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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASffINGTON.O..c. 1CIN8

8-133001

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

During an a-month period ending in December 1975, over
140,000 refugees were processed under the Indochina Refugee
Program. These people were evacuated from CaJI.bodia and South
Vietnam~ temporarily cared fOI' at Depar tment of Defense ref­
ugee camps in the western Pacific and the United States~ and
finally resettled in the United States, a third country, or
repatriated to Vietnam.

This report is a follQwup to our report issued to the
Congress on June l6~ 1975, e,ltitled "U.S. Provides Safe Haven
for Indochinese Refugees,· and contains information relevant
to the evacuation and temporary care phases of the refugee
program.

We did not request all agencies concerned with the In­
dochina refugees to review and provide written comments on
this report. The Departments of State and Defense, as well
as repr~sentatives of the President's Special Interagency
Task F~rce for Indochina Refuaees, have, however, reviewed
the report and provided cCiruments which have been incorporated
where appropriate.

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53) and the Accounting and Auditinq Act
of 1950 (31 U.S.~. 67).

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget: the Secretaries of State,
Defense, Treasury, and Health, F~tlcation, and Welfare: the
Attorney General: and the Administrator, Agency for Interna­
tional Development.

7Zh 4.(~
Comptroller General
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

DIG EST

EVACUATION AND TEMPORARY
CARE AFFORDED INDOC8INESE
REFUGEES--OPERATION NEW LIF~

Multiagency

In April 1~75, about 163,000 Cambodians and
Vietnam~se who fled from their native coun­
tries were without homes. The In~ochina Mi­
gration and Refugee Assistance Act of 1975 and
the related appropriation act passed in May
1975 provided immediate assistance to these
refugees. The President's Special Interagency
Task Force for Indochina Refugees was w.andated
to move refugees first to safe reception cen­
ters and thea to initial placement with u.s.
sponsors.

This report follows up GAO's June 16, 1975,
report to the Congress, nU.S. Provides Safe
Haven for Indochinese Refugees,n and deals
with the evacuation and temporary care phases
of the Indochiua Refugee Program.

The process of moving refugees to a settled
and peaceful environment was effectively ac­
complished, using the resources of 18 Federal
departments and agencies, 14 voluntary agen­
cies, 10 State and local organizations, and
the Task Force. Houever, certain management
problems gave rise to some excessive costs
and potentially wasteful practices. Daily
management problems that confronted officials
at the reception centers were handled on an
ad hoc basis. Certain weaknesses in overall
program coordination permitted improper claims
for reimbursements from program funds and poor
control of supplies and equipment.

To insure full compliance with the special
evacuation appropriation act (Public Law
94-24) and the expressed concern of the
Congress, GAO is recommending that the De­
partments of State and Defense

--review th~ validity, propriety, and cor­
rectness of claims for cost reimbursements
from the special refugee funds and

Tw SbnJ. Upon removal. the report
COWtl' ule shoold be noted hereon. i ID-16-63



--quickly identify usable supply and equipment
ite~s onhand when the refugee reception centers
closed and implement action necessary for the
U.S. Government to effectively use such items.
(See p. 5.)

Task Force auditors, before the disbanding of
the Task Force on December 31, 1975, had reviewed
some transactions. The Departments of State and
Defense are now considering the extent to which
additional review work is necessary. Also, repre­
sentatives of the General Services Administration
and the Defense Supply Agency are in the process
of determining how to dispose of supplies and
equipment onhand.

By December 20, 1915, 140,616 refugees had been
processed through the refugee program at a cost
of over $328 million. Of these, 129,792 settled
in the United States, 6,632 resettled in other
friendly countries, and !,546 were repatriated
to South Vietnam. Also, 544 refugees ~n parolee
status were waiting for the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugee~ to arrange for their
repatriation back to Indochina. (See p. 8.)

Another estimated 23,000 Cambodian and Vietna­
mese refugees stranded in Thailand were being
assisted by the Thai Government, the U.N. High
Commissioner for Refugees, and the United
States. (See p. 42.>

The Congress appropriated $305 million to the
Department of State and $100 million to the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
for the Indochina refugee program in May 1975.
The State Department appropriation, plus the
$100.3 million made available from Agency for
International Development funds, was earmarked
to meet the costs of refugee evacuation, tem­
porary care, and initial placement with spon­
sors.

The President's Task Force was responsible
for coordinating all U.S. activities of the
Indochina refugee program. Th~ State Depart­
ment managed the refugee funds. The Department
of Defense provided logistical support for
moving the refugees to safety and affording
them temporary care until their initial
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Tear Sheet

placement with u.s. sponsors or their depar­
ture to other countries. The Agency for
International Development provided many em­
ployees, who had years of experience with
Indochinese people, to assist at refugee
recaption centers, and many other Federal
agencies assisted in carrying out the re­
fugee program. (S~e pp. 17 to l~.)

CHARGE~QUESTIONEQ

The Military Sealift Command overcharged the
program an estimated $4.26 million for trans­
porting refugees. Based primarily on estimates,
the State Department and the Agency for Inter­
national Development paid the Sealift Command
over $15.7 million for transporting 179,000
Vietnamese refugees. In December 1975, after
GAO had questioned the Command about certain
ch~rges against the program, the Co~~and said
the overcharges would be properly adjusted.
(See pp. 20 and 21.)

In addition to its regular fleet, the Air
Force Military Airlift Command flew some
other planes to airlift refugees. The Com­
mand charged the refugee program $2.03 mil­
lion for the flying hours attributed to
those planes. After GAO questioned the
availability of other funds to cover those
flying hours, the Air Force reviewed the"
cost computations and decided to cancel the
charge against the refugee program ana
charge the costs against the Air Force an­
nual flying hour program for fiscal year
1975. (Sep p. 23.)

The Navy charged the refugee program $6.6
million for supporting the U.S. evacuation
of South Vietnam. The Navy said that amount
represented the extra steaming costs of 43
Pacific Fleet vessels inc~rred during April
1975 as a result of the evacuation.

Under Navy policy, Pacific Fleet vessels
will not ordinarily steam more than 45 days
during a quarter, so the Department of De­
fense concluded it was proper to:

iii



--Determine the amount of fuel the 43 ships
would ordinarily consume during a IS-day
peri0d versus the fuel they actually con­
sumed during April 1975.

--Categorize the fuel difference as costs in­
cremental to the refugee program.

--Claim reimbureement for those costs from
the special refugee fund.

Pacific Fleet vessels reportedly transported
about 14,000 people during the evacuation.
One-half of these people were u.s. citizens
and many others were dignitaries from friendly
third countries, which indicates that the
Pacific Fleet's primary mission was other than
evacuation of refugees. Thus, GAO questions
the Navy 7 s $6.6 million charge to the refugee
program.

The Navy also identified as refugee program
costs $1.4 million, representing Costb of
evacuating Americans and their personal belong­
ings from Vi~tnam. The State Department and
the Navy concurred with GAO that the Navy may
be due reimbursement for such costs, however,
these charges were not proper refugee program
costs. Adjustments were in process when GAO
fieldwork ended~ (See pp. 21 and 22.)

WEAKNESSES IN CONTROL OF SUPPLIES
AND EQUIPMENT

Throughout the program's 8-month life, re­
quests for supplies and equipment at recep­
tion centers were filled without considering
cost. duration and importance of the need,
or correctness of quantity requested. As
the reception centers prepared to close,
the Task Force and the State Department
realized that considerable quantities of
supplies and equipment would reillain onhand.

In mid-January 1976, General Services Admin­
istration and Defense Supply Agency repre­
sentatives were still determining which onhand
items their supply systems could absorb and
which items should be disposed of; the cost
of these items had not been determined. How­
ever, the Air Farce, Army, and Marine Corps
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Tear Sheet

had taken some items, valued at $298,000,
into supply systems ana had made correspond­
ing adjustments to outstanding reimbursements
due from the reilgee program. The State De­
partment had also placed refugee program equip­
ment costing $600,000 into its regular stock
inventory. (See pp. 24 to 26.)

v



CHAPTER I

EVALUATION OF EVACUATION AND
~

TEMPORARY CARE OF REFUGEES.
The Indochina Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of

1975 and the accompanying approp!iation act specified that
$405 million--$305 million appropI'iated to State Department
and $lCO million to the Department of Health, Education, and
~elf'are (HEW)'''-of the amount autbClrized would be used to
assist refugees who, because of persecution or iear of per­
secution, fled from Cambodia or So~th Vietnam. The Ag~ncy

for In'ternational Development (AID) transferred an additional
$100.3 million to the State Departmant for use in the refugee
program.

Carrying out this legislation invoJ7ed the ccmbined ef­
forts of 18 u.s. Government departments and agencies as well
as many State and local government agencies a~d private or­
ganizations. The Special Interagency Task Force for Indochina
Refugees, establiShed by the President on April 18, 1975, was
charged with coordinating the activities of all u.S. groups
participating in the Indochina refugee program.

The refugee program was composed of (1) evacuation of
140,Ei76 refugees, (2) temporary care of refugees while they
awaited permanent resettlement, and tJ) resettlement of ref­
ugees in the United States or third countries where they
wer.e to begin a new life. 'i1he first two phases of the pro­
gram were successfully completed on December 20, 1975, when
the last 68 refugeE~ departed the reception center at Fort
Chaffee, Arka&sas. However, the short time frame and the
emergency conditions under which this humanitarian endeavor
was accomplished, as well as the magnitude of the Indochina
refugee program, gave rise to certain management problems
which affected the program's efficiency and economy.

The resettlement phase of the program included the re­
location of 132,421 refugees in AmE.:r lean conl.1'fDunities as well
as support and followup servitces designed to deal with prob­
lems, generated after they ~ere relocated. The Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare assumed responsibility for
that phase of the overall program in January 1916.

G~C is currently reviewing the implementation of se­
lected segments of the resettlemert phase.
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SUCCESSFUL MOVEMENT OF REFUGEES

The President's Special Interagen~y Task I~rce, the De­
partments of State and Defense, voluntary agencies, and State
and local groups are to be commended for their parts in the
succesgful movement of more than 140,000 refugees from war­
torn South Vietnam and Cambodia to safety and the arrange­
ments for their cesettle~ent in the Uni;ed States or another
country ~f their choice. Confronted with such a task in
April 1915, Federal, State, and private resources were im­
mediately made available and, employing Defense's logistics
capability, effectively used.

