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Environmental Protection Agency 
Transfer Of Pesticide Laboratories 
From Beltsville, Maryland, And 
Washington, DC., To Cincinnati, 
Ohio, Should Be Reconsidered 

There are three factors to be considered in the 
move: safety conditions, cost factors, and 
programmatic effects. The Agency has con- 
cluded that, because of safety and economic 
factors, the move is warranted. GAO’s review 
has shown that the plan involves moving from 
unsafe buildings to unsafe buildings; the avail- 
able cost data indicates the proposed move 
would be uneconomical and that the pesticide 
laboratories’ work would be disrupted from 2 
to 5 years. 

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

RED-75-389 JULY 1X375 



S-183144 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON. DC. 20648 

,-.&The Honorable Gladys doon Spellman 
a House of Representatives 

rj 
’ Dear Mrs. Spellman: 

This report is in response to your Zarch 24, 1975, 
request that we investigate the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s prOpOSed transfer of pesticide 1Zboratories from 
Eeitsville, i-Iaryland, to Cincinnati, Ohio. As your off ice 
agreed, we have also investigate6 the proposed transfer of 
pesticide laboratories from Mashington, D .c,, beca.use 
these laboratories are scheduled to be transferred to 
Cincinnati with the Eeltsville laboratories. 

i4e met with Agency ofticiais to obtain their oral 
cornmen ts on our f indinqs, and we have recognized these 
comments, to the extent appropriate, in finalizing this 
report. 

c bae are sending copies of tn is report to tne Senate and 
->‘Bouse Committees on Government Operations and A~gro3riations 

i /J-:.q 

and to the Environmental Protection Agency. I’ . < /- .-, 

Sincerely yoursl 

,-I 
( .. ’ 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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COrWIROLL~r:R GENERAL ’ S 
REPORT ‘I0 THE HONORABLE 
GLADYS NOON SPELLMAN 
HOUSE OF REPRESEtiTATIVES 

EWIRaNMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
TRANSFER OF PESTICIDE 
LABORATORIES FROK BELTSVILLE, 
MARYLAMD, AND \JAS!JIi?GTON, 0. C. , 
TO CINCI;JiJATI , CBIO , SBOULD BE 
RECON.SICERED 

DIGEST __---- 

Ii The Environmental Protection Agency nroposed I2 
transferring four of its pesticide laboratories-- 
two at Beltsville and two in Washington--to the 
Taft Center in Cincinnati. Tne transfer, involv- 
ing 30 positions, is scheduled for completion by 
September 1 of tn is year. . 

The Agency’s reason for moving the deltsville 
laboratories is that the buildings in which they 
are housed have major safety deficiencies. Jus- 
tification for transfer of the Iiashinqton labo- 
ratories is not entirely clear, although the 
Agency has questioned the buildinq’s safety. 

Three factors were considered: safety, cost, and 
programmatic effects. Ihe planneu move involves 
the transfer from buildings in the iiashinqton- 
Beltsville area that do not, accoroin9 to the 
Agency and a private insurance contractor, meet 
structural safety standards for hiqh-hazard lab- 
oratory operations to builtiings in tne Cincinnati 
area that, the Agency and its contractor said, 
have the same type of problem. 

6 The Department of Agriculture, wnich owns and -.I-,.- 
roperates the Beltsville Federal facility, told 

GAO that it considered the building cited by the 
Agency as havincj major safety deficiencies to be 
one of its safest in the Eeltsville complex. In 
fact, Agriculture employees occupy most of this 
ouilding, including many hign-hazard laboratories. 
SIhe justif ication for the move on the basis of 
safety is not convincing. 

Tne Agency has given &embers of Conqress cost 
information on the various alternatives involved 
if the laboratories stay in Beltsville or if they 
transfer to Cincinnati, as proposed. It nas con- 
cluded that the economic factors, alon? with the 
safety factors, indicate a move is warranted. 
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Cost information available does not support this 
contention. Some of the cost factors included 
were erroneous r some were highly auest ionable, 
and others were not considered. The cost factors 
provided indicate that a cost savings would 
result from stayinq at E%eltsville and modifyinq 
the existing buildings. The Agency had not made 
a complete and valid cost analysis of the pro- 
posed move. 

It appears that the Frogrammatic results of such 
a move will adversely affect the pesticide labo- 
ratories involved and possibly the Raency’s 
entire pesticide program. GAO questioned 
affected employees and determined that only a 
few of these hiqhly qualified employees planned 
to move to Cincinnati. 

An Agency official said that two particular 
employees who would not transfer could never 
be replaced because they are world-reknown 
specialists in tneir fields. According to 
Agency officials, there will be a 2- to 5-year 
disruption in the effectiveness and efficiency 
of the laboratory work because of the disrup- 
tion of experiments ant the time needed to train 
persons recruiteo to fill vacancies resulting 
from the move. 

In all, the proposed transfer does not appear to 
be justified in view of the program disruptions 
ano expenses which will result. 

The proposed transfer has not been pronerly 
planned or coordinated. There is a serious lack 
of communications between the employees poten- 
tially scheduled to move, headauarters officials 
in bvashington administratively involved in the 
plan, and Agency officials in Cincinnati adrr,in- 
istratively involved. 

The Acting Director of the Agency’s Facilities 
and Support Services Division, after reviewinq 
GAO Is cost analysis, told GAO that the transfer 
from Beltsville and vdashington to Cincinnati 
could not be justified on the basis of economy. 
(See p. 34.) 
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RECOPiMENDATIONS ---- 

On the basis of the economic, safety, and pro- 
grammatic reasons discussed in this report, GAO 
recommends that the Administrator of the Agency 
reconsider the proposed laboratory transfer. 
Concerning the Agency-owned Taft Center in 
Cincinnati, GAO recommends that the Administra- 
tor of the Agency require the Director of his 
Facilities and Support Services Division to 
explore the possibility of turning the Center 
over to the Food and Drug Administration, 
because the Administration has indicated that 

it could use the entire Center, 

Tear Sheet iii 



CHAPTER 1 ---- 

INTRODUCTION ---- 

At the request of Representative Gladys Noon Spellman 
(see app. 11, we reviewed the circumstances surrounding the 
proposed transfer of certain Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) laboratories located in U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA)-owned space at the Agricultural Research Center, 
Beltsville, Maryland, and Washington, D.C., to EPA-owned 
facilities in Cincinnati, Ohio. The proposed transfer of 
these laboratories, which are organizationally located in 
EPA’s Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP), is to be com- 
pleted by September 1, 1975, and involves the following 
laboratories and positions. 

Positions involved 
Laboratory Location in the proposed move -- ---up--_--_ 

Analytical Chemistry Beltsville 14 
Microbiology Be1 tsv il le 10 
Reference Standards Washing ton 3 
Special Investigations Xash ing ton 3 - 

Total 30 = 

EPA exercises the principal regulatory and research 
functions of the Federal Government over pesticides. This 
responsibility was transferred principally from USDA, along 
with the responsible organizational elements, to EPA on 
December 2, 1970, pursuant to Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 
1970, which established EPA. 

OFFICE OF PESTICIDE FROGEAIb1S --A-- I_- 

OPP is responsible for EPA’s pesticide activities. 
Through its four divisions--Registration, Technical Services, 
Criteria and Evaluation, and Operations--0PP develops and 
carries out plans and programs to regulate pesticides. 

There were four laboratories involved in the move at 
the time ‘of our review. The Technical Services Division is 
responsible for the Microbiology and Analytical Chemistry 
Laboratories which are located in Beltsville, and the Reg- 
istration Division is responsible for the Special Investi- 
gations and Reference Standards Laboratories which are 
located in Washington. 



Registration Division --------- 

This ,division is responsible for registering all 
pesticides so as to insure human safety and protection of 
environmental quality and for establishing tolerances for 
pesticide residues in or on food and foodstuffs. The 
division also identifies the need for new standards and 
guidelines applicable to the registration process. The 
three laboratories the division operates are all located 
in USDA’s South Agriculture Building in Washington. 

Laboratory E’unc t ion -a---- 

Special Investigations 
(note a) 

Makes short-term investiga- 
tions of questions of pesti- 
cide residues for which 
tolerances have been set. 
These investigations are the 
basis for any remedial action. 

Reference Standards 
(note a) 

Analytical Methods 

Develops, maintains, and dis- 
tributes pesticides-testing 
cr iter ia and determines the 
purity of pesticide samples 
submitted. 

Nakes laboratory trials to 
validate and informally ap- 
prove the methods for obtain- 
ing var ious pesticides. 

aScheduled to be transferred to Cincinnati. 

