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FOREWORD

State and local governments are expressing a growing
concern over their operations' efficiency and economy, due
primarily to the recent fiscal crises experienced by many
local governments and the resulting need to conserve funds
and increase productivity. An effective, efficient pro-
curement program is one way State and local governments can
stretch their own funds as well as Federal grant dollars.

GAQ is studying State and local purchasing for two
reasons: (1) to increase knowledge of what purchasing prac-
tices are being used and which are most effective and ef-
ficient and (2) to evaluate the effect of Federal grantor
agency procurement requirements on the local purchasing
function. OQur goal is to encourage the development of
more efficient purchasing pregrams among the State and local
governments.

This report, one phase of our overall program, presents
the results of a questionnaire sent to 949 city governments.
Its purpose is to provide an overview of city procurement
practices and problems experienced in spending Federal grant
funds. To some extent, we suggest more efficient alterna-
tives to some common practices, but the primary purpose of
this report is to provide information on the procurement
processes in use.

With the increased reliance of State and local govern-
ments on Federal grant funds, the efficiency with which
the State and local governments purchase goods and services
has become a material issue to the Federal Government. We
plan to follow up this report with an evaluation of the
procurement practices of several U.S. cities. From this
effort we anticipate being able to draw conclusions and
recomméendations beneficial to the State and local govern-
ments as well as the Federal Government.

M\(;Z/«JL i/

R.W. Gutmann

Director

Procurement and Systems
Acquisition Division
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HIGHLIGHTS

Responses from 763 cities to the guestionnaire on local
government procurement practices indicated several areas
where procurement improvements could be effected. Major
observations brought out in the questionnaire follow:

Relationship of the Central Purchasing Activity
to Individual Departments and Agencles (Chapter 2)

-=-The role of the central purchasing activity's in-
volvement in the procurement functicn needs to
be strengthened.

--Contract administration, rather than being centra-
lized, is generally left to the individual city
departments.

--Opportunities exist for consolidating the purchases
of similar items, to save on administrative costs
and obtain volume discounts.

—-Public schools generally have separate purchasing
departments and thus do not benefit from consol-
idating purchases with city operations.

Managing Property Purchased Under
Federal Grant Programs (Chapter 3)

--Surplus/excess property is generally not transferred
from one Federal grant program to another.

Participation in Cooperative Procurement
Activities (Chapter 4) ) -

--Cities freguently do not participate in cooperative
procurement activities with nearby governmental
entities.

Using Federal Supply Sources (Chapter 5)

—--Cities expressed little interest in being permitted
to purchase through Federal supply sources.
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-~-Most cities felt'pricing information from GSA would
benefit their purchasing activities.

Problems Relating to Federal Grants
{Chapter 6)

~-Federal grantor agencies generally require more
information than is deemed necessary on proposed
procurements with Federal funds.

--Federal grantor agency information recuirements
vary from substantial to moderate.

~-Federal grantor agency reporting requirements are
more than considered necessary. '

--Federal procurement guidelines are of littie
assistance to many cities in resolving procurement
problems, )

--Assistance provided by grantor agencies has
generally been helpful to a small or moderate
extent.

—-The responding cities heavily favor standardizing
grant procurement regquirements.

The results illustrated in this report represent the
respondents' perceptions. GAO made no attempt to verify
the information's accuracy.

Currently, GAO is engaged in reviews which will shed
more light on all the areas touched upon in this report.
This work will enable us to draw conclusions and make
recommendations beneficial to Federal, State, and local
governments.

ii



- CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Federal grants to State and local governments totaled
about $58 billion in fiscal year 1976, representing 15 per-
- cent of the Federal budget and a 355-percent increase in
grants in the past 10 years. Also it accounts for about
23 percent of State and local spending which increased by
112 percent in the 7 years following 1967. State and local
governments now account for more than 80 percent of the total
Government purchases of goods and services for nondefense
purposes. The large amount of grants to State and local
governments combined with their increased purchasing helps
explain the recent widespread interest in improving the
State and local purchasing function.

The current fiscal crises being experienced by many
State and local governments are ancther reason for the
interest in the purchasing function. These crises have
increased the emphasis by State and local governments on
conserving funds and improving productivity. The emphasis
on productivity is important when viewed in the light that
the cost of local government purchases has increased 152
percent, as compared to only an 83-percent increase in
consumer prices during a 1l0-year period ending in 1974.

An effective and efficient procurement program is one
way in which governments can stretch their dollars as
well as increase productivity.

As a result of this widespread interest, GAO has con-
ducted a survey of local government purchasing by mailing
guestionnaires to 949 city governments. Questionnaires
were sent out to all U.S. cities with reported populations
greater than 25,000. (A detailed profile of respondents
is contained in Appendix I.) Survey results were obtained
during 1976, The qguestionnaire has provided much infor-
mation concerning how cities operate their procurement
function as well as insights into some of the problems
the cities experience under Federal grant programs. A
copy of the guestionnaire, with a sSummation of responses
typed in, can be found in Appendix II.

In March 1975, State and Local Government Purchasing,
the first comprehensive research effort on State and local
procurement, was published by.the Council of State Govern-
ments. The study was funded by a grant from the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration and was done cooperatively
by the National Association of State Purchasing Officials
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and Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co. It developed some of the
general procurement principles used as guidelines in this
report to compare and contrast city procurement practices.

The Council of State Governments' study emphasized
the necessity for centralization, openness, impartiality,
and professionalism in governmental purchasing. It states
that "the centralization of purchasing authority is also
the centralization of responsibility and accountability."
When the authority and responsibility for purchasing rests
with numerous individual departments, control and account-
ability are lost, and the special interests of individual
departments and programs, rather than the governmental
entity, become paramount.



CHAPTER 2

RELATIONSHIP OF CENTRAL PURCHASING ACTIVITY
TO INDIVIDUAL DEPARTMENTS

-Although centralizing procurement authority is basic to
an efficient purchasing system, it is not necessary or even
desirable that the central purchasing agency perform all
procurement functions. Procurement authority should be
delegated to the using agencies when efficiency would be
improved by doing so. The responsibility of the delegated
authority must remain with the central purchasing unit,

Other points made in State and Local Government
Purchasing will be presented throughout this report as they
relate to the results of the questionnaire survey.

THE PROCUREMENT AND SUPPLY
FUNCTIONS

The central purchasing office is responsible for ob-
taining goods and services promptly and economically. It
must develop a managerial approach to the procurement
function which includes planning and control. It is the
focal point for collecting information such as forecasted
costs, market conditions, product availability, vendor and
product performance, and historical usage data.

As a result of its management approach to procurement
and its expertise in the procurement function, the central
purchasing office is in the best position to control all
aspects of purchasing and perform many of the functions.

we asked the respondents of our questionnaire: who
is responsible for performing various procurement functions.
The results show that frequently the purchasing department
is not given responsibility for major aspects of pro-
curement. ' ’
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PROPERTY MANAGEMENT
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We also asked, who performs the functions listed below

when grant funds are involved.

Chief Purchasing Finance Individual Othe

Executive Agency Department Department

Officer
Evaluating bids 14.3% 37.5% 4.4% - 33.0% 10.
Negotiating contract 27.3% 25.7% 4.1% 31.4% 11,
Awarding contract 33.3% 19.5% 2.4% 8.5% 36.
aAdministering contract 13.5% 11.2% 9.9% 59.5% 5

Central Purchasing/User Agency Relations

Good rapport between using agencies and the central
purchasing office is essential., The purchasing office's
ability to plan and schedule purchases to get the most
economical prices depends on user agencies cooperating in
estimating their requirements. Also, to plan effectively,
the agencies must be aware of some of the purchasing
office's restrictions, such as product unavailability or
long-lead times. Purchasing needs feedback, from the using
agencies, on vendor and product performance to help it
eliminate undesirable products and vendors. In some areas,
such as writing specifications, the expertise of both pur-
chasing and the user agency is required. 1In these cases,
clear communication and amiable relations are necessary to
accomplish the desired objective.

We attempted to determine how well using agencies
were cooperating with the purchasing office by asking the
following question: How much of each of the following
do city departments provide to the purchasing office?

