26 USE OF EXCESS MILITARY ‘PROPERTY IN FRANCE

| alareaswherean initial ‘attack dotld 'be d in the ovent of
hostilities'in Europe and, over the years, the United States invested

'g565 million for physical facilities in France, exclusive of the

about
amounts contributed through the NATO infrastructure program. At
O O e, the Army and. Air Forco had abott 660000 shoxt
~ tons of mission stocks in France, as well as about 150,000 tons of post,
camp, and gtation stocks such as desks, chairs; typewriters and similar

items. i T e D L T e e e N T R e O

“We were informally advised that, at the direction of the President
~ of the United States, the military services were required: to’ivacate
most of the installations, and to move all of the operating stocks from
France by April, 1967, Some’ activities in France are ‘still open to
support dependents who were permitted to Yemain until the end of the
~ school years. As of March 81, 1967, about 6,000 tons of post, camp, and
~ station stocks remained at these locations, and will be moved or other-
wise disposed of during the rext several months. AT

“As you can realize, the frovement of over 800,000 tons of material

was a formidable task, and we believe "theiinilitafry»‘*S‘érVicesiﬁs‘ht)u]d‘be

 commended for the completion of the relocation by the April deadline.

et to the roal property, only » relatively small number o

" tho installations have actually been turned over to the French Gov-

ernment or to the Tessors at this time. A group, knovin as the Military

Tiquidation: Section, hag heen: established ns an integral part of the

American Embassy in Paris, to maintain control of the real property -

~ until the French Government aséumes jurisdiction.

- Also, the Military Liquidation Section has been: 'givthe;mpms;i- ‘
© ibility tor negotiatingy ;with%hea;@rench Government, the sales. prices
for installed equipment that the French have indicated they wish'to
PO1Y <5tin‘,iﬁ%pﬂfﬁeééa‘rﬁceﬁtai}n Jocations: At those ocations where the

s anilitary servicés generally fol-

expressedno interest, theanil

French:

. Nowed ‘the policy of Temoving ,Bq,fﬂ?ipm@ntEﬁo‘tmwhéch here was a fore-
 deedbleneed. Other equiprent: was: either to be:left in place or dis sed

»

- of, whichever appeared to be the most economical course of aetionun-

~derthe circumstances. -

i+ Because of the rapid. movements of material during the several
“months preceding April 1, 1967, our audit efforts in the area of excess,

‘surplus, and potential ‘donable property: were: generally limited to.
‘ -;-O‘btaining’;ﬁ‘availafbl‘eé.sﬁatistic‘srl?.data and some information on: the pro-

 cedures utilized by the services to scre 1 excess property.

«+The procedures followed byf'rﬂie&serﬁee’szgenerétﬂy called fﬁr‘SCfééﬂ;' . o

ing-of all excess personal ‘property, both within:the theater and by
“the ‘national “inventory control: points in-the TUnited States. We do
Yenow that the military assistance ‘and ! ATD progratis obtained sup-
~plies and eoquipment from the services during the move, but we have
~not yet evaluated the sereening procedures to determine if all possible
snaterial was transferred to th ose programs, or to other military com-
‘mands in other parts of thewordd, @- rvocoin plp e e
i The dati t it we wwere ‘able to obtain prior to April 1,:1967, indi-

pated that' during thei12 months ended March 31, 1967, about 72,000 - -

tong of Army excess mission stock was moved from France, and about

10,000 tons wag'disposed of in France. Inaddition, about 48,000 tons
‘of Ariny post; amp, and station stocks were disposed of in France
during the same period. Data on AirForce excesses and disposals were
not readily available at the time of our survey. L