Technical Services Division ---e-p------ 

This division is responsible for providing technical 
data and information on pesticides to other divisions in 
OPP and to outside groups. In its monitoring program it 
assesses pesticide residues in air, water, soil, crops, 
livestock, and aquatic and land animals and the effects on 
humans of exposure to pesticides. It also develops scien- 
tific publications related to the pesticides program and 
develops ‘and maintains testing criteria for pesticides to 
support EPA’s research and regulatory activities. Accord- 
ing to the chief of the division’s laboratories, no other 
Federal or State laboratories are doing the same types of 
laboratory work as the division’s laboratories. The nine 
laboratories the division operates are: 
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Laboratory --- 

Analytical Chemistry 
(note a) 

Animal Biology 

Ecological Monitoring 

Entomology 

Microbiology (note 
a) 

Northwest 
B iolog ical 
Investigations 

Function Location ------ --- 

Collects, characterizes, Beltsville 
and distributes chemis- 
try reference standards. 
filakes chemical investiqa- 
tions of problems and - 
emergencies. 

Evaluates -products used 
as rodenticides, animal 
repellents, and other 
animal control agents. 

Monitors the effects of 
pesticides on air, 
water, animals, plants, 
and other natural 
resources. 

Evaluates pesticide 
formulations used for 
controlling insects. 

Evaluates products to 
be used as germicides, 
disinfectants, steri- 
lizers, sanitizers, 
sporocides, fungicides, 
and bacteriostat 
agents, for appl ica- 
tion to inanimate 
materials or surfaces 

Develops standard 
biological-testing 
procedures for use as 
guidelines for pesti- 
cide registrants. 
Evaluates the effec- 
tiveness of pesticide 
products and ciev ices. 
This laboratory’s 
activities are devoted 
primarily to pesticide 
uses unique to the 
Northwest . 

Beltsville 

Bay St. Louis, 
Mississippi 

Beltsville 

Beltsville 

Corvall is, 
Oregon 

aScheduled to be transferred to Cincinnati. 
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Laboratory -m---L 

Pharmacology 

Plant Biology 

Product Analysis 

Function Location -__-- ------ 

Evaluates economic 
poisons to determine 
their safety when 
used on animals or 
in the environment 
of humans and animals. 

Beltsville 

Evaluates pesticide Be1 tsv ille 
products for biological 
activity to determine 
what effect they have 
on plants. 

Determines that the 
active ingredients in 
a product conform to 
the statements on the 
label. 

Bay St. 
Louis 

EPA’s New York, Denver, and San Francisco regional 
offices operate three other laboratories which are not in 
OPP but which are directly involved in the pesticide area. 
All three of these laboratories are product analysis labo- 
ratories similar to the laboratory in Bay St. Louis. 

Descriptions of the Beltsville facilities currently 
housing the laboratories involved in the proposed transfer 
follow. 

--Building 225. This one-story masonry and frame 
structure, which USDA owns and leases to EPA, houses 
EPA’s Pharmacology Laboratory. The buildinq has 
approximately 2,430 square feet of space which is 
used almost entirely for laboratory space. 

--Building 306. USDA owns this three-story masonry 
structure. EPA leases half of the first floor and 
one laboratory on the third flood for its Analytical 
Chemistry Laboratory. The EPA-occupied space in 
this building is approximately 4,700 square feet 
and is used almost entirely for laboratory space. 

--Building 406. This one-story masonry structure has 
three wings which are interconnected by short passage- 
ways. USDA owns the building and leases it to EPA 
for its Microbiology Laboratory. The building has 
approximately 3,630 square feet of space which is 
used almost entirely for laboratory space. 
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A description of another building at Beltsville which 
EPA is considering as an alternative location for one of the 
affected laboratories follows. 

--Building 4G9. USDA owns the one-story masonry struc- 
ture and leases it to EPA. The building has approx- 
imately 1,700 square feet of space which EPA current- 
ly uses for storage. 

Descriptions of the proposed facilities in Cincinnati 
to which the affected laboratories could be transferred 
follow. 

--The Taft Center. The four-story br ick structure, 
owned by EPA, presently holds 250 people but has a 
capacity of 4GG people; 75 percent of: the building 
is laboratory space and 25 percent is off ice space. 

--The Ridge Avenue facility. The one-story brick 
structure is privately owned and is leased to EPA 
(through the General Services Auministration) . 
The building presently holds approximately 260 
people but has a capacity of 350 to 400 people; 60 
percent of the building is laboratory space and 40 
percent is off ice space. 

--The new EPA facility. The seven-story masonry struc- 
ture is being constructed for EPA to house most of 
EPA’s employees now in Cincinnati. The bu i Id ins, 
which is scheduled for completion by September 15, 
1975, will hold approximately GGO people; 60 percent 
of the building will be laboratory space and 40 
percent will be office space. 

SCOPE OF REVIEN --------- 

tie made our review at EPA’s Washinston headquarters, 
the laboratories in Beltsville and Lashington, and the pro- 
posed laboratory locations in Cincinnati. Ue sent guestion- 
naires to the affected employees to determine the impact 
of the proposed transfer on their personal anu professional 
1 ives. 

tie examined the costs of refurbishing the existing 
facilities: the costs of relocating the employees; and the 
cost saving, if: any, resulting frcm the trs;nsfer. he also 
analyzed EPA’s justification for the transfer, the disrup- 
tion ‘of the programs of the laboratories in auestion, the 
impact on other U.S. Government agencies and private 
corporations, the condition of available facilities in 
Cincinnati, and the planned use of the vacated space. 
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\Je reviewed pertinent documentation and discussed the 
impact of the proposed transfer with appropriate officials 
in EPA, USDA, and the Food and Drug Administration. 



CHAPTER 2 --- 

EPA’S JUSTIFI~CATION FOR TI’BE PROPOSED MOVE --------e-P--------- 
IS QUESTIONABLE -- -- 

EPA has justified the proposed move to Cincinnati on 
the basis that such a move will be economical and will pro- 
vide the laboratories with safe facilities. 

Studies by both EPA and a contractor EPA hired have 
concluded that the Beltsville facilities housing two of 
OPP’s laboratories are unsafe but that the space to which 
EPA plans to transfer the laboratories in Cincinnati also 
is unsafe. 

EPA based its conclusion that the move will be econom- 
ical on data that was either questionable or incorrect. 

REPLACING UNSAFE FACILITIES IN ------ 
BELTSVILLE AND WASHINGTON!% -------------_ 
UNSAFE FACILITIES IN CINCINNATI 

EPA’s laboratory plans - ---- 

Tne fiscal year 1572 Agriculture-Environmental and 
Consumer Protection Subcommittee report of the House Commit- 
tee on Appropriations directed the Administrator of EPA to 
develop a laboratory plan responsive to its environmental 
mission, stressing consolidation of EPA activities. The 
plan, called the 1972 laboratory plan, was issued in 
November 1472 and concluded, among other things, that: 

--Each EPA region should be provided with safe labo- 
ratory facilities adequate to meet immediate needs 
as well as future program growth. 

--EPA research laboratories should be consolidated on 
a programmatic basis, to concentrate’scientific 
capabilities in a minimum number of locations. 

--A National Environmental Pesticide Center should be 
established at its test facility at Bay St. Louis. 

The plan concluded that the Beltsville laboratories 
should be transferred to the proposed National Environmental 
Pesticide Center. It also recommended that the laboratories 
located in the South Agriculture Building be transferred 
to a “suitable interim location in the Washington, D-C., 
area. ” An official of EPA’s Facilities and Support Services 
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Division told us that there were no long-range plans for 
where the South Agriculture Building laboratories would be 
permanently located. 

In 1974 EPA reevaluated the 1972 laboratory plan and 
prepared a revised plan for using available space instead 
of budgeting for new construction or major improvements to 
existing facilities. This plan, issued in March 1974, 
reaffirmed the conclusions of the 1972 laboratory plan that 

--each EPA region should be provided with safe and 
adequate laboratory facilities to meet immediate 
needs as well as future program growth and 

--EPAs s research laboratories should be consolidated 
on a programmatic basis to concentrate scientific 
capabilities in a minimum number of locations. 

The 1974 laboratory plan also concluded that EPA should 
give priority to modifying or replacing existing laboratory 
facilities to bring all EPA laboratory facilities in com- 
pliance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) and EPA safety standards. 

The conclusion reached in the 1972 laboratory plan 
calling for establishing a National Environmental Pesticide 
Center in Bay St. Louis was deleted in the 1974 laboratory 
plan. The 1974 laboratory plan directed that the Beltsville 
site be retained because of ongoing pesticides programs tied 
to existing agricultural plots and orchards at Beltsville 
but that the Chemistry and Microbiology Laboratories’ 
activities, which are not geographically dependent on their 
location, be transferred to safe and adeguate space to be 
made available in EPA-owned facilities in Cincinnati. 