More than About Less than
required right required
(Percent)

A detailed description of needs 9 69 22
Sufficient time to follow

procurement procedures 9 55 36
Latitude on procurement methods .14 70 16
Latitude on type of contract 12 75 14
Latitude on contract terms 12 74 14

r

8%
5%

3%

9%



Professional Services and Construction
Projects

Contracting procedures for professional services and
construction are unique, complex, and sometimes contro-
versial. To learn what responsibility the central purchasing
office has in these two areas, we asked: who is primarily
responsible for contracting for professional services and
construction projects.
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Written Policy

A centralized procurement system should have complete
and comprehensive written guidelines and policies to assure
uniformity and control. The purchasing office should set
forth its goals and the accompanying responsibilities and
duties., Authority delegated to using agencies should be
clearly defined along with the policies and procedures to
be followed by the agencies when executing the delegated
authority.



We polled the respondent cities to see how well the
procurement activities listed below were provided for in
written policies.

PERCENT OF CITIES RESPONDING
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Supply Function

A centrally managed supply system is essential for an
efficient procurement system. Generally, the same advantages
of a centralized procurement system apply to the supply
system. Perhaps even more, because freguently greater
opportunities exist for savings through bulk purchasing of
supplies. We asked the cities how individual departments
typically obtain the supplies they need for engoing opera-
tions. The results indicated about 30 percent of the cities
place the responsibility for purchasing supplies on the
individual departments.
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CENTRALIZED 17%

PARTIALLY CENTRALIZED
42%
(DEPARTMENTS PURCHASE SOME 2°

OF THEIR OWN SUPPLIES,)

DECENTRALIZED 30%

11% OTHER

Inspection and Testing

The purchasing office should maintain a centrally
administered inspection and teésting program because the
receiving agencies do not always inspect goods received to
assure conformity to specifications. Many using agencies
seem to simply assume what is received is what was ordered.

Obviously, the purchasing office cannot supply personnel
to inspect all supplies and equipment received by a city;
therefore, it must establish procedures, techniques, and
standards to be applied by the user agency personnel re-
ceiving the supplies or equipment. Purchasing personnel
should be responsible for monitoring the program to see
that the established procedures are being carried out.

We gave the cities five possible responses to the
guestion, "What quality control measures are employed for



eqgquipment ana supplies your city purchases?" and asked them
to check all that apply. The results showed a lack of control
over inspection and testing procedures.

Number of cities

responding Response
55 Centrally controlled inspection and
testing system
112 Uniform criteria, no central control
534 Reguesting department is solely
responsible
141 Reputation of supplier is relied upon

Consolidation

Given an effective information system, the procurement
office can identify agencies' needed items and expected
amounts for the future. Estimated requirements of the same
or similar items can then be consolidated and purchased in
guantity to obtain volume discounts. Contracting for future
reguirements benefits both the buyer and seller by allowing
better planning and reduced administrative expense.

Since some items to be purchased for grant programs—-—
for example, typewriters and furniture--are items which
the city freauently purchases for normal operations, we
asked the respondents how often they consolidate grant and
city procurement reguirements.

10
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Schools

Public school systems historically have a high degree
of autonomy. This is probably due to the idea that our

~children's education is a unigue function and better left

in the hands of professional educators. Schools, however,
spend large amounts of money on procuring supplies,
equipment, and services. It seems they might benefit from
the purchasing office’s expertise.

Of the cities responding, 79 percent said the public
school system has a purchasing department separate from the
cities.

11



To get further information on how autonomous the schools
are, we asked how often schools purchase goods and services
from contracts or purchase orders awarded by the city.

The response was as follows:

PERCENT OF CITIES RESPONDING

0] 20 40 60 80 1t
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AS OFTEN i,
AS NOT
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RARELY OR
NEVER 85.4

Audit Coverage

Evaluating procedures and controls is important for any
governmental function and is particularly critical to the
procurement function since large amounts of public funds are
involved. ©Not only is there concern with effectiveness and
efficiency of public fund expenditure, but there must be )

12
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safeqguards against improper actions by the personnel involved
in the procurement process.

As an indication of the control over procurement pro-
cedures, we asked gquestions concerning audit coverage.

How freguently are the following examined by internal
review groups?
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We also asked how often external auditors review
procurement procedures as they relate to Federal grants.
Three hundred and twenty-nine respondents said, "frequently."
Two hundred and eighty-two said, "infrequently."

14



© CHAPTER 3

PROPERTY MANAGEMENT

The purchasing office should have ultimate responsibility
over property management which includes the inventory program -
and the surplus property program.

. Property management affects the purchasing function
directly. The most efficient procurement method is the re-
assignment .of property from an area where it is surplus to
an area where it is needed. The purchasing office must be
able to make a prompt identification of surplus property.

M 1

Federal Management Circular 74-7, Attachment N, provides
standards for grantor agencies managing property purchased
with Federal grant funds. Generally, it indicates that such
property is to be used in other grant programs when it be-
comes surplus to the program for which it was purchased. For
the cities to properly manage grant property, they must have
an efficient inventory and surplus property program.

Maintaining Property Records

We asked the guestion, "Where are property records for
nonexpendable personal property maintained?"

Percent Number

31 193 In each department where items or equip-
ment is being used
63 385 In a centralized department where such
records are maintained for all city
departments
6 - 38 Other

Accountability Over Property.

We asked to what extent can nonexpendable personal
property purchased with Federal grant funds be traced back
to the beginning of the program.

Percent Number _
10 67 Very little, if any, can be easily identified
36 240 Most or all can be, but reguires consider-—
able reconstruction of individual pur-
chase orders
52 348 Most, if not all, can be easily identified
2 17 Other

15
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Inventory Practices

We asked how frequently personal property is inventoried.

PERCENT OF CITIES RESPONDING
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Slightly more than half the cities inventory personal
property annually. However, inventory management is a

-purchasing department function in only about 25 percent of
the cities.

L

Surplus Propert§

We asked cities to indicate all methods they used to

16



screen surplus property before purchasing equipment for
Federal programs.

Nunber
379 Cities screen all surplus city property
102 Cities screen surplus property in major departments
106 Cities screen only property in one department

We asked how often surplus property has been transferred
from one Federal program to another.

Percent Number

72 398 Cities responded, "rarely or never."

21 113 Cities said, "occasionally."

1 8 Cities said, "as often as not."

5 25 Cities said, "frequently."”

1 8 Cities said, "always," or "almost always."

17



CHAPTER 4

COOPERATIVE PROCUREMENT

Cooperative procurement is an arrangement by which two
or more governmental entities buy under the same contract.
The primary purpose of purchasing cooperatively is to
combine requirements and reduce costs through volume dis-
counts. Other po-nsible advantages are reducing duplication
of work and enhancing intergovernmental relations.

Of the 763 cities in our survey, 385 cities (51 percent)
indicated they participated in cooperative procurement
activities in fiscal year 1975. Cooperative purchasing with
the States was the most common activity. The following table
shows whom the cities entered into cooperative procurements
with and the number of cities involved in each type of
cooperative activity.

Number of Cities

8 or mcre
Cooperative procurement 1 or 2 cooverative 3 to 7 cooperative cooperative

with procurements procurements procurements Total
Other Cities/Towns 82 T 45 28 155
Counties 90 41 51 182
Reqions 24 6 5 35
State 81 58 89 228

Cooperative procurement arrangements were used primarily
to purchase equipment and supplies. The following table
shows what is typically purchased or constructed when cities
participate in cooperative procurements.

Type of Items Purchased or Constructed by Cities
in Cooperative Procurements

Type of Item Number of Cities
Equipment (computers, vehicles, desks, 319
typewriters, etc.)
Supplies 318
Construction projects (regional waste and 130

water treatment plants, transportation
systems, roads and highways, etc.)

