these standards the

Committee does not intend to set up prescriptive design standards that will

stiffle innovation - but instead adheres to the spirit of Section 304 (c)

and "reflects regional architectural traditions ..."

Sections 701 - 702 - limit leasing to emergency situations or where

Federal needs do not warrant a building.

We support a curtailment of the Federal leasing program. While archi-

tects and engineers design the buildings, whether leased or owned by the

Federal government, we think the trend toward leasing should be reversed.

Based upon statistics developed by S. 2080 sponsors it is clear that the

government has moved from primarily owner to primarily renter status. Over

the long term, economics of ownership outweigh the temporary benefits of

leasing. From a design standpoint, leased buildings are often developed on

a speculative basis with less concern for quality design and economical life

cycle cost than would be the case if the government were the owner. We think

public buildings ought to project both the presence and vitality of the govern-

ment. Ownership would foster this while leasing does not.

Members of the Committee of Environment and Public Works, we have today

articulated our concerns and support. It is our hope that the bill reported

for consideration will reflect our concerns. We respect the goals of

S. 2080's sponsors: to improve the GSA public buildings program, to more

equitably and profitably use Federal workspace, and to return design ex-

cellence and imagination to Federal architecture. Success will by no means

be easy, but we believe enactment of S. 2080 in a modified form will hold

considerable promise.
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Mr. Chairman and manbers of the Committee, I am Maudine R. Cooper,

Acting Vice President for Washington Operations of the National Urban

League, Inc. The National Urban League is a non-profit community service

organization dedicated to securing equal opportunities for the poor and

minorities in all sectors of our society. Through our network of 116

affiliates in more than 35 states nationwide, we provide social services

to disadvantaged individuals in this nation's cities. It is because of

this conimitinent to Blacks and the underprivileged in our urban areas that

we welcome this opportunity to testify before your Committee on S. 2080, a

bill to establish public buildings policies for the Federal government.

We at the National Urban League commend the members of this Committee

for their initiative in attenpting to systomatize and streamline the poli-

cies of the General Services Aaninistration in general, and the siting of

public buildings in particular. Recently publicized examples of waste and

mismanagement clearly indicate the nerd for a comprehensive and methodical
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policy for locating and maintaining public buildings. The aura of scandal

that has surrounded the GSA has surely impeded efforts to effectively con
-

tinue the agency's role as the Federal government's landlord. Additionally,

the inconsistencies and confusion surrounding present siting methods h
ave

resulted in a haphazard patchwork of Federal buildings that are often in-

convenient to employees and clients, squander our scarce energy resour
ces,

and contribute to urban sprawl. We recognize and applaud the inroads that

Admiral Freeman has made in reforming the GSA and its policies since a
s-

suming the position of Administrator. A Congressional mandate, providing

a general direction and specific conditions, will surely serve to e
nhance

these efforts and provide safeguards against future abuse.

The Urban League's interest in S. 2080 arises out of what we pe
rceive

as the potential of the legislation in the area of urban revitil
ization.

Although assigning the GSA a portion of the responsibility for r
eviving

our central cities might be viewed as overburdening an already delu
ged

agency, we feel that not only can the Committee's objectives be bes
t im-

plemented with an eye toward central cities, but also can the needs
 of our

urban areas be addressed and solutions discovered. Title II of the bill,

regarding the locations of Federal agency offices, provides the ide
al vehi-

cle for this undertaking. We feel that the priorities assigned to each

provision ought to be reordered, to better serve the needs of the c
ities,

and those of the affected agencies.

The problems of our central cities and the impact of business and g
ov-

ernmental flight from their environs does not have to be detailed t
o this

Coamittee. For too long the business sector has been moving out of this

nation's cities and relocating in the more affluent suburbs. The jobs these

companies provide, and the acc—Impanying s,3,stenance, have been out of 
reach

of much of the poor and minority population. Mandating that Federal facilities
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be located in central business areas of our cities would be an important

step toward remedying this situation. Ideally, the Federal government's

return to our cities would set an example and encourage the private sector

to follow. Government facilities must be brought back into the central

business districts of our metropolitan areas.

