*'Gon inual program review i *eom]j ished routinely by Headquarters review
- .of .pro ct proposals, draw ngs, specifications, and estimates. Constraints in the
jons, expenditures,; and- personnel require review of
he program Reductions and reallocation of resources also lead to rev1ew In-
ion, some projects ¢ itain a “value engineering” clause’in the contract.
0 your. knowledge; does this program duphcate or parallel work being
y-any other agency 2.

, s in construction, repalr and modernization of facili-
: , quirements of our mission performance. The pro-
gram does not duplicate the capital: investment programs of other agencies. ‘We
frequently can and do “add on” our reqmrements to DOD conetructlon .contracts
f'and capital equipment procurement contracts.

Is your organizational structure suc‘h that the program is bemg earrled out
efficiently and effectively? -
organizational structure has met our needs in the past HoweVer, the o

: ction of PPBS hasiresulted in-certain changesito date, and further changes
‘will probably result, to match organization to program sﬂ:ructure as it evolves.
: he Department of Transportation. -

“Are there any outstanding GAO reports on this- program? If so, what is
of the GAO recommendations the report contains? =
AO. reports on t;hxs program exist to which »the Coast Guard has not

h t mgniﬁcant problems, if any, are you facmg in accomphshmg rthe :
a objectives?: L
¢ ‘erosion of the value of the dollar has led to shortages of funds due to
ruction bids ‘higher than estimated at the beginmng of the budget process, L
several years before the bid opening date.
Do you administer any grants, loans, or other dlsbursed funds related to
ogram? If so, is the size of your admlmstratlve staff commensurate with . -
gnitude of the outlays? - ;
e ’].‘ruman-Hobbs Act provides that the Federal Grovernment shall share the?
-of altermg bridges to remove obstructions to free navigation of navigable
o United States. Disbursements-are reimbursements to the bridge
now administered by the Coast Guard through an administrative
i ] Speclahsts, bridge engineers, and managers.
) 1ced, how would you absorb the cut——by
verall reduction, or. by cutting or curtailing certain- activities? . SR
rtain activ1ties—prd_1ects———would he curtalled to absorb a cut in the appro—; i

'If addltional funds were available what would you do wi¢h the ne«w;
money?

: Adﬂitlonal funds, ‘over and above rl;hose currently approprlated Would
" the highest priority dreas “currently agreed upon with the Depa :
re particularly the highest priority would: ‘generally be reflected in the:

ration of such reductions from the President’s fiscal year 1969 budget as

House Appropriations Committee may ‘effect, or that may be made in the "
t a general retrenchment were ordered from the ﬁscal year 1969 program ‘

now before Congress.
Actimty 3 (U.8. Coast Guwrd) Research Developmevnt Test cmd valuation

1. What is the nature f and authority for this program? |

This program is for mecessary expenses for basic and applied selentiﬁc re-
’-rch development, test, and evaluation; “services as authorized by 5 U.B.C

+ maintenance, rehabilitation, lease and operation of facilities and equip-
‘t Funds remain avallable until expended Authomty for tlus program is T

~found in t1tle 14




