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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON 2%

B-133209 OEG © 9 1961

The Speaker of the Heouae
of Representatives

Dear Sir:

Herewith is our report on the review of the Federal Contributions
Program of the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization (OCDM), Exec-
utive Office of the President,

Our review has ahown that OCDM adminiatered the Federal Con-
tributions Program in a manner which resulted in the expenditure of
Federal funds for equipment and other facilities which the States and
their political subdivisions acquired primarily for their normal gov-
ernmental activities rather than for civil defense as intended by the
Congress. Much of the equipment for which the Federal Government
contributed half the cost was purchased by the applicants to meet their
normal requirements, and, under these circumstances, there is doubt
that OCDM!'s administration of the program resulted in the increased
civil defense capability intended by the Congress. We are recommend-
ing that future approvals of civil defense projects be suspended until
adequate criteria can be developed for governing the eligibility of the
various program categories, that approved applications be reviewed
in the light of these criteria, and that, where pertinent, ineligible por-
tions be canceled. Certain programs should be diacontinued unless
their need for civil defense purposes can be clearly demonstrated.

~Our review has also shown procedural inadequacies which re-
sulted in (a) approvals of projects for normal needs rather than for
civil defense needs, (b) improper payments to State and local govern-
ments, {c) dual Federal financing for generators under two assist-
ance programs, and (d) unnecessary advances of several millions of
dollars of Federal funds. OCDM did not require sufficient documenta-~
tion for determining whether claims submitted for payment were proper
and did not make comprehensive continuing reviews of program actlvi-
ties. -

By letter of July 18, 1961, the Director, OCDM, indicated that
corrective action had been or would be taken on many of our findings



B-133209

but did not identify the specific action taken in each case. Further,
the Director stated that, as 2 result of our review, the agency would
strengthen the adminiatration of the program. The letter is included

as an appendix to this report.

The President, by Executive Order 10952, dated July 20, 1961,
transferred the responsibility for administration of the Federal Con-
tributions Program from OCDM to the Secretary of Defense, effec-
tive August 1, 1961. The specific corrective action to be taken,
therefore, will be the responsibility of the Secretary of Defense, and
we are directing our recommendations in this report to his attention.

A summary of findings and recommendations is included in the
forepart of this report.

This report is also being sent today to the President of the Senate.
Copies are being sent to the President of the United States, the Secre-
tary of Defense, and the Director, Office of Emergency Planning (for-

merly OCDM),

Sincerely yours,

o] ﬁ

bjc:mptroller General™”
of the United States

Enclosure
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REPORT ON REVIEW

OF
EDERAL CONIRIBUTIONS PRO

OFFICE OF CIVIL AND DEFENSE MOB 0

EXECUTIVE OFFICHK OF THE PRESIDENT

The.General Accounting Office has reviewed the Federal Con-
tributions Program of the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization
(OCDM), Executive Office of the President. Our review was made
pursuant to the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U,S.C. 53),
and the Accounting and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). The

scope of our review 1s set forth on page 64 of this report.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Offlce of Civil and Defense Mobillization was created by
the merger of the Federal Civil Defense Administration (FCDA) and
the Office of Defense Mobilization under Reorganization Plan 1 of
1958 (72 Stat. 1799). The President, by Executive Order 10952,
dated July 20, 1961, transferred the responsibility for administra-
tion of the Federal Contributions Program,-along with certain
other civl]l defense functlons, from OCDM to the Secretary of De-
fense, effective August 1, 1961. Public Law 87-296 (75 Stat. 630),
approved September 22, 1961, changed the name of OCDM to the Of-
fice of Emergency Planning (OEP) which wlll carry on the retalned
functions of the agency.

FCDA was established as an independent agency pursuant to fhe
Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2251) to provide
a system of civll defense for the protection of 1ife and property

in the United States from attack.



The Directors of FCDA and its successor agencies, OCDM and

OEP, and their tenures follow.

Millard Caldwell Dec. 6, 1950, to Nov. 15, 1952
James J. wWadsworth Nov. 16, 1952, to Feb. 22, 1953 '
Val Peterson Feb., 23, 1953, to June 14, 1957
Leo A. Hoegh July 19, 1957, to Jan. 20, 1961
Frank B. Ellis Mar. 7, 1961, to present

Mr. Steuart L. Plttman was sworn in as the first Assistant Secref
tary of Defense (Civil Defense} on September 21, 1961,

The Federal Contributions Program was established by the Fed-
eral Civil Defense Act of 1950 to provide impetus to civil defense
development. Section 201(i) of the act authorized the Administré-

tor of FCDA to:

"Make flnanclal contributions on the basis of programs
or projects approved by the Administrator, to the States
for clvil defense purposes, including, but not limited
to the, procurement, construction, leasing, or renovat-
ing of materlials and facilities.™

The program provides a means for the States and thelr politl-
cal subdivisions to obtain Federal funds for up to one half of the
cost of civil defense materials, bulldings, equipment, and training.
The program was administered by elght OCDM Regional Offices under
program guidance provided by the OCDM Operational Headquarters in

Battle Creek, Michigan.

From the inceptlon of the Federal Contributions Program
through fiscal year 1960, $116.2 million had been appropriated by
the Congress. The net obligations at June 30, 1960, amounted to
$97.5 mlllion of which $69.8 million had been expended. A break-

down of the net obllgations by the various subprograms follows:



Subprogram Amount
(000,000 omitted)

Communications (primarily radio equipment) $41.5
Health and speclal weapons 15.2
10,

Warning devices and volce sound systems

Fire services (including fire trucks and equipment)
Training and education (including trainlng centers)
Engineering (including generators)

Rescue services (including rescue trucks and equip-

ment )
Emergency operating centers
Public information
Welfare services (lncluding cafeteria equipment)
Police services (including uniforms, guns, badges,

etc.)
Helicopters
Other

=t Lo o,
~3~3~]
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E

Total



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

IMPROPER CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE NORMAL REQUIREMENTS
OF STATES AND THEIR POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS

The intent of the Congress 1s that items approved under the

Federal Contributions Program should be for civil defense and over
and above the normal requirements of the applicants. Although
OCDM has demonstrated its recognition of this intent in its man-
uals, regulations, and correspondence, our review has shown that
its administration of the program has resulted in the expenditure
of Federal funds for 1ltems which States and political subdivisions
acquired primarily for thelr normal governmental activities rather
than for civil defense.

The program, in operation since 1951, was instrumental in
stimulating the acquisition or consfruction of many civil defense
ltems by the States and their political subdivisions. However,
our review of project applications for items for which the Federal
share amounted to about $8.4 million showed that applications with
a Federal share amounting to about $5.2 million were primarily for
items which were not over and above the normal requirements of the
States and their political subdivisions. The $5.2 million repre-
sents about 62 percent of the dollar amount of the project appli-
catlons reviewed.

In its administration of the program over the years, OCDM re-
lied primarily on the applicants' certifications and did not de-
velop standards or criteria for use by its regional offices for
~consistent, independent determinations as to whether requests were

over and above the applicants' normal reguirements. Many of the



items, for which the Federal Goﬁernment contributed half the cost,
were purchased by the applicants to meet their normal requirements
and, under these circumstances, there 1s doubt that OCDM's adminis-
tration of the program fesulted In the increased civil defense ca-
pability intended by the Congress. (See p. 11l.) Our findings by
program srea are summarlzed in the followlng paragraphs.
Communications Program |
Our review of communications project applications, Federal

share about $4.8 million, showed that applications with a Federal
share of about $3.6 million were for equipment needed primarily by
the police, fire, and other public safety departments of State and
local governments for thelr normal requirements. (See p. 15.)
Civi] Defense Training Cinter Program

" Our review of six civil defense training centers showed thgt
four centers, Federal share $488,384, were needed by_applicantsE
for. the normal training of State or local personnel in the execd-
tion of day—to-day responsibilities rather than for civil defense
as certified to OCDM.” One facility, Federal share $69,230, had
been represented as a civll defense tralning center but was
planned and built by the applicant primarily as a community social
center. Another facility, Federal share $160,000, was bullt and
used for normal community operations. We found that very little
clvll defense tralning was conducted at the centers ;eviewed.
(See p. 22.)
Centralized Traffic Control Program

We reviewed three project applications, Federal share

$427,456, which had been approved under the Centralized Traffic

9



Control Program, Most of the equlpment was needed by the applil-
cants to replace or expand obsolete or outdated traffie control
systems 1n order to handle the normal trafflc control problems cof
their communities. 1In the opinion of traffic experts, the useful-
ness of traffic signalization to assist in evacuafion appears so
doubtful that expenditures of Federal funds for eguipment of this
kind should be questioned. (See p. 30.) :

Helicopter Program

We reviewed the acquisition and use of seven helicopters ap-
proved by OCDM. Two helicopters were belng used extensively for
revenue~-producing spreyving operations and a thlird had been pur-
chased and was being uv:ed daily for normal traffic control prior
to OCDM approval of the project application. Further, there are
strong indications that the remaining helicopters were not pur—:
chased for civil defense as certified to OCDM because they were
being used for normal public service activities of the applicants.
(See p. 34.)

Hospital Generator Program

OCDM approved one half the total cost of many generators
which were completely or partially for the applicants' normal emer-
gency requirements rather than for civil defense. 4lso, duual Fed-
eral participation for certain generators resulted from Inadequate
OCDM procedures. (See p. 38.)

Emergency Welfare Program

OQur review of project applications with a Federal share of

$124,8%94, or about 20 percent of the total obligated under this

program, showed that the cafeterla equipment involived was being or

b



was to be used for the dally feeding of school students and pa~
tients of a home for the aged rather than for civil defense. (See
p. 43.) |

Police Services Program

Most of the police equipment which we reviewed, Federal share
$20,532, approved by OCDM on the basis of a civil defense need, '
was acquired and was being used for the normal needs of the appli-
cants. (See p. 45.)