According to the plan two of the Beltsville buildings 
occupied by EPA, housing the Pharmacology and Chemistry 
Laboratories, did not structurally meet OSHA and EPA safety 
standards for high-hazard laboratory operations. However, 
because it was determined that pharmacology was tied program- 
matically to its present location, it was decided to move 
the Pharmacology Laboratory into the building housing the 
Microbiology Laboratory and move the Microbiology Laboratory 
to Cincinnati. Also the USDA South Agriculture Building 
did not beet OSHA and EPA safety standards for high-hazard 
laboratory operations. Therefore the plan concluded that 
the South Agriculture Building laboratories should be 
transferred into EPA-owned facilities in Cincinnati. 
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Studies by both EPA and its contractor have concluded 
however, that both the Seltsville and the proposed facilities 
in Cincinnati are unsafe. 

Safety studies -------- 

Between December 1570 and the fall of 1973, EPA’s 
Safety Management Off ice and Facilities ?lanagement Branch 
made 56 safety surveys of various EPA-occupies facilities, 
including those at Beltsville, the South Agriculture Build- 
ing, and the proposed locations in Cincinnati where the 
laboratories were to be transferred. These surveys were 
to evaluate the total adeauacy of the facilities and iden- 
tify any serious safety problems that needed immediate 
attention. 

On the basis of serious deficiencies EPA discovered 
in these surveys, it was deciued to let a contract to the 
Insurance Company of iiorth America (IiSk) to evaluate the 
safety of all E!?A facilities for: 

‘I* * * assessing total compliance with the 
standards of The Occupational Safety and 
dealth Act * * * of 1570 as per Cctober 13, 
1472 including all sppl icable revis ions anti 
all applicable provisions of otner stanaards 
ana requirements citeci in * * * [the act], 
as well as the National euilaing Code, 1367 
Edition, recommended by the American 
Insurance Assoc iat ion. ” 

EPA’s Safety Officer at tne time this contract was 
awarded told us that EPA had contracted for the safety 
review because EPA diti not have the manpcwer to unc?erteke 
such a large task-- reviewing almost 1uO buildings. Th is 
contract, costing about $187,566, was awaraed on June 25, 
1973. 



Safety deficiencies identified by EPA ------------ 
and INA safety surveysof&~~~~~ 
~ashingE6ii andCincTiinati-TacTTitles -----I----- --------- --- 

Beltsville ------ 

EPA survey on 
April 14 and 17, 1972 -----P---D 

IlJA survey on 
April 8 and 9 1974 ---------L---w 

Building 306, Chemistry 
Laboratory: 

Lacked a sprinkler 
system 

Ventilation system 
inadequate 

Building 306, Chemistry 
Laboratory, did not 
meet: 

Fire-resistive 
standards 

Exit requirements 
Ventilation standards 

Building 225, Pharmacology 
Laboratory: 

Ventilation system 
inadequate 

Lackea a fire-alarm 
device 

Building 225, Pharmacology 
Laboratory, die not meet: 

Construction standards 
Exit requirements 
Ventilation standards 

Building 406, Hicrobiology Building 406, Xicrobioloqy 
Laboratory: Laboratory, did not meet: 

Ventilation system Fire-resistive 
inadequate standards 

Fire-alarm device not Exit requirements 
present Ventilation standards 

Officials of USDA, the agency which owns and operates 
the Beltsville facilities EPA occupies, told us that they 
considered building 306-- the building occupied by EPA’s - 
Analytical Chemistry Laboratory and considered by EPA as 
the most unsafe-- one of the safest facilities of the Belts- 
ville complex. 

Although USDA officials feel there are minor safety 
deficiencies in the buildings in question, they do not feel 
the building (building 30G) is unsafe for high-hazard 
laboratory work. USDA has high-hazard laboratories in 
building 306. 

According to a USDA official, if EPA vacates the 
buildings at Beltsville, which it identified as unsafe, 
USDA will place some of its laboratories in the vacated 
space; however, USDA has no plans for major refurbishing 
of any of the buildings. 
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South Agriculture Buildino ---- -----I 

EPA survey on 
April 10 1972 --.-----I--- 

Lacked an automatic fire 
suppression system 

Ventilation system 
inadequate 

INA survey in January 1974 _--- A-----------_ 

Room ventilation inadequate 
Fire-resistive construction 

inadecjua te 
No automatic fire extin- 

guishing systems 
No warning alarm 
Laboratory doors did not 

meet safety standards 

According to GPP officials, the safety problems EPA 
and INA identified in the South Agriculture Building appear 
to be less serious than originally reported in the studies. 
USDA’s Facilities staff told EPA that the safety deficien- 
cies identified in these facilities coula be corrected with 
a minimum of expense. 

Cincinnati locations where laboratories are to be-~ccztca-------.---- -----.-. - 
----------a--- 

EPA is considering two existing facilities in Cincin- 
nati --the Taft Center and the Ridge Avenue facility--as 
possible locations to house the laboratories. WA also 
considered another facility, to be completed in September 
1975, as a possible location for the laboratories. 
Facilities and Support Services Division officials oecioed 
that the laboratories would be temporar ilv located in the 
Ridge Avenue facility and eventually move6 permanently 
to tne Taft Center. 

Both EPA and INA conducted safety surveys for these 
two locations as discussed below. 
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EPA INA --- 

Officials of EPA’s 
Facilities and Support 
Services Division told 
us they made safety 
surveys on the Cincinnati 
locations on the follow- 
ing dates. 

Taft Center 7/21/71 
6,‘16/72 

Ridge Avenue 7/27/71 
6/ 2/72 

EEA was unable to provide 
us with copies of these 
surveys. A former EPA 
Safety Officer who made 
the surveys told us that 
the EPA surveys disclosed 
def ic ienc ies similar to 
those INA ident if ied. 

Taft Center--Survey made 
between August 27 and 
September 11, 1973: 

Fire-resistive 
standards inadeouate. 

Doors open inward, 
therefore not allow- 
ing fast egress. 

Sprinkler system only 
in basement . 

Ventilation system 
inadeoua te . 

Conclusion: “Taft 
would require moderate- 
ly extensive changes to 
the heating, ventila- 
tion, and air condition- 
ing system and snecif ic 
physical structure 
modif ications for the 
purpose of imorovina 
fire resistivity, fire 
extinguishment and con- 
trol, and life safety.” 

Ridge Avenue facility: 
Ventilation system 

inadequate. 
No au tomat ic , remote 

alarm system. 

Conclusion: “To oual- 
ify this structure for 
continued use as a 
high-hazard occupancy 
would require major 
structural changes. 
It would not be 
economically feasible 
to modify this 
structure.” 
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EPA’S DECISION TO HOVE TO CINCINNATI --m---e 
BAseDmmmbaABLE DATA --- ------ 

EPA officials have identified three possible alterna- 
tives to the Cincinnati move, which would result in the 
subject Beltsville laboratories’ remaining in their present 
location. 

--Constructing a new laboratory building in Beltsville 
which would house both the Analytical Chemistry and 
the Pharmacology Laboratories. The Microbiology 
Laboratory woulo remain at its present location. 

--Kenovating building 225, which houses the Pharmacol- 
ogy Laboratory, and constructing an addition to 
existing storage building 409, which would house 
the entire Analytical Chemistry Laboratory. The 
Microbiology Laboratory would remain at its present 
location. 

--Plodifying both building 306, which currently houses 
the Analytical Chemistry Laboratory, and bu-ildinq 
225. The Microbiology Laboratory would remain at 
its present location. 

EPA officials identified three options for housing the 
laboratories in Cincinnati. 

--hove into the existing EPA-owned Taft Center. The 
Taft Center is to be vacated when the people now 
there move to a new facility (as yet unnamed) in 
September lY75. 

--blodify rooms in the new Cincinnati laboratory and 
move to that location. 

--Move into already modified laboratory space in the 
neEi Cincinnati laboratory. 