This could be accomplished by giving an earlier preference in the bill

to locating public buildings in a central business district. The priorities

given to the criteria for locating an agency's operation, rather than solving

the aforementioned central city ills, would seem to exacerbate the problems

of urban sprawl and the declining role of our cities. By giving central bus-

iness districts fourth preference after three rather narrow and specific re-

quirements, the needs of buildings are placed before the needs of people.

Rarely will a central business district be considered if these other criteria

(proximity to other government buildings; historic, architectural, or cultural

significance; and siting headquarters in Metropolitan Washington) must be met

prior to contemplating a central city location. Further, the purposes of the

bill, insuring productivity and efficiency of Federal agencies and their em-

ployees, providing services that are convenient, preserving our architectural

legacies, and improving the conditions in areas surrounding public buildings,

will best be fulfilled by giving first priority for the siting of Federal fa-

cilities to urban areas. Specifically, we feel that the priorities within

Title II will contravene the intent and potential of the bill in the following

ways:

. Section 201 requires a Federal agency to be located in "reason-

able proximity to other governmental and private offices..."

In recent years, however, the preference often has been to

locate offices in suburban areas. Thus efforts to stem urban

sprawl now will be thwarted by our past de:f.ultory policies.

V
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Compliance with this initial requirement will simply serve

to perpetuate the proclivity for locating businesses in in-

accessible areas, to the detriment of our central cities and

the bill's intent. Additionally, public transportation will

not be as convenient in these outlying areas, and will con-

found efforts to create a practical public transit system.

Section 202 of the bill mandates that secondary consideration

be given to buildings of "historic, architectural, or cultu-

ral significance." In some cases this will draw offices into

central cities and we believe that this provision ought to be

retained as a lesser priority. Again, we are concerned that

the fate of buildings will outweigh the demands of individuals

and government efficiency.

The tertiary requirement is that "the headquarters and offices

of each Federal agency /be located/ in the Metropolitan Washing-

ton, District of Columbia area". The "Metropolitan Washington

area" has come to encompass so large an area however, that we

are concerned that again a central business district will be

overlooked. Although this Committee is attempting to circum-

scribe the policy regarding the location of a public building,

this provision would seem to continue to allow an agency to be

located anywhcre from Reston to K Street to Gaithersburg.

Finally Section 204, after conforming with the requirements of

the three proceeding provisions, dictates that an office should

be located in the central business district of a Standard Metro-

polltan Statistical Area (SYSA). This is the key section, which

ought to prevail with a minor change. In most cases there. are
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two, even three, central business districts within an SMSA,

all of which may be competing for a Federal agency and its

concomitant commercial traffic. We would suggest that pri-

ority be given to the most distressed city within the given

region, in socioeconomic, business, and employment terms.

Fully 28% of the presently designated SMSAs would fall into

this multi-city category, and we feel that a needs test would

be the most useful and equitable way to resolve a potential

dilemma.

The rationale for giving central business districts precedence over other

considerations is further buttressed given the impact the priorities in Title

II will have on the President's Urban Policy. The strong commitment to re-

storing our nation's cities enipodied in this directive, particularly in regard

to the siting of Federal facilities, seems to be contravened by the legisla-

tion. The initiatives undertaken as a result of Executive Order 12072 have

already gone a long way towards renewing corrmrcial activity in our central

cities. Rather than enacting a bill that would be counterproductive to on-

going efforts, it would seem that a cooperative policy could be developed to

serve the ends of all objectives.