About 94 percent of these refugees ~132,421) were af­
forded temporary care at U.S. military f~cilities before be­
ing released in the United States. About 6,000 refugees
were rel.eased from the program even before they reached the
continental United States.

The following graph shows the progress in moving the
refugees toward permanent resettle~ent after June 8, 1915.

The program began under emergency conditions and was
carried out with extreme urgency within only 8 months.

PROGRAM WEAKNESSES

The uniqueness of the program, the urqency with which
evacuation and temporary care phases were carried out, the
diversity and number of groups involved, and the unusual
funding arrangement all contributed to the following manage­
ment problems which we identified in our review.

--Problems of overall program coordination (pp. 12 to
13).

--Absence of adequate review of reimbursement claims
(pp. 20 to 23).

--Weak control of supplies and equipment (pp~ 24 to 25).

The total financial effect of these program weaknesses
cannot be effectively measured until all claims for reimburse­
ment are audited and the value and disposition cost of all
unused and serviceable supplies and equipment are determined.
Even this data may not identify the value of waste and pil­
ferage which occurred during the te~pr~ary care phase. There­
for~, the complete impact of program weaknesses may never be
known.

2
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OILlID" In9 Oalllf' lI"e"/i~",' we IftUliDlde a nl1lllllQl)ber of :auuqlJ,Dlr ies concellrn­
Ing selected pro9ram oblt9ations~ Vario~s agenctes dre ad­
:lusting pro.griElllIm\ reiul!lllbuJlr~elll!llent.$ downward lhIy &lboll.Dlt $"7.7/ DJdLIllJiI)n.
and the following agencies have adjull9i:ted p~"6)gra~ costs.

RcdlLllct.icn In cIa,hJlJIG
-.1-.. .....· _'-'.'_-U-"-"'__-_''-'

Military Sealift Co~~and Cpa 21.1
Military Airlift CO~lIlQ)and Cp. 23.1
~aYy Material CO~lll!lland «p. 23vD
State ~epartlllQ)ent Cpa 23.1
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Th~ ~aYy =on~~nds that $6.6 ~illion charged for t~~ f~e]

costs ('Jf Pacific ~llleet wessreJLs; vas a [»J'tOlJPltfH inCD"evtOlenttaJl cost
to the progralll!ll: however" we dl<Ol not il.Jlel!:ewe ithe hl!OlIl"L'Ullattt ..iic»!ru
fUJIl'D1Iishcedl to lLDS flUllly s\Ulpporlt'$3; this cOllbtell1ltt ion. U,UoreovclI", we
feel that tne $6.6 ~lliion was; paid frolllQl reflUlg3e f~nd$ to
cover flUlel cost.s t,liua\t no:nmaJLI~l wOlUlld have ll.ve~n paid .fH)r.I~1

~aYy's annlJ,Dal appropridtlon.

lBecalLDse the Pn,1:s1dent." s Special :[nte,'d"a9f1'~ncy I~'ast ~,once

(~iitri uuot. have t.he t.iunne uuec<e~~saIP! to illilS1lllfP eff::ii.cil.ellll\t: iilInd! ~COlrnO­

IIttI ~C immplsIIIlllCIl1lIt'.atJ.oll1l o/f It'he ~l1'o<gID"aUlU1, time ad! hoc Sitt.yJl.e of jplJ'olb­
lemm solvill1lg was /followed.

~e believe that beca~se ~auuy FederaJL agencies were 11l1l­
volved in the 1J,Dn"gent, n"elf'~'.Igee [U09llT'illlitlll, c] eaD" ]" :ii.uues of ll"iLSPOIl1l­
sibilit.y for' I111l\OlI1liltoll'ing It.he efJf.ii,c:E.ell1lcy and! ~COJr1l0lil'llY of t:.ltte
(u'ogramm wer'e lI1lot, estab.n. islhllEtd «:»1" dlisceD"!!1lilble.. In o'lll:r opiniollb,
Unis cOll1ld i t~:lI1\1l COll1lt'.n" ilOll.D\t:.ed t«JJ the Pll"<OH~1Jra~' 5 ecor,uonmic Wleallt­
nesses.

The Ifill" st, two !phase$i~ of the IreflJ,Dgee PJI'Oll!)Il" iilIlitlII ~lmich lfe­
qlLDired the resources of litlIIallllY iederal agencies have ellilded,
~U11d t.he Presidell1lt (( s Specii,al '~(tllslk JFon:e fo:" Iuudoclhlillllal ~~fUj9lees

was for~ally disballllded Ollll Dece~ber 31, 1915. Prop~r action
has beell1l, 0: is beillll(j" taken <O>1lll mmost of Ulle [)ll"O«Jjlf illLllll clhlall"~es

wl1lh::h we quest.iOD1i~d.

~e ulI1lderst.alllld t.hat State and Defellllse internal review
grolUlps are considering additionall examill1lations of selected
(uogr'allllll act.lvit.ies" llll1lcl!lJldilT1lg 'tJhle dispo!».it.iollll of s~Jl1>lP:n·ii.es

aund equipll1meunt oll1llballrud at 1F1l"ogn" alllllll H s elllldl allllrll otlhllel1" qlllleslt ll.lrllllUialble
~at.t.el1"s. lH!oweVIEH'" wre n::CCOlIlll\lu1ll1elI1l«:1! tlhlat t.lhle Sec II" et all" ii es '=.vt tlhl~

Depart~ents of State all1ld Dplense:



--Review the validity, propriety, and correctness of
clai~s for cost reimburse~ents fro~ the special r~­

.fu.uge~flUn(jjs•

--Quickly identify usable sUJlppJly iBlnd EHC]uipm.lllent it~'i"s

onhand ~~en t~e refugee reception centers closed iBlnd
imp1e~~~t action n~ce~sary fGC the ~.S. Gover~~~uut to
effect . '!! ly use such ISIlLIpply q;"nd equlpl'Ullent iteVUlls.

Our June 1975 initial review of the I~dochina refugee
program identified several potenti~~ probl~~ areas, ~ost of
which, except for the cost-rela~ed proble~s discussed earlier
in Uuis chapter, have been resolved. Wee pointed OlUlt in our
June 1975 report that the safety and health of refugees in
tents Oil'll Guam was elrtidangered by the approaching typhoon sea­
son; th'Ose at lE:glin Air l"oJr'ce Base, IF'lorida, and C'alDllllP Pendle­
ton, California, by the inclement fall iiUlId winter weather.
~e also discussed problellllils in obtaining security clearance
~nd sponsors~ip for all ~efUJIgees.

The reception center at ~glin was closed S days before
Hurricane Eloise str~ck it on Septe~ber 23, 1975, consider­
ably damaging tent $trUJIct~res still standina at the center.
Also, the Task POlee's q~ick reaction in alL~cing the ~ethod

used early in the crisis to obtain sec~rity clearances for
refUJIgees resolved a large refugee program bottleneck. Spon­
sorship and secUJlrity clearances were obtained, and the last
ref~gees were initially resettled on Dece~ber 20, 1975.

~i7e are Il1lO'W reviewill1lg both sponsorship and resettlement
olE ref~gees.



. -..-.-' _..--.....~
In March 1915, COllMlllUlnist forces lbegalll1 an onslalUlglhlt

against the Governments of South Vietna~ and the Klhl~er

RepllJllbl ic (Cambodia); in Apr il Iboth govennllJl!llents collapsed
and tholLllsands of ref\l.lcgees ver~ seeking salfet.y in the lUInited
States. By June 8, more than I30,ijOO reflUlgees ~ad entered
the ~.s. program specifically designed to resettle tlhlem
in the lUInited States or third cOlUlntries, 11 and by Dece~­

ber 20, ill total of 140,616 refugees had ~~ved in and OlLllt
of the program. 'The followin~J graph depicts the rapid
movement of reflUlgees from the fOlLllr lUI.S. reception centers.
(See app. I for detailed infor~atiol!'ll on reflUlgees processed
throlUlgh the program.)
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W June 16, 1915, (ID-15-11».
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IlIMlIedilate manpow~r resources, drawn from many Federal
~gencies, and special funding authorization by the Congress
were required to carry out a program to effectively eva­
cuate the large number of refugees, provide them with tem­
porary care, and ultimately resettle about 94 percent of
them in the United States.

The President established the Special Interagency Task
Porce for Indochina Ref~gees to coordinate all u.s. activi­
ties for providing transportation and safety for South Viet­
namese and Cambodian refugees and for developing and imple­
menting a major refugee resettlement program. Although 18
Federal agencies and many other State and private organiza­
tions directly participated in carrying out the program,
the Departments of State, Detense, Justice, and Health, Edu­
cation, a~d Welfare: the Agency for International De~elopment:

and 9 American voluntary agencies provided the major thrust
of implementation efforts.

Also assisting were the U.N. High Commissioner for Re­
fugees and the Intergovernmental Committee for European Mi­
gration. (See app. II for a list of program participants
and apps. IV, V, and VI for services provided and costs
incurred by these parti~ipants.)

REFUGEE REPATRIATION

Throughout the pro9ra~'s implementation, continuous
efforts were made to ass~re refugees that the United States
WGuld actively sponsor the repatriation ot those who wished
to return home. As a result, on December 11, 1975, 116 re­
fugees were placed temporarily in a halfway house while the
u.~. High Commissioner for Refugees attempted to obtain
their respective government's official acceptance of them
as repatriatesa As of December 30, 1915, an additional 428
refugees, who had accepted sponsorship and resettled in the
United States, were waiting for the U.N. High Commissioner
to arrange for their return to Indochina.

On October 16, 1915, 1,546 Vietnamese refugees de­
manded and were given free use of the Vietnam Maritime
Ltd. cargo ship, nThuong Tin I,n on which to return to
Vietna~. These refugees were mostly military people
who claimed they never intended to leave Vietnam. Their
demands had reached riotous proportions in August and
early September; barracks at Camp Asan, Guam, were burned
down on August 31, and U.S. marshalls were sent to Guam
to help maintain order.

Confronted with this situation, the United States
prepared the "Thuong Tin In to carry the Vietnamese

1



refugees to South Vietnam at a cost of abollt $100,000. !'he
ship left Guam manned by refugees with prior naval experience
and reached its destination near Saigon on October 24, 1915.
The Provisional Revolutionary Government allowed the 1,546
refugees to disembark: however, it pUblicly denounced the
United States for unilaterally sponsoring the refugees' at­
tempt to reenter Vietnam without formal approval.