Emergency Operating Center Program

| We reviewed five emergency operating centers. One center was
not operationaily ready because emergency equipment had not been
1hstalled although construction had been completed about a year
prior to our review. Another, Federal share $112,507, was plannéd
and constructed by the applicant primarily for the normal needs of
the community. OCDM changed its pollcy--which we believe requires
further consideration——to allow emergency operatling centers to be
placed in areas most likely to be destroyed in the eventi of an en-
emy attack. Also, we noted that OCDM did not require benters to
be manned 24 hours & day and did not require them to maintain a
supply of food. (See p.Lu7.)

We are recommending to the Secfefary of Defense that (1) fu-
ture project approvals be suspended until adequate criteria can be
developed as to the eligibility of the various program categories
for Federal flnancing, (2) approved applications be reviewed for
thelr conformance with the criterla to be established and that

those portions not meeting the criteria be canceled, and (3) a



system of review and reporting be established, where appropxiate,:

to provide necessary follow-up on the use of items financed with

Federal funds. Regarding the programs for communications equip-~ -

ment and central traffic control, we are recommending that consid-
eration be given to their discontinuance unless their need for

civil defense purposes can be clearly demonstrated.

INADEQUATE REVIEWS OF PROJECT APPLICATIONS
AND CLAIMS FRIOR TG PAYMENT

OCDM did not make sdequate reviews of project applications

and applicants' claims prior to payment and, as a result, did not
make the necessary determinations as to whether procurements fi-
nanced under the program came within the availlability of Federal
appropriations to be charged. On the baslis of our tests of claims
paid, we believe that the total amount of improper payments was
substantial.

We advised OCDM of the results of our examination, and we
were subsequently informed that the agency was strengthening its
review procedures. Amendatory legislation was enacted, in the
form of Public Law 87-390, approved October &%, 1961 (75 Stat. 820),
which ratified and affirmed retroactlve financial contributions
otherwise approvable. (See p..51.)

INAbEQUATE SUPPORT FOR CLAIMS PAID BY APPLICANTS

When claims for reimbursement under approved project applica-

tlons were presented by applicants to OCDM for payment, OCDM did ‘
not require that vendors' paid invoices, coples of contracts, pur-
chase orders, or evidence of competitive bidding be submitted as

support for the amounts claimed. As a result, epplicants claimed



incorrect amounts, did not obtaln competitive bidding when re-
quired, and submitted incorrect or no purchase dates, which re-

sulted in payment of unallowable clalms.
We are recommending to the Secretary of Defense that appli-

cants be required to submit pald vendors' invoices, purchase or-
ders, contracts, and evidence of competltive bidding to support

claims submitted for payment. (See p. 53.)

EDERAL DS ADVANCED WH EQUIRED AND
WITHOUT CONTROLS TO ASSURE_PROMPT USE 0O

Because OCDM d1d not establlsh adequate controls, advances
amounting to several million dollars have been made to appllicants
for the Federal share of approved projects long before they were
required or when they were not required at all. Thus, these ad-
vances remained in the possession of the applicants for long peri-
ods before they were used'or refunded. Unnecessary or premature
advances result in added cost to thé Government because of inter-
est paid by the Treasury on borrowed funds.

| We are recommending that the Secretary of Defense require &ap-
plicants to submit their bases for the legal requirements for ad-
vances and that he place reasonable time limits on all project ap-
plications to attain prompt liquidation or return of advances.
(See p. 55.)

NEED FOR COMPREHENSIVE, CONTINUING REVIEWS
OF PROGRAM ACTIVITY AT THE STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS

OCDM did not perform comprehensive and continuing reviews at
the State and local levels to determine whether successful appli-
cants were complyling with pertinent laws and OCDM policies, proce-
dures, and requirements, and as a result information was not avail-
able to ménagement for the evaluation of program procedures and

performance, for achieving effective administration of the program.

C I
S



We are recommending that ﬁhe Secretary of Defense initiate a
program for continuing, comprehensive reviews of all program areas
| under the Federal Contributions Program to obtain better compli-
ance wlth pertinent laws and policles, procedures, and require-
ments. (See p. 58.)

POSTATTACK EFFECTIVFNESS QF APPROVED PROJECTS

REDUCED THROUGH LACK OF REQUIREMENTS FOR
EMERGENCY POWER AND SUPPLIES

Under certain programs OCDM did not require applicants to pro-
vide emergency power and other necessary supplies without which
there is no assurance that approved equipment and structures sur-
viving an enemy attack can be used effectively in a civil defense
emergency.

We are recommending that the Secretary of Defense, when con-
sldering appfdval of future project abplicaticns, requlire appli-
cants to provide necessary supplies to assure greater postattack
capabllity. Also, we are recommending that the Secretary encour-
age previous applicants to provide such needed supplies. (See
p. 61.)

AGENCY COMMENTS
In a letter dated July 18, 1961, included as an appendix to

this report, the Director, OCDM, Iindicated that management controls
over all aspects of the program would be strengthened and stated,
in part, that:

W%+ corrective action has been taken on -many of the spe-
cific projects which were the subject of your review; in
some instances our examination revealed that the States
were in substantlal compliance. My staff is continuing
to examine the problem areas with the view toward a sat-
isfactory resolution in each case.”

10



FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

[MPROPER CONTRIBUTIJNS FOR_THE NORMAL REQUIREMENTS
OF STATES AND THEI¢ POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS

Our review has shown that OCDM administration of the Federal
Contributions Program resulted in the expendlture of Federal funds
for items which States and thelr political subdivisions acquired
primarily for their normal governmental activities rather than for
civil defense.

The legislative history of the Federal Civil Defense Act of
1950, under which the Federal Contributions Program was initiated
in 1951, shows that the Congresé intended that items approved un-
der the program were to be over and above the normal reguirements
~of applicants (States.and thelr political subdivisions) in meeting
their governmental resﬁonsibilities. Senate Report 2683, Eighty-

first Congress, states, in part, that:

"This flnanclng program will cover such items as commu-
nal shelters, mobile organizational equipment, and other

supplies which the States and communities normally do
j-

not require in meeting thelr povernmental responsibi
ties.

* * * Tk »

"Such equipment would be peculiar to civil defense ***."

(Underscoring supplied.)

i

OCDM demonstrated 1its recognition of the intent of the Con;
gress for items to be ﬁbtained under this program. As early as
1952, the then Administratop of FCDA testifled before a Subcommip—
tee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives?

that, in addition to certifications of responsible State and local

officials, FCDA required a showing that:

11



¥x* equipment 1s equipment which is needed ogver

and above_their normal reguirements. We will not pro-
vide matching of funds for equipment which will simply

bring their complement up to a normal need. We are sup-

plementing for needs over and above the normal." (Under-
scoring supplied.)

.The OCDM Contributions Manual, AM 25-1, sets forth the crite-
ria for eligibillity under the program, and requires that the appli-.
cants certify to the following prohitition: |

"It should be noted that Federal centributions are

not available for items normally used by the local com-

muni in the usual course of busines r for combat

local natural disasters except when such ltems are re-

quired in unusual quantities dictated by planned require-
ments approved by OCDM." (Underscoring supplied.)

From inception of the program 1n 1951, OCDM relied primarily
on the applicénts' certifications that items for which OCDM ap-
proval was requested were for civil defense and over and above nor-
mal requirements.

The agency discontlinued the Fire Services Program after fisT
cal year 1953 because the feellng existed In the Congress that
some applicantc were using Federal funds to avold some of their
normal fire-fighting expensés even though the applicants had certi-
fied that the ltems obtalned were over and above normal require-
meats. In addition, responsible OCDM officlals were aware that,
desplite applicants' certifications to the contrary, some items sub-
mitted for approval were not over and above the applicants' normal

needs.

Although the action taken as a result of congressional feel-
ing placed doubt on appllcants' certifications and despite OCDM's
own awareness that applicants' certifications were not proper,

OCDM continued to rely primarily on the certifications. OCDM did

12



not develop standards or criteria for use by 1ts regional offices
so that consistent, independent determinations could be made as to
whether items requested were for civil defense or for other uses.
We recognize that the development of standards or criteria for ade-
quately evaluating the normal needs of applicants in every case
would not be practlcable, but without some criteria OCDM Regional
Offices did not have a reasonable basis for approval of project ap-
plications.

Some local civil defense officlals indicated to us that they
considered that any.item which had a clvil defense use, regardless
of normal need, was eligible for Federal matching funds. Such a
position is clearly contrary to the intent of the Congress. These
officlals requested OCDM approval for items needed in normal com-
munity operatlions and certified to OCDM that the 1tems were for
clvil defense and over and above normal requirements. OCDM ac-
cepted the certifications and approved the project applications.

Because many of the items OCﬁM approved have a normal day-to-
day use and because OCDM permitted normal use of some items, appli-
cants apparently justified items required for nermal needs as be-
Ing for civil defense and over and above normal requirements. In
recent years, some applicants have used this program, particularly
In the communications area, to flnance expansion of exlsting facll-
1ties needed to adequately provide service to new zrowth areas or
to enable more efficlent operation of thelr day-to-day activitles.

Many of the items, for which the Federal Government contrib-

uted half the cost, were purchased by the applicants to meet thelr

13



normal requirements, and, under these circumstances, there 1is
doubt that OCDM's administration resulted in the lncreased civil

defense capabllity intended by the Congress.

Although the Federal Contributions Program has been instrumen-

tal in stimulating the acqulsition or construction of many 1temé
for civil defense, our review of project applications for itenms
for which the Federal share amounted to about $8.4 million showed
that applications with a Federal share of about $5.2 million were
primarily for items which were not over and above the normal re-
quirements of the applicants. The $5.2 million represents about
62 percent of the dollar amount of the project applications re-

viewed. The results of our review were communicated to OCDM at

completion.

The detalls of our review and our recommendaticns for correc-

tive action are presented below by program area.