In a letter to Representative Spellman, dated Ilarch 4, 
1475 (see app. II), EPA concluded that the Cincinnati oo- 
tions were the most economical and said that it was in the 
process of determining “the best specific location in 
Cincinnati for the pesticides programs.“ 

Some of the cost data EPA considered in deciding Ejhich 
alternative was tne most economical was questionable or 
incorrect. 
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Beltsville alternatives --------- ------ 

The alternatives and costs stated in the March 4, 1975, 
letter (see app. II) were as follows: 

Construction of new laboratory building $1,500,000 
Modification of buildings 225 and 4115 550,000 
Modif ication of building 306 1,000,000 

At our request, EPA provided us with more detailed 
cost analysis on the various alternatives, as follows: 

Option 1 --Construction of new building: 
Design, construct, and equip 

15,000 square feet at $100 a 
square foot $1,500,000 

Move into new building 10,000 -e-s--_ 

Total $1,510,000 ------__-_ 

Opt ion 2-- Hodifications of buildings 225 and 409: 
Renovate building 225 

2,000 square feet at $25 a 
square foot 

ilodify and equip building 409 
1,700 square feet at $25 a 

square foot 
Construct and equip aadition to 

building 4i~4, 2,800 sguzre feet 
at $100 a square foot 

Move into building 4ii4 
Reimburse USDA for use of facilities 

$ 59,000 

45,000 

280,000 
10,c)oo 

165 GOil ---‘- -.- 

Total $550,000 

Opt ion 3-- koaif ication of building 306: 
Renovate existing building ventilation 

system, 30,000 square feet at $25 
a square foot $ 750,0G0 

Modify building for improved fire 
protection and egress 105,000 

Reimburse USDA for use of facilities 165 000 -----‘--- 

Total $1,020,000 em----___ 

We examined these cost estimates in detail. 
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ODtion 1 --Construction of new building -r-----p-p----p ---- 

The $1.5 million includes $100,000 already appropriated 
by the Congress and spent for design of this facility. with 
this $100,000 deducted, the cost is actually $1.4 million, 
or about $93.33 a square foot. 

EPA Facilities and Support Services Division officials 
told us that $100 a square foot was an educated guess. We 
contacted USDA officials for an estimate of the cost to 
build such a building. The estimates ranged from $40 a 
square foot to $80 a square foot. Thus the Federal agency-- 
USDA--that owns and operates the Beltsville site estimates 
that the cost would be between $600,000 and $1.2 million. 
USDA officials told us that EPA had not contacted them for 
their estimates. 

Therefore, if the estimate of $93.33 a square foot is 
correct, the maximum cost of this facility would be about 
$1.4 million; if tne USDA estimate of $40 a square foot is 
accurate, the facility could cost as little as $600,000. 

Option 2 --Modifications of -y--T--------------- 
bullalngs 225 and 409 ---e-e- -----_ 

The same question is ra ised here as was ra ised about 
the $106 a-square-foot estimate-- possible deduction of 20 
percent to 60 percent of the cost. EPA estimated $280,000 
for the 2,800-square-foot addition to building 4G9; USDA 
estimated between $112,000 and $224,000. 

Since the $165,306 includes the EPA costs for usinq 
- all the facilities at Beltsville, only that which is 

allocated to the Chemistry and Pharmacology Laboratories 
should be included here. The Chemistry and Pharmacoloay 
Laborator ies ’ part of the $165,008 is approximately $59,000; 
therefore the difference between these two figures ($106,000) 
should be subtracted from the cost of this option. 

Thus EPA’s cost estimate of $550,000 is questionable. 
Based on data provided to us, perhaps a more realistic 
estimate would be between $276,000 and $388,000. Therefore, 
if the estimate of $93.33 a square foot is accurate, the 

maximum cost of this option woula be $425,000; if the USCA 
estimate of $40 a square foot is accurate, the cost of this 
option coulo be as low as $276,GOG. 
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Option 3 --Modification of building 306 ----a ------ -- 

INA estimated that the total cost for correcting defi- 
ciencies it identified for this building would be $105,000. 
However, EPA's Safety Officer told us he did not believe 
INA had done an adequate job in its safety survey of this 
building. He said that the $1,020,000 estimate was his 
educated guess, based on his knowledge of the facility. 

Again, the $165,000 cost for the use of facilities 
should be only that which is assigned to the Chemistry 
Laboratory, which is $40,000, or $125,000 less than the 
$165,000. Therefore, the maximum cost of this option is 
the EPA estimate based on an educated guess of $1,020,000, 
less the $125,000. If the INA estimate is correct, this 
option could cost as little as $145,000. 

Cincinnati alternatives ---- 

In its March 4, 1975, letter, EPA also provided cost 
estimates of the three alternatives in the Cincinnati area 
where the Chemistry and Microbiology Laboratories could be 
transferred, as follows: 

Modifying rooms of the existing 
Taft Center and moving to that 
location $345,000 to $507,000 

Modifying the new Cincinnati 
laboratory and moving to that 
location $275,000 to $437,000 

Moving into already equipped 
laboratory space in the new 
building $45,000 to $207,000 

The above three estimates included costs of moving some 
equipment from Beltsville and of moving employees. EPA 
explained these costs as follows: 

'"These data provide for moving some equipment from 
Beltsville and for costs of employee moves. For 
example, the range of $45,000 to $207,000 is indi- 
cated because the actual number of employees to 
relocate is unknown and entitlement to relocation 
costs will vary. If all employees move, and all 
are home owners receiving maximum reimbursement for 
real estate settlement costs, the high figure will 
be close. If one-half move, and receive average 
cost reimbursement based on our experience, then 
the low figure will be close." 
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As we did for the Beltsville options, we asked EPA to 
give us a more detailed cost analysis of the various alter- 
natives, which is as follows: 

Move into the existing Taft Center: 
Renovate existing building 

ventilation system, 15,000 
square feet at $20 a square 
foot--$300,000 

Move employees and special 
equipment from Beltsville to 
Cincinnati: 

11 persons at estimated minimum 
relocation costs--$45,000 

21 persons at estimated maximum 
relocation costs--$207,000 

Total $345,000 to $507,000 

Move into unequipped space in new 
laboratory building: 

Furnish and install laboratory 
equipment in 15,000 square 
feet of unequipped space-- 
$230,000 

Move employees and special 
equipment from Beltsville to 
Cincinnati: 

11 persons at estimated minimum 
relocation costs--$45,000 

21 persons at estimated maximum 
relocation costs--$207,000 

Total $275,000 to $437,000 

Move into equipped space in new 
laboratory building: 

Move employees and special 
equipment from Beltsville to 
Cincinnati: 

11 persons at estimated minimum 
relocation costs--$45,000 

21 persons at estimated maximum 
relocation costs--$207,000 

Total 545,000 to $207,000 
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EPA has decided to move the laboratories into the 
existing Taft Center. We analyzed that option’s costs. 

Taft Center ----- 

INA estimated the cost to correct the ventilation 
system deficiencies at the Taft Center to be $3.4 million 
and the total cost to correct all the deficiencies to be 
about $4.4 million. EPA officials told us they thought INA 
was much too strict in its criticism of the Taft Center. 
Facilities and Support Services Division officials told us 
they felt a more realistic figure would be $300,000 for 
each floor to correct the ventilation system plus $62,000 
for each floor to correct other deficiencies (or a total 
cost of $1,448,000 for four floors) which had not been 
included in the March 4, 1975, letter. 

These officials also estimated that the Beltsville 
people would occupy l-1/2 floors of the Taft Center. There- 
fore the total cost to refurbish this area will be about 
$543,000, or $243,000 more than the EPA estimate. They said 
that the employees from the Washington, D.C., laboratories 
would need about half a floor. Therefore the total cost to 
renovate the Taft Center will be about $724,000. 

EPA officials have told us that they were not satisfied 
with the INA survey studies completed in either Beltsville 
or Cincinnati. They thought the INA estimates of the costs 
to refurbish the Beltsville facilities too low and the 
Cincinnati estimates too high. As noted above, however, 
the best estimates that EPA could give us in some instances 
were “educated guesses” or were incomplete. In addition, 
we noted that two of the three people making the INA evalu- 
ations in both locations were the same people, INA’s fire 
protection specialist and its industrial hygiene consultant. 
It seems unlikely that these two people would have erred in 
such opposite directions. 

Additional costs not considered by EPA -- ------------------------ 

Many costs which would be incurred if the proposed 
transfer takes place have not been developed and therefore 
could not have been considered by EPA management. Examples 
of such costs not developed are the costs of recruiting and 
training persons to fill expected vacancies, purchasing 
equipment necessary because of the transfer, and contracting 
out to private laboratories to complete necessary research 
which EPA would not be able to complete because of vacancies. 
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Recruiting and training ------w-e- 

EPA officials informed us that very few employees, 
mainly chemists, planned to move to Cincinnati. Officials 
in OPP did not have cost data for recruiting and training 
chemists needea to fill vacancies caused by the move. 
According to both EPA and USDA, it can take from 2 to 5 
years to train a chemist to do the type of work being done 
by EPA chemists at Beltsville and in the South Agriculture 
Building. 

Equipment costs __------ 

At the time of our review, EPA had not determined what 
equipment might be transferred to Cincinnati. because the 
laboratories at Beltsville and the South Agriculture i3uild- 
ing have interfaced for so long on an almost Gaily basis 
with other EPA laboratories in the same general location, 
officials in the laboratories have told us tney have shared 
each other’s equipment so much that it is impossible, in 
some cases, to determine what eauipment should stay and what 
should be transferred to Cincinnati. However, EFA officials 
told us that if the move was made EPA would have to dupli- 
cate some of its most expensive eauipment tihicn must stay 
in the remaining Beltsville and Washington laboratories. 