Professional services (e.g., consultants, 77
architects/engineering, etc.)

pPurchase of land and facilities 38

Other 62

18



CHAPTER 5

USING FEDERAL SUPPLY SOURCES

Federal Supply Sources

It has been suggested that cities be granted access to
Federal supply sources. Possible benefits include cost
savings from consolidated purchases, shorter procurement
time, and higher quality goods and services. The cities in
our survey expressed little interest in purchasing through
Federal supply sources. Their evaluation of the possible
benefits that could be obtained from purchasing from Federal
supply sources is presented in the following table.

Percent of Cities Responding

Little
or . Small  Moderate Large Substantial
none extent extent extent extent
Possible
benefits
Cost savings 14.3 20.4 29.6 19.2 16.5
Shorter pro-
curement
time 55.7 17.4 14.3 6.9 5.7

Less adminis-—
trative "red

tape" 64.7 9.2 12.4 6.1 7.7
Higher quality ’ -
goods 49.0 1%.1 21.9 6.2 3.7
Higher quality
services 53.2 20.2 18.2 . 5.3 3.2

Although the cities indicated little interest in pur-
chasing through Federal supply sources, 73 percent of the
cities said that obtaining pricing information on Federal
sources would benefit their procurement activities. Such
information could be used as a guide or as leverage in
.dealing with local contractors. The cities' responses
follow.

19



Little or no benefit
Somewhat of a small benefit
Generally beneficial
Somewhat of a large benefit
Large benefit

20

Cities

Number Percent
76 10.9
116 16.6
330 47.2
74 10.6
103 14.7
699 100.0
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CHAPTER 6

PROBLEMS RELATING TO FEDERAL GRANTS

When local governments purchase goods and services with-
Federal grant funds they are expected to follow the redguire-
ments and guidelines issued by the Federal agencies from
which they received the funds. This chapter will show the
results of the guestionnaire's section dealing with the pro-
blems local governments experience in complying with the pro-
curement reguirements of these Federal grantors.

Federal Procurement Standards

Attachment O of Federal Management Circular 74-7, en-
titled "Procurement Standards," provides guidelines for use
by grantor agencies in establishing procedures to be used by
State and local governments when purchasing with Federal
grant funds. A study group composed of representatives of
interested Federal agencies is working to revise Attachment
O and create a single set of procurement guidelines to satisfy
all Federal grantors and relieve the grantees' confusion over
varying and conflicting requirements.

Although the majority (86 percent) of the city procure-
ment officers said that they were generally aware of the Fed-
eral procurement guidelines and requirements that are to be
followed, only 48 percent of them were familiar with the
provisions of Attachment O. .

Attitudes on Federal Reguirements

In an attempt to discover and quantify problems experi-
enced by local governments in procuring with Federal grant
funds, we asked several dquestions regarding Federal guidelines
and requirements. The results are summarized below.

Obtaining initial Federal approval of procurement plans
and subsequent approval for changes is at least a moderate
problem for about 62 percent of the respondents. Following
are the results:

21



Obtaining initial Obtaining subseguent
Federal approval of Federal approval for
procurement plans changes in procure-

) ment plans

Cities Cities
NumbeT Percent  Number Percent
Little or no problem 159 23.6 135 20.3
Somewhat of a problem 89 13.3 120 18.0
Moderate problem 195 29.1 185 27.7
Somewhat of a major
problem 137 20.4 151 22.6
Major problem 81 13.6 76 11.4
71 1000 67 100.0

Complying with Federal grant procurement reguirements was
little or no problem, or, at the most, only a moderate problem
for most of the cities surveyed. About 22 percent of the
cities did indicate, however, that compliance with Federal pro-
curement requirements was a major or somewhat of a major
problem. The cities' responses follow:

Compliance with Federal grant
procurement reguirements

Cities
Number — © Percent
Little or no problem 219 32.6
Somewhat of a problem 127 18.9
Moderate problem 181 26.9
Somewhat of a major problem 106 15.8
Major problem 39 5.8
872 100.0

Complying with inventory regqulations for Federal property
was little or no problem for 40 percent of the respondents.
It was a more significant problem for remaining cities, but
a major problem for only 6 percent. The cities' responses
follow:

22



Cities

Number  Percent
Little or no problem 261 39.7
Somewhat of a problem 116 17.7
Moderate problem : 171 26.0
Somewhat of a major problem 68 10.4
Major problem _41 6.2
) 657 100.0

We also asked the cities how much of a problem they ex-
perienced cooperating and coordinating efforts with the State
government when they are involved in Federal grant programs,
The results follow:

Cities
Number Percent
Little or no problem 189 28.9
Somewhat of a problem 114 17.4
Moderate problem 158 24.1
Somewhat of a major problem 102 15.6
Major problem 92 _14.0
, 655 100.0

o e

We asked "What best describes how you feel about re-
porting, accounting, and auditing requirements for equipment
and construction financed with Federal grant funds?"

PERCENT OF CITIES RESPONDING

10 20 30 40 50 60 70
1 ! L] 1 | [}

MORE THAN

67
NECESSARY

ABOUT

RIGHT 31

LESS THAN
NECESSARY
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Comparing Federal and City Procurement Guidelines

Recognizing that some of the respondents' problems with
the Federal requirements might stem from differences between
the Federal reyuirements and local requirements, we attempted
to learn whethar those differences existed and whether the
Federal requirements consumed more of the respondents' time.
We asked the respondents, "To what degree do your own procure-
ment guidelines correspond to those for Federal grant
programs?"

PERCENT OF CITIES RESPONDING

0 10 20 30 40 50
LITTLE 9
MODERATELY 20
LARGELY 42
COMPLETELY ' 29

Also, "Does compliance with grant procurement reguirements
consume more or less time than normal city procurement pro-
cedures?"

PERCENT OF CITIES RESPONDING
50

40f= 33
30 L 29
20}=
10} )
SIGNIFICANTLY  SOMEWHAT  ABOUT THE SOMEWHAT
MORE MORE SAME LESS
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As shown in the first of the two tharts just above, 71
percent of those responding said that normal city procurement
policies corresponded to Federal grant requirements to a large
degree or more. Only 9 percent thought the correspondence
was small. Although most of the cities view their own pro-
curement policies as largely similar to the Federal grant re-
guirements, about the same number (70 percent) said that com-
pliance with Federal requirements consumed more time than
compliance with their own requirements. In fact, 45 percent
said their city procurement policies corresponded with Federal
grant programs requirements to a large degree, yet also
claimed that complying to Federal procurement reguirements
was more time consuming.

Since these results appeared to be contradictory, we
investigated further by making telephone calls to a random
sample. Although the city officials generally feit that
city and Federal procurement policies were very similar, of-
ten Federal requirements were more time consuming because
they imposed additional administrative requirements, such as
lengthier review to assure compliance with legal requirements,
and communication with the grantor agencies.

Clarity of Procurement Guidelines

Grant recipients are sometimes required to provide - in-
formation on proposed procurements to Federal agencies before
such procurements. They are expected to follow prescribed
procurement procedures intended to insure the most efficient-
expenditure of grant funds. To guide the grant reecipients
in purchasing equipment, supplies, and services with Federal
grant funds, the Federal agencies have developed instructions
and guidelines for procurement activities by grant recipients
for their respective grant programs. We asked the cities how
clear the procurement guidelines for the various Federal
grant programs are as to what is required when awarding con-
tracts for equipment, supplies, and services to be financed
with Federal grant funds. Nearly 70 percent of the 700
cities responding to this question indicated that the pro-
curement guidelines were clear compared to about 10 percent
who felt they were unclear. Their responses are shown below.
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Cities

Number Percent
Very clear 81 11.6
Generally clear : 406 58.0
About as clear as not 145 20.7
Generally unclear 53 7.6
Very unclear _15 2.1

700 100.0

Variance of Federal Procurement Guidelines

Many different grant programs are administered by the
various Federal departments and agencies. We asked respon-
dents whether procurement guidelines and requirements vary
from one program to another.

PERCENT OF CITIES RESPONDING

10 . 20 30 40 50
! | 1 | |

SMALL

EXTENT 33

MODERATE

EXTENT 43

LARGE
EXTENT
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The cities were asked to what extent does the type and
amount of information they are required to provide on proposed
procurements vary among Federal grant programs. The responses
to this question were mixed as shown in the following table.

