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We have not determmed the propriety of the fmanclal assistance 

and other support provided by the Federal departments and agencies 
for the exposltlon As agreed with you, we vvlll provide you with such 
mformatlon as soon as possible. The support provided by Federal de- 
partments and agencies 1s shown m appendix II of the report 
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its contents. 
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1 
f 
I 
I 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REPORT TO 
I THE HONORABLE H. R. GROSS 
I HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ! 

I DIGEST I ------ 

I 
I WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

I 
I 

In response to a request from 

I 
Representative Gross, GAO examined 

I operations of the U S International 
I Transportation Exposltlon (TRANSPO), 

I 
sponsored by the Department of 

I Transportation at Dull es Interna- 
l tlonal Airport from May 27 to 
I 
I June 4, 1972 (See app I.) At the 

I 
request of the Congressman, GAO did 

I 
not obtain agency comments on this 

I report 

I  Prlmarlly TRANSPO was designed to 
! stimulate the development of new 

f 
markets for U.S. transportation 
products and to exhibit innovations 

i 
in transportation to the general 
public 

I 
1 GAO's examination was directed prl- 
I marlly to charges that the cost of 
I 
I 

TRANSPO was excessive and might 

I have involved violations of Govern- 
I ment procurement and contracting 
I 
I regulations. 

1 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
I 
I 
I 

Federal funds and 
I support for TRANSPO 

I 
I To supplement TRANSPO's initial ap- 
I proprlatlon and its estimated rev- 
I 
I 

enues, TRANSPO officials expected 

I wide support from within the De- 

I 
partment of Transportation and 

I 
from other Government agencies 
(See p. 26 ) 

I 

EXAMINATION OF THE 
TRANSPORTATION EXPOSITION AT 
DULLES INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
Department of Transportation 
B-157512 

Although TRANSPO initially ex- 
perienced difficulty obtaining 
staff, funds, and services from 
the Federal departments and 
agencies, it ultimately received 
total Federal support in excess 
of that in1 tlally reported to 
the Congress in November 1971 
during hearings on the need for 
a supplemental appropriation. 

At that time Department officials 
informed the Congress that the 
total estimated cost of TRANSPO 
was about $8 78 million, or 
$2.20 million more than the an- 
tlclpated revenues of $3 78 
million and the initial appro- 
priation of $2.80 million This 
amount did not include any estl- 
mates for support from other 
departments and agencies. In 
December 1971 the Congress ap- 
propriated the $2 20 mllllon and 
authorized an additional 
$1 25 million for defense con- 
tractors participating in TRANSPO. 
(See pp. 6, 7, and 27 ) 

Information furnished by officials 
of TRANSPO and the Federal depart- 
ments and agencies involved in- 
dicates that as of February 1973 
total Federal funds, support, and 
exposltlon revenues made avall- 
able for TRANSPO totaled about 
$20 24 million, of which the 
Federal Government had spent, or 
committed, about $20.18 million 

I Tear Sheet 
I 



At that date TRANSPO also had about 
$1.55 m1111on in contingent llablll- 
ties consisting of claims by TRANSPO 
contractors for addltlonal compensa- 
tlon. Also restoratlon of the 
TRANSPO site was estimated to cost 
$400,000 (See p 8.) 

Agency offlclals said that, 
of the $20 18 mllllon spent or 
committed, $7.77 mllllon, ldentl- 
fled as demonstration and exhlblt 
costs, could not be consldered as 
exclusive TRANSPO costs because such 
costs would have been incurred even 
if TRANSPO had not taken place 

For example, the Urban Mass Trans- 
portation Adm7nlstratlon provided 
$6 mllllon to four corporations to 
demonstrate rapid transit systems 
(people movers) and gave TRANSPO 
about $400,000 for site development 
work related to the transit systems 
The four systems were to be tested 
at Dulles during TRANSPO and for 
1 year after TRANSPO (See P 9 ) 

Contract admznzstratzon 

GAO examined the reasonableness and 
appropriateness of TRANSPO's pro- 
curement actlons Authorlzlng 
1egTslatlon for TRANSPO excluded it 
from the requirement of procurement 
by formal advertlslng procedures 

GAO reviewed 18 contracts amounting 
to $7 29 mllllon of the $9.41 mll- 
lion in procurements for TRANSPO 
operations For most of the con- 
tracts, GAO found that competition 
was limited or nonexistent or that 
the procurement procedures and 
practices did not adequately insure 
that fair and reasonable prices had 
been obtained Several contracts 
resulted in expenses in excess of 
anticipated amounts 

For the contracts without adequate 
competltlon, GAO found that 

--an unreasonably short time was 
permltted for preparing and 
submlttlng bids or proposals, 

--the need was not advertised In 
the Department of Commerce's 
Business Dally, where Industry 
normally learns of Government 
contracting opportunities, 

--the TRANSPO staff had contacted 
only a small group of contrac- 
tors, 

--sole-source purchases were made 
because, according to procure- 
ment officials, the TRANSPO staff 
did not submit their requlre- 
ments early enough for the pro- 
curement group to solicit 
competition (See pp 14 and 17.) 

Most of the negotiated contracts 
GAO reviewed, totaling at least 
$100,000 each, were awarded with- 
out adequate competltlon Under 
such circumstances, the contract- 
ing officer should have made detailed 
cost analyses of the offerors' 
proposals to Insure fair prices 
This was not done (See p. 19.) 

Management of TRANSPO 

During the preparation for 
TRANSPO, the Department realized 
that It did not have the experl- 
enced management or sufflclent 
operating staff to efficiently 
develop TRANSPO Management 
problems were compounded by the 
dlfflculty TRANSPO experienced in 
obtalnlng support from the Federal 
departments and agencies on a 
timely basis 

These factors, together with the 
short time in which the Depart- 
ment and TRANSPO officials were 
operating, were not conducive to 
an efficient operation, as was 
particularly evident 1r-1 their 
procurement activities 

2 



Late in the planning and prepara- 
tion process, the Department 
changed the management and organiza- 
Won of TRANSPO so that it could 
open on time. (See p. 22 ) 

It 1s difficult to determine what 
effect the problems with manage- 
ment, staff, and time have had on 
the overall cost of TRANSPO. How- 
ever, it appears that these prob- 
lems produced a situation which 
favored expediency. It seems 

reasonable to conclude that TRANSPO 
costs were most likely affected by 
declslons concerning what actlvl- 
;lei7a;d exhibits to include. (See 

Other matters 

The Congressman also requested 
GAO to examine a number of specl- 
flc matters associated with 
TRANSPO activities. GAO's views 
on these matters are presented in 
chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

At the request of Representative H.R. Gross (see app. I), 
we have examined certain aspects of the U.S. Internatlonal 
Transportation Exposltlon (TRANSPO) which was held at Dulles 
Internatlonal Airport in Loudoun County, Vlrglnla, from 
May 27 to June 4, 1972. We dlrected our examlnatlon prlmarlly 
to charges that the cost of TRANSPO was excessive and might 
have involved vlolatlons of Government procurement and 
contracting regulations. At the request of the Congressman, 
we did not obtain agency comments on this report. 