We are also concerned that no mention is made of the availability of

housing within a. location under consideration. This is particularly impor-

tant when a Federal agency is relocating to a new area. Both present and

prospective employees will need assurances that they will be able to secure

housing within a reasonable distance from their office. Further, it is es-

sential that this housing be available on a nondiscriminatory basis, whether

in the sale, rental, or mortgcge lending for such housing. This could be a

substzu—itial barrier in relocation, and ought to be reviewed regardless of the

type or location of the r1.7:4 facility.
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The Urban League recognizes that budget constraints are an important

consideration of the Cemmittee's at this time. The most cost effective

neans of housing each Federal agency must be sought, and alternatives must

be analyzed. If one considers the benefits accrued to a central business

district, we feel it will become obvious that a central city is frequently

the best choice. A cost-benefit analysis that takes into account the come

mercial and socioeconomic implications of each location will clearly indi-

cate the wisdom of such a decision. Many cities have initiated urban re-

vitilization projects with the assistance of Community Development Block

Grants, Urban Development Action Grants, and Self-Help Development Grants.

The placement of a Federal building within one of these already burgeoning

areas would greatly augment their own efforts in bringing business and pros-

perity back into our urban centers.

The substantial outmigration of business and commercial enterprises

from our central cities has had a devastating impact on Blacks and the poor

in these areas. Not only has this practice contributed to the general de-

cline of our central business districts, but it has also had substantial

repercussions in the employment, housing, energy, and crime arenas. We urge

this Committee to consider the role this legislation may have in eradicat-

ing or exacerbating these problems. Humane responses to the needs of our

cities are required, not solutions that perpetuate past wasteful policies.

The Federal government must take the lead in reversing these trends, and we

believe that this Committee hoe the means to augment this effort.



186

LEAGUE OF AMERICAN WHEELMEN
The national organization for bicyclists • Founded 1880

STATEMENT FOR THE HEARING OF THE
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS
UNITED STATES SENATE
REGARDING S. 2080
THE PUBLIC BUILDINGS ACT.

by Ralph B. Hirsch
National Legislative Director
League of American Wheelmen

Washington, D.C., 1 February 1980

112 South 16th Street. 9th Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19102

Telephone: (215) 564-0855

The League of American Wheelmen, founded in 1880, is the national
organization for bicyclists. We are pleased that in this centennial
year of organized bicycling in the United States the Senate is consid-
ering another important step, in the form of this bill, toward the
goal of making the bicycle a full partner in American transportation.

Four points will set the context for our comments regarding the
bicycle-related provisions in S. 2080.

First, the past decade has seen an amazing growth in bicycle use
in the United States. In the 1970's, 103.3 million new bicycles were
sold here, compared with 102.1 million new cars. The Census Bureau
found nearly half a million bicycle commuters in its 1975-76 surveys,
and undoubtedly the 1980 decennial census will show a great increase
over the previous figures.

Second, according to the Federal Highway Administration 62.4% of
all auto trips in the U.S. are 5 miles or less, a distance that can
easily be covered by the average cyclist. Although many trips will
of course continue to be made by auto and other motorized modes, a
significant share of short trips can be diverted to the bicycle --
with many resulting benefits -- if suitable provisions are made to
support bicycle commuting.

Third, the continuing prospect that gasoline will be from time
to time in limited supply makes federal leadership essential in pro-
viding properly for energy-conserving modes such as the bicycle.

Fourth, the provision of support facilities such as bicycle
parking, showers, and changing-rooms with lockers is thoroughly in
keeping with a strong trend toward encouraging better health and
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greater productivity through physical fitness. Both government at

all levels and industry are sharing in this trend. (Coincidentally,

this trend is a focus for discussion today and tomorrow by partici-

pants from all over the U.S. who are here for the National Conference

on Physical Fitness and Sports for All.

Now for our comments on the bill. We agree with the bicycle-

related measures in sections 304(f) and (g), but would suggest some

minor changes. One is that these provisions, now specified for pub-

lic buildings, be extended to leased buildings also. Second, in

section 304(f)(3) it may be helpful to specify that bicycle parking

be not only easily accessible and secure but also weather-protected,

if possible. Third, also in section 304(f)(3), the wording that "a

fee shall be charged for the use of any device more elaborate than

a simple metal rack" should perhaps be changed to "a fee may be charged"

since the amount involved may be so trivial that the collection cost

would exceed it.