Extent to which type and amount of
information required on proposed procurements
varies among Federal grant programs

Number Percent
.Varies to a substantial extent 68 . 10
Varies to a large extent 133 20
Varies to a moderate extent 268 39
Varies to a limited extent 136 20
Varies little or not at all _175 11
680 100.0
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Concern was expressed over the variances in Procurement
reguirements fronm one grant to the next. We asked respondents
 whether they would benefit from Standardizing Procurement
 Fequirements for all grant pPrograms.

LITTLE
BENEFIT
10%

17% MODERATELY
BENEFICIAL

73% VERY BENEFICIAL

Plaining why Standardization was pPopular. a majority of those
interviewed felt that grantor policies varieq in requirements
and emphasizegd specific requirements., Some grantor agencies
were felt to be stric €r in their interpretation of require-
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Information Required on Proposed Procurements

Grant recipients are usually required to submit
information on their procurement actions to the appropriate
Federal department or agency. The cities were asked how
often they are required to submit detailed procurement plans,
identifying, for example, what items will be purchased and
their prices, to Federal grantor agencies before the grant is
awarded. Only about 31 percent of the cities indicated they
were frequently or always required to submit such information
prior to grant approval. The cities' responses follow:

How frequent are detailed procurement
plans submitted to Federal agencies before grant approval

Number Percent
Almost always or always 142 20.3
Frequently . 73 10.4
As often as not 43 6.2
Occasionally 139 19.9
Rarely or never _302 _43.2
693 100.1

The cities were also asked how they felt about the amount
of information they were required to submit to Federal agen-
cies on proposed purchases of equipment, supplies, and/or
services that are to be financed with Federal grant funds.
About 64 percent of the 702 cities responding to this ques-
tion indicated that the information required on proposed pro-
curements was more than necessary, wnile only 1 percent felt
the information was less than necessary. Their responses
are shown below:

PERCENT OF CITIES RESPONDING
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Helpfulness of Federal Procurement Guidelines and
Federal Officials in Solving Procurement Problems

Since assistance in complying with and interpreting
Federal procurement guidelines is sometimes needed, we also
asked questions concerning the assistance available for re-
solving problems encountered by grant recipients., The city
administrators were asked to what extent the Federal pro-
curement guidelines nave been helpful in resolving or clearing
up questions on procurement requirements. Of the 683 cities
responding to this question, 13 percent felt they helped to
a large extent while approximately 41 percent indicated they
helped to a small extent or not at all. The city administra-
tors' responses follow.

PERCENT OF CITIES RESPONDING

10 20 30 40 50
i 1 !

SMALL
EXTENT 41

MODERATEH

EXTENT | 46

LARGE 1}

EXTENT § 13

The city grant administrators were asked to estimate the
number of Federal grant programs under which it was clear who
in the Federal departments or agencies should be contacted for
questions on procurement matters. The responses were mixed,
with approximately the same number of respondents saying that
it was clear who to contact for help on all or almost all pro-
grams as said it was clear on-only a few programs. The
cities' responses follow.
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PERCENT OF CITIES RESPONDING
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ALMOST MOST HALF SOME FEW OR
ALL NONE

With respect to the helpfulness of the assistance pro-
vided by Federal grant administrators in resolving questions,
we found that 29 percent of the respondents found such help
useful only to a small extent. Thirty-two percent found the
help useful to a moderate extent, and 39 percent found the
help useful to a large extent. The following graph shows
their responses to this question.

PERCENT OF CITIES RESPONDING
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Comparing the last three responses, we found that 54
percent of those who said the guidelines weren't very help-
ful also indicated that they seldom knew who to contact to
ask questions. Moreover, 40 percent of the respondents who
get little help from the guidelines said that the assistance
from the Federal grant administrator is helpful only to a
small extent. It dppears that many of those who need help
the most are not getting it,

Adequacy of Procurement Guidelines

The cities were asked how adequate the written procure-
ment guidelines of the various major Federal departments and
agencies are in interpreting program procurement requirements
and how they can best be accomplished. We recorded only the
responses of those cities that received Federal grants from
the Federal agencies they were being asked to rate. The table
below shows the 'number of cities that received grants from
each of the major Federal agencies and their evaluation of
that agency's procurement guidelines.

Number of
Cities That Adequacy of Procurement Guidelines

Federal Received Grants () Wot Much More Slightly More  Just Sslightly Less Much Less
Agency From Agency Response Aware Than Adequate Than Adeguate Right Than Adeguate Than Adeguate
(Number ) (Percent} ( Percent) (Percent} (Percent) (Percent) {Pecrcent)

Agriculture &0 17 34.9 4.7 11.6 32.5 9.3 7.0
Commerce 80 21 20.3 3.4 13.6 39.0 16.9 6.8
HEW 226 56 15.9 5.9 9.4 44.1 15.9 8.8
HUD 489 50 4.1 7.5 11.6 48.6 21.4 6.8
Interior 154 47 17.8 5.6 9.3 50.5 12.1 4.7
Justice 376 59 5.4 7.3 16.1 50.4 16.4 4.4
Labor 342 79 14.8 4.2 11.4 49.1 15.2 5.3
poT 281 59 11.3 8.1 13.5 40.5 18.0 8.6
Treasury 32 11 14.3 9.5 0.0 52.4 23.8 0.0
EPA 251 37 7.5 8.9 14.0 43.4 20.6 5.6

3 2.8 3 2 7 7.7

Other 123 84 10.

[

16. 7.
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Respondents' Comments

At the end of each of the two sections of the question-
naire, we asked for comments on major problems. A summary
of the responses, requiring some judgmental grouping on our
part, revealed the following results.

Number of Responses

148

136

102

99
38

30

30

Comments

‘There is too much paperwork and red tape.

The procurement requirements are time
consuming and expensive.

The procurement requirements vary among
agencies or grant programs--need to be
standardized.

Procurement requirements are too complex
--need simplification.

No problems.

Lack of competent sources of information
and decisionmaking.

Procurement requirements are too restric-
tive--inflexible.

Procurement requirements change fre-
quently.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS

The questionnaires were divided into two sections.
Section I was to be completed by the person(s) most familiar
with the administration of Federal grant programs; Section
II was to be completed by the person(s) most familiar with
the city's procurement policies and practices., However, in
some instances both Section I and Section II questionnaires
were completed by the same individual. We received 741 com-
pleted questionnaires for Section I and 723 completed ques-
tionnaires for Section II. A total of 763 cities responded
to at least one section of the questionnaire for a response
rate of 80.4 percent.

City Size

Although questionnaries were sent to all cities purported
to have a population of 25,000 or greater, the population
of the 763 cities responding to our survey actually ranged
in size from 10,400 to 3,500,000. Twenty-two percent of
the cities were identified as the chief city in an area with
suburbs, 30 percent as a city with few or no suburbs, and 42
percent as a suburb.

The population of the cities was used to classify the
cities as small, medium, and large. These designations evol-
ved from the table below and refer to cities with a population
of less than 50,000, between 50,000 and 100,000, and 100,000
and more, respectively. The large cities which represented
about 20 percent of the cities surveyed received about 73 per-
cent of the Federal grant funds awarded to the citdies surveyed
in fiscal year 1975. On the other hand, the small and medium
cities which represented about 80 percent of the cities sur-
veyed received about 27 percent of the Federal grant funds
awarded. The following table shows a breakdown of the cities
surveyed by the population category.

BREAKDOWN BY CITY SIZE OF GRANT FUNDS
AWARDED TO RESPONDING CITIES IN FY 1975

City Size .
(Population) Cities Federal Grants Received in FY 1975
Number Percent Number Percent Amount Percent
(1000)
SMALL (less than
50,000) 379 49,7 1339 18.2 $ 437,693 10.1
MEDIUM (50,000--
99,999) 235 30.8 2044 - 27.9 743,644 17.2
LARGE (100,000
and
greater) 149 19.5 3954 53.9 3,138,956 72.7
763 100.0 7337 100.0 $4,320,293 100.0




APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

Number and Value of Grants Awarded

During fiscal year 1975, 660 of the 763 cities responding
reported receiving 7,337 grants totaling $4.3 billion. The
average grant received by these cities was approximately
$589,000. Seventy-three percent of the cities received two or
more grants, Seven percent of the respondents did not receive
Federal grant funds in 1975 but answered the acuestionnaire
based on past experience. The following table shows the
number and amount of reported grants received in fiscal year
1975 by the cities in our survey.