TRANSPO was primarily designed to stimulate development 
of new markets for U.S. transportation products. Manufac- 
turers were invited to exhibit their products to present the 
most modern equipment and systems available and to preview 
the transportation technology of the future. In con-junction 
with the marketing approach, TRANSPO exhibited lnnovatlons 
In transportation to the general public. 

Department of Transportation offlclals clalmed that 
about 400 exhlbltors partlclpated In TRANSPO, lncludlng 
9 countries, 60 foreign firms, and about 17 Federal and 
State agencies. Following 1s a breakdown of exhlbltors 
associated with a particular part of the transportation 
Industry. 

Aircraft and aerospace 127 
Passenger cars, trucks, and buses 61 
Rail and rapid transit 36 
Cargo handling, storage, and warehousing 33 
Trailers and mobile homes 17 
Marine and boats 10 

The other exhlbltors were Government agencies, assoclatlons, 
transportation service lndustrles, and other companies with 
various miscellaneous products. 

Paid attendance was about 449,000. In addition, free 
passes for the exposltlon were given to exhlbltors, staff 
and support groups, the press, and special guests. A TRANSPO 
consultant estimated that about 1 mllllon people attended. 



THE BACKGROUND OF TRANSPO 

On December 5, 1969, the President slgned the Mllltary 
Construction Authorlzatlon Act of 1970 (83 Stat. 317). 
Section 709 of this act authorized the President to establish 
and conduct an International Exposltlon. 

The Presrdent, by Executive Order 11538, dated June 29, 
1970, asslgned responslblllty for the development and opera- 
tion of the exposltlon to the Secretary of Transportation. 
On August 28, 1970, the Secretary delegated responslblllty 
for the exposltlon to the Admlnlstrator of the Federal 
Aviation Admlnlstratlon (FAA). In September 1971 the Secre- 
tary appointed a special assistant to assume responslblllty 
for managing the exposltlon. 

The act required the first exposltlon to be held in 1971 
and authorized $750,000 to cover the initial organlzatlonal 
costs. 

Some time before the initial approprlatlon, Department 
offlclals envlsloned the scope of the exposltlon as broader 
than simply an exhibit of aeronautical technology. All 
aspects of advanced transportation technology were to be 
featured, including ground, air, and marine exhibits and 
symposiums. 

The Department evaluated the effort required to plan 
and construct the necessary facllltles and considered whether 
the amount lnltlally authorized would be adequate. On the 
basis of these evaluations, the Department requested and 
obtained an amendment to the original leglslatlon. This 
amendment (approved Oct. 26, 1970, 84 Stat 1224) provided 
that the exposltlon would be held no later than 1972 and 
authorized approprlatlons not to exceed $3 mllllon. 

The Congress appropriated $2.80 mllllon In May 1971. 
Together with antlclpated revenues of $3.78 mllllon from 
TRANSPO actlvltles, Department offlclals considered the funds 
to be sufflclent to meet estimated total exposztlon costs of 
$6.58 mllllon. The anticipated revenues would be received 
from such sources as admlsslon and parking fees and rental 
of exhibit space. 



Internal memorandums lndlcated that Department offlclals 
expected a high level of nonrelmbursable support from within 
the Department and from other Government agencies. When they 
did not receive this support and when increased unforeseen 
costs were Incurred, Department offlclals requested increased 
funding for TRANSPO In November 1971 Department officials 
stated that 

"The cost of developing the TRANSPO-72 site and 
lnstalllng the necessary facllltles has Increased 
slgnlflcantly since the submlsslon of the initial 
appropriation request. This Increase 1s due to 
several factors (1) a signlflcant inflation in 
construction costs, (2) the greatly expanded 
concept for the Exposltlon, and (3) lnablllty to 
obtain accurate estimates 0'1: actual cost data 
until the master planning was completed I' 

Department officials requested an additional $2.2 million to 
meet their revised cost estimate of $8.78 mllllon. 

In December 1971 the Congress appropriated an additional 
$2.2 million to TRANSPO (85 Stat 627) with the provlslon 
that $2 mllllon of this be available only upon congressional 
approval of increased authorlzatlon. The remaining $200,000 
had previously been authorized. (See p. 6.) In March 1972 
the Congress Increased the authorlzatlon for TRANSPO from 
$3 mllllon to $5 mllllon (86 Stat. 63) 

Also In December 1971 the Congress, under the Department 
of Defense Approprlatlon Act of 1972 (85 Stat. 716), allowed 
defense contractors which would partlclpate In TRANSPO to 
charge a portion of their exposltlon costs to their contracts, 
not to exceed a total of $1.25 mllllon. The Department of 
Defense had not allocated the $1.25 mllllon to any speclflc 
contracts as of February 1973 

SCOPE 

We examined the leglslatlve history of TRANSPO and re- 
vlewed pertinent TRANSPO records, files, and reports We 
lntervlewed offlclals responsible for TRANSPO and those 
familiar with TRANSPO and slmllar expositions. In addition, 
we requested each Government agency which provided support 
to TRANSPO to provide us with lnformatlon on the extent of 
and authority for that support. 
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CHAPTER 2 

FEDERAL FUNDING AND SUPPORT OF TRANSPO 

A flnal analysis of the flnanclal aspects of TRANSPO 
was not available during our review because all transactions 
had not been completed. However, on the basis of lnforma- 
tlon and estimates from offlclals of TRANSPO and other Federal 
agencies, we estimated that, as of February 1973, the total 
amount of Federal funds and support and exposltlon revenues 
made available for TRANSPO totaled about $20 24 mllllon and 
that the Federal Government had spent or committed about 
$20 18 million In addltlon, TRANSPO had about $1 55 mllllon 
In contingent llabllltles conslstlng of claims submitted by 
TRANSPO contractors for addltlonal compensation Also, res- 
toration of the TRANSPO site was estimated to cost $0.40 mll- 
lion 

FUNDS AND SUPPORT FOR TRANSPO 

The funds and support to operate TRANSPO were derived 
from appropriated funds, exposltlon revenues, and support 
from Department of Transportation agencies and other Govern- 
ment agencies. The sources of the funds and support are 
summarized below 

Funds for which TBANSPO offlcxals were responsible 
Direct approprlatlons 

) Estimated revenues 
Space sales 
Admlsslons 
Support services 
Parklng 
Food, Souvenirs, and conccsslons 

a71,700 

Catalogs and programs 
61,300 

Commemorative sales 
8,500 

Bus service 
75,200 

Contributions 
38,000 

Telephone cable 
21,200 

Sale of exhlblt bulldIngs 
27,500 

127,100 
Direct flnanclal assistance from the Department of Transporta- 

tlon and its agencres 

3,132,300 

1,766,100 

9,898,400 
Contributed support from Government departments and agencies 

Total $+20.243.100 

aIn a March 16, 1973, report, the Offlce of Audits, under the Offlce of the Secretary of Trans- 
portatlon, polnted out that the estimated loss of revenues to TBANSPO due to a lack of proper 
control over free admrssion tickets and parked cars during TRANSPO totaled at least $186 000 
It was estimated that about 66,000 admlssiun tickets, valued at about $150,000, were IssAed 
without charge In addltlon, about 60,OOfJ cars were parked at TRANSPO without a free pass or 
a paid parking ticket, resulting In a 1~6 of about $36,009 

bIn April 1973 Department of TransportltiOB offacrals informed us that FAA was planning to 
absorb approximately $120,000 of addibiuALll Wpenses for TBANSPO into the FAA approprxatlons 
This actlon ~111 Increase FAA’s flnanclal sUpport to TRANSPO by $120,000 and decrease the ex- 
penses charged to the TRANSPO approprlatron by the same amount (Seep 25) 
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COSTS INCURRED 

We estimated that as of February 1973 the Government 
had spent or committed $20.18 mllllon for TRANSPO, as shown 
In the following table. 