Sic were unable to determine what eauipment Imust be 
purchased in Cincinnati, if the move is made; however, EEA 
officials told us that the value of the major laboratory 
equipment --excluding such items as glassware and small 
laboratory implements --to be transferred was about $650,000. 
EPA officials said that an unknown part of this eauipment 
would have to be purchased if the move was made. 

Contracting -------- 

If, as expected, many of the current laboratory 
employees do not choose to transfer to Cincinnati, EEA will 
still nave the laboratory functions but not the experienced 
employees to do the work. Because of these vacancies and 
the lack of experienced employees to fill them, EPA offi- 
cials have said on many occasions that it will be necessary 
for %EX to contract out with private laboratories for the 
necessary tests and analyses. EPA could not estimate the 
extent or costs of these services. 
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CHAPTER 3 ------ 

POSSIBLE ADVERSE EFFECTS OF THE ----e---------m----- 
PROPOSED LABORATORY MOVE -----m-----s---- 

The proposed transfer could result in the loss of 
uniquely qualified staff and could adversely affect other 
Government agencies and other organizations that routinely 
deal with EPA’s pesticide laboratories. 

LOSS OF UNIQUELY QUALIFIED STAFF ---mm---- --e----------- 

According to EPA’s plan, 36 of the 32 laboratory posi- 
tions are to be transferred to Cincinnati. At the time of 
our rev iew, EPA nad not identified the 2 positions which 
were not to be transferred. Also EPA had not tried to deter- 
mine how many of the 32 employees occupying those posit ions 
were planning to transfer to Cincinnati. In fact, before our 
review 11 of the 32 affected employees were not even aware 
that a move was to take place. 

We sent these 32 empioyees a uuestionnaire to determine 
what effects the transfer would nave on their personal and 
professional lives. Some of the questions and answers were: 

Do you plan to move? 
Definite yes 
Definite no 
No, if I can find job in 

pesticides area 
No, if I can find job in 

any field 
Undecided 

5 
6 

6 

12 
3 

Do you feel you are working in unsafe conditions? 
Yes 4 
No 25 
Unanswered 3 

Will EPA experience difficulty in replacing those 
who do not transfer? 

Yes 25 
NO 5 
unknown 2 

Gjill move cause setback in the work of laboratories? 
Yes 26 
No 4 
Unknown 2 
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Does the D.C. area have pesticide work-related 
advantages over Cincinnati? 

Yes 26 
No 4 
Unknown 2 

The questionnaires returned to us showed that only .a 
few of the employees planned to transfer to Cincinnati; 
only one of the supervisors planned to transfer. At the 
Beltsville laboratories alone, this could result in a loss 
to EPA of employees having a total of over 100 years’ exper- 
ience in the pesticide area. 

The Director, Technical Services Division, said that 
two employees who he was sure would not transfer could never 
be replaced because they are world-reknown specialists in 
their fields. 

According to estimates division officials gave us, 
there will be at least E 2- to 5-year disruption in the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the laboratory work because 
of the time needed to train persons recruited to fill vacan- 
cies resulting from the move. The Director of USDA’s 
Agriculture Pesticide Degradation Laboratory in Beltsville 
substantiated this estimate. 

EFFECTS OF HOVE ON O’zHEI? GOVEXWi~iENT AGLdCIES 
AI\J~~~~O~~~~~~~~-------------‘----- 
----a--------------- 

Various Government officials familiar with pesticide 
work have told us that the Washington, D.C., area is known 
as the “pesticide capital of the world.” ‘The reasons given 
were that laws concerning the regulation of pesticides are 
conceived and developed here; many of the major pesticide 
manufacturers have their main offices, or at least branch 
offices, here; and other Government agencies, such as iiSDA 
and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), have their 
laboratories with pesticide expertise here. 

The Directcr of USDA’s Pesticide Degradation Laboratory 
told us that the transfer would be detrimental to EPA’s and 
USDA’s joint efforts. (See app. III for a list of coopera- 
tive efforts of the two agencies.) 

‘I’wo private organizations have excressed concern about 
the effects of tne proposed transfer. In a letter dated 
March 12, 1955, the National Agricultural Chemicals Associa- 
tion told CPA’s Assistant Administrator for hater and 
Bazardous Haterials that it was: 
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‘I* * * concerned when research areas of importance 
to our Industry begin to be affected, and partic- 
ularly when they seem to be in danger of being 
dissipated. If safety is the primary concern it 
seems to me that it would be wise to study the 
cost factor of making the present laboratories 
safe vs. the cost involved in moving the labora- 
tories and the people to Cincinnati.” 

In a letter to the same EPA Assistant Administrator 
dated February 11, 1975, the Association of American Pesticide 
Control Officials said that: 

‘I* * * such action [the transfer] would very 
likely disrupt to some extent, or at least 
render more difficult our cooperative efforts.” 

This organization was concerned because, at its 1574 conven- 
tion, the following agreements were reached. 

--The Beltsville chemistry laboratory would comclete a 
new chemists’ manual which would specify chemical meth- 
ods of analyses for commercial pesticide formulations. 

--EPA and State chemists of the association would 
establish a training program which would be admin- 
istered by the Chemistry Laboratory. 

--The Chemistry Laboratory would assist State labora- 
tories in analyzing certain formulations where there 
were contested actions. 

--The Chemistry Laboratory would supply pesticides 
standards to be used in formulation analyses. 

Officials of the Technical Services Division have told 
us that, if the transfer takes place, the cooperative efforts 
discussed above could be set back by as much as ~CI months. 

In closing, the association told EPA that: 

“The location of a laboratory in the Washington, 
B.C. area has certain advantages such as ready 
accessibility to scientists and facilities of 
other federal laboratories. Likewise, should a 
problem outside the scope of EPA be submitted by 
a state, in most cases referral to the proper 
laboratory (USDA, FDA, DI [Department of the 
Interior]) can be accomplished with a minimum 
of difficulty and delay. This is most helpful to 
the state seeking assistance.” 
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tie noted that, in at least one instance, EPA and another 
Federal agency were experiencing problems that could be 
compounded. by the move. On February 10, 1975, EPA’s Regis- 
tration Division received a letter from FDA concerning “a 
potentially serious problem FDA has been encountering with 
the pesticide reference standards.” The pesticide reference 
standards were submitted to FDA by OPP’s Reference Standards 
Laboratory located in the South Agriculture Building. 
The letter further stated that: 

“The problem concerns the difficulties several 
FDA laboratories have been experiencing with 
these standards. For example, some of the 
reference standards that are received from 
EPA are five years old and their exact purity 
and composition are either not known or very 
questionable. In other instances, we have 
been asked to restrain our request for new 
standards or for replacements of out-of-date 
standards.” 

An official in EPA’s Registration Division told us that 
the transfer would increase the problems identified in the 
FDA letter. 

The Director of the Reference Stanaards Laboratory 
told us that in the past he had furnished standards to 
various embassies of foreign nations which are located in 
Washington, D-C. Be told us that a transfer to Cincinnati 
would be detrimental to the rapport he had developed with 
representatives from these foreign countries. 
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CHAPTER 4 ---- 

LACK OF COMMU~1ICATION BETWEEN CINCINNATI ----e-----------e- -------- 
AND HEADQUARTERS ON THE PROPOSED MOVE _--_-I_____-_____I___-------- 

We visited the Cincinnati facilities and interviewed 
various responsible EPA officials in the Cincinnati area and 
found that the transfer had not been properly coordinated 
between EPA headquarters and Cincinnati. The following 
comparison of opinions of key hiashington and Cincinnati 
officials about various aspects of the transfer illustrates 
the lack of communication.- 

Issue ---- 

Reason or justi- 
f ication for 
transfer. 

Gash ing ton 
understanding ----_------- 

Safety; definitely 
not programmatic 

Filing of Acting Administra- 
vacant ies tive Officer, 
caused by move-- Office of Pesticide 
at present only Programs, has said 
5 of the 30 no problem filling 
employees plan vacancies by using 
to move. National Field 

Investigations 
Center employees. 

Cincinnati 
understanding --------me- 

Programmatic con- 
solidation of 
pesticide labora- 
tory program in 
accordance witn 
laboratory plan; 
no idea that not 
all employees in 
laboratories are 
going to trans- 
fer, if move is 
made. 

Director, National 
Field Investiga- 
tions Center, is 
dubious about his 
employees ’ ade- 
quately filling 
vacancies. At 
the time we dis- 
cussed this with 
him, EPA had not 
asked him for 
such data. 
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Issue --- 

Planned interim 
move to a tem- 
porary location 
at the Ridge 
Avenue facility 
until the Taft 
Center is refur- 
bished. 

irjhat is to hap- 
pen to the ‘Taft 
Center facility? 
When the new 
facility is com- 
ple te , EPA 
plans to move 
virtually all 
employees now in 
the Taft Center 
to the new 
facility. 