Attempts by the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees,
inclnding the September and December visits to Vietnam and
discussions with Provisional Revolutionary Government auth~ri­

ties, to obtain official acceptance of the refugees seeking
repatriation have been to no avail, ostensibly because the
Provisional Revolutionary Government cited more pressing
matters at hand. It is still not known when the 116 refu­
gees at the halfway hou~e and the 428 who have accepted
sponsorship will be allowe' to return. The united States
has agreed to give the High Commissioner $500,000 for ex­
penses and travel costs of refugees being repatriated.

Among the people referred to as Indochina refugees are
1,807 U.S. citizens and permanent resident aliens. These
refugees were eligible for. temporary assistance for repatri­
ated Americans for 90 days «administered by HEW). None of
them are currently receiving this type cf assistance.

On June 28, 1915, Public Law 94-44 amended section 1113
of the Social Security Act to make permanent the te~porary

assistance program for ~.s. citizens returning from abroad
but limiting the amount of such assistance and the period
during which an individual can be given the assistance.

TP. I RD-COUNTRY RESE'T'TLEHEINI'i'

'The 'Task Force originally estimated that 20,000 Indo­
china refugees would resettle in third countries. However,
when the Fort Chaffee reception center closed on December 20,
1975, ending 'Task Force resettlement efforts, 6,632 refugees
had moved to 27 third countries--about 5,800 of them to
Canada and France.

The Intergovernmental Committee for European Migration
assists refugees in arranging travel to and from third
countries. 'The Task Force estimated that such costs in­
curred by the Committee will be about $7.4 million.

REF~GEES ON PAROLEE STAT~S

Of the 132,421 refugees in the ~nited States, 129,792
are under a parolee arrangement; that is, they are on an



indefinite voluntary departure status. They do not have
~cc~ss to the full range of benefits available to U.S.
citizens and permanent resident aliens. For instance, the
19,000 refugees who had vorked for the ~.s. Govern~~nt in
Vietnam and the 20,000 who had worked for the South Viet­
namese Government (15,000 military) can neither be employed
by the U.S. Civil Service Commission nOlr enlist in the u.s.
military services.

California, Texas, Florida, Pennsylvania, Washington,
Minnesota, Illinois, ~ew York, Oklaho~a, and Virginia were
chosen by about 54 percent of t~e refagees to resettle in
and to begin new lives in the United States.

The following map shows the distribution of refugees
in various Sta~es at October 11, 1915.

Nine American voluntary ~ge~cies have assisted 111,160
refugees in obtaining spons~)r$h~p in U.s. communities. Each
agency was to receive $500 from the State Department for
each refugee initially resettled. (See app. III.) Another
4,663 refugees obtained spo~sorship through various State
and local resettlement organizations.

In January 1916, DEW assumed overall responsibility f~r

~.s. p~ograms to provide aid to the refugees. Departure
fro~ refugee reception centers is only the beginning of
a long process of resettle~ent. To permanently resettle
in the United States, parolees must beco~e permanent resi­
dent aliens, the first step toward beco~ing U.S. citizens.
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CHAPTER 3

PRCBLEMS OF OVERALL PROGRAM COORDINATION

The President's Special Interagency Task Force was
responsible for coordinating the overall administration and
implementation of the Indochina refugee program. Under the
program, receiving, processing, temporarily caring fer, and
relocating large numbers of r.efugees in the United States
within a short timespan was successfully carried out. How­
ever, during our review we saw indications of certain overall
coordination problems, mostly in the early stages of the pro­
gram. We believe similar problems can be mitigated if steps
are taken to insure that lessons learned in the Indochina ref­
ugee program dre considered in planning for future refugee
evacuation and resettlement programs.

Because of the (1) emergency nature of the Task Force
mission, (2) number and diver.sity of public agencies and
private organizations which had to be marshalled to support
the program, and (3) geographic expanse of the program,
maximum flexibility to use existing expertise was important.
Therefore, the Task Force asked established Federal agencies
and private organizations to use their own planning and man­
agerial capabilities to carry out the qUietly developed ref­
ugee program. The foll~wing agencies, organizations, and
groups were most directly involved in the program.

--The Department of State was responsible for controlling
funds for the evacuation, temporary care, and initial
resQttlement. Refugee funds of $305 million were ap­
propriated, and $100.3 million were transfe~red to
State from the Agency for International Development.
Even though State assigned an official to the Task
Force in September to function as the controller of
refugee funds, it continued to be accountable for
those funds.

--The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare was
responsible for controlling funding for, and manage­
ment of, the transition of resettled refugees into
u.s. society. The amount of $100 million in refugee
funds was appropriated to HEW. HEW also provided the
Task Force program with support services at both the
~ashington headquarters level and the reception cen­
ters. Such support services were funded from Depart­
ment of State funds.

--The Department of Defense was responsible for physical
evacuation, transportation, and temporary care of ref­
ugees and for support and secuLity at refugee process­
ing facilities.

11



--Voluntary agencies were responsible for obtaining
sponsors for refugees and coordinating resettlement
activities. Each agency functioned under the guidance
of its own headquarters.

--Task Force civil coordinators at Defense staging areas
and reception centers were responsible for organizing
and administering the reception centers and for over­
all processing.

Many other F'ederal agencies, including the Departments
of Labor and Justice and the Agency for International Devel­
opment, and private organizations, such as the American Red
Cross, Salvation Army, Travelers' Aid, etc; also provided
manpower and additional program support.

From its inception, the Task Force was active in coor­
dinating refugee-ralated activities and it resolved major
program implementation pro' ·~ms, particularly, these rDlated
to the major mission of resettling the refugees quickly. As
the program progressed from its initial stages, the Task Force
established some broad program guidelines to assist partici­
?ating agencies and groups.

Although the Task Force and participating agencies made
a concerted effort to carry out the refugee program smoothly,
we observed some management problems involving the Task
Force's need for more direct authority at the operating
level, particularly in the early stages. We believe there
was a need for uniform and authoritative implementation of
program policies at the staging and reception centers. The
following problems were prevalent in program management.

--The Task Force provided broad program guidelines,
but direction and responsibilities were not clearly
defined at the operat~n~ levels. This lea to uncer­
tainties among personnel engaged in refugee process­
ing and support functions.

--Many implementation problems were dealt with on an
ad hoc basis, so much of the decisionmaking was
geared to resolving problems rather than preventing
them. Decisionmaking efforts were exerted as early
as May and June with regard to disposition of pro­
gram supplies and equipment. However, only after the
reception center at Eglin Air Force Base closed in
September was the determination made that properties
onhand belonged to the Department of State and that,
therefore, only those items not needed by State world­
wide would be subject to normal Federal supply dis­
position procedures.

12



--The Task Force monitored overall program expenditures,
but experienced difficulties controlling costs early
in the prcgram. Relianc~ was placed on participating
agencies' normal operating procedures and, to a large
e~tent, determinations relative to incurring reasonable
costs were left to ~he discretion of ~hose agencies.

The act~al impact of the overall coordination ploblems
is difficult to measure. However, we believe that sufficient
manpower and financial resources unrler the control of the
Senior Civil Coordinator at the sites could have mitigated the
improper claims and supply problems discussed in charters 5
and 6 of this report.

Many program officials 3t 0gerating levels shared our
views that these were overall cooruination problems, but they
believed that personnel commitment dnd dedication to program
objectives offset the adverse effect of these pro~lems. Gen­
erally, they attributed coordination d1fficulties to the ur­
ge~cy of the program, its unusual funding arrangement, and
the large number of agencies and organizations involved.

Even though the Jndochina refugee progr~m was sucess­
tully carried out in only 8 months, we believe that correct­
ing the several program defects described in this report would
benefit planning for future large-scale interagency programs.
Therefore, we suggest that in the future, consideration be
given to:

--Delineating clearly the lines of authority and respon~

sibility among participating agencies.

--Providing authority commensurate with the responsi­
bility delegated to officials or agencies carrying
out the program. In the refugee progra•.. , the Senior
Civil Coordinators were responsible for organizing
and administering overall temporary care and process­
ing activities at refugee staging dreas and reception
centers. However, they had no allotment of, or di­
rect access to, funds for fulfilling their responsi­
bilities. Neither did they have control over refugee
funds being expended by other agencies to carry out
the program at the staging areas and reception centersa

--Limiting automatic procurement authority to specific
types of supply and equipment items, particularly
when one agency's purchases are funded from another
agency's appropriation.

13



--P=oviding for the agency to which funds are appro­
priated to implement fund control procedures, in­
cluding reviews of the validity and prop~iety of
obligations at or near the location(s) where most of
the expenses will accrue.

We believe management control and fiscal accountability
of future programs would be enhanced by the use of these
management tools.

14



CHAPTER 4

PROGRAM FINANCING AND FUNDS USED

The Indochina Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of
1915, enacted on May 23, 1915, requires the President to
sUbmit reports to the Congress at gO-day intervals until
September 30, 1911, on the st~atus of refugees from Cambodia
and South Vietnam. The Depar.tment of State is accountable
for refugee funds. The summary below shows the Task Force's
December 15, 1915, report on these funds and its projection
to the end of the program of all costs to be charged against
State Departmentlfunds.

Obligation3
as of

~ov. 30, 1915

Projections
to end of

program

Total funds available
Obligations

$405,211,454
1:28 ,155,145

(as of Mar. 31, 1916)

$405,217,454
351,005,969

Funds remaining available $ ",122,309 $ 48,211,485

An additional $100 million was appropriated to the De­
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, and as of Novem­
ber 39, 1915, total obligations were $30.8 million.

FINANCING

Funds made available to the State Department for the
refugee program came from Agency for International Develop·­
ment accounts and from special appropriations passed by the
Congress on May 23~ 1915 (Public Law 94-24).

AID loan funds transferred to State
AID Indochina Postwar R.econstruction

funds allotted to State
Special congressional appropriation

Total

AID loan funds transferred

$ 2,211,454

98,000,000
305,000,000

$405,211,454

Based on Presidential Determination 15-13 dated April 8,
1915, as authorized in section 2(b)(2) of the Migration and
Refugee Assistance Act of 1962, as amended, AID transferred
$5 million from its loan receipts accounts--loan principal
repayments and interest collections--to the accounts of the
Office of Refugee and Migration Affairs, Department of State,
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for assistance to Cambodian and Vietnamese refugees. In
the early days of the Indochina refugee crisis, $2.3 ~il­

lion of this money was obligated for urgent Indochinese
refugee needs.

In August, the remaining $2.7 million wa& removed from
the refugee program for Ca~bodians and Vietnamese and made
available for assisting Laotian refugees. This action was
authorized by Presidential Determination 16-2 dated August 5,
1915.

