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The Honorable Jamec Abdnor, Houce of Representatives

The HLonorable Clarence J. Brown, llouse of Reprecentetives
The Hcnorable James 1. Brovhill, Bouse of Reprecentatives
1he Honorable 3ob Carr, Houre of kepresentatives

The Lonorable LCan Daniel, Houce of kepresentatives

The Honorable Devid W. Lvang, House of Reuresentetives

The Honoreble William D. Ford, Hceuse of R-oresentatives

1he Honorable Ldwin B. Foraythe, House of Representetives
The Honorable Mark W. lannaford, licvsce of Revresenteatives
The Honoréeble Andrew J. Hinrhaw, liouse of Representatives
The Honorable Marjorie S, linlt, liouse of I.epresentatives

The Hcnorable Kichara K. Ichord, llouse of Representativeg
The Honorable Jobn Y. Jenrette, Jr. House of Ferresentativec
The Honorable Jack F. Kemp, flous~ of kRepresentetives

The Honorable William M. Ketchum, rnonse of Peprecentatives
The Hororable Fobert J. lLagomatsino, Houce of Ferrcsentatives
The Honorable Jjohn Y. McCollicter, houce of Ferrccentetiver
The Honorable Mike McCormack, llouse of Representatives

The Honorable kobert H., Mollohan, House of Representatives
‘the Honoreble Albert H. Quic, lournn of Fepresentatives

The Honorable Fobert A. bkar, Nourse of Reprecentatives

The Honorable Keith G. Schelius, linuse of Feprecentetives
The Honoreble bavid C. Treen, Houto of Representatives

The Honorable G. Wwilliam Whitehur:st, lousce of Feprecentatives
1he Honocrable Don Youna, Houce of lepresentat:ves

Purcsuant to your Septemher 24, 1975, lett~r, ona a Koven-
her 3, 1975, letter from Conarerrmon James Ahdanor, we reviewed
CertainE?ftects that the kpwdt . - i 3 st row N
regulaticns for the procurcment ol erchitect-epnginecer cervices -
will have on the municipal warte tLreatment concstruction arant
procram.

-

r 1

—

The Acency published prorored regulations op May 4, 1975,
establiching policties and procedusre qovernirag procurcment of
architect-enyineer cervices under the conctruction agrant oro-
gram. About 1.650 comments weroe nubrittea to the Agencyv conr-
cerning the propesed reaulations, These corroprts were con-
cidered by the Agency aur g cubreaquent revicions to the reau-
letions and the Agency held meetings with representatives of
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engineering groups, county and municipal associations, anc
State anad local officials to develop and review the final regu-
lations. The Agency also particiraeted in a ceries of workchocs
throughout the country to inform engineering firms, Scates,

and municipalities how the regulations would be implerented.

The final requlations were published in the Federal Rec-
ister on December 17, 1975, end most provisions beceme
clfective on Marcn 1, 1976. The [inel regqulations reflected
major revisions to the original version. The Agency said
these revisions were cimed et reducing paperwork and easing
administration c¢f the new procurerment reqguirements.

Qur review showed that the regulations vill edd additicn-
2l time to the construction grant process; however, withcut ec-
tual experience under the new reouirements it is aifficult to
stimate the precise extent of ary delays. The Agency stated
that the benefits of the new reauvlation: will oculweiaght envy de-
lays. Affected parties generally believed the reaulations were
workable and could be implemented.

During our review we discussed Lhe new reauletions with
Agency officials in Washington, D.C., aénd in recional otfices
in Chicaego (region V), Kansas CTity (regyion V11), end Secn Fren-—
cisco (region Ix}; State and local weter pollution centrol
agqencies; consulting engineering {irms and rrefeccional enci-
necring societies; the National Leaaue of Cities; tne Naticnel
Acsociation of Counties; and the Cffice of Federoal frocurerent
Folicy, Office of lianagement and Budaet.