We are concerned about two other points. One is the need for a

time table for compliance with sections 304(f) and (g). It may be

helpful for the Committee to indicate its intention to achieve early

compliance, with the recognition that facilities are likely to require

expansion as the demand for them grows.

Also, it would be extremely helpful for the Committee to point out

to the General Services Administration that there is a large reservoir

of secure bicycle storage space now available in offices and other

working areas. Unfortunately the current GSA regulations are completely

inflexible on this matter. they state that "Bicycles shall not be

transported on elevators or via stairways, or parked in offices." The

effect is to exclude bicycles categorically from much readily available

and secure space that could be used, without further expenditure, to

store bicycles during the workday. We think it appropriate to suggest

to GSA that the regulations be changed to prohibit the movement or

storage of bicycles only in those areas where, after proper evaluation

by the building manager, they would actually present a hazard.

We appreciate the support that this Committee has given to the

promotion of bicycling for transportation in the past, and we look for-

ward to working closely with you as the second century of bicycling

in the United States gets under way.
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[From the Washington Post, December 25, 1979]

BILL TAKES AIM AT UNCLE SAM'S RISING RENT COSTS

(By Ward Sinclair)

If you think you've got problems with the cost of house and home, consider
what is happening to the federal government: Its annual rent bill, now about
$600 million, is expected to hit $1 billion in 1983.
The rising rent flows from a decision made 13 years ago in the Johnson ad-

ministration primarily to lease rather than build new office space. It was done
mainly to make the budget look smaller; annual rents are less awesome than
full construction costs. But it has proved a bonanza for landlords, and finally has
set off alarm bells in Congress, where members are worried about money lost
down the rental drain.

Since Johnson started the rental policy, leased space has more than doubled,
while federal white-collar employment has increased only by about 110,000. The
situation has reached a point where about half of the federal labor force of 2.7
million works in leased quarters.
Congressional concern is su.ch that a bill introduced by Sens. Daniel Patrick

Moynihan (D-N.Y.) and Robert T. Stafford (R-Va.) to drastically overhaul the
federal building program has drawn quick support.
The Moynihan-Stafford bill proposes to get the government fully back into

the far more economical business of building its own quarters, and sets a goal of
getting 80 percent of the work force into federally owned space in 10 years.
Their Public Buildings Act of 1979, cosponsored by all 14 members of theEnvironment and Public Works Committee, is expected to be approved quickly

by the panel early next year.
The bill envisions a shakeup at the General Services Administration. which

oversees federal buildings, through a top-to-bottom revamping of building policythat goes beyond the issue of leasing.
Shaken by the GSA fraud and corruption scandals and unable to get a clearpicture of the huge federal building management program, the committee earlierthis year put a ban on all but emergency construction and leasing.
One offshoot of the moratorium is the Moynihan-Stafford bill, an amalgamof various legislative proposals aimed at shaping up the GSA and its Public Build-ings Service, which this year has a $1.4 billion budget.
In addition to curbing lease arrangements, the bill would require GSA to sub-mit to Congress, for review by both chambers, a yearly building and maintenanceplan.
GSA currently operates without a plan and needs only approval by the Houseand Senate Public Works committees to start a new building—a sort of "spoils"approach that has allowed the most influential members of Congress to get build-ings for their home districts.
The bill would finance new construction by allowing GSA to borrow moneyfrom the Treasury, as a homeowner might deal with a bank, and require com-petitions to select private architects to design new structures.Unwritten between the lines of the legislation is a story of one of the mostcontroversial, informal and influence-ridden programs of the federal govern-ment: building and leasing activities.
With virtually no congressional oversight during the past 20 years (it hasseemed "tedious and without much reward," Stafford says), the building programihas gone in its own wavering direction.
Politics help to determine which cities get new federal buildings. Leases goto friends of politicians and GSA officials. Sites are sometimes chosen withoutregard to convenience. Top-security programs are lodged in porous rentalbuildings.
But the heart of the Moynihan-Stafford bill is aimed at ending the leasing,arrangements that are lucrative for building owners, but which leave the govern-ment with only a stack of rent stubs.
Under one form, called lease-construct, GSA agrees to long-term occupancy ofa privately owned building that an entrepreneur erects. With the GSA commit-ment in hand, financing comes easily and a profitable enterprise is on its way.A recent General Accounting Office study pointed up the costliness of this ap-proach. GAO noted that federally constructed buildings recover their cost bytheir 14th year. Every year after that is. in effect, money saved for Uncle Sam.For example, GSA is considered a lease-contract plan to build a new head-quarters for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. If built by GSA, it would cost
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1‘.