14



Communications Program

The Communications Program represents the largest segment of
the Federal Contributions Program. From fiscal year 1952 through
fiscal year 1960, about $41.5 million, or 43 percent of the entire
Federal Contributions Program, was obligated for the.procurement,
leasing, and maintenance of communications equipment. Typical of
the i1tems approved under this program are base stations, moblle
radlos, and related accessorles. Communications equipment was ob-
tained under the brogram for many types of State and local govern-
ment operating groups such as police, fire, highway, and conserva-
tion departments. OCDM approved the replacement or expansion of
existing communications systems and alsc the procurement of com-
plete new systems. Communications equipment procured under the '
Federal Contributions Program 1s permitted to be used in daily ac-

tivities of the applicant. i

Our review of the Communications Program included an examina-
tion of 123 project applications, Federal share about $4.8 21111on.
Our examination of records and discussions with responsible State
and local officlals relating tq-59 applications, Federal share i
about $3.6 million, showed that the items were needed primarily by
applicants to carry out effectively their normal day-to-day respon-
sibilities. We believe that some of the remaining 64 applications
were for equipment which also was needed for the normal operations
of the applicants.

Following 1s a discussion of some representative cases from'

the applications reviewved.

15



1. A State highway department obtalined OCDM approval for a
State-wide radio communications system consisting of 166 base sta-
tions and 2,0%4% mobile units, Federal share $923,890, one of the
largest systems ever approved under the progfam. This system was
acquired to more efficiently carry out the normal day-to-day re-
sponsibilities of the deparcment for operating a State-wlde high-;
way system, including maintaining, repairing, and clearing high-
ways and assisting in traffic control.

The department's program was started in 1951 on a trial basis
in 1 county by installation of 1 base station and 18 mobile units.
As the second phase of its program, in early 1955 the department
expanded the system to include 11 more counties. The final phase
of the program was to be the gradual extension of the network to
the more than 70 other counties. However, in December 1955, the
planned system was submitted to OCDM as being for civil defense
and over and above normal.reQuirements. The equipment approved by
OCDM included that planned for the 11 counties in the second phase
of the program as well as that planned for the final phase. State
officials informed us that the entire systeﬁ would have been in-
stalled by the State eventually had OCDM not provided the matching
funds.

2. A State public.safety department obtained approval of a
communications system, Federal share $175,499, to be used in law
enforcement activitles. Thils system was needed because of the ob-
solescence of the o0ld system coupled with a Federal Communications

Commission (FCC) ruling requiring the equipment change. Except

for a small portion previously purchased with matching funds, most

i
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cf the equipmert was abcut 1% years old and would have required re-
placement at an early date. to meet the department's needs. Our re-
view showed that only a portion of the equipment under this appli-
cation was acquired for civil defense purposes. On the basis of
information we provided, OCDM made a review and reduced the ap-
proved project application from $175,H99 to $74,402, a reduction |
of $101,097.

3. A city police department cbtained approval for communica-
tions equipment, Federal share $15,992, to expand its system for
normal police needs. The department's motorized fleet in the last
10 years was 1ncreaseﬁ by 71 vehlecles, and OCDM contributed to ra-
dio equipment for a total of 66 vehicles. City officials informed
us that this equipment would have been purchased for normal needs:
regardless of Federal funds.

L. A State fores.ry and highway division obtained approval
for equipment, Federal share $4+78,440, to be used for the replace-
ment, expansion, and coordination of the communications systems of
the division's departments. These systems were needed for the de-
partments' normal forest conservation and highway operation func-
tions. The departments had recognized their own need for the
equipment for many years prior to applying for Federal funds. i

5. A county road patrol obtained approval for communications
equlpment, Federal share $7,542, to meet its regular requirements.
'The equipment for which OCDM approval was obtained was a replace-;'
ment of leased equipment which the patrol had used in normal opera-
tions for years. The leased equipment could no longer be used be-

cause the FCC required narrow band equipment and the age of the

17



equipment preverted modifications to satisfactorlily comply with
the FCC requirement.

6. A State road department obtained approval for equipment
for the establishment of a State-wide communications system, Fed-
eral share $350,467, needed to adequately perform its normal main-
tenance and operating functions. Our review showed that OCDM ap-
proved the project applications knowing the system was required
for normal needs.

- 7. A county police department obtained approvals for the cost
of leasing a radio system,Federal share $97,742, which was re-
quired for the normal operations of the police department. The
county's representation in the projlect application that a police
radio system was not required for normal operations was not fac-
tual. The county had owned an cld police radio system which was
replaced by the new system leased 1n early 1955. This information
was not included in the justificatlion of the civil defense need
for the equipment. None of the equipment for which OCDM approval
was glven was over and above the normal requirements of the police
department.

8. A State game commission obtained approval for equipment °
for a State-wide radio communications system, Federal share
$315,602, which was primarily acquired for the commission's normal
activities. The commission had recognized its need for a radio
communications system as early as 1949. In January 1955, the com-
mission, implementing 1its recognition of need, had agreed to pur-
chase or lease sultable radic equipment for its field force. How-

ever, 1n 1956 a project application for the system was submitted

\
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to OCDM as belng for civil defense. The system, as finally ap-
proved by OCDM, was intended for use in the day-to-day operatlons
of the State game commission. Our review shuwed that only a small
portion of the system 1s for civil defense purposes.

9. A city police department obtalned approuval for a new mic;o—

wave communications system, Federal share $320,000, which replacéd

an old, inadequate system. The new system was needed primarily to

effectively carry out the normal operations of the department.

The police communications system to be replaced was at least

10 years old at the time OCDM approval was requested. The old s?s-
tem did not have sufficient message-handling capacity for normal
police business and was lnadequate to cover the new growth areas

of the city. In addition, the police department had to change to

a new frequency because of an FCC rullng, and the old equipment
could not be economically converted to comply with the ruling.

10. A city fire department obtalned equipment, Federal share
$84,940, to replace and expand the old and inadequate fire radio
system to service the jurisdiction of the fire department. The ap-
plicant recognized, as early as 1957, almost a year and one half
prior to the preparation of the project application, that most of
the equipment requested was needed to replace the existing system.
The department, prior to the request for OCDM approvél, had re-
quested budget approval for replacement and expansion of the old
system for normal needs. The budget Justifications prepared by
the department clearly showed that, because of the age and 1nade;
quacy of the old system, the new system was needed for day-to-day

operations.
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OCDM was aware of the need for standards or criteria for use
in evaluating whether items for which approval was requested under
the various programs were over and above normal requirements of

the applicant, but such needed standards or criteria were not de-

veloped for communications equipment.

In January 1957, a memorandur:i, relating to questionable ap-

provals of communications equipment applications, was sent by OCDM

Headquarters to 1ts regional offices. Thils memo stated, in part,

that:

"A spot check of recently approved communications proj-
ect applications indicates a disturbing disregard for
certain polilcies established to safeguard the Contribu-

tions Program.

* * * * *

"+*% it is clear that replacement of obsclete or worn

out equipment 1s frequently approved even though there

were no Federal funds involved in 1ts original purchase.
ome applicants have actually stated tha e ast
was for the replacement of such eguipment. Aggg_xgl_g{
uch applications is abgolute cont to

Iaw 920." (Underscoring supplied.

In July 1959, when over $38 million had been obligated under

the Communications Program without standards or criteria for de-

termining whether equipment was over and above normal requirements,

OCDM officials met with representatives of police and municipal
communication groups to discuss the possibllity and desirability
of establishiﬁg a base upon wﬁich to evaluate the term "over and:
above" as applied to radio equipment. While the groups felt that
such a.base would be desirable, the difficulty in arriving at a

reasonable base for each applicant was considered to be a serious

problem.
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In our opinion, a major part of the communications egquipment,
acgquired under this program on the basls of civil defense need
would have been procured, in any event, by the public safety de-.
partments of State and local governments with thelr own funds for
their normal needs. lOCDM'S rellance on applicants' certifications
was the principal reason why normal regquirements were satisfied
with civil defense monies. On the basls of our review, we belleve
that applicants usually did not acquire communications equipment!
uniess it had a day-to-day usefulness. Equipment procured under
the program as administered by OCDM was obtalned to_satisfy normal
needs, regardless of certifications.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense (1) discontinue ap-
provals of communications equipment for use by police, fire, pub-
lic works, highway, conservation, and other public safety depart~
ments of State and local governments, unless it is clearly shown
that such eduipment is for civil defense purposes and over and
above normal needs and (2) make reasonable technical evaluations,
including fleld reviews, of ocutstanding approved project applica;
tions covering equipment to be used by public safety departments

to determine whether the applications should be canceled.
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efepns r enter Program

From the inception of the program in 1955, through fiscal
year 1960, OCDM approved at least 19 training centers, Federal
share about $1.5 million. Our review included six civil defense
training centers, Federal share §$717,61k%.

We found that four of the six training centers were needed by
the applicants for the normal training of State or local employees
in the execution of day-to-day responsibilities, One facility,

" represented as a civil defense training center, was planned and
built by the applicant primarily as a community social center. An-
other facility was built and used for normal community operations.

Only a small poftion of the activity at all the centers ap-
peared to be for civil defense training., At some centefs, the
civil defense training was practically nonexistent. Much of the
limited amount of civil defense training performed was held in
classrooms at the centers. Because such training could easily be
given in classrooms at local schools, the construction of training
centers with Federal civil defense funds appears unwarranted.

The results of our review of each of the six training centers
are disc.ssed belcw.

1. A training center, Federal share $250,000, was needed,
planned, and built by a State university for the training of regu-
lar and auxiliary firemen in their normal day-to-day responsibili-
ties for fire fighting. 1In additiocn, the center includes a fire
station capable of housing equipment rnzcessary for adequate protec-

tion of university property.
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In submitting the project application for the center, the ap-
plicant certified that the center was over and above 1ts normal
needs and stated that the center would allow the training of an es~

timated 8,000 ﬁersons a year in various civil defense courses.

Our review showed that from 1943 firemen groups in the State
had been attempting to have fire training facilities built to pro-
vide adequate fire training. For its fiscal year 1954-5%5, the uni-
versity attempted to obtain funds from the State legislature for
construction of a fire station and fire training center, In sub-
mitting the appropriation request to the legislature, the univer-
sity stated, 1n part, that:

"The requested facilities will meet the urgent phvsieal
e £ i r'ogr ‘hic tlpues to e

at the request of fire fighting personnel in communities

throughout the state. Jt willl also house fire fighting

equipment to provide much neede rotection for ver-
sity property." (Underscoring supplied.)