As pert of our review, we attended a jointly spconsored
Invircnmental Protection Agency-consultina engineer-qrantece
workshop in Boston, Massachusetts, on December 10, 1975, dur-
inyg which the prorosed erchitect-cnagineer procurement requle-
tionc were discussed, We also reviewea comments roceivea by
the Agency in response to the proposed reqgulations published
in the Feaeral Register on May Y9, 1975.

The enclosure to this letter ic a brief descrirtion of
the ncw Agency regulations end our comments on the cpecific
questions raised in Conoressman Abdnor's November 3, 13975,
letter.,
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inadeguate consultation, desian,
engineer inqg, and construction ol
facilities thset will be corrected
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policy within the CGffice of Manaaccment
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INTROCUCTICN

A September 24, 1975, ietter co-signed by Conaressaan
James Abdnor and 24 cther Members of Conaress raised roversl
aquestions concerning the Environmente’ Protection Agency's
(LPA's) proposed regulatiors for precurement of architect-
engineer cervices in the waste trectment constructicn arant
program. We met with Conaressman Abdnor and hics ctefl to clar-
1ly and discuss the uuestions. In a !llovember 3, 1475, lettnr,
Congressman Abanor provided us wich seven uvuesticns corcer-ing
the cffect of EPA's proposed regulations,

MUNICIPAL WASTE TREATKENT

CONSTRUCTION, GRANT FROGRAM

Municipalities are responsible for plannina, aeciagnina,
constructing, operating, and maeintaining waste treatment facil-
itirs, Moct municipalities, especially the smaller cnes, nhire
conculting engireering firms because they do not have the enyi-
neering capability to plan, cegiqgn, and cupervice treatment
facility construction.

Concsulting enqgineers hired by municigalities are respon-
£ible for most phases of constructing waste treatment facili-
ties. The services varv <lightly {rom project to rroject but
geperally include selecting the treostment procecs; prepering
design p.lane, zpecificationc, and cost estimates; supervicina
construction of the facility; preparing the epplicaticns for
financial assistance; and representinag the municivality in
ucaling with State a2gencies and LPA regional offices.

EEFn haor structured itts construction arant proqgrem so that
grarty are awarded for three stepr--step I, prenarinag fecility
plans; step 11, preparing construction drawinns ana cs=ecifice-
tions; and step III, constructing the foacility. tach of the
three steps reouires a separate arant arcrclication.

Cn Mey v, 1975, EPA published propocsed requletions to es-
tablish policies and procegures governing procurement of archi-
tect-cngineer services and to amerd existing requlations rele-
ting to construction contracts. The proposed retulations re-
Guected the cubmiscion of comments from interected narties.
About 1,650 cemments were received by FPA from the engineerina
profession, State and local governments. sewaoce authoritiec,
protessional essocietions. construction contrectors, cauipment
manufacturers, and others. These comments were considered by
EPA program, legal, audit, and grants administration personnel
in devcelocing the final regulations.
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Following the comment period, EPA held a2 series of
meetings with representatives of prnfessional 3roupsc, Statec,
city and county national associations, and nmunicicalitics who
participated in a line-by-line review end develontent of the
final regulations. LPA stated that this process dentified
problems and resulted in significant changes in the prorosed
requlations, especially In reducina unnecessary paperwsrh ana
easing administration of the new requiremer

EPA alsoc particioeted in a serics of six workshops hela
throughout tne country ot which engineering, State, and local
officials were informed of the specilic reguirements of the
new requlations and the responsibilities of grartees and cnn-
sulting engineering firme. The final requlations were pnh-
lished in the Federal Reqister on December 17, 1975, hut most
provisions dtd not become effective until March 1, 1976, in
an effort to facilitate an orderly transition and to aiaimize
disruption of the construction gront program. Two appendixes
dealing with provisions required for inclusinn in architect-
engineer and construction contracts weroe published on March
4, 1376, and were retroactive to March 1, 1976.

National engineering societies, county and municipal as-
sociations, and State officials stated thot LPA did an out-
standing job of involving affected parties during r:view and
revision of the final requlatiaons. The af{fected parties gener-
ally agreed that the final regulations were workable anid could
be implemented. .