Al though Laotian refugees will be counted as part. of the
quota for Indochinese parolees allowed to enter the United
States, evacuation, temporary care, and resettlement services
for them will not be financed from funds made available speci­
fically for Cambodians and Vietnamese. The handling of Lao­
tian refugees is part of the regular progra~ of State's Office
of Refugee and Migr~tion Affairs.

AID Indochina Postwar
ReconstructionfEundis :allotted

As we previously reported «ID-15-11, June 16, 1915), AID
allotted, in three installments ending May 2, 1915, $98 million
in Indochina Postwar Reconstrulction funds available under the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1~6l, as amended, to State for financ­
ing the refugee program. 1hese refugee funds were in addition
to the AID funds spent in Vietnam during the final days of the
Indochina Postwar Reconstruct:ii.(on Program.

Specic.l congressional appropri<at:ii.ons

On May 23, 1915, the Congress passed Public Law 94-24,
thereby appropriating $305 million, with which the State De­
partment was to reimburse the vari.ous agencies for costs in­
curred in the evacuation, temporary carew and resettlement of
the refugees, and another $100 million for HEW's role in the
transition of Indochinese refugees into u.S. society. This
report deals only with matters related to funds appropriated
to the State Department.

When the Cambodian and Vietnamese ref~gee evacuation
problem became a reality in April 1915, the Congress imme­
diately recognized the need for prompt additional funding.
However, considerable concern arose as to the validity of
State and Defense estimates in support of the request for new
obligation authority of $382 million. (HEW requested an ad­
ditional $125 million.)
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At congressional hearinqs before the enactment of Public
Lavs 94-2J and 94-24, the Congress was l11Iot assured that the
number of refugees UltImately remaining in the Uni'""ed States
would cor respond vi till the Il'1llUdlllber lIJIsed tCI compute estim8 ted
costs nor that the refu~ee5 would, in f~ct, need Fed~ral as­
SiS_i'Huce to the exteilt ,,-"stitro:Jrlited.

'The Senate Committee O~ll Appropr L~I*:ioJrlls also e~pressed

great concern about tll1le typ~s; of co::: ts Ik:.lh.~ Ct?lI'b9J'Cess intended
to be covered by the propoiseodl bill. 'T1hJ~ Cor.l!mnL2 tt~,,~ 's concern
centered on a 90int of prudeu'llt nmlQna9~m~nt of Federal funds-­
that money ar~ropriated for emergency 8Lslstance to Cambodian
and Vietnamese refu<gl'2!es should not be used fOIr such costs as
personnel services, ~ :t?'quiplJllllenlt, and suppJlies already provided
for in other appropr lations. 'F'he Congress passed the appro­
priation act but re~uced State's request for new obligation
author.ity by $71 million and &IE~'s by $25 ~illion.

FIlDNIDS IlDSitlD

The Department of State alJLowed tltue 'Fast Force to ad­
minister the special funding for refugee evacuation, tem­
porary c~xe, and initial plaa::elf1l1lent. H\Dlwe~er, a JrlIuDmlber of
othel:" a~enciLes and! on~anizat.il()ns, pcii.JlllIlalr:iiJl.y Defen~e" pro­
vided proqram support on a cost-reimbursement basis. (See
aPR? I I. ~ The Task F'orce es til11l1Ja tedltH1la t the r:e imb\l.Drsable
amounts totaled $328 mi~.lion as of ~oV'eJlllltber JIDl, 1915. Below
is a general sUllllllmary of these amounts as r~ported by tltue
Task Force to the Congress onn Dec~mber 15.

Activity

Evacuatioll1l, transportation,
and temporary care by
Department of Defense

Adhnminis tlra tion, processjlng,
and other support services
by Government agencies
(except Defense» and private
Olrganiza tions

Placement and resettlement by
voluntary agencies, State and
local governments, international
organizations, and Federal agen­
cies

'Total

11

Total
ob]igatioll1l

$223, ([)UJ)6, (!1(O)(Ol

$328,155,145



AppendixeB IV, V, and VI contain di3cussions of t~cse ~a]or

progralllDl cos:ts.

As of Maech 31, 1916, the total pr~9ra~ obligations
were reported as $333.3 llIDJi1l1i(~n, and an additional it'llllmJount
of $2J~1 million was pro]ecte(~ thro~qh t~~ E~d of the pro­
gram<6 Of the reUlnJain:hllg $48 .. 3 llIDJil1iol11l, the Stat.... Il)epiiUL,.vr.c:nt,
transferred $43 llU1li~lion to llUt~g on H;allr~h 31 tOl :ower aSi~.is­

tance being provided to Vi~tnalllDJese and C~~bodian ~ef~gees.

State estim~ted that the other $5.3 Il'lr.dlllio:u viII be relUlrU1led
ta the u.s. Treas~ry.

~vacuation, transportation,
and temporary car~

Defense was p[ idlllliiu' ily 4:tel$poll1lsUiIe {or ciallrryill'uq 0l1lllt the
evacuation, transportation, and telllDJrorary car~ phases of the
refugee prograu~, with the services co~centratedl in the fol­
lowing areas.

Service

Navy

Har .ii.ne Corps

Air Force

Pr il1lll1allry
aureas of

responsibility

Sealift of .. efllngees" protective
sllnpport. of tlhle evacUlIati.on, and
opera ticuJI of tlhle lluuajiolC lPac:ii.f lie
st.aq:ii.ullg area.

Protective sllnpport of the evac­
llnilltioUll and operatic1f1l of t.he
<C'al!lll1p Pendle tOJm recep1t.:ii.on cenlter'.

Airlift of refugees and ope'ra­
tioUll of ".. Pacii.tEic staging area
and the IEgl in recept.ion center.

Open.at:ii.on of reception centers
at Fort. Cha:ffee and F'ortt Indian­
town Gap and a smmall facility iU1l
the ~oillestern lE-dcific sta9/1ng ar.ea.

The services also assisted in vario\Ul.$ forms of logistical w
rersonnel" and llIlIledical sllnlPport. which was provided tromm llIIllili­
tary installations located throllnghollnt the world.

Administration, processing" and
other sllnpE£rt ser.vices

The ll>epar tJJllIl<e1lll t of Sta te was responsible for overall. pro­
grauun fILUlldii.n<g. Also" a special ~at.iolf1lal ;i.d!v.ii.:5iory COl!l1lUl11llitt.ee
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wag established to advise the President on ref~gec ~atters.

Sevell"al oUlle'ii' federal agencies--I~1ll:i9r.atoioll'lland Nat~ralliza­

tion Service, C~stoms Service, "E~, and the Department of
Labor--actually processed ref~gees at the vario~s refugee
camps; however, considerable ad~ini~trat:ive work was done
ill'll Washin9ton, D.C.

The processing generally consisted of insuring that
ref~gecs ~et u.s. entry req~irements, were placed under
proper contorol, obtained basic: mec;j ical seT\' ices, and were
familiarized with vario~s Govern~ent prGgra~s. Program
ardiumJinistration consisted of the operation ar~ sec~rity of
the ref~gee camps, coordination of agency activiti~s, and
overall pro~ram management.

Many v«)l~ntary organizations, including the American
Red Cross, YMCA, ~aptists, and Salvation Ar~y, also pro­
vide~ services f.:>r the nef~ge<e~s. 'T'he cost of these serv­
ices, paid for by the pro9ram, included provision for com­
[art items, recreation activities, language training, locator
services, and others.

Plac~~ent and resettlemen~

This area includes obligations associated with placing
refugees with sponsorp and transporti~g them to resettlement
locati~ns. 1~e largest single cost element is the val~e of
the 18 resettlement contracts ~ith volu~tary agencies and
Stat-Ie ami ll.ocall. goverll1llllIDent's. U\ccordiing to the Jl)ecemlber 15,
1915, Task Force report, these ooligations totaled
$6d,4ij5,~U~. However, they have s~bseq~ently been adj~sted

downward to $67/, 'i765, Uij(Ql in accordance wi. th amounts stated
on the contracts. (3ee app. III for a list of these con­
t.racts. »



CHAPTER 5

£~~:!~s F'OlR RE!MIBI~R~E;~.~!.-Q~~~:IO~!Q

In our J~ne 1915 report on Indochina refugees, we
suggested that much effort was needed to establish and
maintain accounting procedures to control refugee program
costs. Except for points discussed here and in chapter 6,
we found that the accounting procedures had been established
by the various agencies and that the amounts reported for
the refugee program appeared r~aso~able.

The Congress intended that the Department of Defense
be reimbursed only for refugee program costs not covered
by other appropriations. Defense defined incremental costs
as those actual and/or estimated costs i~curred over and
above normal operating costs of personnel and forces involved
in an operation.

We q~~Rtioned various costs report~d for reimbursement
under the refvgee program, because they did not appear to
be increment~l to normal agency activities •

.sEA IL, IlF"f.

The ~avy Nilitary Sealift Co~~a~d evac~ated about
179,~~~ Indochinese ref~gees, includi~g those ~oved within
SOlUlth Vietnam. ''Il''he Comnunruall1ld ~(l)rmal:ny provides sea tr.ans­
portation servicrs to other u.s. Government age~cies at
established! ~nii.for~ c.ates. For serviices provided to the
reflUlgee program, the Comnullmandl lbiU.]edl the Department of
State and the Agency for. :n:nten:'natii.olmal Jl))e\"elop~ent for.
costs totaUi.ng $R.5."1 lIfmii.lR.ii.on. 'J'he CIilSt.S were compUllted
by applying the established Govern~e~t rates and adding
extraorriinary rosts not recoverable throUllgh these rates,
inc.Jl.Ulldinrg :

--Extraordinary overtime, other cre~ benefits, etc.,
which wOUllld not be recover.ed Ullnder the nor~al Gov­
ernment rate. Offii.cia:n.s at OOJJlOl.U1l1land headqUllarters
established this estimate at 3~ perce~t of the
costs recovered Ullnder Governmme~t rates, for a total
of abolUlt $1.6 mmillio~.

--Refit costs to repair the seven contractor vessels
and three Government ships damaged dUllri~g the evaCUlla­
tion. Comnnnand officials estimated this figUllre to
be $3~O,~OG per ship, for a total of $3 million.
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--~ubsistence costs of providing food to refugees aboard
ship. Command officials estimated this cost at $2
million.