In 1957, on the basis of the applicant's certification of
civil defense need, OCDM approved the training center, including a
fire station, for which the university had shown an urgent need
for tralning State and local fire personnel for day-to-day respons-

1bilities. Although the application indicated that up to

8,000 students a year were to be trained in civi] defense subjects,
at the time of our review, almost a year after the center opened,
only a few hundred ﬁtudents had been trained.

2. A tralning center, Federal share $29,060, was needed,
planned, and constructed by a county to provide adequate facili-
ties for training firemen in the northern area of a State for their

normal day-to-day responsibilities for fire fighting. 1In the
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Justification for the center submitted with the project applica-
tion, the applicant stated that the facllities would be used to
train civil defense auxillary firemen in excess of normal needs.
OCDM approved this application, which was principally for a fire
training tower, with full knowledge that such a facllity was nor-
mally needed by municipal fire departments to train firemen in reg-
ular duties. Our review showed that the normal need for flre
training facilities of the type requested by the applicant had -
been recognized and planned for prior to requesting OCDM approval.
3. A training center, Federal share $83,561, included a fire
station needed by a city for normal fire protection coverage of
the area. In the justification to OCIM of the civil defense need
for this center, the applicant stated that the center, as re-
quested, was necessary for the training of civil defense workers
and was over and above the city's normal requirements. Prelimi-
nary and final plans for this center showed that part of the cen-
ter was a fire station with a dormitory for the firemen. ﬂowevdr,
OCDM did not ralse anj obJections until January 1960, over ‘
2-1/2 years after approval of the project application, and over a
year after OCDM officials had visited the center in December 1958.
Our review showed that the fire station and attendant facili-
ties at the center were a community need and had been constructed
to replace a temporary fire gtation for a newly annexed area of
the city. The training center was dedicated in December 1958, and
through January 11, 1960, only a few civil defense courses had
been given. The applicant had not constructed the necessary out-

door training facilities that were included in the project
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application. It appears that without the outdoor training facill-
tles the training center is unnecessary slnce classroom courses
could be held in a local school. Further, the city 1s using part
of the center as a control center although the bullding does not
have fall-out protection to insure continued use after an attack.;

%, A fire training center, Federal share $125,763, was needed,
planned, and built by a city as a replacement for a regular fire
tralning school which had to be razed to make way for a new turn- ;
plke. Except for some additlons, thls center was needed for regu-
lar tralning of firemen in their everyday duties. In justifica-
tion of the civil defense need for this center, the applicant
stated that the center was belng constructed to provlde training
for all clvil defense services. Thirty-eight civil defense
courses were proposed to train.an estimated 9,125 persons a year.

| Prior to submitting the project application to OCIM, the city

had allocated £200,000 for the construction of a new tralning cen-=
ter and was planning to builld the center for its normal require~
ments. Certaln features were added to the tralning center as the
result of negotiations between OCDM and the applicant which appar-
ently_would not have been added except for civil defense. We ecgti-
mate that the Federal share of costs which were incurred for iltems
for clvil defense and over and above normal requirements 1s about
$30,000, compared with the $125,763 approved by OCDM. Durlng cal-
endar year 1959, only 23 percent of the total training conducted
at the school was for civil defense.

5. A tralning center, Federal share $160,000, was built by a'

¢lty and used for normal community operations. In the
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justification to OCDM of the civil defense need for this center,
the applicant stated that the primary purpose of the training cen-
ter was to prbvide a place and equipment for conducting civil de-
fense tralning and test exercises. |

The center was cbnstructed to hrovide three facilities: a ri-
fle and revolver range, a training building, and a rescue demon-
stration building. The rifle and revolver range consisted of a
modern range bullding and a firing shelter, complete with concrets
tunnels and pits to accommodate target replacement and observa-
tions without interrupting firing. It was a replacemént and mod-
ernization of an old range which was located nearby. It was oper-
ated by the parks department and was opén to the public on an ad-
mission fee basis. From October 1, 1959, to March 26, 1960, the
parks department collected about $8,700 in revenue from public use
of the range. There was no evidence of civil defense training con-
ducted at the range.

The training building was under the custody of the parks de-
partmént and was used for meetings and social gatherings. Nomlnal
fees had been collected for sevefal soclal meetings held there.
Through early 1960, there had been very few civil defense training

activities in the bullding.

The rescue demonstration building was used as a combat range
building for the police. The building was under control of the po-
lice departmsut and contained the police combat rangemaster's of-
fice and other police facllities. This building was not used for

civil defense activitlies and appears to have been planned to meet
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police rathar than ¢ivil defense needs. A civil defense rescue
truck was stored in another part of the building. Construction of
storage facilitles was prohibited by OCIM regulations,

At the time of our review, although more than 2 years had
elapsed since OCDM approval of the application, speclal facilities
essential for civil defense t:aining purposes, including special
disaster and rescue facilities. had not been constructed. On the
other hand, tﬁe facilitles which were belng used for regular commu-
nity purposes by the parks and police departments were promptly
constructed.

6. A training center, Federal share $69,230, was planned and
constructed by a county as a communlty soclal center. (OCDM ap~
proved the basement portion of this buildihg as an emergency oper-
ating center, as discussed on page 47 of this report.) In the Jus-
tification to OCIM of the civil defense need, the applicant stated
the center was needed because there was no place avallable in the
entire area to hold civil defense meetings and train personnel in
the different civil defense services. The applicant proposed ‘
17 courses in civil defense for 716 people a year.. CCDM recog-
nized, prior to its approval, that the proposed plan appeared to
be for an auditorium and coﬁmunity building, yet the application

!
i

was approved.

Our review shuwed that the building approved by OCDM was
planned and built as a Veterans Memorial Hall. When the plans for
the building were submitted for comment to OCDM Operational Head-
quartera by an OCDM Regional Office, operational headquarters in-

formed the reglonal office that:
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"The proposed floor plan layout appears to us to be for
an auditorium and community buillding **=*.,0

However, after the applicant had changed the names of some of the.
rooms on the floor plan, OCDM approved the application, For ex-
ample, the room which appeared to OCDM tc be the auditorium became
the magss-feeding area. .

The training center was being used daily by the county veter-
ans service officer, and almost dailly by local civie, fraternal,
or private organizations for meetings, luncheons, dinners, dances,
and other general communlty purposes. We were advised by a lceal
official that dinners frequently held in the auditorium provided
training in mﬁss-feeding for civil defense emergencles. Only two
civil defense training courses were held frcm the time of dedica-
tion of the center in May 1959 until the ti.z of our review in
March 1960. Fbrty-eight people were trained in the twg¢ courses in-
atead of the estimated 716 persons each year. The county had no
specific plans for future civil defense training.

It should be noted that the county had a population of about
6,000 people at the time of approval of the application and is far
removed.rrom any large population area. We believe that, if OCDM

had properly_considered the size and location of the community and
- the obvious character of the proposed building, this application

would have been rejected.

There has been limited civil defehse training at these cen-~-

ters. However, OCDM 1nyested Federal civil defense monies in the

centers and must obtain a sound, workable civil defensa program in

each center if Federal funds are to be effectively used.
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Recommendation

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense suspend approvals
of training centers until adequate criteria can be developed to
provide regional offices with a basis for determining what parts
of the centera are for civil defense and over and above normal re-
quirements and, using the criteria developed, evaluate the out-
standing approved applications, amending them so as to withdraw ap-

proval of those parts which are for normal requirements.

Also, we refer to our recommendation to initiate comprehen-
sive program reviews (see p. 60) according to which we believe
that the Secretary should establish a system of review for inform-
1ng'top management as to whether training centers have effective,
continuing ceivil defense training programs in operation. A re-
quirement for periodic reporting by applicants on traiﬁing activi-
ties should be included as part of this system with a view toward

strengthened program administration.



Centralized Traffic Control Program

The Centralized Traffic Control Program was designed to pro-
vide Federal funds to assist applicants in modifying existing traf-
fic systems to provide for coordinated traffig signalizatlion for
use in a clvil defense emergency. We reviewed thfee project appli-
cations, Federal share $+27,456, approved by OCDM under this pro-
gram since 1ts inception in 1957. Most of the equlpment approved
by OCDM was needed by the aﬁplicants to replace or to expand obso-
lete or outdated traffic control systems in order to handle normal
traffic control problems.

1. The traffic control equipment, Federal share $54%,639,
which OCDM approved in June 1959 on the basis of civll defense
need was, at that time, almost completely installed by & city as’
part of a modernization of its traffic control system started in’
1955. We were informed by the former traffic engineer of the city .
that the system did not have any specific clvil defense capability
and was clearly related to the normal operating responsibllities
of the applicant. On the basis of information we provided, OCDM:
canceled this project application. _

2. Our review of unother city's applicatlon showed that 1t in-
cluded mainly 1tems, Federal share $132,349, constituting a re-
pPlacement and expansion of the city's old traffic system which was
inadequate to control its traffic congestion. We were unable to
find any evidence to indicate that OCDM attempted to make a deter-
mination whether any part of the system was for the applicant's
normal requirements even though pedestrian "Walk--Don't Walk" sig-

nals and radar detectors were included in the project applica;ioﬁ.
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We believe that only a portion of the total estimated cost of
$264,699 has a civil defense application. On the basis of informa-
tion we provided, OCDM made a review and reduced the approved proj-
ect application by $30,112.

3. Our review of a third applicatlon showed that a city's
traffic department recoghized, as early as 1954, that chéotic traf-
fic conditlons existed which would necessitate modernization of
the traffic control system. In this instance, major items were be-
ing replaced to provide the city with a flexible traffic control
system for normal needs, and OCDM's review of the project applica-
tion submitted by the cilty identified'$h80,93k of a total cost of
$676,511 as having a civil defense‘application. We believe that
less than half of the cost of $h80;93h, identified by OCDM, would

be approvable for matching funds.