MAJOk PEOVISIONS OF THUE RLGULATIONS

EPA felt that, becauce of the enorrous size of the con-
struction grant program, irrequlariticc could exist. EPA be-
lieved that regulations were necessary to minimize the poten-
tial for misuse and incure the prudent odministretion of Fede-
ral funds. 8Seven maior provisinns contained in the regulations
are desiqned to protect the propriety of the construction grant
program.

-~-Contract_types: The regulations prohibit the use of
cost-plus-percentage-of-cost and percentage-of-
construclion-cost contracts for architect-engineer ser-
vices. Wwe have consistently bhelicved that cost-plus-
percentage-of-cost contracts chouvld bhe avoided because
they give contractors positive incentives to inflate
contract costs to increase their profits. Fixed-price,
cost-reimbursement, and per diem agreements are per-
mitted by the new regulations.
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--Public notice: Grantees with populations over 25,000
are requircd to make public announcements recucsting
architect-engineer gqualifications or to use a preauel-
ified listing for all contracts over $25,00v., The puk-
lic notice requirement is to insure that grantces hasve
an opportunity to consider the cuglifications of all
architect~engincers interested in providing vreofeszion-
al services under the construction grant oroarem. This
requirement is not applicable to enaineering cervices
for facility desiqgn or facility construction if the
grantece wants to continue usina the enoincer engacea

for initial focility plenning.

--Selection process: At least three technicel proposals
for architect-engineer cervices are to be recuested.
Mendatory selection criteria are provided for evaluating
the three finalists. A selection panel is to be estob-
lished and will contain technical expertise to the extent
practicable. Thic process is applicable tc arentees with
populations over 25,000. In determining the ultimate
awerdee (rom among the finalists the grantee must con-
guct neqotietions either in accordance with the pro-

isions of Public Low 92-582 (40 t.5.C. 541-544), com-
monly known es the bGrooks Bill, or State and local pro-~
cedures., In any cvent price competition is not re-
auired.

--Cost review: Architect-engineers must complete a cost
review form--which identif{ies the separate elements of
cost and profit~-and certify that costg are current and
accuiate for all jobs over $510,00G. The cost review
form is to essist grantees in their review and evalu-
etion of centract proposals submitted by architect-
engineers.

--Review by EPA: EPA project officere will review the
architect-engineer sclection process and the cost re-
view forms for procedural compliance on all contracte
over 5100,006.

--Change orders for construction contracts: For change
orders in excecs of $100,000 the construction contrac-
tor muct provide cost and pricing dats to enable the
grantee to determine the necessity and reasonableneses
of coste. lhe contractor must certify that these coste
are current andg accurate. In aaaitien, the change or-
der inust be submitted to Lehd for reviow.

~-—-Progress payments to contrectors: Payments are pro-
vided for work-in-place, materials or eanipmirt delivered
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or stockpiled, and for specificolly menufactured
egquipment as work progresses. The revision is intended
to reduce interest charges for cogpitei, which were pre-
viously incurred by contractors and cuprliers end werce
pasced along to grantees and EPA in higher contract
prices.

RLSFONSE_TO THE GUESTICNS

The following sections contuin the infourmetion aeveloreo
in response to the seven questions raised in Contressmen
Abdnor's November 3, 1975, letter.

1. What Is the estimate vl loss due to inadecuate record-
keeping of EFA-assisted projects by municipelities?

The importance of good re<uitkeening practices is emphe-
sized in Federal Management Circulor (FMC) 74-7, iscued by the
Generael Services Administration’s (GSA'z) Cffice of rederal
tianaqgement Policy. The circular establishes standards for
grantee financial management systems and states that svch syr-
tems shall provide for accurate, current, and complete dizcle-
sure of the financial reculte of cach arant progrem. Grantre
financiol management cystems chall also provide {or recorde
which adegquately identity the source and oprlicaotion ¢f funde
and which :ontein information on arant awardr, suthorizations,
obligations, unobligated baloncers, ascets, lisbilities, out=-
lays, and income.