Although estimating these costs may have been an appro­
priate management procedure for projecting total program ex­
penditures, the estimates should not have been used as the
basis for reimbursement. The Sealift Command said that the
estimates were used for billing purposes to prevent a possible
cash flow problem.

A subsequent analysis of some actual costs in these areas
indicated that these estimates were significantly overstated.
~e brought this matter to the attention of che Sealift Command,
which began a process of determining the actual costs; the
work had not been completed at the time of our review. How­
ever, we estimated that the program was overcharged by $4.26
million, as follows.

Item

Extraordinary costs
Refit costs
Subsistence

'f'otal.

Adj ILlIsbmer.ts
(in eroc~ss)

(uuuillions)

$0.79
2.47
1.00

$4.26

The Command has already refunded $2.2 million to the
refugee program and estimates an additional $2 million will
be refunded when actual costs are determined.

STEAa~ING cosnr's

uur~ng cne evacuation or ~outh Vietnam in April 1975,
the Pacific Fleet reportedly provided 34 warships to support
refugee sealift activities on the South China Sea. Sometime
after November 1975, the Navy found that nine other ships
had assisted in the exercise. According to a Defense offi­
cial, approximatel}' 14, lQ)llH)) peopl.e from Indochina were eva­
cuated on Pacific Fleet vessels; about half of them were
Americans an 1 the remainder were foreigners, many of whom
were dignitaries from third countries as well as from Indo­
china.

The Navy subsequently billed the Department of State
$5.1 million for reimbursement of steaming costs incurred
by the 34 warships, because such costs were considered to
be incremental and therefore chargeable to the refugee
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program. We were advised in february 1916 that an additional
$858,000 would be charged to the refugee program for the ex­
cess fuel consumed by the other nine vessels.

'The Navy stated that Pacific Fleet vessels' steaL11ling
activities are ordinarily restricted to 45 days each quarter
during a fiscal year and that there is a corresponding limit
on funds available to meet fuel costs. In accordance with
this stated restriction, the ~avy computed the fuel costs
the 43 warships would have incurred had they operated 15
days during April 1975 for 18 hours a day. The $6.6 mil­
lion billed to the refugee program as steaming costs repre­
sented the difference between the amount computed, based on
the 50-percent factor, and the actual cost of fuel consumed
by the 43 vessels during April.

The Navy stated that its activities in protecting the
u.s. Government's interest must be carried out within the
avai.lability of funds budgeted and appropriated. "R"he JDepart­
ment of Defense contends that the $6.6 million for steaming
costs is a proper charge to the Indochina refugee program
and that that amount is part of the Pacific Fleet's $1.4
million deficit in fuel funds for the fourth quarter of fis­
ral year 1975.

We believe Defense's position on the steaming costs is
questionable. The Pacific Fleet was In the South China Sea
during April 1975 to protect U.S. Government interests in
that area, and a major portion of that interest was the
safety an~ well-being of the Americans working in Vietnam
at that time. The fact that about half the people moved
aboard Pacific Fleet vessels were Americans and that many
others placed onboard were dignitaries from friendly third
countries strongly indicates that the primary mission of
the Pacific Fleet was other than evacuation of refugees.
Therefore, we believe that the Navy's position that special
......... 1= ... ,...,.,._ -I=b ~tr"t .,..~ ...... !!1I1,.i1 u.... ~~1"Ilo ........... .,...10-'"' ...... ~ ...... 1IUi-W"'~ #=" ....... 1 _"',",~lI"';fft ...... A
L~JL.U'jj~~ Jl..ua ~ ~uuvu~u IL..!ICQll. lI.-auc lI.-Vo:J>lI.-o:J> VL CAlL-La .ILIlJIC.L lI.-VUU.;:Jl\u....cu

by Pacific Fleet vessels during April 1915 needs to be re­
examined by State and Defense.

The State Department has also questioned the propriety
of the Navy charging steaming costs against the refugee
program. State contends the Pacific Fleet was in the South
China Sea on a military mission and therefore the special
refugee funds should not be used to pay Navy fu~l costs.

AIRLIFT

The airlift of Indochinese ~efugees was accomplished
by the Air Force Military Airlift Command, which provides
air transport services to ~.s. Government agencies at
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established rates. The Airlift Command billed the Department
of State for services at the established Government rates
and for other costs which were not recoverable under the rate
structure.

We found that, in addition to the regular Command air­
lift, oth~r Air Force aircraft had participated in the air­
lift. The cost of using these planes was billed to the
State Departm~nt, based on hours flown in excess of hours
planned for the final quarter of fiscal year 1975. The Air
Force reviewed the cost computations in October 1975 and de­
cided to absorb all the hours flown as annual flying hours
budgeted for training during fiscal year 1975. This resulted
in a downward adjustment in refugee program costs of $2.03
million ..

EVACUATION OF U.S. CITIZENS

Many U.S. citizens were evacuated from South Vietnam
with the refugees. According to a Department of State of­
ficial, the cost of evacuating u.S. citizens was not reim­
bursable under the special refugee funding, since existing
appropriations include funds for this purpose. Unfortu­
nately, the nature of the evacuation made it difficult to
separately identify all such costs.

In reviewing evacuation costs identified by the Naval
Material Command, we found two items for reimbursement in­
volving evacuation of U.S. citizens which we believe should
not be charged against the special refugee funds.

--Necessary modifications costing $680,000 were made
on Navy helicopters for the expressed purpose of
evacuating u.s. citizens. This cost included com­
ponent parts, repairs, and field team support.

__ D""'re" .... ",l lh""'l.nnrtl ne ,,4= n c P ... Ih"''''~.... ru~r"".nnn""'l .or.o
&. ...... L ~"" •• '-Al.A .., ..... ..a.."'''&'':jI a"'~-.,p "JL. u....... .&.MJiIlIlLl .............. .:t t''''''' .......... " •••• ,_ ....,;.;L ......

transported to the United States 3t a cost of about
$156,000.

The State Department agreed that, although Defense may be due
reimbursement for these costs, they were not reimbursable
from the special refugee funds.

We understand State will make an adjustment for the
extraordinary helicopter costs. The Navy has submitted
the bill foe $156,000 through the normal Department of
State channels and is not seeking reimbursement from the
special refugee funds.
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CHAPTER 6

WEAKNESSES IN CONTROL OVER

SUPPLIES AND EQUIPM!!!

The Task Force did not institute uniform controls for
managing supplies and equipment p~rchased for the program
but relied i.nstead on the r:epartment of Defense supply sys­
tem as the mechanism for ~anagin9 such assets. For the most
part, the Tas~ Force was not involved in the actual procur~­

ment process.

The military services provided most of the logistical
support to the refugee processing centers through the estab­
lished supply activities of the installations where tfie cen­
ters were located. Usually, military personnel, with some
Task Force coordination, determined what was needed, requi­
sitioned or procured it, and coordinated its distribution.
Records of supplies and equipment issued were maintained, and
periodic billings were made to the Department of State for
reimbursement.

Defense reported that as of November 28, 1975, supplies
and equipment costing about $10 million had been purchased
for the program. Based on reported data, we estimate that
about one-third of that cost was for refugee subsistence
supplies.

This system was generally adequate for quickly acqu1r1ng
supplies and equipment needed in the refugee program. How­
ever, some weaknesses in supply procedures evolved.

--Because of the i~~ediate urgency of supply and eq~ip­

ment needs almost any item could be purchased. In­
dividual items of s~pply and equipment were not
usually identified on the billings to the program and
the Department of State and the Task Force were not
always aware of supplies and equipment purchased or
onhand.

--Some high-cost items were purchased even though the
program was expected to have a short life. Such
items included garbage trucks, recreation items,
special books and periodicals, and specialized office
and communications equipment. Defense officials said
that, although cost effectiveness was involved in the
decisionmaking process, too many uncertainties existed
to make definitive cost comparisons.
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--Some expendable items were purchased in excess of
requirements bacause actual requirements were not
determined or errors were made in requisitions.
Types of items overpurchased included trash bags at
Eglin Air Force base, table napkins and polaroid
film at Indiantown Gap, and plastic ~ups at Fort
Chaffee. Defense recently advised U3 that excesse~

are being returned to supply channels for full credit
and that this will preclude significant losses.

--Supplies were not adequately guarded. Defense said
that the transient character of the refugee center
populations made pilferage difficult to control and
that the emphasis on processing refugees out of the
camps overrode the need to account for supplies, re­
sulting in a significant loss in sffiall, portable
i terns.

--Uniform criteria were not established .for identify­
ing "major" items of equipment for which Defense
would not charge, but would loan to the refugee pro­
gram. Officials at the reception center at Eglin
Air Force Base said an item valued at $1,000 consti­
tuted a major piece of equipment J but no formal
criteria was established at other centers. However,
Defense defined major items as "ships, aircraft, and
items of this type, the purchase of which necessitated
Task F'orce approval."' 'Therefore, equipment i terns such
as large trucks, radio equipment and some other high­
cost items were purchased and billed to the refugee
program.

The Task Force did not formulate a disposition plan for
supplies and equipment charged to the program until Septem­
ber 1915 and was still modifying it as lab; as November. The
Pacific staging sites and some reception centers were closed
before the disposition plans were finalized. The final dis­
position procedures, summarized below, were contained in in­
structions to the remaining reception centers on November 13,
1915.

1. After the civil coordinators at the reception centers
determined that items were no longer needed, the De­
partment of State had first choice of any as~ets for
which it had normal operational requirements. State
made no reimbursements to the program for these items
but paid all shipping costs associated with their
movement.
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2. After State's requirements were satisfied, the recep­
tion centers attempted to return the assets to Defense
or General Services Administration supply channels,
which were to credit the program for items returned.
Any costs associated with the return of these assets
(repacking, rerairing, etc.) were to be paid from
the special ref~qee funding.

3. Assets not returned to supply channels and credited
to the refugee program were to be turned over to
Defense or the General Services Administration for
distribution to other U.S. Government, State, local,
and private agencies (at no reimbursement) or sold
as salvage (with net returns going to the Treasury).

As of mid-January 1916, the Air Force, Marines, and Army
had taken into their inventories small amounts of supplies and
equipment from reception centers and had made corresponding
adjustments of about $298,000 to the refllIgee funds. The State
Department had also taken equipment valued at an estimated
$600,000 into its inventory.