$79 million. On lease-construct, it would .cost the government $120 million in rent

alone over 20 years.
"We must do something about this situation," says Moynihan. To get around

that construction outlay problem, the bill instructs GSA to borrow from the
Treasury and pay the money back with interest.
A similar financing proposal has been introduced in the House by Rep. Elliott

H. Levitas (D-Ga.) , but it does not include the other sweeping provisions of the
Moynihan-Stafford package.

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 5, 1980]

LAW AND ORDER—MOYNIHAN'S PLAN FOR FEDERAL BUILDINGS

(By Wolf Von Eckardt)

There is hope that the cascade of scandals that finally poured out of the
federal General Services Administration during the last year or two, will result
in better public buildings.
The conditions that invite corruption and waste in GSA's procurement of

paper clips, computers and office space for the federal bureaucracy persist. Pur-
chasing procedures, according to management experts in the General Accounting
Office, are still a thicket of often contradictory guidelines and regulations, some
decreed by Congress, most homespun, but largely uncontrolled and uncon-
trollable.
Only in GSA's PublLc Building Service has the cleaning of the Augean stables

been started—not by GSA, but by the Senate Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

After nine months of intensive study by the committee staff, Sen. Daniel
Patrick Moynihan (D-N.Y.) recently introduced a bill that calls for a total
revision of the way GSA goes about providing work space for federal workers.
GSA's public and leased buildings have a profound effect on the appearance

and economy of American cities. Roughly 1 million federal employes work in
them. This year's building and leasing budget is $1.4 billion.
At the moment, this money is frozen because the Senate committee discovered

not only misconduct within GSA but also utter confusion as to how and where
GSA's building and leasing budget is spent. The Committee, said Moynihan, is
asked to approve renovation and leasing proposals piecemeal throughout the
year without any plan, overview or indication of priorities.
Nor is there any policy about the location of public buildings—"in the heart

of downtown or on an island in the middle of a river," as a former GSA official
put it to Moynihan.
Despite the confusion, GSA claims to know there is an urgent backlog of

$664 million worth of federal office space to be built.
For the last dozen or so years, GSA has preferred leasing, rather than build-

ing needed space. In fact, half the federal bureaucracy labors in rented quarters.
It seems cheaper.
The Office of Management and Budget approves of this penny-wise pound-

foolishness, although it surely must know that years and years after construc-
tion costs have been paid for, the government still has nothing to show but a
stack of rent receipt stubs.