EPA regulations state that granteec must mointeir ade-
quate books and records in accordance with gencrally accefptec
accounting principles. Grantee records muct sufficiently re-
flect the amcunt of all funds reccived ond oicstributed ondg to-
tal project costs of whatever nature incurrca on the project.

On the basis of our current and prior review: of LPA's
wacte treatment construction qrant proaram, we a¢ not have
sufficient information to estimate the totel locs aue te in-
adequate recordkeeping in the pregram. LPA also hag not ecti-
mated such losses recsultina trom poor recordkeeping practices
by municipalities.

EPA's Cffice of Audit, however, hac identificd seversl
instances where grantee accounting systoems anc recoréc were
inadeguate and costs claimed by grantees were subrequently
considered ineligible fcr Federal reimbursement. For examrle,
a December 1975 EPA sudit report stated that o county sewer
authority’s accounting records neededa improvement becaucse eli~
gible and ineligible cnets had not been geparateo in the
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accounts. The report considered $2.6 million~~or e¢ocut 8
percent--o0f the 332.7 million claimea by the grantee o ineli-
gible project costs.

In eddition, & January 1376 LPA audit report ctated thaot
anotner county sanitary district needed improvemrents in itz
accountiing system. Under the existina rystem, accounting re-
cords were incomplete, supporting documentation was lackina,
and there was no separation of eligible and inrliaible
project costs in the accounts. Because cf thewe deflictenciec.
EPA auditors guestioned $988.000--or ahout 2% nercent--of the
$3.% million that had been claimed by the arantoe,

Inadeqguate recordkeeping on concstruction agrant projects
could also result in grantees not being roimbursed for eli-
gible project cocts. For example, $116,000 of the 588,000
discussed above was gquestioned hy the FPA auditors beceuse of
insufficient documentation. A portion of thesc costs could
be for items which otherwise would be eligible tor reimburce-
ment.

2. what is the estimete of loss due to “aelaclatina” on
LEPA-assisted projects?

EPA hsas not estimated the loss due to goldplating in the
waste trestment ccnstruction grant proqram nor ¢ we have in-
formation on the extent of goldpleting in the program. How—
ever, in cur report to the Congrecrs entitled "Fotentiel of
Value Analysic for Reducing Wascte Treatmont Plant Costs™ (REL-
75-367, May £, 1575), we pointed out that the cheer megnitude
of the ectimated billions of dollars needed to construct muni-
cipal waste treatment facilities called for coct coantrols to
insure that Federal funds were effectively used. We sta*tecu
that value analysis--a systeratic opproach to ierntifyina op-
portunities to reduce construction ancd orerating cost-- zhowed
potentisl for greatly reducinag waste treatment nlant costs
without cacrificing ecsential requirements. A value enalysis
study of a $4.1 million wacte treatment plant identified es-
timated potential initial capital cost zavings of $1.2 million
and operation, maintenance, and replacenent coct zavinos of
51.4 million projectea over the ectimated life of the plant.

Befure our review neither EFA, States, nor congfultina en-
gineers had systemetically reviewed design planc and specifi-
cations using value analysis to insure thet plants were de-
signed at lowest cost. EPA has recently incorrotated a menda-

tory value analysis program into its construction grant process.

(8]
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We are examining opportunities to reduce the cost of
constructing waste treatment facilities through improved man-
agement of the construction grant proaram. One area of con-
cern, for example. is the need for EPA to establich criteria
for the types of items which would be eligible for fundina,
such criteria would affect the eligibility of items which may
be considered goldplating.

3. what is the estimate of loss due to inadeouate
concultation, design, engineering, and construction of fe-
cilities that will be corrected through these regulations?

We have no estimate of the le¢ss resultina froa inadecuate
consultation, desiqn, engineering, or construction of waste
treatment facilities. lowever, 'our current review of oppor-
tunitiec to reduce the cost of constructing treatnent facili-
ties includes consideration of management controls exercicsed
over the plenning, designing, anu construction of such facili-
ties.