Costs of refur- 
bishing Taft 
Center 

facility from 

Washington 

September 1975 
until at least 

understanding 

January 1975. 

------ 

Acting Administra- 
tive Officer is 
planning on plac- 
ing the laboratories 
in the Ridge Avenue 

would further dis- 
ruct the orogrsm. 

Cincinnati 

The Chief, Facil- 
it ies Nanaqemen t 

understandina 

Services, told us 
the Ridge Avenue 

-----.----.-AL 

facility’s lease 
would expire in 

Director of Admin- 

September and 
there were no 

istration was 

plans tc renew it. 

unaware of pro- 
posed interim 
move. f-J,e said it 

Acting Director, 
Facilities and 
Support Services 
Division, says 
only a small 
number of EPA 
employees (80) 
will be housed 
there. 

Acting Jirector, 
Facilities and 
Support Services 
Division, has 
given us an 
estimate of 
s;362,OGO a floor, 
al though bqash ing- 
ton officials 
have not examined 
the facility. 

3irector of Adn;in- 
istration wants to 
fill the buildinq 
with EPA employees 
and possibly some 
FDA emplovees. 
(EL)A nas expresses 
desire to fill 
the entire build- 
inq.) 

Facilities flanaqe- 
merit, Cincinnati, 
has no idea of the 
cost, would not 
give an estimate, 
and has no idea 
when work will be 
complete. It 
plans to hire an 
architect to deter- 
mine what has to 
be dcne to the 
‘iaft Center to 
make it safe for 
high-hazard labor- 
atory operations. 
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Perhaps the largest area of confusion within EPA 
concerns the reason for the move. Although the safety 
deficiencies in the existing facilities is EPA’s official 
justification for the proposed transfer (see app. II), many 
EPA officials have said that the major consideration for 
the transfer was to fill space to become available in the 
Taft Center once a new EPA facility in Cincinnati is com- 
plete. 

Because most of the 260 employees now occupying the 
Taft Center are to be transferred to the new facility when 
it is complete, the Taft Center will be virtually empty. 
An EPA occupancy plan for the Cincinnati area dated 
February 27, 1975, stated that only 80 EPA employees would 
be housed in the Taft Center. Included in this figure were 
the 30 positions to be transferred from the Beltsville and 
South Agriculture Building laboratories. A Taft Center 
official told us that at one time the Taft Center housed 
400 employees. 

iire noted several indications that the desire to fill 
part of the Taft Center might well be a major reason for 
the proposed move. 

A January 11, 1974, memorandum from the EPA Director, 
Facilities and Support Services Division, to the Assistant 
Administrator for Planning and Management stated, in part, 
that: 

“The Iask Force established to re-evaluate the 
EPA lab plan is nearing completion of its work. 
One of the purposes of a new look was to see 
what if anything could be relocated to Cin- 
cinnati to better utilize the new lab plan and 
the Taft Center. 

“The functions that are candidates for reloca- 
tion to Cincinnati are microbiology and the 
chemistry support laboratory. A total of 24 
positions could be relocated to Cincinnati. 
These include 11 positions in the microbiology 
lab ana 13 positions in the chemistry support 
lab. 

“Once you exclude labs which are geographically 
located for program reasons there is little 
‘left that could be relocated to Cincinnati.” 

The memorandum mentioned that the Beltsville facilities 
were unsafe and inadeguate, apparently as a result of EPA 
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safety surveys of the facilities, because the memorandum 
was written some 3 months before the INA safety survey of 
Beltsville, 

It is interesting to note that the memorandum did not 
mention the results of the safety surveys EPA had made of 
the Taft Center in 1971 and 1972. (EPA was unable to give 
us copies of these surveys.) Neither did the memorandum 
mention the INA safety survey of the Cincinnati facility, 
which was made in August and September 1573. 

The January 11, 1974, memorandum state6 that EPA should 
inform the Department of i-Iealth, Education, and Welfare that 
there might be vacant space in the Taft Center for FDA 
personnel. 

We found that EPA has been discussing, on an informal, 
preliminary basis, the possibility of FDA’s moving some of 
its employees into the Taft Center. F&A officials told us 
that they could use all the Taft Center if EPA would turn 
the facility over to them. 

27 



CHAPTER 5 ----a 

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMEtiDATIONS AND AGENCY COMWX”I’S -- --.---- -------L-------------- 

CONCLUSIONS ---me -a- 

According to the EPA and INA safety surveys, safety 
deficiencies apparently do exist in the Beltsville 
facilities. However, as also evidenced by these safety 
surveys, safety deficiencies exist in the proposea location 
in Cincinnati where the laboratories are to be located. 
Therefore any move to the Cincinnati facilities would 
simply be moving the laboratories from unsafe conditions to 
unsafe conditions. 

EPA’S proposed transfer of the laboratories from the 
Beltsville and the bqashington locations has not been justi- 
fied on the basis of economy. The cost analyses EPA devel- 
oped concerning the various aspects of the transfer included 
incorrect and questionable data. Additionally, some of the 
cost information wnich should have been developed is not 
available. 

Since EPA has decided to transfer the laboratories to 
the Taft Center in Cincinnati, the costs associated with 
providing safe facilities in the ‘Taft Center should be com- 
pared with the costs of providing safe facilities in 
Beltsville, to determine which is the most economical. 

On the basis of EPA’s cost analysis, it appears that 
the Taft Center option is less expensive then any of the 
Beltsville options. However, after adjusting EPA’s analysis 
to reflect correct data, it appears the least extensive 
Beltsville option is the one which involves refurbishing 
the Pharmacology Laboratory building (building 225) and 
constructing an addition to an already existing building at 
the Beltsville complex ana moving the entire Analytical 
Chemistry Laboratory (noiu, in building 306) into that 
facility. 

The cost of refurbishing the Taft Center to accommodate 
on117 the Beltsville laboratories would be about $543,000; 
$181,OUO auditional would be reguired to accommodate the 
Hashington laboratories proposed to be transferred. There- 
fore EPA would have to spend about $724,OOrj to refurbish 
the Taft Center to make it safe for the laboratories’ high- 
hazara work. 
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In addition, $207,000 could possibly be spent to 
transfer the affected employees. Therefore it could cost 
about $531,000 to refurbish the Taft Center and move the 
employees. Additional costs, such as for recruiting and 
training employees and for contracting with private lab- 
oratories for necessary services, will increase the cost 
of transferring the laboratories to Cincinnati to over $1 
mill ion. This figure is twice the amount of the least 
expensive Beltsville estimate. 

The least expensive aeltsville estimate consists of 
refurbishing the Pharmacology Laboratory building (build- 
ing 225) and constructing an addition to building 405 to 
accommodate the Analytical Chemistry Laboratory; the 
estimated maximum cost for the necessary work is about 
$425,000. 

It appears that the effects of the transfer on OPP’s 
pesticide program were not adequately considered and there- 
fore, if the transfer is made, OPP’s pesticide capability, 
as well as the capability of other Government agencies and 
other organizations, may be hindered. 

The loss of uniquely qualified staff; the time lost’ 
recruiting and training new employees; the geographic dis- 
location from Washington, which is considered “the pesticide 
capital of the world” ; and the loss of contacts with other 
U.S. Government agencies, private associations, and foreign 
nations concerned with pesticides, will be detrimental to 
EPA’s pesticide control program. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE AG~~lIl?ISTRATOR EPA --.-------------m-----------------L---- 

In view of the costs of the transfer and various pro- 
gram considerations--such as loss of uniquely oual if ied 
staff and disruption of EPA’s pesticide control program 
and the programs of other Government agencies and other 
organizations --we recommend that the Administrator, EPA, 
reconsider the proposed laboratory transfer. 8ha tever is 
decided, the laboratories should be provided with safe 
facilities. 

Concerning the Taft Center in Cincinnati, we recommend 
that the Administrator, EPA, require the Director, Facilities 
and Support Services Division, to explore the possibility of 
turning tne Center over to the FDA, since FDA has told us 
that it could use the entire Center. 
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AGENCY COMrjlENTS 

In a meeting with EPA officials on May 29, 1975, the 
Assistant Administrator for Planning and Management told us 
that, if it could be shown that it was more economical for 
the laboratories to remain in the Beltsville and Washington 
locations than to transfer the laboratories to Cincinnati, 
EPA would cancel the proposed move. 

In a meeting with officials in EPA’s Facilities and 
Support Services Division on June 2, 1975, we were given 
EPA’s revised cost analysis of the least expensive Belts- 
v ille option and the cost of moving to the Cincinnati loca- 
tion where EPA plans to transfer the laboratories. 

The Beltsville option consists of renovating the build- 
ing housing the Pharmacology Laboratory (building 225), 
moving the Chemistry Laboratory from building 306 to build- 
ing 409 (this involves constructing an addition), and reno- 
vating the space occupied by tne +iashington laboratories. 