Our review indicates a serious doubt as to the usefulness to
civil defense of the entire Centralized Trafflc Control Program.:

OCDM's basis for approving applications for traffic control
systems was that coordinated traffiec signal patterns would be of :
asslstance in evacuating populations from clities in the event of a
civil defense emergency. This bellef appeared to be based prima-
rily on a staged evacuation of the City of Portland, Oregon, 1n
1955, in which a coordinated signal system was used. We did not
find any evidence that a proper technical evaluation of the signff-
icance of the Portland exercise was made by OCDM prior to launch-

ing a full-scale contribution program.
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Prior to formelly establishing the Centralized Trafflc Con-
trol Program in July 1957, OCDM requested comments on the feasibill-
ity of the program from recognized experts in the trﬁffic control
field. These experts informed OCDM that they were not convinced
of any value inherent in traffic signal control as an aid to evac-
vation in a civil defense emergency. An officlal of the North-
western Traffic Institute stated that:

rasx wo are agreed that under these emergency cone-
ditions traffic signals would be completely ineffective

and that control would have to be established and main-

tained by regular and auxiliary police to prevent com-
plete tie-ups. t even be necessary to turn the sig-

nal system off under these circumgstances.

t * * x *

"We are completely convinced that any outlay of
money for slgnalization as a means of control for evacu-

ating traffic M__becmw_{immrumr__m-

tic.” (Underscoring supplied.

Before beginning the program, OCDM was also aware of the position
of the Bureau of Public Roads that traffic signal systems would
not expedite evacuation. The Bureau informed OCDM several times
between 1955 and the time of our review of the impracticability of
centralized traffic control in an emergency evacuation.

Current concepts of weapons delivery indicate that evacuation
may not be feaslble because of the short warning period before at-
‘tack. Also, synchronization of lights, even if evacuation were at-
tempted, would serve little purpose under the chaotic conditions
produced by an ﬁnexpected attack. In the opinion of traffic ex-
perts, the usefulness of traffic signalization to assist in evacua-
tlon appears so doubtful that expenditures of Federal funds for
equipment of this kind should be questioned..
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Recommendations

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense make a tachnica%
evaluation of these three project applications approved under the
Ceﬂtralized Traffic Control Program and allow Federal contribu-~
tions for only that equipment which 1s for civil defense and over
and above the normal requirements of the applicants.

We also recommen& that the Secretary evaluate the need for
the program for centralized traffic control in general and con-
sider discontinuing the program if 1ts usefulness 1is not

demonstrated.

33



Helicopter Program

The Helicopter Program was started by OCDM in 1955 to assist
the States and thelr political subdivisions in obtaining helicop~
ters to perform specialized civil defense emergency functions.
From the start of the program to the time of our review, OCDM had
approved 11 project applications covering 12 hellcopters, Federal
share about $250,000.

our review of the acquisition and use of 7 of the 12 helicop-
ters approved by OCDM showed that all 7 were belng used in normal
governmental activitles of the applicants. Two helicopters were
being used extensively for revenue-~producing spraylng operations.
The remaining five were belng used for regular pollce, fire, or

traffic control activities.

A discussion of the results of our review of three of these
helicoptérs follows.

1. Two hellcopters were acquired by a State forestry commis-
slcn. A review of the flight log books and discussions with the
pilots disclosed that the hellcopters had been used extensively
for spraying operations to eradicate undesirable plants and for
pest control. We were informed by a forestry commliassion officiai
that at the time of our review the commission had earned about
$97,000 for these spraying services pefformed for private landown-
ers and the United States Forest Service. On the basls of informa-
tion avallable to us, we estimate that about $23,000 of this
amount represents a return of cost and, if spraying operations
were to continue, the State would not ohly recover its §40,510 in-

vestment in the craft but would realize a profit from the opera- '
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[n Deember 1956, a project application was approved by OCDM
for the acquisition of the first of the two helicopters obtained
by the State forestry commission. Egulpment approved by OCDM with
the helicopters included night flying equipment, a two-way radio,
and an agricultural spray kit. A review of the flight log books
and discussions with the pilots showed that this craft was used
shortly after acquisition in revenue-producing spraying operations
desplte the applicant's certification to OCDM that it would be
used only fof civil defense purposes and in combating natural dis-
asters. The two-way radio and night flying equipment were re-
iwoved trom the craft. We were informed by one of the pilots that
the radio was removed because it was lneffective and that the
night vlying equipment was removed so that more spraying chemicals
could be carried. In our opinlon, this has seriously limited the
usetfulness of this craft for civll defense purposes since air-
ground contact could not be established. Further, the hellicopter
crashed while on a spraying mission in August 1997 and was out of
service for 10 months, from August 1957 until June 1958,

In January 1958, OCDM approved a second helicopter requested
by the forestry commission. Review of the flight logs and discus-
sions with the pllots showed that this hellcopter was put into
spraying operations shortly after receipt although thé applicant -
certified 1t would be used only for civil defense purposes. We be-
lieve that these helicopters were acquired by the forestry commls-
slon to serve its own purposes rather than for civil defense. :

2. A city police department purchased a helicopter in Febru-

ary 1996 for use 1n regular trafflc control, This helicopter was
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in service for that purpose in January 19%7 when OCDM spproval was
obtained on the basis of civil defense need. The information pre-
sented to OCDM as Justification for the civil defense need showed
clearly that the helicopter had been previously acquired and was
being used dally for normal freeway traffic control. Our review
showed that the craft was belng used daily for traffic control and
other law enforcement activities Just as the applicant had indi-

cated to OCDM when approval was requested.

Helicopters are expensive and are costly to operate. States

aﬁd other political bodies were unwilling to acquire helicopters
for the limited civll defense uses allowed by OCDM regulations.
Rather, it appears that they have first established their own
needs and then acquired helicopters under this program to perform
normal public service activities.

We recognize that helicopters, even if acquired for normal
public activities, have a valid emergency use. We belleve, how-
ever, that OCDM should not have participated in the total cost of
such craft. In our opinion, 1t would have been reasonable for
OCDM, after an analysis of operating statistics for craft already
procured under thils program, to establish administratively the ex-
tent, up to 50 percent of cost, to which OCDM would participate.
This, we believe, would have resulted in conformance with the in-
tent of the enabling legislation and still have provided an incen-

tive to acquire helicopters for use 1in civil defense.
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Recommendation

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense suspend approvals
of project applications under the Hellcopter Program until an ad-
ministrative determination can be made as to a fair share of the
total cost to be borne by the Federal Government.

Also, we refer to our recommendation to initiate comprehen-
sive program reviews (see p. 60) according to which we believe
that the Secretary should require reporting by applicants on the
use of helicopters and conduct fleld reviews to obtaln information
as to how helicopters are belng used and_whether they are being

maintained in a state of readiness for a civil defense emergency.



Hocpital Generator Program
OCDM uapproved one half the total cost of many generators which

were completely or partially for the applicants' normal emergency
requirements rather than for civil defense, mainly because the re-
gional offices were not provided with criteria to determine what
portions of generating power requested were for civil defense and
over and above the hospitals' normal requirements. Further, OCDM
approved project applications, Federal share $188,407, where the
Public Health Service (PHS) of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare participated or agreed to participate although such
dual Federal participation was not legal.

Hospital generators have been eligible under the program
since 1954 for provid;ng-essential electrical operation of hospi-~
tals following an extensive enemy attack. Through June 30, 1959,
OCDM approved hospltal generators, the Federal share of which was
at least $1.8 million.

We reviewed 133 hospital generator project applications at
the OCDM Operational Headquarters, Federal share about $1.5 mil-
lion, and found no evidence that the regional offices made an at-
tempt to determine if generators requested were over and above the
normal needs of the hospital. Fleld reviews of 12 of the 133 proj-
ect applications, Federal share $372,382, demonstrated that the
hospitals involved had a normal need for some generating equipment.

The normal need of hospitals for an emergency power source
has long been recognized by competent hospital authorities. The
Council of Hospital Planning and Plant Operation of the American
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Hospital Assoclation in its recommendations to the Associatlion on

December 9, 1950, stated that:
nInstallation and maintenance of a standby generator of
size sufficient to supply all estimated current demands

for required areas and operated by a prime mover 1s re-
required as the source of emergency electrical energy."

In October 1951, officials of the PHS published a statement on
Main and Emergency Electrical Power Distribution Systems for Hospl-
tals 1n which they stated, in part, that:
"In addition to the main, or normal source of power, an
emergency source of power for limited use, particuiarly

for lighting of certaln areas, 1s considered a 'must’
for hospitals.

* * * * *

"As a minimum for any hospithl, a source of emergency
power should be located on the hospltal site.”

We have noted that the licensing regulations of some States
rehuire fhat hospitals have an emergency power capability. Presum-
ably, beforé hospitals 1in these States could be licensed to oper-
ate, an emergency power capability would have to be provided.
Also, the Federal Government normally installs generators in 1its’
hospitals.

PHS regulations provide that, to be eligible for Federal
funds for hospital construction under the Hospital Survey and Con-
struction Act of 1946 (42 U.S.C. 291), a hospital must have speci-
fications. for emergency lighting with power supplied from other
than the main source of powerj; e.g., emergency genérator, storage
batteries, or a generating plant independent of the maln source. -
More than 100 of the 133 hosplitals approved for OCDM assistance

also recelved assistance from PHS, indicating that many of the
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generators vere acqg o tred to comply with the PH3 regulation and
waere therefore not completely above rniormal requlrements of the hos-
pltals, |

At the time.of our review, OCDM-OpernLionul Feadquarters rec-
ords showed that final payments totaling $596,476 had been made
for 81 of the 133 project applications reviewed. Thirty-two of
the 81 project apbplicutionz, Federal share $269,831, covered gener-
ators which had keen purchased up to 2 years prior to the date
that the applicants submlitted the project applications. The fact
that.the applicants first boupht the generators and then submitted
project applications indicates that the generators were purchased

to f111 a normal need.

Further, the PL3, under the provisions of the Hospital Survey
and Construction Act of 1946 (%2 U.S5.C. 291}, pays up to
66-2/3 ﬁercent of the cost of hospltals, including cost of genera-
tors. We noted over 100 hospitals that had received asslstance
from OCLM and also from bus. Although OCDM recognized that dual
assistance by OCDM and PHS for hospltal generators could occur,
our review showed that OCPM did not have procedures in eifect
which would prevent such an occurrence.