The total value of ilmIaterials on hand at the centers, in­
cluding Guam, ~hen refuge.e activities ceased was unknown in
January 1976. The valu'2 of items remaining at Fort Chaffee
and Fort In~iantown Gap which could be reentered into the
Defense Supply Agency and the General Services Administration
supply systems were being determined at that time. The De­
fense Supply Agency was also inventorying the items already
transferred from such locations at Eglin Air Force Base,
Camp Pendleton, and Guam to var.ious supply depots, such as
Ogden, Utah, and Richmond, Vi.rginia.

When these two organizations have completed their in­
ventories and when final determinations on the disposition
of items onhand have been made, final credits can be applied
to the ovecall cost of the re!fugee programs. At tha t time,
the degree to which these wea.knesses affected the program
can be assessed.
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CHAPTER 1-.-.-...-_- -
PHASEOUT OF REFUGEE PROGRAM

The Congress, before it passed the authorization and
appropriation legislation in May 1915, expressed concern over
t~e timespan required to resettle the Indochina refugees in
the United States. During congressional hearings, concern
was expressed that the program should not develop into a
long-term Federal undertaking similar to the Cuban refugee
program. Therefore, the appropriation act for special assist­
ance to the Cambodian and Vietnamese refugees specified that
the $305 million provided to the State Department and the
$100 million provided to the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare would remain available for obligations only until
June 30, 1916.

The President's Special Interagency Task Force has con­
tinuously and diligently strived to move refugees out of
the federally managed facilities by obtaining their ini~ial

placement with sponsors. In July, when nearly 80,000 re~ugees

wea."e still at centers in the ~¥J1este['n Pacific and the Uni Iced
States, the Task Force pledged to have all centers c]~sed by
December 31, 1975. Even the influx of an additional 10,000
refugees from August through the end of October did not alter
the projected closing date. All centers were closed on Decem­
ber 20, when the last 68 refugees departed the reception
center at Fort Chaffee.

The social, economic, and humanitarian impact of ad­
mitting the Indochina refugees on U.S. society can only be
determined at some future date.

CLOSING THE CENTERS

Since April 23, 1975, when the first refugees moved
through Guam, more than 140,000 refugees have been p=ocessed
through U.S. centers located in Thailand i the Philippine
Islands, Guam, Wake Island, and Hickam Air Base in Hawaii
as well as through four reception centers and Travis Air
Force Base in the continental United States.

Over a 32-week period from May 11 to December 20, 1915,
an average of 4,000 refugees were released from the refugee
program each week. (See p. 6.) Early in August, the weekly
release rate peaked at 5,792. It dropped to a low of 1,611
in the last week of activities at Fort Chaffee. However,
the rate did not drop below 4,OO~ until after facilities
at the Eglin Air Force Base closed nor below 3,010 until
after Camp Pendleton closed.
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Appendix I shows the number of refugees released from
each center and the date on which each center closed.

TASK FORCE TERMINATION

The President's Special Interagency Task Force for Indo­
china Refugees became defunct 11 days after the center at
Fort Chaffee closed on December 31, 1975.

On October 31, the international aspects of the program
were transferred to the State Department's Office of the
Coordinator for Humanitarian Affairs. These aspects relate
primarily to the estimated 11,000 Indochina refugees stranded
in Thailand. A State Department official said those eligible
for entry into the United States will travel directly from
Thailand to U.S. sponsors. He said American voluntary agen­
cies help process and relocate eligible refugees into the
t»nited States.

On December 31, 1915, the Task Force Director returned
to her regular position with HEW. A small number of Task
Force personnel were re~ssigned to State's Office of Refugee
and Migration to account for and close out claims outstanding
against the $405 million in refugee funds.

On January 1, 1916, the HEW Task Fo~ce for Indochina
Refugees assumed all responsibility for domestic programs
previously carried out by the defunct Interagency Task Force
for Indochina Re.fugees. 'T'his assumed responsibility deals
with coordinating continuing Federal and State programs
available for refugees in the United States. HEW is also
now responsible (or preparing future reports to the Congress
on the Indochina Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of 1975.
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CHAP'rER 8

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We reviewed authorizing legislation: accumulated and
revie~c~ pertinent data on evacuation, temporary care, and
resettlemer.t activities: and held discussions with Inter­
agency Task Force ~_ficials, including its internal auditors.
We also obtained data from and talked with officials of the
Departments of Defense: Health, Education, and Welfare;
Justice: Labor: and State: and the Agency for International
Development in Washington, D.C.

During August, September, and October, we visited
western Pacific staging areas in Guam, the Philippines, and
Thailand: the headquarters of the Pacific Fleet i~ Hawaii:
refugee reception centers at Camp Pendleton~ Fort Chaffee,
Eglin Air Force Base, and Fort Indiantown Gap: and the Mili­
tary Airlift Command Headquarters at Scott Ail Force Base.
We obtained and reviewed pertinent data, observed the imple­
mentation of the program, and talked with appropriate offi­
cials at these locations, including representatives of
voluntary agencies.

Our work was directed primarily toward (1) examlning
procedures used to insure that program costs incurred com­
plied with the intent of the Indochina Migration and Re­
fugee Assistance Act of 1915 and the reldted appropriation
act and that data was fairly presented in the financial
statements included in the President's reports to the
Congress, (2) identifying problems affecting the effective­
ness, efficiency, and economy with which the program was
being carried out, and (3) updating information on program
operations and problems described in our June 1975 repo£t
to the Congress.

This review concentrated on the
care phases of the refugee program.
wnich begins when refugees leave the
currently under review.
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APPENDIX I

REFUGEES PROCESSED THROUGH

APPENDIX I

Refugee centers:
Thailand
Subic Bay
Clark Air Base
Guam
Wake Island
Hickam Air Base
Camp Pendleton
Fort Chaffee
Eglin Air Force Base
Fort Indiantown Gap
Travis Air Force Base

Tot.al

Destinations:
u.s. communities
Third countries
South ~ietnam (repatriated)
Deceased (at centers)

Refugees
Date closed E!.0cessed

Oct. 31, 1915 148
July 6, 1915 16
Aug. 22, 1915 131
Nov. 1, 1915 5,030
Aug. 3, 1915 1'2
Sept. 3, 1915 600
Oct. 31, 1915 4d,418
Dec. 20, 1915 50,135
Sept. 15, 1915 8,665
Dec. 15, 1975 21,651
Hay 1, 1975 _5,750

140,676

a/132,,421
6,632
1,546

77

140,676

u.s. citizens and permanent
resident aliens

Births at centers
Releases to third countries
Repatriated
Deceased (~t centers)

Total refugees paroled in
united States

-1;,807
-822

-6,632
-1,546

-77 -IG,884

a/129,792

a/Includes 544 refugees who have requested repatriation and
- are waiting for the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees to

arrange their return to Indochina.
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SIUIIUlARY Of' OBLlQA'I'IOJIS lllCUlUtll' BY

2.II:PARIIIDIS, Aragc!!!l, AIID OACIU'.!!!!!~

CIWrll:RAiGflJlIC:Y 'I'AS': fORCIl: "flOin' or}»IC. 15, 1915»

APPENDIX II

1i'li.'d~UIu. dCputlDlCIIilIl'sll alllldl a~clUclc91l:

State ('ll'a9lk fl'on:... »:
AdlDJini9trativ~ allild ~opport

$C!'IViCCSl
PUiollccJIlell1l1l aM li.'lGetUe.-lIOOlIill costs

lDefC!'lIilsc
HC!'aUt~, ~ocation, allild ~elfiollre.­

COSIlOilll:tll
II.db'DIr
~~ency tOI International Deveu.opm~nt

1W.:Si. InlollDldHon Agenq'
UlIIlJIlillJr<:.IlICI1l alllldl t~ator.mu. hatlolTll :Service
U.S. ";,11 s~aU Service
iCDll~ers (nolle .a»
,yjjd~; liclI1lal Adyisorv CoolJllilUee

~.q i'l."allll." iUJ.S. iOlrl/jallllhdlr iiOll1liSl:
:l't d'l."cllCls ~id

AlJllcr iiC.a1lll If.tcd Cross
YI/IlCA
diJlplliiiSttS
~"'[i;~ all1l~llclIU Dll1lllcfL1lall iiollll<illll Celllltcr'
";;al'l.".att illDll1l -'finlY
~cllllJlll1lllJlrv a'llcllIlcics

sq Jlh,~ JllI1ldl DccaD iC'l."CIIlIl:mcll1l1l cr«jiillllliiza\l:,i!.cM

[31l~flTllalll~N!1 ~I<lJallillzati~1lIl5:

1ll1lit CI 'l!cvclllUlmcllUll,,,n. COl1l\malt Il'cc fcr'
Il:IlJIUiOlpiC'=llU "iquall'ioll1l

~.~~. KUii"lllhl iCc:mmii.::isa,cllIIrer (cr' Rref'!lJ<1Jreres

$2,514,148
1,5:J2r~IiUJ $ lfll,IQI41&,228

U),GUJ5,IQIIIIIO
$'1101,711'

.n,41101
1719,10194

4.. 7JQlSll,21Q14
n,l!»51Q1

:J .. QJ21,GOIIII
ge4,OlillO

4(Ql,ClDIlI»
35,lIIllDlll»

](Q)IDl,IDl@l!»
5,2'76,56l!»

](0J),361Dl
:H,5lQlllJ

7/ ,90101
2U,(QIlD)1Dl

~~S,tDl3(Qj,lllIlDlllll

1, 41DllDl,lDlllllGll
_l,Ullll,~@,!

$243,0@4,825

11, 165,32tl\

3,4S'5i,IllOO

10,530,000

!!/$l~Sl,lS5l,US

'!!l.aUUi?I ,al'ljJcllUcii.cS. SIWcllu .as Itllue Federal IfBIWH~ial'llI cf IlIUves\l:.igalt'.iilll'll'Il w Jl)epartllTent of Agr icul­
It.ne. Cell1lltral D:llUlteU.ii<llJellllcc A«jcncy, ettc.

~f'lfrlDe!S not sUUO'1oI' <ill recc::ult' «i!([J)'IoO'/Ill\\llal'd adjjIWStlll'l'ell1ltl: of S'72lOl.lDl«llll» •

•Ooltoe: 'll'ilne Ullepallt'lI1lellUts or \the 'll'ICiiII5UllfY. llBcuIIl!lliillllg a~ IUliriillallU lDe'veloprrel7lt, 'i'rallUsportatiol7l,
oalll1lji D:llIltelrii<lDlr all1llJ Hoe t(»fli«:e o( "allUiilgeflllellllll: and IliUlldget aloo cOl7ltributed to the
u~.I:llJIlllJec PlroglaJlll. ltno'oI/Ie'l7er, \\lie $01\\11 IlT10 evidellllce of requests (or reimJ)ursem:elillt by
ltiiuell1l.
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slUMAn fll,t' OSm:n'LblU&.wll' A("ll'JWJ'll'f illY PWllWA'lllfl:

.WiOW5'II'A~'f Me s,'llWlIa MO 1t.«At. lOill!Wll..!!!'1'J!l'W..!