The Cincinnati option involves moving the Microbioloqy 
Laboratory and part of the Chemistry Laboratory from Belts- 
ville and part of the Washington laboratories to the Taft 
Center in Cincinnati. The Pharmacology Laboratory and part 
of the Chemistry Laboratory would be moved to an already 
existing building in Beltsville, and the part of the Wash- 
ington laboratories remaining would stay in their present 
location. 

EPA’s June 2 analysis of these two opt ions was as 
follows. 
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Space Analysis --EPA at Beltsville e-------------m-- _--- 

Existing (note a) e----L 

Net square Gross scuare 
feet (note b) feet --w-e-_--- 

Building: 
--------_-..-_ 

225 (Pharmacology) 2,430 3,200 
3G6 (Chemistry) 4,7GG '7,000 
406 and 4G7A (Microbiology) 3,630 4,500 
404 (Pesticide storage) 1,400 1,700 
South Agriculture 6,000 C8,90G 

Stay at Beltsville and Washinaton ------------------1-----.-L_-- 

Net square Gross square 
feet (note b) feet --------__- _______-______ 

Building: 
225 (Pharmacology) 2,430 3,200 
306 (release) 0 0 
406 and 4G7A 

(Microbiology) 3,630 4,500 
$09 (Chemistry) 4,400 6,500 
South Agriculture 6,GOO =8,9OG 

Moving and adjustment in interagency agreement 

Modification -------_~ 

d$ 50,000 
0 

0 
525,000 
317,0G0 ------- 
892,000 

85,OOO T----- 9977,000 ----a-__ 

Move to Cincinnati ----------___-- 

Net square 
feet (note b) --.--e-e__ - 

Buildinq: 
Taft Center 15,750 
225 (release) tJ 
306 (release) G 
406 and 407A 

(Pharmacology 
and Chemistry) 3,630 

409 (Animal) 1,150 
south Agriculture 

(release) 0 

Relocation costs 

Gross square 
feet $!odification _------_--- --I_------ 

26,700 $527,000 
0 0 
0 0 

4,500 0 
1,700 10,000 

0 0 
--me--- 

637,000 
45,000 to 207-000 --L-- 

$6gTxm to $844 000 ---e-L-,- ----L--- 

aBuilding WhOSe occupancy could change depending on option 
selected. 

bUsable space. 
CEstimated eguivalent gross square feet. 
dbjodification of 2,000 gross square feet of total. 
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However, EPA’s cost analysis was again based on uues- 
tionable or incorrect data. Therefore, after detailed dis- 
cussions concerning each figure, it was mutually agreed that 
the correct analysis was as follows: 
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Existing ---B-d 

Net square Gross sauare 
feet feet ---_--- --- - ------ ----- 

Building: 
225 (Pharmacology) 2,000 2,900 
306 (Chemistry) 3,465 5,000 
406 and 407A (Microbiology) 4,000 5,000 
405 (Pesticide storage) 1,400 1,700 
South Agriculture 5,200 7,700 

Stay at Beltsville and Washington ------------_------------- 

Net square Gross square 
feet feet Modif ication - _--_- ---- m----B-- .--a- ----we------ 

Building: 
225 (Pharmacology) 2,100 2,900 $ 50,ool; 
306 (release) 0 0 0 
406 and 407A 

(Wicrobiology) 4,000 5,OilG 0 
409 (Chemistry) 3,400 5,000 365,000 
South Agriculture 5,200 7,700 281 030 ----L--e 

696,000 
Moving from building 306 to building 469 10,OGO 
Space use costs for 

Building: 
Taft Center 
225 (release) 
306 (release) 
406 and 407A 

(Pharmacology 
and Chemistry) 

409 (Animal) 
South Agriculture 

laboratories 80,000 - 7---- e---L--- S/a6 OO?? 

Hove to Cincinnati -------c------ 

Net square Gross souare 
feet feet Modification ------- _.__-__ --.---- __---------- 

10,500 17,860 $418,000 
0 0 0 
G 0 0 

4,000 5,000 0 
1,150 1,7GO 10,000 
3,000 4,400 ---L--- 180 000 

603,000 
Relocation costs (this is the maximum 

relocation cost estimate) 207 000 --,I --a 
815,000 

Space-use costs for remaining laboratories in 
l3eltsville 36,000 

idloving costs for remaining laboratories in 
Beltsville 10,OOG 

Refurbishing building in Beltsville for Chemistry 
Laboratory 36,000 

Total g3sJ4-m6 ,--‘--- 

33 



The $897,000 does not include such costs as those for 
purchasing equipment needed in Cincinnati, renting of the 
Ridge Avenue facility for 5 months, contracting out to 
private laboratories to make necessary experiments, and 
moving from the Ridge Avenue facility to the Taft Center. 
If these costs were included, the Cincinnati option would 
be considerably higher. 

The Beltsville option will cost at least $lll,.OOO less 
than the Cincinnati option, excluding other costs mentioned 
above. The Acting Director, Facilities and Support Serv- 
ices Division, told us that therefore, on the basis of the 
ad justed cost analysis, he would tell the Assistant 
Administrator for Planning and Management that the transfer 
from Beltsville and Nashington to Cincinnati could not be 
just if ied on the basis of economy. 
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APPENDIX I 
GLADYS NOON SPELLMAN 

SW D~s-mn. Mm- 

APPENDIX I 
COMMITTEE*: 

BANKING. CURRENCY 
AND HOUSING 

WASHlNGrnN OFFICE 

1 I,, LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE S”lmrrrG 
WASMNGTON. DC. 20515 

(202) 225-4131 

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE 

March 24, 1975 

The Honorable Elmer Boyd Staats 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Staats: 

Enclosed is a letter I have received from Mr. Alvin 
L. Alm, Assistant Administrator for Planning and Manage- 
ment, Environmental Protection Agency, regarding estimated 
costs of moving the EPA Pesticide Chemistry and Micro- 
biology Laboratories from their present facilities in 
Beltsville to Cincinnati, Ohio. I have been concerned 
about the reasons behind such a move for some time. More- 
over, I am aware that Senator Mathias has requested you 
to look into this matter. 

I am impressed that the primary reasoning behind this 
relocation is neither for better coordination nor for cost 
efficiency; rather, I perceive that the sole purpose of 
the projected move is based on a previous EPA commitment 
to provide occupancy to vacant EPA facilities in Cincinnati. 
Such insensibility to the disruption of these employees' 
rights is deeply troubling. I find this doubly so when 
the move is justified in terms of safety and economy. 

The most recent letter I have received (also enclosed) 
disturbs me in its implications about the relative safety 
of the EPA space in Cincinnati. I would, therefore, appre- 
ciate your investigating the cost merits of such a move, 
specifically assuring me that the proposed facilities in 
Cincinnati would be significantly safer. 

Sincerely, 

Gladyp3' Noon 'spellman 
Memb& of Congress 
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460 

. 
OFFICE OF 

PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 

Honorable Gladys Noon Spellman 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Mrs. Spellman: 

This is in response to your letter of January 2, 1975, on the 
transfer of our microbiology and chemistry laboratories from Belts- 
ville, Maryland to Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Historically, it has been our long-standing intention to 
relocate from inadequate facilities at Beltsville starting in late 
1960's with the pre-EPA appropriations of $100,000 spent for 
building plans for a new laboratory facility at Beltsville and 
continuing into 1971 with the serious consideration of alternative 
sites, including Fort Detrick, for location of the Beltsville 
operations. 

In 1972, the identification of major safety deficiencies in a 
number of EPA-occupied buildings at Beltsville and the Congressionally- 
directed study of EPA laboratories stressing consolidation of EPA 
activities, resulted in the EPA Laboratory Plan conclusion to establish 
a National Environmental Pesticides Center (NEPC) at NASA's 
Mississippi Test Facility (MTF) by consolidating Beltsville, Corvallis, 
and MTF Pesticides operations at MTF. 

In 1974, a reevaluation of the 1972 EPA Laboratory Plan produced 
a revised Plan based on the EPA policy of utilizing available space 
wherever possible in lieu of budgeting for new construction or major 
improvements to existing facilities. This latest revised EPA 
Laboratory Plan, dated March 1974, states that the Beltsville site 
must be retained because of ongoing pesticide programs tied to 
existing agricultural plots and orchards at that location. It also 
concluded that the chemistry and microbiology activities which are 
not geographically dependent on their location will be transferred 
to available EPA-owned space in Cincinnati, and that space presently 
occupied in Buildings 225 and 306 will be turned back to USDA as 
surplus to EPA needs. 
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX.11 

Tn brief, Buildings 225 and 306 are classified as having high 
hazard contents and operations. They do not meet mini,mum Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration and EPA safety requirements for 
ventilation and exits, and in certain aspects for construction. As 
examples, Buflding 306 has an inadequate supply of outside air to 
provide laboratory ventilation and make-up air to fume hoods. There 
is no second means of exiting from the laboratories. Fire-rated 
doors and partitions are required. There is no adequate fire 
suppression system in the building. Building 225 has similar 
deficiencies and its roof does not meet requirements of noncom- 
bustible construction. 