As a test, we made a revliew at one hospltal and found that
the hospital had received approval for about $8,200 from PHS, as
part of a larger grant, and recelved $9,000 rrom OCDM, a total Fed-
eral assistance of about $17,200, for a generator costing $24,100.
Approprlaticns for the Federal Contributions Program provide that
the costs of ltems are to be equally matched with State funds.

Therefore, payments to hospltals that obtain part of their share
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of the cost of the civil defense equipment from PHS are not legal
to the extent that the State does not equally match Federal funds
with 1ts own funds.

In January 1960, we advised OCDM of the dual Federal assist-
ance at the hospital reviewed and polnted out the large number of
hospitals where both OCDM and PHS had provided assistance. We
also advised OCDM of the lack of criterla for regional office de-
terminations of the extent of clvil defense needs for the genera-
tors requested. As a result of our advice, OCDM 1nitlated reviews
of 131 project applications for hospital generators to determilne
the extent of dual participation and to take necessary corrective
action; also, OCDM revised its procedures to prevent the recurrence
of dual Federal assistance.

As of July 1960, the OCDM Audit Division in its reviews noted
20 project applications, Federal share $188,407, where dual Fed- -
eral participation occurred or would occur if the generators re-

malned a part of PHS assistance. The results of OCDM's.reviews

are summarized below:

Number of '
project Federal

applications share’

Dual participation occurred and bills of
collection sent | 7 $ 51,383
Dual participation occurred and auditors '
recommended cancellation of OCDM as-

sistance prior to payment 2 9,137
Dual participation willl be avoided by an-
ticlpated withdrawal of PHS assistance 8 101,158
Dual participation was avoided because
PHS assistance was canceled upon
learning of OCDM assistance = 26,729
Total 20 $188,407
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In reports on the review of these 131 applications, the OCDM

Audit Division also stated, 1n part, that:

"Tt is difficult to establish or find evidence that the
emergency generators were purchased for Civil Defense
purposes. Almost 100% of the cases audited disclosed
that the generators were for dally emergency needs to
meet local codes, licensing requirements, and *** (PHS)
requirements in addition to the civil defense needs."

and
"Jt 1s evident that many of the emergency generators

were not purchased for Civil Defense purposes, and would
have been purchased without Civil Defense funds."

and

"Retroactive participation was the most common cause of
problems."

We believe that the results of the OCDM Audit Division re-
views confirm our findings and clearly show the need for adequate
criteria for OCDM Regional Offices to determine whether generators
requested are over and above normal emergency requirement;.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense (1) suspend approv-
als and payments for hospital generator applications until de-
talled criterla can be developed to provide regional offices with
a reasonable basis for determining whether the generators are over
and above normal requirements and (2) use the criterla developed
‘to evaluate approved project applications and cancel any approv-

als which are not in conformity with these criteria.
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Emergency Welfare Program

The Emergency Welfare Program was desligned to assist appli-
cants 1in establishing stores of welfare equipment for use in re-
ception area facllities in caring for those in need and for emer-
gency workers during civil defense emergencles. The types of
items which OCDM approved under the program include feeding, sleep-
ing, hegting, and administrative equipment. Feeding equipment ap-
pears to include all items necesszary to operate a cafeterla or
kitchen. For flscal years 1953 through 1960, about $634,000 was
obligated under this program. We reviewed fife prolect applica-
tions for cafeteria equipment which represented a Federal share of
$124 ,894, or about 20 percent of the total oblighted under the pro-
gram. This equipment was being used or would be used for the
dally feeding of school students and patients of a home for the
aged.

In the justification to OCDM of the civil defense need for
this equipment for mass feeding in a civil defense emergency, the
applicants certified that the equipment was over and above thelr
normal requirements. - However, because the applications covered
what appeared to include all equipment necessary to feed students
or patients, we believe that OCDM should have questioned the appli-
cations.

We also noted that OCDM had approved project applications for
cafeteria equipment for other schools and for some fire stations.
While we did not make on-site reviews of these applications, they
appear to cover equipment for the regular feeding of students

or firemen.
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OCDM, although recognizing that some applications under this
program appeared to be for normal needs, did not establish stand-

ards or criteria for use by its regloaal offices in making inde-

pendent determinations as to what was over and above normal re-

quirements.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense (1) suspend ap-
proval of applications for cafeterla equipment under the Emergency
Welfare Program untll well-defined criteria can be developed to
-provide reglonal offices with a reasonable basls for review and
(2) use the criteria developed to evaluate all approved applica-
tions for cafeteria equipment and cancel any approvals which are’

not in conformity with these criteria.
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Police Services Program

The Police Services Program was designed to assist States and
thelr political subdivisions in acquiring equipment required by
auxiliary police and to expand pollce faclilities to meet civil de-

fense requirements. For fiscal years 1955 through 1960, OCDM ap-

proved about $346,000 under this program. From our review of

four applications, Federal share $20,532, we have concluded that
most of the equipment under these applicétions, approved by OCDM
on the basis of civil defense need, was acquired and 1s belng used
for the normal needs of the applicants.

In the justification to OCDM of the civil defense need for
the revolvers, badges, handcuffs, and other police equipment ap-
proved under these applications, the applicants certified that the
items were required to equip auxiliary or reserve police and would
be used only for authorized tralning.

1. A city police department obtalned 830 revolvers under a
project application. Our review disclosed that the city police
Planned to buy the revolvers prior to the submission of the proj-
ect application. We were Informed by city officials that, begin-
ning in 1957, revolvers were 1ssued by the city to 1ts new pol:l.cc-E
men and that the city had issued 659 of the revolvers to its regu-
lar policemen, one to the local civil defense director, and still
had 170 on hand. On the basis of information we provided, OCDM
recelved a refund of $16,73j, the entire Federal share of the proJL

ect application.
2. A county obtalned 36 revolvers, badges, handcuffs, and re-

lated police equipment for the expansion of the county's auxiliary
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police program. We were informed by county law enforcement offi-
clals that the auxiliary police force, for which the equlpment was
certified to be needed, did not exlst and tﬁat the equipment had
replaced worn-out equipment of the county road patrol or had been
issued to new members of the patrol. On the basis of information
we provided, OCDM made a review and obtained a refund of $878.

3. A borough obtsined 66 police coats and 66 pairs of boots.
We were informed by the Chief, Auxiliary Police, that ccats and
boots had been 1ssued to the 38 auxiliary police but that the re-
maining items were being used by the regular police.

4. Another borough received 42 revolvers and 21 holsters. We
were informed by the Chief of Police that 15 revolvers and abouf
17 holsters had been assigned to auxiliary police and the remain-
ing revolvers and holstss had been assigned to the regular and

the State police, the sheriff, and other law enforcement officers.

These cases 1llustrate the need for a continuing inspection
to ascertain that the equipment {s being used for civil defense’

purposes.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense suspend the ap-
proval of firearms and related equipment under the Police Services
Program untll a determination is made as to whether effective con-

trols over the approval and use of the property can be established,
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Emergency Operating Center Program
Emergency operating centers, also known as control centers,!

are intended to provide safe facilities in which officlals of

State and local governments can perform emergency responsibilities.
They are required to have protectlen against blast or radiation,
dependlug upon thelr proximity to alming areas. We reviewed five
centers for which the Federal share was 3%19,666.1' We found that
one center was not operationally ready because emergency equipment
had not been 1nstalled. Another center, Federal share §l12,507,
was planned and constructed by the applicant primarily for the nor-

mal needs of the community.

We noted that, in July 1959, OCDM changed its previous policy
that emergency operating centers should be bullt outside alming |
areas and thereafter permitted such centers to be placed in the
center of cities and in other areas most llkely tc be destroyed in
the event of an enemy attack. We belleve that this policy re-
quires further consideration before Federal contributions are com-
mitted to the construction of such facilities. Also, we noted '
that OCDM did not require centers to be manned 2% hours a day and
did not require them to maintain a supply of food.

o examples of estionable approvals

A county constructed a control center in the basement of a

building. The aboveground portion of the building, although ap-'

proved by OCDM as a training center, was planned, constructed, and

Federal contridbutions of $69,230 for a county facility apply to
both the control center and the training center (see p. 27),
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used as a community social center and is discussed on page 27 of

this report. Our review showed that the applicant agreed to con-'

struct the basement portion of the bullding as a control center in
order to obtain OCDM partiéipation for ;he aboveground portion of
the building which was to be the community social center. Our re-
view showed also that required emergency equipment had not been in-
stalled although construction had been completed in May 1959 so
that the center was not operationally ready for use in a clvil de-
fense emergency.

Another control center, Federal share $112,507, was needed,

planned, constructed, and used by a city primarily as a city com-

munications building. Only a small portion of the cost of thils

building can be attributed to civil defense.

In its initlal submission to OCDM in 1954 for a control cen-
ter, the applicant stated that the new communications bullding
would cost approximately §100,000 but that the control center por-
tion of the building, 1,692 square feet of the total 5,564 square
feet, would cost about $31,968. The applicant requestved approval
for the 831,968, Federal share $15,984, as being over and above
normal }equirements. OCDM, although it did not approve this con~
trol center because of location and lack of blast protection, was
clearly on notice that the building was primarily for normal re-’
quirements. By 1958, the city had completed construction of the
building without OCDM participation. 1In June 1958, OCDM, having
then relaxed its lccation criteria, waived its blast protection rg—
quirements and approved a project application for the cost of vir-

tually the entire completed structure and the estimated cost of
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providing fall-out protection. OCDM later approved a second appli-

cation to cover additional cost of providing fall-out protection

to the completed structure.

| The control cehter of the citj, as finally approved by OCDM,
was primarily a city communications center for normal needs which,
although located in a probable bomb 1mpact area, had no blast pro-
tection. In our opinion, the abllity of thls center to éurvive an
attack 1s highly questionable.