Prl~.te vol~nt.ry ag.nclc~:

~.$. Cetholle Conierence
llIIlletnaUoll1lal ResCWle C4/WllllltiU\!e
ChWlrcb World Services
~tber.1IIl Immigration alllld Ref~gee Serwlee
~ftlted BIAS Servlee., JlI1Ic.
'll'cllllltoy If'OlUlll1ldaUoll1l, JlI1Ic.
Am~rlc.1IIl COWlr-cll for ~atloll1lalltl.s

Almer lean 1P'lllIllildi for Cl:edllo:dow.lk.
'll'r.avelen-Ald Illllterllllatlllllllllal

'll'ctal

Sta~e and local goverhmellilt ~gencles:

~~par~lIIlt of Emergellllcy Services. State of M.Il~i~9­

ItOIlll
~lo~~lIIlt seclUlrity C~nlllll.s:~IIIl. State of n~~a

Departm~lIIlt of IlIIlstltlUltlolllls, Social Aid ~~~blnlt~-

tlve Services, State ~f Clkl~~

~Ivislollll of CcmmlUllllllty Services, State of "~i~e

Governor"s Ca~llI1Iet Secretariat. State of ~~~ "~*Ico

Don Bosco Community Cellllter, ~aclkllOIlil COlUlnty. ~ls~olUlrl

IndianapoUs Area Cihlapter Almulcan lie:dl CIfOIIlIll
Cihlill1lese COll1llloUdatellll Bellllevolell1lt As~I ..Uolm of: ILJllls
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Toe!k
Cihl~rcihl of the Lattec-~.y Salll1lts

VOtal.

TctilD.

AI!llUdPlltttl(!
1t~1\11,'9lf.

ll~l!IIlI:4IInl!lljps

«h~" U, U75i»
«!,<Ol~»

41f1l/fl3ll
U/fU9
U.!Ii!)0J
U.fIlll

l/f!)(D)lDJ
l/f(QlSJI
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5141eJ

JI/fS7(D)
lSil]

16il
Dei71
lin
22QJ

SllDJ

'IUSl

71'1.
SiSIlID

" .. !6i(())
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st,ne "I!Ilttr..,,:ts
«N'llliW. ~(D), 19,)~»

«lI'I)clte II»

$2!S1,QJ!liQJ/fOlQi(QJ
71 .. 6iSlQJ.IIlllDllDJ

lI(Q),U(Q).0lC€ll
Ul/fUQJ.Ql(O)QI

!!>,Ql9!([lNIDlQJ(IJ)
2, laI9IQ) .l1lJQI(IJ)
1I.$.QJQl/f([lQllOl

lI.0J6i(Q).(I)(JGl
1,$.QllDl, 0llDllll

Y 6i4/flll(Q),(OJl!lJ(IJ)
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lIS(Ql .. l11ilDlQl
2SlDl/flDl(OJ@
nS.. QJlDI@
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a/Fill1lal settlement of State ~par~nt ~ontcacts ~Ill be base~ on act~al n~mber of ee!~9~e$

- ill1litially resettled ratihler tihlan on ~~nt sti~lated on conteact.

~/rne difference between tbese amc~lI1It. and tbo~e 11111 app. II vas pccpecly adj~sted aftee Is­
- suall1lce of tihle Task Focce ce,ert of Dec. 15, 19715.

£/So contract vas let between tbe Cbuccb of tbe Latter-Day Saints and tl!lle State ~ep~rtment.
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APPENDIX IV

SUMMARY OF OBLIGATIONS FOR- .

APPENDIX IV

EVACUATION, TRANSPORT~TION, AND TEMPORARY C~RE------- ---_. ----_.-
Defense's major cost categories as contained in the

president's report of December 15, 191., to the Congress,
are described below. The $223,006,000 reported by the
Interagency Task Force represented obligations accumulated
by the Army, Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps. (See pp.
11 and 32.)

gVACUATION AND ~OVEHENT--$100,2JI,OOO

Shieeing (pacific Fleet)--$1 ,211 ,000

During the evacuation of South Vietnam, the Navy's
pacific Fleet provided 34 warships to support refugee evacua­
tion activities in the South China Sea. The Navy subsequently
billed the Department of state $5.1 million for reimbursement
of the 34 sh~ps' incremental steaming costs. The balance of
pacific Fleet claims ($1,511,OOO) was for other incremental
costs related to the evacuation and movement of refugees.
The Navy advised us on Februa~y'!8, 1916, that an additional
nine wars~.ips par ticipatedl in the evacuation exercise.

These Navy vessels moved about 14,000 people--7,OOO
Americans and 1,000 foreignen3i, including dignitaries from
third countries--in addition to providing protective support
for the overall evacuation exercise (see ch. 5).

Shipping (Sealift)--$8,J54,00~

The sealift of refugees to staging areas in the Pacific
was conducted by the Navy·s Military Sealift Command. Ap­
proximately 119,000 refugees were evacuated by the Command
over a 49-day period, including those moved within South
Vietnam.

The Military Sealift Command perforns sealift services
for Defense and other Government agencies at established
uniform rates. For the refugee program, the Command billed
the Department of State for services performed at the pre­
scribed Government rates and for certain extraordinary costs
the Command claims were not recovered through these rates.

In addition to the $8.4 million the State Department
paid the Military Sealift Command from the special refugee
funds, the Agency for International Development paid the
Command $1.3 million out of Indochina Postwar Reconstruction
funds for sealifting refugees prior to April 18, 1915 «see
ch. 5».
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APPE~DIX IV APPENDIX IV

!irlif~--$84,600,OOO

The airlift segment of the refugee evacuation was
composed of (1) movement of refugees to safe ~aveng within
South Vietnam, (2) movement from South Vietnam to Pacific
staging areas, (3) movement from staging areas to rec~ption

centers within the United States, and (4) transportation of
supplies, equipment, and nonr.efugee personnel. The airlift
was conducted by the Air f'orce's Military Airlift Command,
using both Government-owned and chartered aircraft.

The Command provides services to Defense and other u.s.
Government agencies at uniform rates. The $84.6 million shown
in the Task Force report is based on Command airlift services
performed at prescribed Government rates. The Military Air­
lift Command also incurred and billed the Department of State
for certain extraordinary costs which were not charged to the
refugee program.

CAMP ESTABLISHME~T AND
REFffGEe-~AINTENA~CE--$122,115,OOij

Camp setup--$12,923,OOO;
Daily maintenance--$104,111,OOO

These claims include all Defense obligations for the
refugee program except those related to sealift, airlift,
medical, and camp closeout costs. Camp setup charges of
$12.9 ~illion are for erecting facilities and establishing
organizations at staging areas in the Pacific and reception
centers in the United States early in the program. Daily
maintenance costs of $104.2 million represent the ongoing
support to refugees and processing personnel at these facili­
ties through November 21, 1915.

These costs as reported in Defense's weekly obligatjon
reports include personnel overtime, temporary hires, trans­
portation and travel, printing and reproduction, contracted
services, refugee food, supplies, and equipment.

Camp closeout--$1,315,OOO

Camp closeouts are costs identified as being dir~ctly

related to the phaseout of reception centers. The closeout
figure in the Task Force report is based on estimated costs
received from reception centers at Guam, Eglin, Camp Pendle­
ton, and Fort Indiantown Gap. Because only partial estimated
total closeout costs have been received from Indiantown Gap
and none from Fort Chaffee, the final camp closeout figure
will be greater than presently indicated.
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APPENDIX IV

Medical--$4,300,OOO

APPENDIX IV

In the early stages of the refugee program, the Task
Force and Department of Defense negotiated special rates
to cover the cost of medical treatment for refugees at
military installations. These rates were $23.89 per patient
day for inpatient care and $2.76 per patient visit for
outpatient care. All Defense installations were instructed
to accumulate charges at these rates.

The special medical rates included allowances for
standard medical supplies as well as basic medical treatment.
In some cases, extraordinary items, such as the cost of
temporary personnel, overtime, and special supplies and
equipment, were billed in addition to the normal rates.
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APPENDIX V

SUMMARY OF OBLIGATIO~S FOR

APPE~DIX V

~DMI~STRATION, PROCESSING, AND_SUPPORT SERVICES

~hese obligations are attributed to program services by
the agencies and or9ani~ations other than Defense. The
$18,302,065 shown in the President's December 15, 1975, re­
port to the Congress consists of the following amounts.
(See pp. 17 and 32.)

FEDERAL AG~NCIES--$l2,466,145

Immigration and Naturalization Service--$J,027,000

This agency's basic role in this program was to insure
that all refugees met proper entry requirements and were
processed in accordance with established immigration proce­
dures. To do this, the agency used plocessing teams at
Pacific staging areas and at the four reception centers in
the United States. Incremental costs of these activities
primarily involved overtime, travel, and temporary employees.

Customs Secvice--$37,470

Early in the refugee program, Customs Service personnel
were detailed to the staging area in Guam to process refugees
entering the Indochina Refugee Program. This processing con­
sisted of obtaining declarations on possessions, checking
baggage, etc. These are normal Customs functions when per­
formed in the United States; however, by dispatchinq person­
nel to Guam, Customs incurred nonbudgeted costs, such as
overti~e and travel, for which reimbursements from the State
Department were due.

Bangkok-Canberra Refugee Care (State Department)--$560,OOO

The Department of State allotted funds to the u.S. Mis­
sion in Geneva, Switzerland, for suppo~t of temporary refugee
camps in Thailand and in Canberra, Australia, for Cambodians
and Vietnamese who fled their countries by means other than
the U.S. sealift and airlift. These camps served as short­
term lodging for refugees in transit to U.S. reception
centers.
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APPENDIX V

u.s. Marshall Service--$984,OOO

APPENDIX V

For various reasons, approximately 2,000 refugees who
entered the system requested they be returned to their home
countries. Some requestors of repatriation who had reached
the United States were returned to Guam. The repatriates on
Guam were segregated from other refugees and required special
handling. A total of 176 u.S. Marshalls were used on a rota­
tion basis from June 26 through October 16, 19;5, to provide
security for the areas where the repatriates were camped.
Except for some temporary assistance in the reception center
at Camp Pendleton, this was the extent of the Marshall Serv­
ice participation in the refugee program.