It has been estimated that about 88% of the grants to
State and local governments go directly to the States. There-
fore, the respondents may not have included much of the Fed-
eral money they receive from the States. In addition, the
total grants-in-aid to State and local governments reported
in the U.S. Budget include direct payments, such as income
security and medicaid, and revenue sharing which would not
be considered grants by the cities. These factors appear to
account for the relatively low total grants' value of $4.3
billion reported by the respondents to the guestionnaire.

FEDERAL GRANTS RECEIVED
IN FISCAL YEAR 1975
BY CITIES SURVEYED

Range-Grants Cities Number of Grants Amount of Grants
Received by Cities Number Percent Number Percent Amount Percent
$(1,000)
No Grants Received 56 7.3 0 - 0 -
Number and Amount
Not Provided 47 6.2 Not Provided - Not Provided -
Number not Provided 190 1.3 Not Provided - 25,736 0.6
1 91 11.9 91 1.2 62,462 1.4
2 88 11.5 176 2.4 86,644 2.0
3 64 8.4 192 2.6 138,841 3.2
4 58 7.6 232 3.2 118,748 2.8
5 42 5.5 210 2.8 63,421 1.5
6~-10 139 18.2 1068 14.6 515,181 11.9
11-25 106 13.9 1693 23.1 917,719 21.2
26-50 42 5.5 1448 19.7 676,295 15.7
51-100 12 1.6 877 12.0 432,079 10.0
over 100 _8 1.1 1350 18.4 1,283,167 29.7
Totals 763 100.0 7337 100.0 °$ 4,320,293 100.0
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

Source of Federal Grant Funds

The largest amount of grant funds awarded to the cities
in our survey by a single Federal agency was from the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The total value
of the HUD grants was approximately $1.14 billion and involved
1,131 grants that went to 489 different cities. This repre-
sented about 26 percent of the grant funds reported as re-
ceived by the cities in our survey. The following table shows
the number and amount of the Federal grants received in fis-
cal year 1975 from each of the major Federal departments or
agencies as reported by the respondents to our questionnaire.

NUMBER AND AMOUNT OF GRANTS RECEIVED IN FY 1975 BY
CITIES SURVEYED

Federal Number of Cities Total Number of Total Amount of Average Grant
.Agency That Received Grants Grants by Agency Grants by Agency Per Agency
From Agency

Number Percent Amount Percent (1,000)
(1,000)

Agriculture 60 ) 103 1.4 $34,801 0.8 $ 338
Commerce 80 134 1.8 53,622 1.2 400
HEW 226 1462 19.9 810,684 18.8 555
HUD 489 1131 15.4 1,141,906 26.4 1010
Interior 154 281 3.8 43,788 1.0 156
Justice 376 1741 23.7 147,927 3.4 85
Labor 342 967 13.2 882,878 20.5 913
DOT 281 717 9.8 311,838 7.2 435
Treasury 32 43 0.6 128,893 3.0 2998
EPA 251 431 5.9 637,324 14.8 1479
Other 123 327 4.5 126,632 2.9 387

TOTAL 7337 100.0 $4,320,293 100.90

Average Grant Amount $589
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BREAKDOWN BY STATE OF FEDERAL GRANT FUNDS
RECEIVED BY CITIES SURVEYED
IN FISCAL YEAR 1975

Number of Cities Number of Cities Number of Grants Amount of Grant
Responding to Survey That Received CGrants Received by Cities Funds Received

' $(1,000)

1. Alabama 10 10 80 16,330
2. Alaska 1 1 16 7,119
3. Arizona 8 8 112 15,067
4., Arkansas 7 7 50 10,591
5. California 116 94 525 345,777
6. Colorado 12 10 107 51,208
7. Connecticut 26 . 23 251 69,605
8. Delaware 2 1 14 2,953
9. Florida 28 25 258 135,168
10. Georgia 12 12 131 108,504
11. Hawaii 1 1 16 23,800
12. 1Idaho 3 3 25 17,110
13. 1Illinois 47 37 114 112,284
14. 1Indiana 13 12 143 77,013
15. Iowa 12 12 103 48,440
16, Kansas 8 8 103 45,669
17. Kentucky 4 3 39 21,541
18. Louisiana 8 7 72 25,843
‘19, Maine 3 3 59 10,242
20. Maryland 6 5 20 2,375
21. Massachusetts 41 34 426 668,198
22. Michigan ’ 37 35 299 248,259
23. Minnesota 19 ! 14 219 140,898
24. Mississippl 4 3 22 14,839
25. Missouri 15 11 203 55,607
26. Montana 3 3 35 3,645
27. Nebraska 3 3 58 11,963
28. Nevada 2 2 12 12,951
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29. New Hampshire 3 3 21,573
30.. New Jersey 48 35 432 188,981
31. New Mexico 5 5 73 33,311
32. New York 24 21 134 105,711
33. North Carolina 13 12 105 45,657
34, North Dakota 0 0 0 0
35. Ohio 38 30 353 220,891
36. Oklahoma 9 9 69 30,736
37. OQregon 4 4 80 88,333
38. Pennsylvania 37 31 267 214,379
39. Rhode Island 8 8 196 40,120
40. South Carolina 6 6 67 12,330
41. South Dakota 6 5 50 14,799
42. Tennessee 9 7 107 49,523
43. Texas 45 43 514 265,247
44. Utah 4 4 28 11,864
45. Vermont © 1 1 21 1,269
46. Virginia 14 14 377 126,675
47. Washington 11 11 239 59,703
48. West Virginila 5 5 33 4,790
49, Wisconsin 19 17 105 82,089
50. Wyoming 2 1 12 6,101
51. District of
Columbia 1 1 504 393,212
Total 763 660 7,337 $4,320,293
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
SECTION I
MANAGEMENT ANP PROCUREMENT ACTIVITIES
UNDER FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAMS

INSTRUCTIONS

This questionnaire Is being sent to city snd city/county governments. The purpose of the questiommaire is
{1} to survey city procurement practices and policies, especially those used when purchasing or contracting for
equipment, supplies or services that are financed with Federal grant funds, and (2) to identify inconsistencies
or problems that might be encountered in complying with the procurement guidelines and requirements established
for the various Federal grant programs.

SECTION I is to be completed by the person(s) most familiar with the administration of Federal grant pro=-
grams--most likely the city's grant manager, grant liaision officer or city official(s) familiar with the
edministration of several different Federal programs at the city level.

Please answer the questions as they pertain to your city government., Read the questions carefully and
answer each one as frankly and completely as possible. Remember that the questionnaire is concerned with
Federal grant funds and, therefore, does mot apply to General Revenue Sharing Funds.

The pages of this questiomnaire have numbers printed beside or in the response boxes to assist our key=
punchers in coding your responses for computer analysis. Please disregard these numbers,

A. GENERAL 4. Under how many Federal programs from each of the
agencies listed below did your city receive grant

1. City ¢fficial completing this section of the funds from during fiscal year 1975 (July 1, 1974~
questionnaire. June 30, 1975) and what was the approximate total

value of the grant funds received from each agency?
Names

(Please include Federal grant funds that were
Position ov Title: received from or passed-through State agencies,
’ Do not include Federal Revenue Sharing funds.)