In June 1959, the clty obtained OCDM approval for a feasibil-
ity study for an emergency operating center. One of thé reasons
cited by the applicant for phe new center was_its use 1f the pres-
ent center becomes inoperabie. Hoﬁever, the proposed center was
to be located about 2 miles away from the exlsting center, still
well within a probable impact area. '

Change 1n policy on operating center locations

Until July 1959, OCDM normally required that emergency operat-
ing centers be bullt at least 3 miles outside aiming areas. In'
July 1959, 6CDM reconsidered its position and changed 1ts require-
ments to allow emergency operating centers to be bullt, on a
calculated-risk basis, as near as possible to or actually in State.
office bulldings, city hails,-and county courthouses. OCDM clted
the following reasons to us for the change: |

l. The anticipated decrease in probable warning time raised

doubt that the responsible offliclals could reach a distant
center before attack.

2. S51ince alming areas encompassed entire cities, local govern-

ments would otherwise be required to construct centers out-

side thelr boundaries, which in some cases 1s not now pos-
sible under State laws.
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3. States and thelr polltical subdlivisions lacked the funds
to construct centers for stand-by purposes only.

lL.ocation of emergency operating centers in the middle of

great iridustrial complexes and target citles appears to be a ques+

tionable risk, and several considerations seem to point to the de-

sirabllity of reevaluating the revised policy. In particular, the

actions of the Federal Government in providing its own emergency
contrsl centers at 1sola£ed sites manned 24 hours a day are in con-
trast to OCDM's policy providing for State and local governments
to.locate their emergency centrol centers in aiming areas but not 

requiring them to be manned 24 hours a daj. Further, OCDM has not

required that a supply of food be maintained in these centers,
thereby seriously limiting their usefulness.

Recommendatlons

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense review the loca-
tion criteria for emergency operating centers before additional
Federal funds are committed under this prcgram. We further recom-
mend that the Secretary conslder requiring centers to be manned

24 hours a day and to maintain an adequate supply of food.
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DEQUATE IEWS OF PROJECT APPLICATION
AND CLAIMS PRIOR TO PAYMENT

From 1952 until 1959, OCDM approved project applications,
which were to be financed with Federal funds, without a procedufe
for ascertaining the dates on which procuréments had been made.
This 1nforﬁation was essential because a Comptroller General's de-
cision of January 17, 1952 (31 Comp. Gen. 308), stated that OCDM
could not legally make payments for obligatlions incurred or expend-
itures made by the States prior to the effective date of the Fed-
eral approprlation tc be charged.

We noted that OCDM reviewed c¢lalims before payments were made
to applicants, but we found that in many cases these reviews were
not adequate and that OCDM paid many claims although (1) the infor-
mation submitted by the applicants clearly showed that the obliga-
tions had been incurred prior to the effective date of the.apprd-
priation charged or (2) insufficlent information had been submit-
ted to make a determination of legality.

Our test of claims paid during a l-year period showed 64% pay-
ments made by OCDM, Federal share about $91,000, for items that'
had been procured prior to the effective date of the appropriation
charged. We also noted 171 payments for which the applicants had
not submitted the purchase dates of items claimed, Federal share
$168,000; therefore, the legality of these payments was not deter-
minable. We believe that the total amount of improper paymentsf
during the period 1952 to 1959 was substantial. We advised OCDM
of the results of our examination and suggested that agency regula-

tions be strengthened.
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OCDM informed us that 1t was strengthening 1ts review proce-
dures to avoid.improper retroactive financial contributions and
that, effective July 1, 1960, in accordance with our suggestion,
project applications for items already procured by applicants, ex-
cept in certain areas, would no longer be approved. We believe

that these actions should help avoid the types of problems we

noted. _
Public Law 87-390, approved October &, 1961 (75 Stat. 820),

ratified and affirmed retroactive financial contributions which

had been approved and made to the Sthtes prior to June 30, 1960,

if otherwlse approvable.

52



INADEQUATE SUPPORT FOR CLAIMS PAID BY APPLICANTS

When claims for reimbursement under approved project applica-

tions were presented by applicants to OCDM for payment, OCDM did
‘not require that vendors' pald involices, coples of contracts, pur-
chase orders. or evidence of competit.ve bldding be submitted as
support for the amounts clailmed. GOCDM rugalred only that the ap-
plicant present his claim on OCDM Form 380, Billing for Federal
Contributions to Stztes, and OCDM Form 381, Itemization of Billing
for Federal Contributions. The applicant certified that the bill

was correct and that, in certailn cases, OCDM regquirements for com-

petitive bidding had been met.

our review-showed that applicants claimed incorrect amounts,
did not obtain competitive bidding when required, and submitted in-
corrzct or no purchase dates, which resulted in pajment of unallowh

adble claims. In our review of 222 project applications, we noted

the followlng discrepancies.
Number’

of
cases

Failure to obtain required com-
petitive bidding 5
Incorrect amounts clalmed 10

Incorrect or no purchase dates
-resulting in payment of unal-
lowable claims

I |-

Total

In an audit of 131 project applicatlions, made at our sugges-

tion, the OCDM Audit Division found as follows:

53



Mamber

of
cases
Lack of, or faulty, competitive bidding

Questionable pricing of Federal share 14
Nonlegal payments due to retroactive purchase 12

Billings submitted to OCDM not for the items
approved by OCDM 2
Total ;2

We believe that submission of paid inveices, purchase orders
or contracts, and evidence of competltive bidding 1s necessary for
determining the eligiblility of claims and for avolding improper
payments.

Recommendation

Wo recommend that the Secretary of Defense require applicants
to submit, in the future; adequate documentation in support of
thelr clalms, such as paid vendors' involces, purchase orders, con-

tracts, and evidence of competitive bidding.
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FEDERAL FUNDS ADVANCED WHEN NOT REQUIRED AND
WITHOUT CONTROLS TO ASSURE PROMPT USE OR REFUND

Because OCDM did not establlish controls, Federal funds have

been advanced to applicants for the Federal share of applications
approved when funds were not required or have remained in the poa-
session of applicants for long periods before the advances were
used or refunded. Unnecessary or premature advances result in
added cost to the Government because of interest paid by the Treas-
ury on borrowed funds,

OCDM began advancing funds to applicants in fiscal year 1952
because legal requirements of some applicants precluded them from
procuring approved items without having the full cost of the item
on hand at the time of procurement or expenditure, For fiscal
years 1952 through 1959, OCDM advanced about $35.0 million to ap-
plicants and, of this amount, about $10.5 million was outstanding
at June 30, 1959.

OCDM advanced funds only if the State certifled that:

"An advance of funds 1s mandatory because (1) the State

law requires funds on deposit, in addition to its own,

avallable for obligatlon and expenditure to cover the

estimated cost of equipment; or (2) the State 1s pre-

cluded from expending State funds in excess of State's

share of the estimated cost of the equipment subject to

reimbursement by the Federal Government, or (3) procure-

ment is to be made by a political subdivision of the
State, subject to elther of the two above conditions."

Although the certification indicated that the applicant had a
legal requirement which would necessitate an advance, 1t was

OCDM's policy to accept the certification without determining ir
the advance was actually required. OCDM did not require appli-:
cants to cite the legal basis for the advance, nor did OCDM per-

form independent reviews to assure that the advance was required.
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In our reviews of eight States that periodically received ad-
vances, we found that advances made to six States and their politi-
cal subdivisions were not always required. While the circum-
stances surrounding advances to the six States and their political
subdivisions were varied, we belleve that much of the 816.3 mil-
lion advanced to them through June 30, 1959, was not required.

From inception of the program, OCDM advanced funds in excess
of $10 million to a State which in 1957 had advised OCDM that it
could not certify that advances for projlect applications for 1ts
political subdivisions were required. The State wished to con-
tinue receiving advances for all project applications to expedite
payments to 1ts subdivisions, and accordingly OCDM continued to
make advances until some time in fiscal year 1960. At that time,
because of the large amount of advances lying idle in the State
treasury, OCDM requested a refund of open balances. In March 1960,
about $1.2 million, representing advances made during the previous
2 years, was returned to OCDM.

Numerous advances have been outstanding for several years, as
indicated in the following summary as of June 30, 1959:

Fiscal year

appropriation

charged Amount
1951-52 $ 363
19;& | 4,519
19 202,118
1955 51,986
1955-56 1,454,176
1957-58 3,825,680

1958-59 3,160,872

Total advances

outstanding $10,482,965
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We belleve that the length of time that advances were out-
standing could have been reduced if OCDM had placed time 1limits on
the procurement of items approved under project applications.

In a 1imited review, we noted many instances where the appli-
cants retained advances for long periods before approved items.
were purchased or before the applicants refunded the advances to
OCDM. We noted also several instances where refund checks were
not promptly transmitted to OCDM by a State civil defense office.

OCDM was generally aware of this situation, and its Audit Di-
vision made reviews and pertinent recommendations in thls area,
Effective November 1, 1959, OCDM instituted improved procedures to
reduce the perlods for which advances were outstanding, but we
found that the procedures were not fully effective.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense require applicants
to submit thelr bases for the legal requirements for advences and
that he place reasonable time limits on all project applications

to attain prompt liquidation or return of advances.
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EED FOR COMPREHEN E, CONTINUT REVIE
F_PROGRAM AC T THE STATE, _AND LOCAL L

OCDM did not perform comprehensive and contlnuing reviews at
the State and local levels to determlne that applicants were com-
plying with pertinent laws and OCDM policies, procedures, and re-
qulrements, and, as a result, information was not avallable to man-
agement for the evaluation of program procedures and performance,
for achleving effective administration of the program.