EPA has no estimate of the totsl loss due to inadecugte
consultation, design, or engineering in tie grant progrem, but
prior experience in the program indicates that errors can oc-
cur in the design and construction of treatment facilities and
costs could be incurred to correct the deficiencies.

For example, in a February 1975 report on an interim con-
struction grant audit, EPA's QOffice of Auvdit iaentiflied in-
stances ot inadequate engineer design and conctruction at a
waste treatment fecility. The report stated that basic deciqgn
error was the cause for leakage of sewvage effluent and algae
growth on the outside walls of trickling filters costing 51,7
million. The LFA report stated that effluent leskage wacs
caused by the consulting engineer's choice of interior wall-
sealing material ond engineering specificaticns which did rot
properly specify the method of wall surface preparation far the
sealer.

The report alco noted poor construction of the telercop-
ing weirs on a sludge lagoon. The weirs could not be raised
cr lowered oecausge the contractor dia not build them eccording
to specifications and the city may have to correct the problem
at their own expense. 1he report also stated that thc weirs
leaked effluent excessively because of possible inadequate
design and that if modifications to the weirs did not =olve the
leakage problem the consulting engineer should be recuirec to
redesiqn the weirs to correct the problem,

EPA ctated that the objective of the new architect~
engineer procurement regulations is t.» insure that & aqrantee
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obtains the best possible engineering design to avoid
situations such as those described ahove. The engineer who has
performed all of & town's curb-and-qutter work may not be best
gquelitied to design waste treatment facilities. EFA believes
that without the celection process specified in the requle-
tions, the grantee would not have the opportunity te uetermine
the gualifications of architect-engineers.

The new requletions also ecstablish the resconcibilities
of engincers for services previded in the desigr of waste
treatment facilities. An engineer is responcible for the pro-
fessional guality and technical accurecy of designs, arawings,
and specifications and is to correct any deficiencies in these
areas without additiconael compensation.

The new procurement regulations are intended to insure
that qualitied engineers arec gfelected to design treatment fa-
cilities and that engineers are held responsible for work per-
formea. Through thesc meacures the opportunities for decign
errors chounid be reduced and the losses resulting from cor-
recting such deficiencies should be minimized.

4. Section 35.936-20(c) stipulates that reasonable costs of
compliance with the procurement recguirementz of thece
requlations are allowabls costs of administration under
the arant. What is the estimote of grantee costs of com—
plian<ce under these requlations?

EPA con: igered grantee ability to comply with the pro-
curemert requirements contained in the proposed requlotions.
The firal regul.tions exempt grantecs with pepulations of
25,00C or less fronm the public announcement and selaction re-
quirements for obtaining architect~-wngineer services. These
exemptod grantees account for ohout 40 percent of the con-
struction grants awarded as of December 31, 1975. Therefore,
the majority oi grantees In the conctruction qgrant program
should have small increases in administrative costs resulting
from the implementation of oprlicable sections of the reavla-
tions. Wwe noted, for example, that in EPA region VII, which
includes Miscsouri, Kansas, lowa, and Mebraska, only 45, or a-
bout 4 percent, of the estimated 1,100 municipalities had pop-
ulations exceeding 25,C00, ana one State had only 3 munici-
palities above this level.

Grantees with populations exceeding 25,000 rec=2ived agbout
20 percent of construction grantc and about 70 percent of con-
struction funds awarded os of December 31, 1975, Meny larager
municipalities have formalized procurement systems and elready
use procedures cimilar to those required by tne rsauletions,
such as pubklic announcement, evaluation, and cost review
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provisions. These municipalities woula probenly exraorience
minimal, if ary, increased odminictrative coctr 28 o rocplt
of the new procurcment regulations.

Grenteas with popurlations exceeding 25,000 which de not
glready heve similar procurement procedures will be imclesent-
ing procurement provisions reguired by the requiations for th.-
first time. These grantees will probebly experinnce increoce-.
administrative costs bhut the amount cenpot he erstirated
without some octual experience in complying with rio reauvire-~
ments. EPA believes that the increased administrative cceor
to these grantees are justified to protect the fiscel inteoa-
rity of the constructtion agrant progrem and to avoia che ro-
tential for nisuse of Federal funds.