Amount 

Exclusive costs (note a). 
General site--grading, roads, 

parking, stablllzatlon, 
utilities, and design service 

Operations --master plan, 
admlnlstratlon, site 
security, cleaning, and 
other site services 

Buildings --exhlblt and business 
centers 

Assistance to defense 
contractors which exhibited 

Marketing and promotion 
Air and ground demonstration 
Bus service 
Graphics 
Miscellaneous costs 

Other costs (note b) 
Demonstrations and exhlblts 
Support for demonstrations and 

exhibits 

Total 

aExcluslvely for TRANSPO. 

bCosts which agency offlclals said would have been incurred 
If TRANSPO had not taken place. 

(000 omitted) 

$4,460 

2,880 

1,741 

1,250 
574 
376 
260 
223 
649 $12,413 

6,676 

1,090 7,766 

$20.179 



The $4 46 million for general site work includes 
$973,000 for roadwork and parklng facllltles that the Federal 
Highway Admlnlstratlon (FHWA) considered to be a demonstration 
for new construction material and therefore not an exclusive 
cost of TRANSPO. If FHWA had not contributed the support, 
TRANSPO would have had to expend operating funds for the 
pro] ects Also included in this amount 1s $676,000 for road 
and site preparation work which FAA considers as permanent 
improvements to Dulles Airport We considered both of these 
items exclusive costs because they were necessary for the 
operation of TRANSFO, 

Most of the $7.77 mllllon categorized as other costs 
concerned the following. 

1. The Urban Mass Transportation Admlnlstratlon provided 
(a) grants of $6 mllllon to four corporations under 
its Research, Development, and Demonstration Program 
to design rapld transit systems (people movers) and 
to demonstrate and test those systems at the TRANSPO 
site for about 1 year, (b) $414,000 for site develop- 
ment work related to the people movers, and 
(c) $108,000 to exhibit urban transit research 
vehrcles. 

2. FAA provided $510,000 for (a) dlsplaylng flight-line 
navigational ald and uses of aeronautics in trans- 
portation and (b) supportlng a man-in-motion themel 
and a Department-wide exhlblt on Its role in provld- 
lng a balanced transportation system. 

3. The Federal Railroad Admlnlstratlon provided $208,000 
to transport a high-speed rail research car to 
TRANSPO for exhlbltlon and to support the Department’s 
theme and exhlblt costs. 

4. ‘Ihe Department of Commerce, through the Bureau of 
International Commerce and the Marltime Admlnlstratlon, 

‘A series of exhlblts, supported by the Department, deplctlng 
man’s technological progress in transportation from the 
beglnnlng of recorded hlstory. 
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constructed and operated two exhlblts at a cost of 
$88,000. Commerce offlclals told us that they 
intend to use these exhibits in future trade shows. 

Appendix II lists department and agency contrlbutlons 
and the cited authority for them. We have not determlned 
the propriety of these contrlbutlons. 
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CHAPTER 3 

CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION 

Although the authorizing legislation for TRANSPO 
excluded it from the requirement of procurement by formal 
advertising procedures) our examination was concerned with 
the reasonableness and appropriateness of procurement ac- 
tions for insuring that goods and services were obtalned at 
fair and reasonable prices. 

TRANSPO and Department organizations procured about 
$9.41 million in goods and services through contracts, 
interagency agreements, and purchase orders. We found that 
competition for most procurements we reviewed was restricted 
or nonexistent or that the procurement procedures and prac- 
tices did not adequately insure that fair and reasonable 
prices had been obtained. Several contracts resulted in 
expenses in excess of anticipated amounts 

TRANSPO offlclals stated that they lacked sufflclent 
procurement and technical support personnel to manage the 
large volume of procurements and that they followed sound 
procurement practices when possible within the time avail- 
able to them. 

The procurements are summarized below, 

Formal 
advertising Negotlatlon procedures 
procedures Sole-source Cqmpetitive Total 

Contract Num- hum- Num- Num- 
awarded by ber Amount ber Amount ber Amount ber Amount P - _I_ - - - - 

TRAMP0 26 $3,011,277 112 $2,708,196 18 $1,482,591 156 $7,201,974 
FHWA 4 1,110,069 1 601,577 - - 5 1,711,646 
Office of the 

Secretary z 

Total g $&121,346 a $3.309.683 ~ 

TRANSPO officials issued, in addition to the 162 con- 
tracts, 301 purchase orders for $217,338, resulting in total 
procurements of $9,414,307 for TRANSPO operations 
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We revlewed the procurement practices and examined in 
detail 18 contracts amounting to about $7.29 mllllon. our 
observations follow. 
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LIMITED COMPETITION IN ADVERTISED 
AND NEGOTIATED TRANSPO CONTRACTS 

Seven of the 12 formally advertised or competltlvely 
negotiated contracts which we reviewed were awarded by 
TRANSPO after sollcltatlons which llmlted competltlon. At 
least one of the following characterlstlcs was associated 
with the award of each of the seven contracts, which totaled 
about $3.57 mllllon. 

1 An unreasonably short time was permitted for pre- 
paring and subml ttlng bids or proposals, 

2. The need was not advertised in the Department of 
Commerce “Business Dally,” where Industry normally 
learns of Government contracting opportunltles, 

3. Competltlon was llmlted because, in making procure- 
merits, the TRANSPO staff contacted only a small 
group of contractors, 

The limited competltlon for the seven contracts 1s 
illustrated in the following cases. 

Case 1 

A formally advertised sollcltatlon for leasing toilet 
and other sanltatlon facllltles was made to eight fxrms se- 
lected from the Washington area telephone dIrectoryIs yellow 
pages. TRANSPO offlclals stated that they used the yellow 
pages and the Thomas Register to supplement a list which was 
considered too small to insure adequate competltlon, How- 
ever, they did not publicly advertise the proposed procure- 
merit. 

Potential bidders were given 7 days to prepare bids. Of 
the three bids received, the low and high bidders were de- 
clared nonresponslve because TRANSPO determlned that they 
falled to adequately describe the facllltles, such as their 
color and size. The remalnlng bidder was awarded the contract 
for $124,300. 

A TRANSPO official informed us that the need for the 
facllltles had not been advertised and that blddlng time had 
been llmlted because TRANSPO knew that most of the potential 
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contractors would need as much time as possible to buy or 
manufacture toilets to meet the contract requirements. 