Over the 8 years of program operations from 1951 until 1959,
OCDM did not perform reviews of program activity at the State or
local level. The agency positlon on the need for such reviews was
stated by the Administrator of FCDA (predecessor of OCDM) in 1956
In hearings before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Government
Opesrations, House of Representatives. He stated, in part that:

ness we made some spot checks of the utilization of this

property in which we have matched funds, but on the whole
we have not had a widespread program here. I don't be-

lieve one i3 justified because the States have put in
Many of the items approved under the program are ldentical to
those required by applicants for day-to-day operations. We be-
lieve that systematlc program reviews wouid be desirable and use-
ful in evaluating the needs of applicants and their use of equip-
ment financed through the program. By not performing such reviews,
the agency omitted an effective means of obtaining information as
to whether facilities were being used for civil defense purposes
as intended by the legislation. |

We noted a number of instances where program reviews would

have been particularly helpful to management.
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1. A county hospital obtalned medical supplles, Feder.l share
$109,037, to establish a civil defense stockplle for use
only at the time of emergencles. In a test of 72 items,
representing about 55 percent of the dollar value of the
stockpile, we found that shortages exlsted in all 72 items
and the amount of inventory on hand appeared to represent
the hospital's normal inventory. A further review indil-
cated that the medical supplies had never been stockpiled
as intended but apparently had been consumed in the normal
operation of the hospltal, as they were purchased. On the
basis of information we provided, OCDM made a review and
obtained a refund of $109,037.

2. A State forestrK commission obtained two helicopters,
Federal share $40,510, justified on the basis of a civil
defense and natural disaster need, which were used exten-
sively in unauthorized revenue-producing spraying opera-

tions. (Also see p. 34%.)

3. A county obtained a duplicating machine, Federal share
$1,177, on the condltion that the machine woculd be used
solely for civil defense purposes. We found the machine
was needed and used iIn the normal operations of the county

library.

k. A city obtalned facllities, Federal share $160,000, for
munlcipal use by representing the facilities as a training
center. (Also see p. 25.) '

5. A State civil defense agency purchased 10,000 evacuation'
route signs in June 1956, Federal share $19,900. Our re-
view, in March 1960, disclosed that, because of insuffil-
ciegf gtate funds, 9,400 of the signs had not been in-
stalled.

In early 1960, at our suggestion, OCDM initiated the first
comprehensive review of a program segment under the Federal Con-
tributions Program. This review,which covered the Hospital Gener-
ator Program, showed many serious deficlencies and provided manage-
ment with needed information for revising procedures for better op-
eration of the program. Reports of the OCDM Audit Division on re-
sults of this review showed the following conditions.

1. Almost all generators were for dally emergency needs to

meet local codes, licensing requirements, and Public

Health Service requirements in addition to the civil
defense needs.
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2. Dual Federal assistance was involved.

3. There was lack of, or faulty, competitive bidding for
generators,

4. Questionable pricing methods were used in computing the
Federal share.

5. Some ltems were purchased prior to the availability of
Pederal funds, making the transactlions not legal.

Costs reported to OCDM could not be substantiated.

6

7. Discounts were not passed on to OCDM,
8. OCDM paid for items never delivered.
9

Items were obtained by a privately owned, profit-making '
organization.

10. Billings submitted to OCDM were not for the items ap-
proved by OCDM.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense initlate a program

for contlnuing, comprehensive reviews of program areas under the

Federal Contributions Program to obtain better compliance with per-

tinent laws and agency policies, procedures, and requirements.
The desirabllity of these reviews was specifically brought out by

our examination of the Training Center and Hellcopter Programs.

{See pp. 29and 37.)
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OSTATTACK CTIVENESS OF PROVED JEC
REDUCED THROUGH LACK OF REQUIREMENT

EMERGENCY POWER AND SUPPLIES

Under certain programs OCDM did not require applicants to pro-
vide emergency power and other necessary supplies without which
there 1s no assurance that approved equlpment and structures sur-
viving an enemy attack can be used effectively in a clivil defense

emergency .
The National Plan for Civil Defense and Defense Mobilization

provides that:

"Cities, counties and States will be prepared to exist

on consumer items and essential equipment immedlately

available to their respective jurisdictlions for a mini-

mum of four wgeks following attack."”
The National Plan alsoc mentlions that radlation could contaminate -
most of the country in'varying degrees with a resultant denial of
access to many areas for several days. 4 1959 study of assumed
postattack power avallability indicates that more than 66 percent
of the natlion's electric power capability will be lost for at |
least 14 days following an attack.

A discusslion of the program areas reviewed follows.

mmunic mn

Through fiscal year 1959, about $38 million was obligated un-
der the Communicaﬁions Program. Aithough the avallability of
power in a civil defense emergency could be a major problem, OCDM
did not require applicants to have emergency generators for coﬁmu-
nications equipment until September 1959. At the time the genera-

tor requirement became effective, the OCDM Reglonal Offices were

advised that the requirement could be waived as follows:
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"If, in the opinion of the reglon, the application was
in process at the state and local level prior to their
notification of the generator requirement, the region
should carefully determine whether or not strict compli-
ance with the generator requirement in these instances
would result in more harm than good, and make a deter-

mination accordingly."
Under the above authority, OCDM, as late as May 1960, approved sev-
eral project applications and walved tue generator requirement in
spite of the recognized need for postattack power.
Emergenc l1fare Program

Ranges, refrigerators, and dishwashing machines are approv-
able items under the Emergency Welfare Program and are to provide
the necessities of life in case of an enemy attack.

Although electrically operated equipment would be useless in
a postattack situation without power, OCDM did not make the provi-
sion of emergency power a prerequlsite to the approval of project

applications covering electrically powered emergency welfare equilp-

ment.

Engineerling Program

Stand-by generators are an approvable ltem under the Englneer-
ing Program and are intended for postattack use when normal power

may not be avallable for extended_periods.

We noted that adequate fuel tanks were recommended but not re-
quired. Although OCDM was primarily concerned with the availabill-
1ty of power for extended periods, 1t approved stand-by generators
without fuel and fuel storage requirements to assure éontinuous op-

erations.
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We believe that, unless applicants are required to provide
emergency power, fuel, and other necessitles under certain pro-

grams, many of the approved items will be of little value in an ex-

tended civil defense emergency.

Recommendations
We recommend that the Secretary of Defense, when considering

approval of future project applications, require applicants to pro-
vide power, fuel, and other necessities, as may be warranted in in-
dividual circumstances, to assure greater postattack capabllity. '’

In addition, we recommend that the Secretary encourage previous ap-

plicants to provide emergency power, fuel, and other necessities,

-as needed.



SCOPE OF REVIEW

Our review of OCDM's administration of the Federal Contribu-

tions Program included:

1.

A review of the legislation authorizing the program and
subsequent annual appropriation acts, to determine the pur-
pose and congressional intent of the program.

A review of OCDM policies and procedures, to consider
their conformity with the law and suitabllity for attaln=- -

ing the purposes of the program.

A review of the operation of the program at the OCDM Opera-
tional Headquarters in Battle Creek, Michigan, and at four
selected OCDM Regional 0ffices, to consider conformity

with established policies and procedures and efficiency of

operations.

Visits to 14 State civill defense offices and to selected
political subdivisions to review (a) the validity of rep-
resentations made to OCDM to obtain financing under the
program and (b) the civil defense need for equipment and

facilities so financed.

Physical inspection of selected equipment and facilities
in the possession of applicants, to determine whether the
property was being used for the purposes authorized under
the program and in accordance with OCDM requirements.
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APPENDIX

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF CIVIL AND DEFENSE MOBILIZATION
WASHINGTON 2%, D. C,

Orritx Or THE DIRECTOR

JUL 18 1961

Mr. Fred H. Studt

Assistant Director

Civil Accounting and Auditing Division
U. S. General Accounting Office
Washington 25, b. C.

Dear Mr. Studt:

This is with reference to the draft report which you furnished us .
under date of May 19, 1961 in connection with your July 1960 review

of the Federal Contributions Program administered by this Agency

under authority of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1930 as amended.

Within the limited opportunity 1 have had to review the material
there are comments 1 will address to the program as a whole and the
concept which I belleve should support the activities as well as
the exercise of judgment necessary to carry out the wishes of the

Congress,

The basic philosophy of the Program vests certaln responsibilities
in the several States and their political subdivisions. Notthe
least of these is the acceptance of need as adduced from the State
certification as well as the underlying certification of the local
applicant.

Additionally, the certifications presented by the States on behalf

of themselves and their local jurisdictions carry with them subsequent
responsibilities in order to insure compliance with the existing
. statutes, regulations and administrative lssuances. These compliance
activities by the States have not been universally satisfactory and

1 shall work toward strengtheniny this important responsibility.

Staff support at the State and local level is being expanded through
Federal participatlion 1n the Fersonnel and Administrative Expenses
program. I expect, and will insist, that a more vigorous approach

to this compliance activity shall be initiated by the States.
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Surveillance by the Federal government will also be expanded and
accelcrated; in instances where corrective actions imposed upon the
States are not forthcoming, I shall use the administrative authority
veated in me to take such steps which, in my judgment, are required
for the protection of the Federal government,

While the Program must of necessity be administered by the States,
the requirement for adequate gtandards and criteris to guide the
States and their local jurisdictions ia of course a responsibility
of the Federal government,

It should be noted hiatorically, standards and criteria have been
ispued and adjusted from time to time to meet the changes in emergency
concepts; however, these standards require a more sophisticated
approach and 1 propose to explore them in further detail and take
such action as I deem necessary to strengthen all elements of this

Program, .

In the arcas embracing administrative controlas and funding operations

I have already taken certain actions. These include cloge review of
procurement documents to insure that obligations are properly incurred
within the period of fund availability. Additionally, the control of
Federal funds edvanced to the States has been tightened through adminia-
trative action and it ghould be noted that whereas oan June 30, 1959,
there were Federal funds outstanding for the Piscal Yearas 1951/1959

in the amount of $10,482,965, there remains only $3,230,253 as of

May 31, 1961; during the month of April 1961 there was liquidated

$231,000, '

As you already know, corrective action has been taken on many of the
specific projects which were the subject of your review; in some
instancea our examination revealed that the States were in substantial
compliance. My staff is continuing to examine the problem areas with
the view toward a satigfactory resolution in each case,

I would like to take this opportunity to express my appreciation of
the fine cooperation we have received from the members of your staff
ageigned to this review. The detailed analyses which have been
presented to us from time to time will, I am confident, strengthen
the administration of the Program and benefit all levels of government
in the important preparation of a nonmilitary defense capability.

e

Director
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