5. low long #ill it take for grantees to rnrocers arant ar-
plicctioas under the new regulations? How lorg docs it
currently take?

The average time frames from development of arent arpli-
cation to completion of construction grant ster~ or«:  ~tos
I--preparing focility plans~-6-12 months; cstep II--rrerarina
construction drawings and specificeticnz--6-12 nonths; ana
step I1I-~-constructing the facility--2-4 yearc. ‘lhe actuel
time {rames depend, to a large extent, on the cize ond con-
plexity of individvel waste treatrent facilities. ¢onculting
enginecr feivices are a major part of the focility ~lanning
end aecian cteps, and the new procurenent recuirepents woula
affect these two steps of the construction arunt pro ecc.

EFA belicves thet delays in the construction arent |, ugrer
weuld Le experienced only by arantees which are not already
using formelized nrocurement systems cimilar te thooo requiren
by the new regulations.,

we noteu that two Lypes of delays mey resvlt from the
new procurerenr requlations: trarsition delays, which may in-
itiolly slow grurt developrent as a result of incerporating
the new recuiremints into the construction grant process, and
implementation uelovs, which may lengthen the crant dovelor-
ment procers baccuse of increased grant:e time to cctually
implerent the new requirementcs.,

Iransition deleys

Seme delay may wccur in the grant progrer becaute aren-
tees must become familiar with the new recuirerents ana nust
tncorporate ther into the qrant develorment trocoss,  Stete
officials and consultinc enaineer representetives believed
that the new requlations mey slow the qront aprrovel precess
tor 3 to 4 months before the requletione are fully understcod

<}
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by grantees and arant applications are developed in accordance
with proceaures outlined in the regulations. Durina this
transition pericd, a State official estimated the number of
grant apolications processed by EPFA could drop to ebout 20 per-
cent below nort.el nonthly levels.

EPA officials, however, believe transition delayes will
probably be minimal. They point out that numerouvs aroups--
including State, engineering, o¢nda municipel associations~-
particinated in the development of the firal requlations and
had the cprortunity to aisseminete information about the new
requirements to their constituents. In addition, the recula-
ticns wore gublished in the Federal Register on December 17,
1975, but mcst provisions aid not becore effective urntil Mserch
1, 1976, thereby aiving affected parties aceguate timz to o~
as’pt the new nrocedures, LFA also perticipated in wcrkcshopsz
eround the country thet discuscsed and clarified the new requ-
ictions. LPA felt that thece combined efforts woula help to
avoid transition adelaye.

We noted that State ana national proferssicnel croaniza-
tione were taking steps to minimize the effect of the new reg-
uletions. For examrle, tho California State Woter Fecources
Con:rol boerd prernared explanotory guidelines for uce by muni-
cipalirier in underztending and irnlementing the procurerent
regulations. In eddition, the Hetionol League of Cities,
National Associetion of Countics, and Trnternaticnal City jran-
agement Associaticn, in cooperation with FPA, are to hold so-
ven seminars throughout the country beainning in May 1976, at
which implementation of the reguletione i to Le diccuccsed.

Irplementation delays

EPA, States, and consultinpag engineers aencerclly careed
that additional time would he required for arantees to imple-
ment the new procurement reculetions. ‘there are atfferine
opinions, however, concetnina which stear of the gqrent process
will be affected and the amount of additional time required to
implement the new reauirements,

EPA stated that only the facility plonning rhase will re-
guirc aduitional processinag time, with 1 month af the ecti-
rated acaitticnal time needea. [FA helieves thet there will be
no acuitional time necescary for the fecility aesign or fecil-
ity construction phases primarily because the majority of
orentecs thet seiect en enaincer for the initial tacility
planning process will nrobebly vse the come cenqgincer for fa-
cility decign and constructicn. 1In audition, the new regula-
tgons provide thet--for grentecs that currently bheve a plan-
ning or acsign drant--the onboerd engineer can to vsad for
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subsequent enaineering work, even thouah the new prucurement
procedures were not used to select the existing cnaincer, if
*he grantee ts satisfied with hic work.,

State, local, arc consulting enaineer ofitciels, howover,
believe that the new procurerent procedvres will affect both
the planning and desian phases and will reovire additicneal
tiwe beyond the 1 month estimated py FPA. Thev estinete
that & rermenent lengthening of the construction arent preocer.
would occur and thet up to 3 additinonal month: wouldg be ro-
cuired for the plaaning rhase eng up to 2 monthc for the co-
cign phace to cemplv with the new rnguirementc.