Our review indicated that TRANSPO offlclals recognized 
the need for the facllltles months before sollcltatlon. 
Therefore, the lnltlatlon of procurement should not have been 
delayed until little time was left. Advertlslng and earlier 
sollcltatlon could have greatly increased the competltlon and 
allowed adequate time for preparing bids 

Case 2 

TRANSPO made two attempts through formal advertlslng 
procedures to sollclt competltlon for the construction and 
lease of business centers, but it did not receive bids within 
the TRANSPO budget. TRANSPO then requested 14 potential con- 
tractors to submit proposals subject to negotiation. Three 
of the contractors submitted proposals wlthln the budgeted 
amount, but two later withdrew because, according to TRANSPO 
records, TRANSPO officials had failed to make a timely award, 

The remalnlng contractor (two companies in a Joint ven- 
ture) was awarded a firm fixed-price contract for $384,000 
on December 10, 1971. 

TRANSPO offlclals seemed to have relaxed their requlre- 
ments to get the contract awarded. TRANSPO accepted the con- 
tractor as reliable and competent and accepted a $25,000 
letter of credit In lieu of a loo-percent performance bond 
as lnltlally Intended, even though an offlclal from each of 
the two companies In the Joint venture had to pledge per- 
sonal assets as a result of the unfavorable flnanclal posl- 
tlon of their company. 

A TRANSPO offlclal told us that requiring such a bond 
would have tied up all of the contractor's capital. Flnan- 
clal lnformatlon provided to TRANSPO on the two companies was 
based on unaudited financial data. Also, the preaward survey 
of the contractor's technical ability seemed to contain more 
favorable conclusions than the data Justified, since it 
showed that the contractor had never built the type of struc- 
ture required. 

The records show that, from the time the contract was 
awarded, TRANSPO consldered the contractor marglnal from a 
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flnanclal and performance standpolnt. The partially 
constructed bulldings blew down In April 1972, at which time 
the contractor had been pald $192,000. 

TRANSPO offlclals terminated the contract because of 
default and collected $25,000 under the letter of credit 
when they determined that the contractor could not possibly 
complete reconstruction In time for the TRANSPO opening. Two 
days after termlnatlon, TRANSPO awarded a contract to another 
contractor for a firm fixed price of $420,000, plus a cost- 
reimbursable provlslon for removing certain portions of the 
previous contractor's material at an estimated cost of 
$116,000. The new contractor placed prefabricated units on 
the foundations constructed by the previous contractor. 

TRANSPO officials stated that the bulldings In question 
were only leased to the Government and that at no time did 
the Government have or intend to have title to them, there- 
fore, the Miller Act, which contains the normal requirements 
for a performance bond, did not apply. They also stated that 
the use of performance bonds for such contracts IS restricted 
by the Federal Procurement Regulations. 

The Federal Procurement Regulations generally do not 
require performance bonds for other than construction con- 
tracts, but they do not restrict the use of such bonds. Such 
bonds may be required for other than construction contracts 
when essential to the best interests of the Government. We 
believe that TRANSPO officials had sufflclent lnformatlon 
about the shortcomings of the contractor at the time the 
contract was awarded to Justify requiring a loo-percent per- 
formance bond. If TRANSPO officials had required such a 
bond, the Government would have been protected against the 
addltlonal costs resulting from the default of the lnltlal 
contractor 

Case 3 

TRANSPO invited nine small businesses In the Washington 
area to submit bids within 8 days for fencing to surround the 
exposition site. TRANSPO’s design contractor had estimated 
the fencing would cost $82,000. Two bids were received, of 
which the lower was for about $170,000. 
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Rather than reJect both bids and sollclt new bids, 
TRANSPO personnel stated that they accepted the low bid be- 
cause of time limitations They also indicated that the Job 
may have been too big for most small contractors and that 
8 days may not have given small contractors enough time to 
prepare proposals. 

The fencing was provided for in the design specification 
in October 1971, however, TRANSPO did not solicit bids until 1 

March 1972, about 2 months before the opening of TRANSPO. 
TRANSPO personnel stated that the fencing was a low-priority 
item and that sufficient funds were not available for this 
prolect until March 1972. 

SOLE-SOURCE CONTRACTING 

TRANSPO awarded 112 sole-source contracts totaling about 
$2.71 million for personnel, goods, and services. Sixty-one 
of these, for about $360,000, were for such goods and serv- 
ices as antique vehicles, temporary military bridges, and air 
show performers, which did not appear susceptible to compe- 
tition We reviewed 5 of the remalnlng 51 contracts and the 
1 sole-source contract awarded by FKWA. The six contracts 
amounted to about $1.81 million 

Competition for three of the six contracts appeared to 
have been unnecessarily limited. In each case a TRANSPO 
technical representative informally contacted organizations 
which he believed might meet TRANSPO's needs, 

On the basis of such contacts, the technical representa- 
tive picked an organization he decided would be acceptable 
and submitted a sole-source purchase request to the contract- 
ing officer. Offlclals told us that this practice was typ- 
ical of other TRANSPO sole-source procurements because time 
restraints prevented them from advertising. Procurement 
officials stated that many of the TRANSPO staff were not 
familiar with Government procurement procedures and that they 
frequently did not submit their requirements early enough for 
the procurement group to solicit competition. 

FoT example, the contract for installing a public 
address system at the exposition site had to be awarded early 
so th&f ths public address contractor could coordinate his 
activities with the master plan design contractor. This 
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coordlnatlon was necessary because all of the public address 
cables were to be underground 

In May 1971 TRANSPO attempted to arrange for a large 
manufacturer to provide a public address system In return 
for free exhlblt space. The manufacturer declined but recom- 
mended another firm. 

The TRANSPO technical staff contacted the recommended 
firm and requested it to submit a proposal on the basis of 
verbal speclflcat ions. The firm submitted a proposal on 
July 7, 1971, which TRANSPO considered too costly, After 
further dlscusslons, the firm submitted a revised proposal 
on August 6, 1971, based on a 50-percent reduction in equlp- 
ment and services. 

On August 10, 1971, the technical staff submitted a pur- 
chase request to the procurement staff for a sole-source pro- 
curement from the firm for $24,900, the approximate amount of 
the firm’s August 6 proposal. The Justlflcatlon stated that 
“lnsufflclent time was available to draft speclflcatlons and 
necessary plans to sollclt, research, develop, and award a 
contract .‘I When we asked why the formal procurement action 
had not been started earlier, TRANSPO technical representa- 
tives stated that sufficient staff had not been available to 
prepare tne detailed speclflcatlons needed to sollclt compe- 
tltlon. 

At least one other firm was interested In supplying the 
public address system, and it had contacted top TRANSPO offl- 
clals asking to be consldered. However, the request was not 
passed down to the operating levels until too late to be con- 
sldered in the procurement process. 
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WEAKNESSES IN NEGOTIATING CONTRACTS 

When adequate competltlon does not exist in Government 
procurements, the procurement agency 1s normally expected to 
negotiate for the best possible terms, 

When the amount of a negotiated contract 1s expected to 
exceed $100,000, the contracting officer should make a de- 
talled cost analysis of the offeror's proposal to insure a 
fair price. 

P) 

It 1s the contracting officer's responslblllty in such 
cases to require the prospective contractor to submit, or 
speclflcally identify In wrltlng, the exlstlng verlflable 
lnformatlon used to develop the price proposal (cost or 
prlclng data) and to certify that such data 1s accurate, com- 
plete, and current. 