Business Address:

- Approximate
City: State: 2ip Code: Number of Value of
Federal Grant Funds
Telephone: Area Code: DEPARTMENT/AGENCY Proprams Received
1, Agriculture .
2. What is the approximate population of the area 2. Commerce
served by your city government? 3. Health, Education
N and Welfare
Approximate pepulation 4. Housing and Urban
Development
3. How would you classify your type of city? 5, Interior
(Check one,} 6, Justice -
7. labor
1 Zigz?ﬂetropolitan {chief city in area with many 8. Transportatiocn
suburbs) 9. Treasury
10, Environmental
2 /304 Suburb (those places which are incorporated Protection Agency
™™ &s cities, boroughs, towns, and villages 11. Other (please specity)
which are located directly outside a larger
--greater population--city or town)
3 1EET‘Chief city with few or no suburbs
4 _._4-3— Other (please specify)
. Please check this box 11357 if your city did not

teceive Federal grant funds during fiscal year
1975 and answer the remaining questions in this
section based on your city's prior experience
with Federal grant programs.

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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B, FEDERAL PROCUREMENT GUIDELINES AND REQUIREMENTS 9. Generally, how clear are procurement guidelines for
) the various Federal grant programs as to what is

5. 1In general, when purchasing with Federal grant required when putrchasing or awarding contracts for
funds, who performs the steps listed below? equipment, supplies and services that are to be
{Check one for each row.) financed with Federal grant funds? (Check one.)

1 @ Very clear

2 _/41)267 Generally clear

3 @ About as clear as unclear
4 E Generally unclear

5 57 Very unclear

1. Evaluating Bids gs 12311 27| 203] 67 10. How adequate are written procurement guidelines

T in interpretin rogram procurement requirements
2. Negotiating Contracts !iee|jse| 25| 191} 70 ’ £ prog P :

~ and how they can best be accomplished for the
3. Awarding Contracts 2124124 | 15| 54} 231

various Federal grant programs administered by
4. Administering Contracts| gs | 71} =2} 374] 37 the following Federal departments and/or agencies?

(Check one for each department/agency.)
6. Who is responsible for carrying out the procurement
policies and requirements for the Federal grant

programs in which your city participates? (Check ome.)

1 f24¥ Purchasing department

2 /ﬁﬁ City departments responsible for administering
Federal grant programs .

3 IE§ Other (please specify)

FEDERAL AGENCY/DEPARTMENT

1. Agriculture

7. In general, how often is your city required to 2. Commerce _

submit detailed procurement plans, identifying for 3. Health, Education and

example what items will be purchased and their WElfe.n'e

price to Federal grantor agencies before the grant e H°“5;“g ‘:“d Urban a1 143 127|245 55 |39

is awarded? {Check one.) Development

5, Interior 137 113 126 192 117

1" /30¥ Rarely or never (less than 15% of the time) 6. Justice (LEAA) 66 261 65[ 213631 30

_— 7. Labor 1161 22§ 50| 154 38 13
2 /I35 Occasionally (15% to 45% of the time) 8. Transportation w1241 59 [1A1 ] 5877 2e

9. Treasury 1621 4 176212 7
3 /43] as often as not (45% to 55% of the time) 10. Environmental Protection
Agency 821 27§68 (146 41| 36

& /737 E 1 857 i 11, Other (please specify)

{73/ Frequently (557 to 85% of the time) wls le b1 le |12
5 /142 Alpost always or always (more than 857 of

the time)

8, To what degree do your procurement policies for

normal city operations correspond to the procure- 11, In genzral, do you believe that compliance with

ment requirements for Federal grant programs? Federal procurement requirements {such as, receiv-

(Check one.) ing bids from 3, &4 or more firms, receiving approval

from Federal, State and/or regional government

1 /19/ Little or not at all agencies, etc,) consunes more or less time than
. compliance with your city's procurement regulations
2 /457 To a small degree and requirements? (Check one.)
3 14Y To a moderate degree 1 21¢/ Significantly more time
4 257 To a latge degree 2 f27¢/ Somewhat more time
5 A0F completely or almost completely 3 L0Y About the same

4 / 8/ Somewhat less time

5/17 Significantly less time

‘ .o - BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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12, Which statement best describes how you feel about

the amount of information your city is required to
submit to Federal agencies on proposed purchases
of equipment, supplies and/or services that are
to be fimanced with Federal grant funds?

(Check one,)

1 E Much more than necessary
2 @More than necessary

3 ‘&—47 Just right

4 E Less th;m necessary

5 {i/ Much less than necessary °*

To what extent, if at all, does the type and amount

APPENDIX II

16, Listed below are a number of activities or

procedures that are usually required when
purchasing equipment, supplies or services
under Federal grant programs. How much of a
problem, if any, are each of these activities
or procedures? (Check one for each activity.)

of information your city is required to provide on
proposed procurements vary among Federal grant
programs? {Check one.)

1 /68/ Varies to a substantial extent
2 A3¥ Varies to a large extent

—

3 P68 Yaries to a moderate extent

4 fi3g/ Varies to a limited extent

5 /35/ Varies little or not at all

14, To what extent do procurement guidelines received

for various Federal grant programs differ from
one program to another? (Check one.)

1 .(_7?.7 Little or not at all
2 _ég_d To a small extent
3 .@1'9" To a moderate extent
4 @ To a large extent

5 21/ To a very large extent

15, Which statement best describes how you feel about
the reporting, accounting and auditing requirements

for equipment purchases and construction projects
financed with Federal grant funds? (Check one.)

1 _/J__g7 Much more than necessary .
2 _/_3_—23’_ More than necessary

3 _é—_l_? Just right

4 E Less than necessary

5 /37 Much less than necessary

1.

plans

Obtaining initial Federal
approval of procurement 91

2,

plans

Obtaining subsequent
Federal approval for

changes in procurement 76 1153 18y 1201 139

3.

Complying with Federal
grant procurement

requirements 39 106] 181} 127] 219

4,

Complying with grant
stipulations for
keeping inventory
control over Federally
financed equipment

41 }68 171} 116 261

5

a

Cooperating and coordi-
nating efforts with
State government when 92 {102 158} 114! 189
they are involved in
Federal grant programs

40

7. Generally, to what extent have the Federal

procurement guidelines been helpful to you in
resolving or clearing up questions you might
have on procurement requirements? (Check one.)

1 457/ Little or not at all

2 {5¢/ To a small extent

3 812/ To a moderate extent

4 {77/ To a large extent

5411/ To a very large extent

18, On espproximately how many Federal grant programs

is it clear what officials at the different
Federal departments or agencies should be con-
tacted for gquestions on procurement matters under
the various Federal grant programs? (Check one.)

1 floy ALl or almost all programs

2 P37 Most programs

3 757/ About half of the programs

4 A8g/ Some programs

5 AQY Few or no programs

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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19. Generally, to what extent has the assistance or D, PROPERTY MANAGEMENT AND INVENTORY PRACTICES
consultation of Federal grant administrators
been helpful to you in resolving or clearing up 23. To what extent can nonexpendable personal property
questions on procurement guidelines and require- (e.g., equipment) purchased with Federal funds be
ments? (Check one.) identified or traced back to the inception of a

given Federal grant program? {(Check one.)
1 fg5/ Little ox not at all

1 /g7/ Very little, if any, can be easily identified

2 115/ To a small extent with the original grant program
3 f220 To a moderate extent 2 pag/ Most or all can be, but it requires recon-
structing individual purchase orders for each
4 /234 To a large extent grant
5 {38/ To a very large extent 3 548’ Most, if not all, can easily be identified
(e.g., inventory listings specify what items
20. Do you believe it would be beneficial to standard- were purchased with each Federal grant)
ize procurement requirements for all Federal granmt
programs? (Check one.) 4 A7/ Other (please specify)

1 f29/ Little or no benefit

2 f38/ To 2 small extent 24. Which of the following factors are recorded in
your city's property records for ncn-expendable
3 /117 To 2 moderate extent items or equipment purchased under Federal

— grants? (Check all that apply.)
4 J50) To a large exteat

1 Ko7 A description of the property

C. SURPLUS PROPERTY

2 oy Manufacturer's serial number or other

21. Prior to purchasing equipment for Federal programs identification number
how is surplus equipment screened to determine
whether surplus property could be substituted? 3 A57 Acquisition date and cost

(Check all that apply.)