In the broader context, we have employees in some 72 geographical 
locations around the country. Safety surveys have been conducted 
at 46 of those locations where the major concentration of employees 
and program activities exist. Safety surveys are planned for the 
remaining 26 locations which are mainly 1 to 4 man operations 
such as state liaison offices, pesticides inspectors offices, etc. 

In the 46 locations surveyed, major deficiencies were identified 
in facilities in 35 locations where EPA has laboratories with "high 
hazard" contents as defined by OSHA. 

Since 1972, EPA has had plans to correct identified major 
safety deficiencies by various means including replacing or up- 
grading an existing substandard facility depending on the economics 
and the program need to remain at the location, or relocating the 
program activities to a different location where safe and adequate 
facilities could be provided based on program considerations and 
facilities utilization requirements. The EPA Laboratory Plans of 
November 1972 and March 1974, as submitted to the OMB and the 
Congressional Appropriations Subcommittees, are evidence of this 
planni.ng process. Many locations have already been closed out with 
others in process of being relocated. 

With regard to costs, our estimates are as follows: 

1. Construction of new lab building at 
Beltsville . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..*................ $1,500,000 

2. Modifications of Buildings 225 
and 409 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 550,000 * 

3. Modifications of Building 306.................$1,000,000 

The alternatives listed above were then compared to the cost of 
three-options in Cincinnati for the chemistry and microbiology 
activities. 
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1. Modification of the existing Taft Center 
and moving to that location...................*..$ 345,000 

$ 5gooo 

2. Preparing unequipped space in the new 
Cincinnati Laboratory and moving to that 
location.........................................~ 27z;OOO 

$ 437,000 

3. Moving into already e uipped laboratory 
space in the new buil 1 ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..$ 45,OGO 

$ 2o;:ooo 

(These data provide for moving some equipment from BeltSVi’lle 
and for costs of employee moves. For example, the range of 
$45,000 to $207,000 is indicated because the actual number 
of employees to relocate is unknown and entitlement to re- 
location costs will vary. If all employees move, and all 
are home owners receiving maximum reimbursement for real 
estate settlement costs, the high figure will be close. 
If one-half move, and receive average cost reimbursement 
based on our experience, then the low figure will be close.) 

As indicated above, the Cincinnati options are the most 
economical and provide safe facilities. Because of recent organi- 
zational changes in Cincinnati , we are now exploring program re- 
locationship to determine the best specific location in Cincinnati 
for the pesticides programs. 

Finally in connection with personnel relocations, we will 
make every effort to minimize disruption. Counseling, outplacement 
assistance, and moving assistance will be provided to affected 
employees. 

Please contact me if I can be of further assistance. 

. Alvin L. Alm 
Assistant Administrator 

for Planning and Management 

i . 
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APPQJDIX II I APPENDIX III 

EEA--USDA COOPERATIVE PROJECTS ----------.------- 

i. One LPA laboratory in Beltsville collaborated-:.yjn a study 
with USDA’s Agricultural Research Service of the deaths 
of premature infants in a number of hospitals in this 
country. Together they accumulated the scientific data 
needed to solve the problem caused by using a commercial 
fungicide on infant ware and prevented further deaths. 
This study was done quickly (in a matter of weeks) and 
efficiently because of the close cooperation between 
the two units. 

2. This same EPA laboratory and the Service collaborated 
in a study which involved the deaths of thousands of 
beef cattle in the western United States. 

3. The same EPA laboratory and the Service furnished data 
on a cancer-causing compound with respect to its occur- 
rence and formation in fungicides which may be used on 
at least 5G percent of the Nation’s food supply. This 
data was developed through the informal exchange of 
scientific ideas, theories, and data between EPA and 
USDA. The data resulted in important publications’ 
being issued and in new tolerances’ being set for the 
fungicides most widely used on the Nation’s food 
supply and has caused a worldwide review of the uses of 
these fungicides. 

4. EPA gave USDA data on 600,000 aerosols consigned to the 
Department of Defense. USDA asked EPA’s Beltsville 
laboratory to evaluate the analytical method and 
analyze a representative sample of the aerosols. The 
laboratory found the aerosols to have a oesticide 
content acceptable to the Department of Defense. EPA 
and the prime manufacturer, together, are to submit to 
USDA an interim specification analysis for this type of 
product. EPA is developing a permanent specification 
me Mod. 

5. EPA’s Beltsville laboratory constantly trains, formally 
and informally, Service chemists in operating infrared, 
ultraviolet, and visible spectrometers. In addition, 
the EPA laboratory malces its sophisticated instrument- 
ation available to USDA on a daily basis. One EPA- 
trained USDA chemist immediately solved a difficult 
problem for his division as a result of the training. 

6. The EPA laboratory routinely furnishes pesticide 
standards to USDA for use in its research programs. 
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7. 

a. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

The EPA laboratory has worked closely with tiSDA in 
developing methods for analyzing chemicals which are 
highly toxic and those which cause birth defects. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories routinely analyze USDA 
grains for pesticide residues. The food processed from 
these grains is used to feed a large segment of our 
country’s population and that of underdeveloped na- 
tions. USDA says it is essential that EPA have a close 
physical relationship with USDA, to efficiently and 
quickly pass on information to it with respect to harm- 
ful residues. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories have arranged many sem- 
inars for both EPA’s and USDA’s scientific personnel 
who have mutual interest in the chemistry of pesti- 
cides and their relation to the health of the country. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories and USDA, together, have 
generated important data on the ef feet of pesticide 
cross-contamination in agricultural formulations. 
EPA developed the technigue of detection and, together 
with USDA, showed the effects of such contamination in 
fat residues of beef cattle in the United States. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories worked closely with USDA 
in evaluating a new larval fly media, which is used in 
rearing houseflies for standards tests in evaluating 
new insecticides. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories routinely furnish USDA 
with such services eradicating rats, mice, and birds 
in UDSA’s granary and poultry units. Such services 
allow USDA to effectively carry on certain research 
programs which are valuable to agricultural growth in 
this country. Such services also save USDA consider- 
able amounts of money which can be applied to 
agricultural research. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories have given USDA important 
scientific data with respect to USDA’s search for 
alternatives to the cyanide-cartridge gun for predator 
control. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories have given USDA important 
advice on minimizing deer damage to fruit tree orchards. 
This advice not only saves USDA’s research in this area 
but also results in a considerable cost saving which 
can be applied to further fruit tree research. 
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15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories did viral radioactive 
polio recovery studies for USDA. This data was gener- 
ated as part of USDA’s Blue Plains solid-waste (sludge) 
experiment. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories evaluate the toxicity of 
USDA-developed insect attractants--disparlure (gypsy 
moth) , phenethylpropionate (Japanese beetle), and 
heptyl butyrate (yellow-jacket wasp). Such infomation 
is vital to USDA, EPA, and environmental groups through- 
out the country with respect to developing biological 
pest controls. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories routinely furnish tech- 
nical assistance to USDA’s poultry ant-isera program 
(for poultry viruses). 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories have furnished USDA with 
toxicity data on treated seed corn for suitability as 
livestock feed. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories gave USDA data for evalu- 
ating hand-washing lotions used in food-processing 
plants. FDA will probably use this data when evaluat- 
ing sanitary conditions of food-processing establish- 
ments. 

EPA’s Beltsville laboratories provided USDA’s Agr icul- 
tural Environmental Quality Institute and the Veterinary 
Science Laboratory in Beltsville with over 114 pesti- 
cide standards in the last year. Xany of these com- 
pounds are not readily available to USDA but are 
available to EPA’s Beltsville laboratories. 
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PRINCIPAL EPA OFFICIALS 
RESPONSIBLE FOR ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure of office -_-___-------- 
TO From -- -- 

ADMINISTRATOR: 
Russell E. Train Sept. 1973 

ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR FOR 
PLANNING AlJD MANAGEMENT: 

Alvin L. Alm July 1973 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT ADblINISTRATOR 
FOR ADMINISTRATION: 

Howard M. Messner Jan. 1971 

ASSISTANT ADMIRISTRATOR FOR 
WATER AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: 

James L. Agee July 1974 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR PESTICIDE PROGRAMS: 

Edwin L. Johnson Apr. 1975 
Edwin L. Johnson (acting) Dec. 1974 

Present 

Present 

Present 

Present 

Present 
Apr. 1975 
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