Eight of the 10 negotiated contracts we reviewed, each 
for at least $100,000, were awarded without adequate competl- 
tlon. However, in none of these cases (SIX contracts awarded 
by TRANSPO and one each awarded by FHWA and the Office of 
the Secretary) did the contracting officer request cost or 
prlclng data. 

As a result, the agencies were not able to make cost 
analyses of the contractors' proposals. For three contracts 
the agencies stated that they had made price analyses, that 
1s 1 they compared the proposals with agency estimates or 
prices paid for slmllar goods or services. For the other 
five contracts, neither cost nor price analyses were made, 
and for four of these the contractors' proposed prices were 
accepted without any negotlatlons. 

A TRANSPO procurement offlclal said that sufficient 
procurement personnel were not available to analyze proposed 
prices. It was h1.s view that, if time had been taken to ob- 
tain cost or prlclng data and make detalled cost analyses, 
TRANSPO would not have opened on time. 

The following cases illustrate the practices followed 
which, in our oplnlon, did not adequately Insure that the 
Government had a reasonable basis for accepting the contrac- 
tors' proposals, 
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Case 1 

TRANSPO awarded a contract for $128,700 to provide 
graphic panels for TRANSPO’s theme. The technical represent- 
ative who handled this procurement dlscussed TFUNSPO’s needs 
with the contractor and, after the contractor submitted a 
proposal, requested the contracting officer to award the 
sole-source contract. 

At least three other felrms were interested In the con- 
tract, but the technlcal representative decided they were 
unacceptable. TRANSPO offlclals did not request cost or 
prlclng data In support of the proposal and received none. 
Therefore they could not make a price or cost analysis. The 
contractor submitted only a cost breakdown without support- 
ing data. A preaward audit was made, however, the auditors 
stated that, because of the lack of time, they were unable 
to obtain adequate data on labor and overhead rates. The 
contract was later amended to cover addltlonal work at a 
total contract price of $143,495. 

Case 2 

FHWA awarded a contract to cover part of the parklng 
area at the TRANSPO site with a stablllzed sulfate sludge 
base and other materials. The research and development group 
of FHWA was testing this substance because It was made with 
various waste materials which, if acceptable, could be a 
convenient means of waste disposal. 

FHWA offlclals told us that there had been no competl- 
tlon because only one of two companies which FHWA considered 
to have the necessary experience was wllllng to do the work. 
FHWA estimated that the Job would require 520,000 square 
yards of the base at 80 cents a square yard--a total of 
$416,000. The contractor proposed 98 cents a square yard, 
or $93,600 more than FHWA had estimated. 

FHWA did not make a cost analysis of the proposed price 
but awarded a contract totaling $759,790 for the sludge base 
at 98 cents a square yard, other materials, labor, and over- 
head. When asked about the lack of cost or prlclng data, 
FHWA procurement personnel told us that their construction 
personnel had adequate experience and knowledge in highway 
construction costs to determlne the reasonableness of the 
proposed costs. They stated that, even though this contract 
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Involved an experimental material, the material was to be 
mlxed and placed by standard construction processes. They also 
stated that they knew of several prices received by the 
Vlrglnla Department of Hlghways for slmllar work and that 
the contracting personnel were assured that the price nego- 
tiated was fair. They stated their belief that, as a result 
of a review of nine slmllar progects, they paid no more than 
the going market price for the item we questioned. 

pecause FHWA did not have cost experience with this new 
substance, 1-t appears that the avallable data did not ade- 
quately insure the reasonableness of the proposed price wlth- 
out a detailed cost analysis, as called for by the Federal 
Procurement Regulations. Later contract modlflcatlons re- 
duced the amount of the base to 357,000 square yards, which 
reduced the difference between the amounts computed at 80 cents 
a square yard and 98 cents a square yard to $64,300. 
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CHAPTER 4 

MANAGEMENT OF TRANSPO 

During the preparation for TRANSPO, the Department 
realized that It did not have the experienced management 
personnel or sufflclent operating staff to efflclently de- 
velop a transportation exposltlon of the size and complexity 
of TRANSPO Late in the planning and preparation process, 
the Department changed the management and organization of 
TRANSPO so that it could open on time Also, TRANSPO ex- 
perlenced dlfflculty In obtalnlng staff, funds, and services 
from the Federal departments and agencies on a timely basis. 
These factors, together with the short time in which the 
Department and TRANSPO officials were operating, were not 
conducive to an efflclent operation, as was particularly 
evident In their procurement actlvltles. 

STAFFING 

In June 1970 the Department detalled three people to 
TRANSPO. One, who was the Acting Managing Director and 
later Managing Director, had been doing preparatory work 
for a possible exposition for a number of years and had 
partlclpated In the Government's involvement in the Paris 
Air Show 

In October 1970 the Department contracted for a study of 
TRANSPO's organlzatlonal needs. The contractor's report, 
dated October 28, 1970, discussed the organlzatlon of the 
Paris Air Show and, by comparing TRANSPO with that event 
and conslderlng the short time available, recommended 
an organlzatlon plan for TRANSPO. The contractor stressed 
the need to begin lmmedlately 

The TRANSPO staff began to increase during the early 
part of 1971 By March 1971, eight persons were on the 
TRANSPO payroll and a number of agency personnel had been 
detailed to TRANSPO During March 1971 the Secretary 
designated heads of (1) the Technical Planning and Instal- 
lations Division, which was responsible for the master plan 
and overall construction and operations, (2) the Marketing 
and Promotion Division, which was responsible for develop- 
ment, sales, concessions, and special events, and (3) the 
Facllltles and Operations Management Dlvlslon, which was 
responsible for admlnlstratlve control and management 
support 
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By June 1971, 14 persons were on the TRANSPO payroll 
and 16 were detalled to it, however, it was becoming ap- 
parent to the Department that TRANSPO would not open on 
trme under the exlstlng staffing level. The Managing 
Director had recommended a staff of 59 by June 1971. 

TRANSPO's Second Quarterly Report, issued in June 
1971, stated that progress had been slow due to lengthy 
delays In obtaining admlnlstratlve approvals from the Of- 
fice of the Secretary of Transportation for the day-to-day 
operatrons and the hiring of personnel 

TRANSPO memorandums indicate that key vacancies 
sometimes existed TRANSPO's Third Quarterly Report, 
issued In September 1971, stated that 

'We still lack staffing In a few vital areas. We 
particularly need the servrces of two speclallsts 
In flrght line operations We are severely hurt 
by the long delay involved In securing * * * [the 
Secretary's] approval of our personnel actions, 
lncludlng these two. We frequently encounter delays 
or olutrlght refusals for staff assistance we re- 
quest from * * * [the Department] and operating 
admlnlstratlons, with disastrous results to 
deadlines which cannot sustain further slippage " 

On September 10, 1971, the Secretary appointed a 
Special Assistant for developing TRANSPO The Special 
Assistant, who was a vice-president of a large lndustrlal 
concern with considerable experience In business and public 
affairs, served the Secretary without compensation during 
TRANSPO 

On January 6, 1972, the Secretary announced reallgn- 
ment of the top executive structure of TRANSPO to 
strengthen management A Consultrng Executive Director, 
an Exposltlon Consultant, and a Consulting Dlrector for 
Entertainment and Special Events were engaged as part of 
the new management team under the Special Assistant. The 
Managing Director was reassigned to the position of 
Executive Secretary. 
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After analyzing the adequacy of the TRANSPO staff 
and management, the Consulting Executive Director reported 
to the Special Assistant In January 1972 that 

--Few, If any, people In Government had the highly 
speclallzed talent needed to run an exposltlon 
of the magnitude of TRANSPO. 