National Advis~ry Committee--$JS,OOO

In May 1975, President Ford established a National Ad­
visory Committee on Refugees t~ act in an advisory capacity
on refugee matters. This l7-nuember council was composed of
persons from various social, economic, and religious back­
grounds. Most of the costs consisted of administrative and
travel expenses.

Department of State (Interagency Task Force)--$1,954,148

Department of State participation in the refugee program
was quite extensive. Staffing as well as other support serv­
ices were furnished to the Task Force by State. Specifically,
the types of costs incurred include such items as rental of
office space, office equipment, general administration, over­
time, temporary employees, travel, and contract services.

AgencI-for International Development--$4,SG5,653

One of the major difficulties in conducting the refugee
program was obtaining qualified personnel to serve in manage­
ment positions at staging areas, reception centers, and Task
Force he~dquarters. This problem was alleviated significantly
by AlDis agreement to provide personnel returning from Indo­
china assignments to the Task Force on an extended basis.
AID provided the Task Fo~ce an average of 150 employees from
April through December 1975. They provided services for the
Task Force ranging from Civil Coordinators at centers in the
United States and Guam to administrative work at the head­
quarters in Washington, D.C. AID~s expenditures on this pro­
gram covered salaries and such other items as overtime, per­
sonnel benefits, and travel.
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~. Information Ag!ncl--$7l,050

Agency support of the refugee program primarily involved
providing a small number of administrative personnel and con­
tractual services of translators in the reception centers.

AID Disaster Relief--$202,55l

Although AID Disaster Relief stocks are normally used in
natural disasters, some supplies and equipment (including
tents, blankets, dining packets, and cots) valued at $202,551
were drawn from warehouses on Guam for the western Pacific
staging area. This was done as a matter of expediency, with
the understanding that AID stocks would be quickly replen­
ished.

Department of Labor--$179,094

Support provided by Labor included job coding services
and personnel at reception centers who acquainted refugees
with procedures necessary to obtain employment. Labor "ex­
penditures were primarily related to travel and overtime pay.

Department of Health, Educati~n, and Welfare--$B70,779

HEW received a special appropriation for the Indochina
Refugee Program, but several HEW agencies provided services
for refugees while they were in camps. Costs of these serv­
ices were reirrbursable by the Department of State. HEW's
Office of Education awarded contracts to the California,
Florida, and Pennsylvania Departments of Education for organ­
izing and conducting English classes and cultural orientation
programs at Camp Pendleton, Eglin, and Indiantown Gap. The
Social and Rehabilitative Service revised and clarified poli­
cies on financial and medical assistance for Indochinese ref­
ugees. The Social Security Administration assisted refugees
to obtain Social Security cards. The Public Health Service
assisted in health screening of refugees at reception centers.
Types of costs incurred by HEW included overtime pay, tempor­
ary employees, travel, transportation, and miscellaneous
contracts.

Other Federal agencies--$40,OOO

Some other Federal agencies that incurred costs in sup­
port of the refugee program are the Federal Bureau of Inves­
tigation, Department of Agriculture, Drug Enforcement Admin­
istration g Central Intelligence Agency, etc. The types of
costs incurred were mainly limited to travel and overtime.
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PRIVATE ORGANIZATION SERVICES--$5,835,320

American Red Cross--$5,276,560

APPENDIX V

The Red Cross provided a variety of services at all u.s.
reception centers and Guam, including locator, travel-related
services, health, communication, distribution of clothing and
comfort items, etc. The Red Cross also conducted family serv­
ices programs which consisted of casework, counseling, family
reunification, and verification of relatives of refugees who
are u.s. citizens or permanent resident aliens.

National Cour:il of YMCA in the United States--$303,360

The YMCA established and coordinated recreation programs,
child-care center operations, languaqe classes, counseling
centers, etc., at all u.s. reception centers.

Salvation Army, Guam, and Others--$214,OOO

The Salvation Army organized and conducted English and
vocational classes, provided counseling services, and dis­
tributed clothing to refugees at u.S. reception centers.
The Salvation Army contract ($184,000) primarily covered
personnel and travel costs.

The remainder ($30,000) represents the value of a con­
tract with the Black Construction Company on Guam for tempor­
ary care of about 80 Koreans who fled South Vietnam during
its downfall. The Black contract expired Decembe~ 31, 1975,
and was not renewed.

Baptist Committee for Refugee Relief--$33,500

The Baptists provided various services at the U.S.
reception centers, including conducting English classes,
counseling, and cultural orientation programs. The types of
costs incurred were limited mainly to personnel and travel.

Washington International Center--$7,900

The Washington International Center was under contract
to visit the four U.S. reception centers and to observe on­
going orientation and education programs for the ultimate
purpose of making recommendations for improving such programs.
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SUMMARY OF OBLIGATIONS FOR-
REFUGEE PLACEMENT AND RESETTLEMENT

APPENDIX VI

The refugee placement and resettlement obligations of
$86,847,080 incurred by the various organizations were re­
ported on page 142 of the President's December 15, 1975, re­
port to the Congress. This consists of the following break­
down. (See pp. 17 and 32.)

VOLUNTARY AGENCIES--$65,030,OOO

In the early stages of the refugee program, it was deter­
m~ned that the resettlement of refugees would be coordinated
by selected voluntary agencies experienced in such activities.
The agencies were responsible for finding sponsors and over­
seeing resettlement and for providing followup support to
facilitate the assimilation of the refugees into u.s. society
to preclude sponsorship failures.

The Department of State negotiated contracts with each
voluntary organization, guarant.eeing a $500 payment for each
refugee resettled. The total value of the contracts was based
on the total number of anticipated resettlements. However,
it was recognized that adjustments would be necessary to re­
flect the number actually resettled under eac~ contract.

The 111,160 refugees had been resettled through the clos­
ing of the center at Fort Chaffee on December 20, 1975. The
Task Force is in the process of reconciling all contract
amounts with the final number of ~efugees resettled by each
agency. (See p. 19). After this reconciliation is completed,
appropriate adjustments will be made.

STATE AND LOCAL RESETTLEMENT AGENCIES--$3,455,OOO

The refugee sponsorship program was expanded to include
certain State and local governments. Five State~, Iowa,
Maine, New Mexi~o, Oklahoma, and Washington, and two local
governments (city of Indianapolis and Jackson County, Mis­
souri) and three private nonprofit organizations offered
resettlement programs. The arrangement made with these
States and local organizations was consistent with the
agreement made with the voluntary agencies.

As of December 19, 1975, these organizations had helped
4,663 refugees to resettle in the United States.
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INLAND TRANSPORTATION (STATE DEPARTMENT)--$6,832,080

After the refugees obtained offers of sponsorship in
the United States, they were transported from reception cen­
ters to resettlement locations. Although the cost of the
transportation was sometimes borne by the sponsor or the ref­
ugee (if either had the ability to pay), much of the inland
transportation was paid by the Task Force. Generally, these
payments were for standard fares billed by commercial carriers.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMITTEE FOR
EUROPEAN MIGRATION--$7,400,000

From the inception of the refugee program, the Task Force
sought third-country resettlement for many .refugees. In June
1975, the Task Force estimated that up to 15,000 refugees may
resettle in other countries. As a part of this effort, the
Intergovernmental Committee agreed to arrange and pay, on a
reimbursable basis, for all international travel of refugees
traveling to and from third countries. To make these pay­
ments to the Committee, the Department of State allotted $7.4
million to the u.s. Mission in Geneva, Switzerland.

As of December 20, 1975, 6,632 refugees in the system
had gone to other countries. The Committee has handled the
travel of all Indochinese refugees both to and from third
countries. This includes the Cambodians and Vietnamese leav­
ing Thailand.

U.N. HIGH COMMISSIONER FOR REFUGEES--$3,130,OOO

Funds were allotted to the U.S. Mission in Geneva to
meet two types of costs incurred by the U.N. High Commis­
sioner. First, it was allotted $500,000 to aid in repatriat­
ing refugees already in the United States. This arrangement
was made because the United States was unable to work directly
with officials in Cambodia and Vietnam in resolving the
repatriation problem.

As of December 30, 1975, the U.N. High Commissioner
made two trips to Indochina to discuss repatriation of ref­
ugees and was providing temporary care for 116 refugees in
a halfway house in Philadelphia. The High Commissioner will
continue to attempt to arrange repatriation for those 116
as well as for 428 refugees located with u.S. sponsors but
who wish to ret.urn to Indochina.

Second, a $2,630,000 grant was authorized to the High
Commissioner for temporary care of Vietnamese and Cambodians
in refugee camps in Thailand. In recent months r the number
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of Vietnamese and Cambodian refugees located there has risen
to approximately 23,000.

OTHER PLACEMENT AND RESETTLEMENT
ASSISTANCE--$I,OOO,oOO

Traveler's Aid--$300,000

Traveler's Aid assisted refugees en route to U.S. sponsor­
ship locations and reception centers. Travelers's Aid represen­
tatives met refugees at airport terminals or other public
transit stations. This $300,000 was obligated to cover reim­
bursable costs incurred by Traveler's Aid.

Repatriation Ship--(State Department)--$700,OOO

This represents an estimate of costs incurred by the U.s.
Navy for repairing and provisioning the Vietnamese freighter
that transported 1,546 repatriates from Guam to Vietnam in
October 1975. (See p. 8.)
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS RESPONSIBLE

FOR ACTIVITIES REVIEWED-- ...- -_._--- ...

Tenure of office
From To-

PRESIDENT'S SPECIAL INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE

FOR INDOCHINA REFUGEES

DIRECTOi{:
Julia Vadala Taft
Ambassador L. Dean Brown

May 27, 1915
Apr. 18, 1975

Dec. 31, 1975
May 21, 1915

DEPARTMENT OF STATE- . ---
SECRETARY OF STATE:

Henry A. Kissinger

COORDINATOR FOR HUMANITARIAN
AFFAIRS:

James M. Wilson

Sept. 1973 Present

Ape. 1915 Present

DEPARTHENT OF DEFENSE

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:
Donald H. Rumsfeld
James R~ Schlesinger

Nov. 1915 Present
July 1973 Nov. 1915

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(Indochina Refugee Program):

Roger E. Shields Sept. 1915 Present
Eric F. von Hacbod Apr. 1915 Sept. 1975
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