Besides, much of the leased space is inefficient and shoddily built, as workers
in the federal sweatshops at Parklawn, Buzzard Point, Rosslyn or Crystal City
will confirm.
"Standards for federal buildings result in sturdily built if sometimes grandiose,

edifices, while no qualitative standards whatever seem to guide decisions over
leasing public space in private buildings. The result is that government offices
are sometimes placed in jerry-built, out-of-the-way buildings that no self-respect-
ing private firm will occupy," Moynihan said.
The Moynihan bill, which is co-sponsored by all 14 members of the Senate

Environment and Public Works Committee, would impose strict limits on leasing.
But it would provide the needed space by letting GSA borrow construction fundsfrom the Treasury, to be repaid with interest, much like a private home mortgage.To make sure the new construction is better than the glassboxes, egg cratesand FBI buildings we have been getting lately, the bill includes the elegant in-structions Moynihan drafted 18 years ago when he was an assistant secretaryof Labor, early in the Kennedy administration.
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The president issued them and GSA bureaucrats ignored them.
This time, however, Moynihan's prose, worthy of the noble Vitruvius who

told the Romans how to build noble buildings in the days of Emperor Augustus,
may assume the force of law.

Public buildings, say the bill, shall be designed and maintained "in such manner
that they bear visual testimony to the dignity, enterprise, vigor and stability of
the American government, embody the finest contemporary American architectual
thought and, where appropriate, reflect regional architectural traditions."
Hear, hear,
The Senate committee staff, directed by John W. Yago, Jr. and Bailey Guard,

with fresh help from Bob Peck (who has for years tried to improve federal design
under the auspices of the National Endowment for the Arts) knows how to get
that finest contemporary architectural thought embodied.
The Moynihan bill, in fact, is an architecture buff and city lover's dream.

Among many other thoughful provisions, it reestablishes the position of Super-
vising Architect, abolished in 1939. Some of America's best 19th-century archi-
tects, such as Robert Mills ( Treasury Building) and A. B. Mullet (Executive
Office Building), proudly held that position.
It requires GSA to use design competitions to select private architects—agood old American tradition which got us the Capitol, White House, Smithsoniancastle and most other important buildings of our early history. Competitionswere abolished because the big, established architectural firms frown on givingyoung talent an equal chance.
The Moynihan bill would give rehabilitation of worthy old buildings prioritysover new construction. It would allow the "multiple use" of public buildings, i.e.,let them be used for shops, restaurants, art displays and other appropriateamenities.
Congress passed a law to this effect several years ago. But the bureaucrats inGSA and OMB arbitrarily limited non-government use to 10 percent of the totalspace. Moynihan says it should be up to 50 percent. That would make it possiblefor the Old Post Office, for instance, to put lively tourist attractions into itsfabulous inner court.
Another section of the bill establishes a program for circulating art andeducational exhibits in federal buildings. It also puts the "art-in-architecture"program on a statutory basis and lets local citizens participate in decisons aboutart in or around public buildings. The budget for art is set at one-half of 1percent of annual GSA construction and maintenance expenditures.The bill once gain affirms the law that all public buildings, old or new, mustbe conveniently accessible for persons in wheelchairs or otherwise handicapped.My guess is that we shall have to put a few architects and bureaucrats in jail athard labor before this simple law is finally fully obeyed.The most important provision in the Moynihan bill concerns the location ofgovernment buildings. For a number of reasons, all of them stupid, the federalgovernment has generously contributed to urban sprawl and the misery of thecentral cities by dispersing its offices and installations willy-nilly all over thelandscape.
Moynihan would place them close to their constituents, the other agenciesthey deal with and in such a way that they are in scale with their surroundings.He would establish geographic priorities in locating federal buildings. Head-quarters of federal agencies are to be in downtown Washington, which happensto be the national capital, rather than Gaithersburg or Hicksville. Other agencyoffices are to be distributed across the country in proportion to population.GSA is told that any city or town is entitled to one federal building or court-house of monumental design, withothers, if needed, designed to the same stand-ards as first-class commercial buildings.All new public buildings, furthermore, are to be located so as to contributeto community life, provide opportunities for good urban design, be accessibleto public transportation, nearby shopping and open space. Their location, inshort, should cause a minimum of traffic congestion and energy consumptionand help make federal employment attractive to qualified men and women.The bill proves that the Senate Committee on Environment and Public *Worksunderstands the tremendous importance public works have on a livableenvironment.
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