--Some bad Judgment had been used In projecting 
costs caused by lack of experience 

He concluded that, If the lack of experience had been 
recognized in the beginning, many of the dlfflcultles 
could have been avoided. 

The TRANSPO organlzatlon under the new management 
team was divided into 10 units 

Office of the Special Assistant to the Secretary 
Comptroller 
Design 
Public Affairs 
Visiting Dignitaries 
Construction and Building 
Marketing 
Concessions and Services 
Air and Ground Demonstrations 
Plant Operations 

Staffing increased under the new management team. In 
February 1972, 33 persons were on the TRANSPO payroll and 
30 were detailed from various agencies. Staffing peaked 
during the exposltlon In May 1972, when 47 persons were 
detailed to TRANSPO from within the Department and other 
agencies and 58 were on the payroll 

After the exposltlon the staffing level dropped 
considerably, most of the lnltlal reductions were from the 
TRANSPO payroll. As of February 1973, only one person remained 
on full-time detail to TRANSPO to do "wrap up" work and one 
person remained part time to close contracts. 
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FUNDS AND SUPPORT FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Interim funding of TRANSPO 

Funds were not appropriated to TRANSPO until May 1971, 
but FAA officials recognized in the fall of 1970 that in- 
terim funding was needed to meet salary obligations and 
enter into key contracts which required significant lead 
time. These officials stressed their belief that, if funding 
was not made available at that time, TRANSPO could not be 
held when planned. Therefore they authorized TRANSPO to 
obligate and expend funds and charge such obligations and 
expenditures against FAA's facilities and equipment account, 
under the condition that such charges would be transferred 
to the TRANSPO account after TRANSPO received its 
appropriation. 

FAA officials informed us that this authorization 
was based on a broad, informal interpretation of FAA's 
authorizing legislation (49 U S C. 1301), which states 
that 

"The Secretary of Transportation is empowered and 
directed to encourage and foster the development 
of civil aeronautics and air commerce in the 
United States and abroad " 

Department officials informed us in April 1973 that FAA 
officials had reconsidered this transfer and planned to return 
such obligations and expenditures from the TRANSPO account to 
the FAA appropriations. This action will increase FAA's fl- 
nanclal support to TRANSPO by $120,000. 

Efforts to obtain supplemental support 

To supplement the initial appropriation and estimated 
revenues, TRANSPO officials anticipated that they would 
receive wide support from within the Department and from 
other Government agencies. Internal memorandums indicated 
that they did not receive this support as soon as 
anticipated. 

For example, TRANSPO's First Quarterly Report to the 
Secretary of Transportation for the period ended 
February 28, 1971, included this comment 
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"We continue to be hampered in our overall 
operations by the apparent lack of understandlng 
by operating admlnlstratlons and offices outside 
FAA that the Exposltlon 1s a Department-wide under- 
taking and as such, necessitates their contrlbutlng 
on a nonrelmbursable basis certain in-house sup- 
port and resources required to properly develop 
and stage the Exposltlon " 

The Secretary of Transportation, in a May 1971 memorandum 
to heads of operating agencies and secretarial officers, 
dlrected them to assist and support TRANSPO, within reason- 
able bounds, on a nonrelmbursable basis. 

Federal support was apparently a continuing problem. 
For example, the Managlng Director of TRANSPO, in a 
September 1971 letter to the Special Assistant, stated* 

"Our maJor problem 1s really that few Federal 
agencies realize the significance of TRANSPO, or 
seem to be willing to participate even as 
exhlbltors." ‘ 

TRANSPO's Third Quarterly Report to the Secretary in 
September 1971 stated 

"The single maJor problem we face 1s lack of 
adequate funding Much of this disadvantage 
could be overcome by inputs of personnel and funds 
from other elements of the Department of Trans- 
portation and other Federal departments and 
agencies Unfortunately, an understanding of our 
mlsslon and the need for cooperation has been 
slow in coming or nonexistent In most cases, in 
spite of our persistent and earnest efforts to 
explain that we are merely the department assigned 
action by the President to produce and manage the 
Exposltlon for the entire Government. In too 
many areas, our requests are treated as matters 
of annoyance, rather than matters of high priority " 

Although TRANSPO initially had difficulty in obtaining 
staff, funds, and services from Federal departments and 
agencies, it ultimately received total Federal support in 
excess of that initially reported to the Congress in 
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November 1971 during hearings on the need for a supplemental 
appropriation. At that time Department officials informed 
the Congress that the estimated cost of TRANSPO was about 
$8.78 million This amount did not include any estimates 
for support from other departments and agencies because 
TRANSPO officials did not know the total estimate. We 
noted, however, that certain support was being provided to 
TRANSPO at that time, such as personnel on detail and 
contracts funded by other agencies. 

The actual cost will exceed the $8.78 million estimate 
by a considerable amount. In addrtion to the $1.25 million 
authorized by the Congress in December 1971 for defense 
contractors and the $7.77 million furnlshed primarily by the 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration for people mover 
exhlblts (see pp. 7 and lo), about $11.16 million was spent 
or committed for TRANSPO. Possible additional liabilities 
(see p. 8) could increase that amount by several million 
dollars. It is difficult to determine what effect the 
problems with management, staff, and time have had on the 
overall cost of TRANSPO. However, it appears that these 
problems produced a situation which favored expediency 
rather than a carefully planned program It seems reason- 
able to conclude that the cost of TRANSPO was likely 
affected by decisions concerning what activities and 
exhibits to include in the exposition. 

The sources and cited authorities for support provided 
to TPANSPO are detalled in appendix II. 
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CHAPTER 5 

OTHER MATTERS 

We examined the (1) arrangements between Natlonal 
Capital Airports, FAA, and TRANSPO for relmburslng TRANSPO 
for certain permanent improvements to Dulles AIrport and 
(2) Department claims of economic benefits from the exposl- 
tion. 

National Capital Airports analyzed the lm$rovements and 
determined which were or could be of benefit to Dulles. 
These improvements --prlmarlly a dual highway between the 
Dulles access road and the exposltlon site and development 
of the site--fit Into the long-range plans for improvements 
at Dulles Claims of economic benefits from the exposltlon 
are based primarily on a survey conducted by a Department 
contractor. The survey does not appear to be a reasonable 
basis for prolectlng economic benefits. 

IMPROVLMENTS TO DULLES 

On March 10, 1972, TRANSPO and National Capital Airports 
agreed that Natlonal Capital Airports, which 1s responsible 
for Dulles, would reimburse TRANSPO for improvements which 
could reasonably be expected to be useful In Dullest future 
development. 