LPA officials believe that the Lenetits gainea from the
itplementation of the new procurement requlations will ort-
weight any dgelays which may be incurred. ve believe thet the
new requlations may lenathen the planning and design prharas
ot the construction grant progrem; however, it iz cifficult--
without actuel experience-~to estimete the true effcet the
requletions will have on the constructicn arent rrocess,

6. what will be the increese in staff and budaet to eumiri-
ster the requlations within LPA?

LPA previously received copies of agreewents entered into
by grentees and architect-engincers as part of the gront aon-
nlicetion process. The new procurement reaulotione provige
for minimal additional CFPA review during the constructior
grent process., An EPA project officer is to review ell con-
tracte for enaincering cservices ecver 5106,0006, to choeck aran-
tee complience with procedurel requirements of the nrocure-
ment regulutions. EPA stated thaet it is not irtenacd for the
project oificer to “"second auess” arantec actions or veto the
¢qrantee's choice of an enginee~.

LPA ectimates that an edditional one~half to on¢ man-year
for each of the 10 reaicnel officee will be recuirea to odmin-
ister the new procurement requlations. However, accitional
staff'ing had not been recuecsted by EFA to adminicter the new
regulations. 1In fiscal year 1976 the construction arant pro-
agram received en additicnal 306 pocitions, and LEA bhelievers
this auded steffina caen ghsorb the increased aominictrative
workload resulting froms the new procurement requlations.

7. Wwere the development of these reaulations workco out in
concultetion with the Gitice of Fednral Procurement
policy within the Oifice of Manegement and Budnet?

EPA coordinated the develorment of the new procurement
regulations with the Cffice of Fcderal Procurement relicy
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(CFPF) in the Office of Manaqgement and Budget (CMB) and with
GSA. Initially, EPA discussced the provosed reaulations with
GSA Lecaeuse it wasg responsible for coordlnatine Federal agen-
cy procurement requlations with GS5A'2 bederal “anagement Cir=
cular 74-7, attachment O, which ertabliches grantee procure-~
ment standards. 1n June 1975 OFPE became operationgl ond both
GEA and CMLEB became involved in reviewing LEA' s rroj.ogcd regu-
lations, :

Cifterences cxirted amona LPA, GSA, and OMB concerning
the recuirements contained in LPA'c proroacd reauletions.
GEA and CMB stated that the procurement provicions contained
in FEA's regulations revuired arantee action: which went be-
yond the stendarde estahlished by attachoent G, I'PA belicwved,
however, that sttachment € containea baric rtandardn for aren-
tee procurement while Lhe FUA procurement rogulations sorely
tplemented the standards andg were neceositatea by circumctan=
ces existing in the construction grant program.

Gn Lecember 9, 1975, G3A gave FEA cuthority to pubilich
the reqguletions a¢ a temporary deviation from ettachment C.
Authorization was given primarily becosuvre (1) attachoment €
was unaer review for jpostinle revision by on interaqency study
aroup ana CSA and Ohi. believed exporience gained by I'PA unaer
the new requlations could bLe ureful Lo the otudy aroup ang
{2} GbBA recognized the extensive work and ceordinotion by EFA
and atfected partics in drafting the propeced reqelat jone,
wWhen the interaqency study aroup teport fo vompleted LRA is
either to contform t1ts requlations with attachient G oar to re=~
quest @ permancnt devietion il ahy remtining gifdoerences were
nececsitated by speciel crrcometances exitting in the con-
struction grant jrodutam,
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