— . 4 f38Y Source of funds for the property (i.e., city
1 Ao¢ Screen surplus property available in grantee or Federal funds)
department only
—_— 5 p02/ Location
2 {107 Screen surplus property available in major -
departments 6 gé? Use

3 E Screen all city surplus property 7 A51f Condition of property

& fio/ Other {please specify) . 8 £31/ Ultimate disposition including sale price

9 E None of the above, property records are
not maintained _—

22, How often has your city transferred Federal

surplus property from one Federal grant program 10 ﬂ)—j Other (please specify)

to another? ({Check one.}

1 J39¢ Little or not at all

2 Al—? Occasionally

25, Where are property records for nonexpendable

3 /8/ As often as not personal pruperty maintained? (Check one.)
4 ps [ Frequently 1 A9Y In each department where items or equipment

are being used
8/ Almost always or always

Wwna
|~

2 385 In a centralized department where such
§-f12¥ No basis to judge records are maintained for oll city departments

3 38/ Other (please specify)
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26, Approximately how frequen'}.ly is nonexpendable
personal property physically inventoried?
(Check one.)

1 A33/ Seldom or never
2 Aggf Once a year
3 fg [/ Every two years

4 [g1/ Other (please specify)

APPENDIX II

E. AUDIT

27, Approximately when was the most recent physical
inventory of your city's personmal property
completed? (Check one.)

1 A3Y wWithin the last year
2 14 Within the last two years
3 fanf Never

4 E;—/- Other (please specify)

28, How often do external auditors (e.g., from Federal
agencies or CPA firms) review your ptocurement
procedures as they relate to Federal grants?
(Check one.)

1 Aoz/ Rarely, if ever
2 Agy/ Sometimes
3 /63/ As often as not

4 fig¥ Frequently

5 A3¢ Always or almost always

29. Please describe In the space below what you believe are the most significant problems cities have in
complying with procurement guidelines and Tequirements under Federal grant programs and your suggestions
for resolving these problems? (Continue comments on back of this page if necessary.)

30, Please use the space below to add any comments you may wish to make on the questiomnaire or procurement
activities under Federal grant programs. (Continue comments on back of this page if necessary.}

A
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U, S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

SECTION

11

PROCUREMENT POLICIE

S _AND PRACTICES

INSTRUCTIONS

This questionnaire is being sent to
(1) to survey city procurement practices
equipment, supplies or services that are
or problems that might be encountered in
for the various Federal grant programs.

and policies, esp
financed with Fed
complying with th

SECTION II is to be completed by the person{s) most f
practices--most likely your city's chief procurement offic
pelicies and practices.for purchasing and awarding comntrac
professional services.

Please answer the questions as they.pertain to your ¢
answer each one as frankly and completely as possible.
Federal grant funds and, therefore, does not apply to Gene

The pages of this questionnaire have numbers printed
punchers in coding your responses for computer analysis,

city and city/county governments.

The purpose of the questionnaire is
ecially those used when purchasing or contracting for
eral grant funds, and (2) to identify inconsistencies
e procurement guidelines and requirements established

amiliar with your city's procurement policies and
er and/or city official(s) familiar with your city's
ts for equipment, construction projects and

ity govelnment. Read the questions carefully and

Remember that the questionnaire is concerned with

ral Revenue Sharing Funds.

beside or in the response boxes to assist our key=
Please disregard these numbers,

-y

A. GENERAL 5. To what degree do your city's written procurement
policies provide for the following activities?
1. City official completing this section of the (Check one box for each activity.)
questionnaire,
Name: o/ &
&/ S/ e
Position or Title: > bmc’ ¥ éq' D
NAYETETE
Business Address: NI RTINS
: YIS TETES
City: State: Zip Code: N RIAIETAS
l. Analyzing lease versus
Telephone: Area Code: purchase alternatives
when large expenditures [Jt75 | 178[ 119f 119f 95
2, Are all city departments required to comply with the are anticipated
same procurement practices and policies set up for 2, Including minority~-owned
normal city operations? and small businesses in |129 | 104 143 151 150
. . procurement efforts
1 kgd Yes 2 byl No 3. Formally advertising for
anticipated procurements {17 {31 55 1189 1401
3. Does the public school system in your city have a
separate purchasing department? (Check one.)
1 5S¢ Yes 2 _/_Z;_;/- No 3.&0—17 Don't know
4, How often do public schools in your city purchasc

goods and non-professional services from contracts
or purchase orders awarded by the city? (Check one.)

1@ Rarely or ncver (less than 15% of the time)
2@ Occasionally (15% to 45% of the Lime)
31__.77 As often as not (45% to 55% of the time)
QA-_O_/ Frequently (55% to 85% of the time)

5 2 / Always or almost always (more than 85% of the
time)
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B. EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

6. Below are listed several activities related to
the purchasing of equipment, goods and non-pro-
fessional services. Who is primarily responsible
for the conduct of these activities for ongoing
or normal city procurement functions? (Check
one box for each activity.)

ACQUISITION PROGRAMS
1. Sclicitation

2, Evaluation and award

3. Expediting

4, Contract Adrinistration

STANDARDS AND QUALITY
CONTROL PROGRAMS 37 | 186} 16 | 346] 19
5. Standards

6. Specifications 16 {180} 10 f 37123
7. Inspection 9 {88 {7 [s508]15
8. Testing 8 (7419 |527j20
PROPERTY MANAGEMENT

9, Inventory manazenent 29 {156} 197] 229} 24
10, bisposal 71 {299l 104} 135 33
11. Transfer ga 2420137014130

7. How do individual departments typically obtain the
supplies required for ongoing operations?(Check one.)

1 /207 Each department purchases and stocks most, if
not all, of its own supplies

2 [2BY Most, if not all, departments order cormon items
from a central storeroom and stock other items
themselves peculiar to the department’s needs

3 /127 Most, if not all, departments order supplies
from a centrally managed warehouse and distribu-

tion systenm

4 /zg Other (please specify)

8. When evaluating bids/proposals for the award of a
contract for the procurement of equipment how impor=
tant are each of the factors listed below? Place a
"1" in the box for the most important factor, a 2"
in the box for the 2nd most important factor, a "3
for 3rd most important factor, etc.

1 @ Low bidder

2 h1/ Past performance of the same or similar

equipment
«
——

3 /16 / Estimates of life time maintenance costs

4 Other (please specify)

11, How much of each of

APPENDIX II

9. What quality control measures are employed for

equipment and supplies your city purchases?
(Check all that apply.)

1 /534 Requesting department or individual is solely
responsible for assuring that purchase meets
contract specifications

2 A4) In the majority of cases, the reputation of the
supplier is relied upon with little or no
testing or inspection required

3 55/ Many, if not all, procurements are routed
through a centrally controlled and administered
inspection and testing program

4 1% Although not centrally controlled, uniform
criteria for testing and inspection are used

v
[
~|

Other (please specifv)

10. How often are contracts awarded to a firm because

it is the sole source {e.g., only firm capable of
providing required equipment or supplies that are
to be purchased)}? (Check one.)

1 A84/ Rarely or never 4 f2¢/ Frequently

2 ﬂ_-ﬁ/- Occasionally

5 /27 Always or
almost always

3 A3/ As oftem as not

the following do city
departments provide
to purchasing office
when they wish to
purchase goods and
services? (Check one
box for each row,)}

1. Detailed specifica~-

tions, financial
arrangements, and
quantitative require- {12 5C 45¢ {122 {24
ments for the pro=
posed procurement

2, Time to follow nox-

mal procurement

procedures 8 557F 36k [ 200 | 5,

3. Latitude to decide

the best procurement
methods (e.g., two-
step advertising,
competitive negoti-
ations, multiple
contract awards, etc.)

22 | 71]45¢ )77 |38

4, Latitude to decide

the best type of con- |, 54 bas0 |59
tract (e.g., fixed
price with incentives,
fixed price with
escalation clauses,
cost reimbursable *
with incentives, etc.)

30

5, Latitude to decide

the most favorable
contract terms 19 58 1486 |68 24
(e.g., delivery
dates, etc.)
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C. CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

APPENDIX II

D. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

12. Who is primarily responsible for contracting for
construction projects? (e.g., hospitals, munici-

pal buildings, etc.) {(Check one.)