As of September 1972 Natlonal Capital Alrports was 
obligated to reimburse TRANSPO a maximum of $676,000. The 
breakdown of the estimated reimbursement due 
shown below. 

to TRANSPO 1s 

Road improvement 
Road from Dulles access 

highway to parking lot $432,500 
North-South Service road 8,500 

Site development. 
Cleaning, grubbing, and 

grading 
Stablllzatlon 
Design 
Soil test 

Total 

201,000 
16,000 
10,000 

8,000 

$441,000 

235,000 

$676,000 
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The Dulles 1964 master plan provided for future airport 
development at the exposltlon site and for a dual-lane 
highway between the site and the Dulles access road. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF TRANSPO 

It was a Department goal for TRANSPO to stimulate the 
economy through the sale of new transportation concepts and 
sys terns. The Department has not determlned the economic 
Impact of TRANSPO, however, Department officials hired a 
consulting firm to measure the impact by surveying TRANSPO 
exhlbltors. The firm, under an $11,000 contract, estimated 
that potential sales amounted to $178.2 mllllon. 

Less than half of the exhibitors responded to the 
contractor’s request for lnformatlon, and the replles needed 
considerable interpretation. The contractor determined that 
less than 20 percent of the responses (31 exhlbltors) could 
be used for prolectlng potential sales of all exhlbltors and 
that some of these responses required ad-justment. The con- 
tractor estimated that the usable replies, as adlusted, 
represented a potential for $82 mllllon in sales for all 
respondents and, by pro] ectlon, $96.2 mllllon for exhlbltors 
not responding, or a total of $178 2 mllllon. 

We believe that the survey, its timing, and the meth- 
odology are not good bases for estlmatlng the potential for 
sales Exhlbltors were invited to reply anonymously, and 
they did so, thus, there was no way to determlne whether the 
replies used were from exhlbltors who sufficiently represented 
all exhlbltors. 

Also, there was no way to determine whether the replies, 
which were requested wlthln a month of TRANSPO, were sup- 
ported by expresslons of serious Interest by potential pur- 
chasers or merely guesses. Several replies stated that It 
was too early to estimate the impact. In addition, due to 
the anonymity of the respondents, it could not be determined 
whether the estimates represented the expectations of a 
sampling of domestic firms or a comblnatlon of domestic and 
foreign firms. 

Flnally, In reviewing the results of the survey with 
us 9 the contractor was unable to reconstruct the makeup of 
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the $82 mllllon in reported potential sales or to fully 
identify which replies were used. 

The contractor also asked exhibitors to express their 
oplnlons on whether TRANSPO would favorably affect employ- 
ment and the balance of payments Most of the respondents 
thought that the exposltlon would have a favorable impact. 
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APPENDIX I 

H R GROSS 
SDDlsr IOWA WATERLOO IOWA 

HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

COMMITlEES 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

DST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERYlCE 

COUNTIES 

March 9, 1972 

Honorable Elmer B Staats 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accountmg Office 
441 G Street 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Staats 

I am sure you are aware of the fact that the Congress has appro- 
priated a total of $5 mllllon to conduct a rime-day transportation 
exhibition at Dulles International Airport during May and June of 
this year. 

The orlgmal cost estimate for thrs prolect was $750,000. 

The excuse for this huge cost increase, as presented to the House, 
1s that the scope of the prolect was enlarged and that inflation also 
made Its contrlbutlon. 

It has been alleged to me, however, that mdeclslon and inattention 
to the project rnslde the Department of Transportation resulted In 
its being almost entirely ignored until someone suddenly realized 
that the opening day was less than a year away. 

I have also been advised that the director of thrs exhlbltlon was not 
appointed until less than a year from the opening date and that the 
neglect of the prolect by top offrclals of the Department resulted m 
little or no staff being recrulted on anythlng like a timely basis. 

IL%1 appreciate rt If you endeavor to confirm or disprove the al- 
-P ons of neglect and delay that have been rnade to me. 

If they are true, it would appear that these factors have contributed 
to the increased cost of this exhlbltlon. 
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APPENDIX I 

Mr. Elmer B. bbaats -2- ltiarch 9, 1972 

It would also appear that the additional fmancmg of this prolect 
is on what could be called a crash basis which, rn the past, has 
often led not only to waste but to flagrant vlolatlons of government 
procurement and contracting regulations. I ask that you also rn- 
vestrgate this possrbllity. 

One of the selling pomts of this exhrbltion has been the claim that 
it will result m vast, but unstated amounts of business for Amer- 
ican exhrbrtors. It has been claimed that “the exposrtion will make 
a considerable contribution to the domestlc economy through stlmu- 
latrng the sale of new transportation concepts and systems withrn 
our own economy as well as internationally”. 

I request that you attempt to locate any memoranda, correspondence 
or other evidence in the files of the Department of Transportatron 
that indicate the basis for such clarms and to locate any evidence 
that mformation to the contrary was presented to the Department. 

If such contrary evrdence or information was presented, please 
attempt to learn what attention was paid to it. If it was Ignored, 
who ignored rt and why? d 

After the close of the exhlbrtlon, I request that you take whatever 
steps are possrble to determme the accuracy of the claims of eco- 
nomlc benefit that I am sure will be issued by the Department. If 
foreign governments or firms are among the exhlbrtors, I would 
lrke to know whether their products received more orders than those 
of American exhibitors, if thrs mformatron 1s available. 

It has been claimed that much of the money being spent on this pro]- 
ect will result m permanent improvements to Dulles Airport. Please 
advise me what “permanent rmprovements” will result, what they cost 
and what use will be made of them after the exhibition. Will there 
be sufficient utility to Justify the term “permanent improvement”? 

Please determine the background of the director of this exhibrtron 
and advise me, if possible, how he came to the attention of De- 
partment officials and whether any officral can be sard to have 
served as his sponsor. Does the director have any background 
or expertise rn organrzmg and conductmg an exhlbrtlon of this na- 
ture or of any other nature’ 
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APPENDIX I 

Mr. Elmer B. Staats -3- March 9, 1972 

If the total cost of the exhlbrtron exceeds the amount appropriated 
for it, please advrse where the addltlonal money was obtained and 
by what authority. 

Did any of the cost of this exhlbltlop Include fmanclal assistance 
of any nature to corporations or rndlvlduals to attend? 

In the course of your mvestrgatlon, and because of the apparent 
“crash” nature of this project, I ask that particular attentron be 
paid to the posslbilrty of conflict of interest bemg present. 