1 A6¥ Executive Officer of the City

5 / Purchasing Agency/Department

»~

i

3

~

Individual Departments

4 a7

I~

Other (please specify)

13. How important is each of the factors listed
below when awarding contracts for construction
projects? Place a "1" in the box for the most
important factor, a “2" in the box for the 2nd
most important factor, a "3" for 3rd most

important factour, etc.
1 /582 Contractor's proposed price
2 /91/ Past performance of contractor

3 /3g/ Contractor's proposed schedule (e.g., comple-
tion date for project)

4!_2_17 Other {please specify)

¢

14, How does your city check whether or not contrac=
tors are meeting specifications for city projects?

(Check one.)

1 /—2251 City engineers are required to pericdically
check

2 /145 City inspectors are required to periodically
check

3 /g4 Outside engineering/inspecting services are
used

/ City officials requite contractors to submit

certified inspection reports

4——

5 /53/ Other (please specify)

15. How often are contracts for comnstruction projects
awarded to a firm because it is the sole source
(e.g., only firm capable of constructing the
required facilities that are to be contracted
for)? (Check one,)

1@ Rarely or never
2 [}_—47 Occasionally

3 E As often as not
4 _/}_.—/ Frequently

5/ 1/ Always or almost always

16, Who is primarily responsible for contracting for

professicnal services? (e.g., consultants,
architectjengineering services, etc,) {Check one.)
1 ﬁﬁ Executive Officer of the City
2 _[_3_17 Purchasing Agency/Department
3 _/_l__éj Individual Departments

4@ Other (please specify)

17, How important are each of the factors listed below

when awarding contracts for professional services?
Place a "1" in the box for the most important
factor, a "2" in the box for the 2nd most important
fac.or, a "3" for 3rd most important factor, ete,
7z L] ses -

1 274} Contractor's personnel qualifications

2 pay/ Contractor's past performance

3 66/ Conttactor's proposed charges

4 /18/ Other (please specify}

18. How often are contracts for professional services
awarded as a result of negotiatioms with two or

more firms? (Check one.)
1 E Rarely or never
2 _1’8__97 Occasionally
3 ‘@ As often as not
4 AA_J Frequently
5@ Always or almost always

19, How frequently are contracts for professional

services awarded to a firm because it is the
sole source {e.g., only firm capable of provid~
ing the required professional services)?
(Check one.)

1 As7 Rarel

>

y or never

~
o,
3 |

6) Occasionally

|

w
I~
)

22/ As often as not

|

£~
=
Ny

4 / Generally

5

5 |

v

Always or almost always
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E. COOPERATIVE PROCUREMENT ACTIVITIES

F. FEDERAL SUPPLY SOURCES

20. Approximately, how many times during fiscal years
1974 and 1975 did your city participate in joint
or cooperative procurement activities with govern-
mental bodies listed below? For exariple, police
cars being jointly purchased by your city and one
or more other cities under ome contract or purchase
order?

Number of Times

FY-1974 | FY=-1975

1. With other cities or towns

2. With counties

3. With regions

4. With states

w

. Other {please specify)

21. What is typically purchased or constructed when
your city participates in cooperative procurements
with others? (Check all that apply.)

1 /157 Our city does not participate in any coopera-
tive procurement activities

2 f17/ Professional services (e.g., consultants,
architects/engineering, etc.)

3 /130 Construction projects (e.g., regional waste
water treatment plant, transportation system,
roads and highways, etc,)

3

4 f38f Purchase of land and facilities

o

5 J Equipment {computers, vehicles, desks,
typewriters, etc.)

7 /62/ Other (please specify)

22, 1t has been suggested that cities should be
granted access to Federal supply sources {(e.g.,
GCeneral Services Administration). To what extent
do you believe each of the following would be
achieved from purchasing equipment or supplies
from Federal supply sources? {Check one box for
each item.) )

1. Cost savings

2. Shorter procurement time

3, Less adninistrative

"'red tape" 43¢ | 2151 141 |52
4. Higher quality zcods 3314170 f1az ez 25
5. Higher quelity services [353§134|121f 35f-1

6. Other (please specify)

23. What benefit, if any, do you believe could be
derived from obtaining pricing information on
Federally used sources of supplies and services
(i.e., current prices being pai1d by Federal
agencies for specific items or services in a
specific geographic area)? (Check one,)

1 /767 Little or no bemefit
2 f3¢/ Somewhat of a small benefit
3 5357 Generally beneficial
4 1327 Somewhat of a large benefit

5 A0 Larze benefit

G. PROCUREMENT RESTRICTIONS

24, Are you tequired by City, State, or Federal
regulations to spend a certain portion of your
procurement dollars as prescribed below?

(Check one box for each row.) 3
<
:‘\l
vy
Lfe é?
1, With minority owned businesses 87 {513 8
2, In labor surplus areas 39 3538] 98
3. With local vendors 89 5471 51
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25.

To what extent have requirements to spend specific
portions of your procurement dollars in ways such
as those cited in question 24 affected your pro-
curement activities? (Check one box for each row.)
1, Limited competition S 1
2. Resulted in paying higher prices [234]¢g 115,12
3. Added to administrative procedures|ioglgz 40 I2n
4. Resulted in obtaining lower 227033 {16 219
quality goods and services
5. Other {please specify)
6 0 1 27
H, PROCUREMENT WITH FEDERAL GRANT FUNDS
26, When awarding contracts for equipment or services,

27

28

are you aware of whether or. mot what is being
contracted for is to be finanmced with Federal
grant funds? (Check one.)

1./767 Never or rarely

2 f37/ Occasionally

3 /]97 As often as not

4 161—/ Frequently

5 /55;7 Always or almost always

. Are you penerally aware of Federal procurement
guidelines and requirements that ave to be
followed in the procuTement of egquipment, supplies

and services that are to be financed with Federal
grent funds? (Check one,)}

1 E Yes 2hg] Mo

. Are you familiar with the provisions of Attach-
ment O of Federal Management Circular 74-7
entitled Federa. Procurement Standards? (Check one.}

1 5237 Yes 24487 Mo

APPENDIX II

29, Approximately how often are procurements
required for Federally funded programs con-
solidated with similar requirements for normal
city operation? For example, purchasing type-
writers needed for Federally funded programs
at the same time and from the same source that
typewriters for other purposes are purchased.
{Check one.) )

1 /319 Rarely or never
2 /1637 Occasionally

3 /5667 As often as not
4 /66 / Frequently

5[4/ Always or alwost always

4
30, When procurements required for Federally funded

programs are consolidated with other procurements,
what is typically purchased? (Check all that
apply.)

1417/ No consalidated procurements

2 Ag / Non-professional services (e.g., janitorial
services)

3pg / Professional services (e.g., consultants,
architects/engineering, etc.)

44320/ Equipment

5/A2¢/ Construction services
6@ Supplies

7 /517 Landfor facilities

8413/ Other (please specify}

3L. How much of a burden, if at all, does year end
purchasing with Federal grant funds place on your
normal city procurement operations? (Check one.)

f41Y Little or no burden

-
&

4 Some burden

/

2425/
3/92/ Moderate burden
47267 &

ubstantial burden

5/ 8/

Very great burden
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APPENDIX

II

I.

AUDIT

32, How frequently have the following areas been examined by internal review groups of your city (e.g.,
internal audit staff, management task group, etc.)? (Check onme box for each row.)

e >
& /3.
-si.-giu
of of &f &f ¥
& §1 & sf <
. & §f o L/ =
1. Contracting practices 10211411 63 |188 |ise
2, Testing and inspection procedures for goods received 2081149¢ 62 J1401 23
3, Technical monitoring practices for service and consulting contracts 177]123§ 76 J152 j103
4, Vendor payment procedures 741 83f 651781230
5, Warehouse inventories T727101} 52]163f143
6. lnventory practices for personal property (e.g., equipment) TITPT25] 6/ fL75f1e0
33. Please describe in the space below what you believe is the most significant problem cities have in
complying with procurement guidelines and requirements under Federal grant programs.
34, Please use the space below to add any comments you may wish to make on the guestionnaire ot procurement

activities under Federal grant programs.
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