Thank you for your attention to this requ 
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APPENDIX II 

Department 

Department of Health Edu- 
cation and Welfare 

Department of the Interior 

Support rendered 

Secretarial services 

Park police services loan of 
park benches and loan of 
cleanup truck 

Export Import Bank of the Cost to provrde xnformation at 
United States TRANSPO 

Total 18,084 

Department of Defense Varrous air demonstration teams 
and space trade-off for mlli- 
tary personnel temporarily as- 
signed to TRANSPO 

d115,185 

Total 

Government of the District 
of Columbia 

Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Department of Justrce Provided deputy marshals 16,830 16 830 

General Services Adminis- 
tratunI 

Total 

Department of Agriculture 

Department of State 

Department of Transporta- 
tion 

Office of the Secretary 

United States Coast 
Guard 

Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration 

SUPPORT PROVIDED TU TRANSPO 

BY FEDERAL DEPARIMENTS AND AGENCIES 

Exclusive Other 
a a 

s 4 500 $ - 

Cost to demonstrate the various 
services that could be rendered 
to potential exporters 

Funds available to assist de- 
fense contractors which exhib- 
ted products at 'IRANSPO 

Painted heliport station and 
standby fire and ambulance pm- 
tection 

Technical assistance in setting 
up a solid-waste collection 
system for TRANSPO 

Assignment of supply management 
representatives police serV- 
ice and onsite inspection of 
cleaning services 

Design and proposed model of 
the GSA exhibit a~ea 

Exhibit to demonstrate to ship- 
pers Agriculture's research and 
its effect on transporting ag- 
riculture coommdittes 

Personnel cost for matters of 
protocol and a reception for 
visiting dignitaries 

Administrative and audiovisual 
services 

Funds for man-in-motion theme 

Administrative services 

Administrative services 

17,157 

Total 
department 

cost 

8 4 500 

17,157 Executive Order 11538 (note b) 

6,951 

11 133 

Title IV of the Foreign As- 
sistance and Related Programs 
Appropriation Act (Public Law 
92-242) (note c) 

Department Qf DLfense Directive 
5410-18, section IV, '%onmrunity 
Relations "(note e), Executive 
Order 11538 (note b), and sec- 
tion 709 Public Law 91-142 
(note a) 

1 250 000 Section 734 Public Law92-204 
bate f) 

6 873 

1,365 185 

6 873 Office of the Director, Depart- 
ment of Highways and Traffic, 
and section 4-401, District of 
Columbia Code (note g) 

689 609 Solid Waste Disposal Act of 
1965 as amended by the Re- 
source Recovery Act of 1970 
(note h) 

Provided at the request of the 
Department of Transportation 

39 915 Executive Order 11538 (note b) 

500 

18 000 

j64 000 

40,415 

18 000 

10 977 

Organic Act establishing the 
Department (May 15. 1862, 
7 II S C 2201) and annual ap- 
propriation language (note i) 

10 977 

97,275 

- 

83 411 

814,239 

Services furnished were coneid- 
ered functions which routinely 
fall within the Department's 
responsibility 

Public Law 91-142 (note a) 

Public Law 91-142 (note a) 

Public Law 91-142 (note a) 

Cited authority 

Section 709 Public Law 91-142 
(note a) 
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OLhCX 

Total 

&parfment 
w LDYf 

5 s ‘510 000 $ 

cost - 

- 

Cited authority 

Public Law 91 142 (“otr a) 

b,!(,porr 1 ” lr l-cd 

DcpJIement of 1r 1nsporta 
tion (continued) 

Federal AVI leaon Ad- 
mtn, rr?lion 

~IIJ,L lin niv~g~tLon aid LX 
hibl t wronautic display 
>hdr f thL Drpnrtm‘nt ‘s ex 
h,blt and funds for man-l” 
~ULIO~ chemL 

, unds for p, rma”L”t LmprovL- 
mtnt, IX Dullrs Ah-port 

&76 000 

I 1 136 624 

9 000 

11 781 

d27,100 

4,250 

950 

dll 626 

207 

d2 600 

%lAa2%u 

ApproprLations ior National 
capltal Airports (note k) 

Public Law 91 142 (note a) 
23 U S C 30718) and 23 II S C 
104(a) (note m) 

N~tiou 11 C.~pital Ax- 
pWtS 

FHWA 

‘100 000 

3 687 

J2OB,300 

‘149 393 

2 000 

’ 
6 591,809 

Fhhlhlt ot role of IllWA and 
Eunds for nun in-m ttun thernr 

Admlnlstrdtive servir~s Public Law 91 142 (note a) and 
23 U S C 104(a) (note m) 

Zt Lewrencr braway DL 
velopm‘nt Lorporation 

Exhlblt of high spLrd rail Sys- 
tem shire of the Department s 
exhibit Funds for man-in mtion 
theme 

Safety vehicle exhibit sponsor 
of In Int~mational Safety CO” 
fercnce and funds for ma” in- 
motion chcme 

Share of Department’s uxhibit 

Public Law 89 220 (note n) 

Public laws 89-563 (note o) 
89-564 (note p) and 91-142 

Federal Railroad Admin- 
istrat1on 

National Highway Traffic 
Safety Admintsrratwn 

(note a) 

Public Law 91 142 (note a) Ndtfonal Transportation 
Safety Board 

Urban Mass Transporta- 
tion Administration 

Exhlbic of people nvvers and 
buses share of the Depart- 
ment’s exhibit. and funds for 
men-in motion theme 

Urban Mass Transportation Act 
of 1964 OS amended (note q) 

Total 10 465 742 

37,791 - 

Department of Connnerce 
@urea” of Domestic Com- PiannfnS and prawtional as 

sistance 

Service of staff desigoer end 
exhibit 

Trade Fair Act of 1959 
(19 U S C 1752) (note r) 

15 U S C 1512 (note 8) and ep- 
propriatian act for fiscal year 
1972 (Public Law 92-77) 
(note t) 

Intetnational Travel Act of 
1961 (22 u s c 2121) (note u) 

15 u s c 313 (note v) 

men e 

Bureau of International 
CowPerC.? 

U”ited States Travel 
Sel-&X 

Multilingual interpreters 

Weather data National Oceanic and 
Atmowheric Adminis 
tratibn 

49 830 - Maritime Administration Exhibit Merchant Marine Act of 1936 es 
amended (46 U S C 1101 
1121(j), 1122(d) and 1122(f)) 
;;II:: VI; and 15 U S C 1512 

Total 

Department of the Treasury 

131 702 

11 626 Customs assistance and the 
trade-off of space for selling 
medals by the United States 
Mint 

Executive Order 11538 (note b) 
and Public Law 92 266 (note x) 

Delivery and Cnstallation of a 
display 

Sales of documents 

Smithsonian Instirution LO7 

2 600 

20 u s c 41-57 (note y) 

44 II s c 1701-1716 (note 2) Government Printing Office 

Total 
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aSectio" 709 of p"bliL Law Ql 142 the "ilieary conscructior~ Authorization Act of 1970 authorized the est=blishnent of a" I"ter"* 
tio,,al Aeronautical exposition and authorized the head of each agency or department to detail PerSonnel for =u=h Purpose with Or 
without reimbursement 'n,is secrion also allowed the exposition to accept donations Of money Property or Perso= services 

bF.xecutive Order 11538 issued by the President an June 29 1970 delegated to the Secretary of Transportation the responsibilities 
end powers vested in the President by Public Law 91 142 This order also directs each Federal department and agency to cooperate 
with the Secretary and to the extent permitted by law and the availability of funds, to furnish him such assistance as he may 
request 

=Title I" of Public Law 92-242 the Foreign Assistance and Related Programs Appropriation Act of 1972 provides the annual operating 
authority for the Export Import Sank 

d Support includes sales value of exhibita space traded for services 

"Section IV of Department of Defense Directive 5410-M 'Community Relations ' urges active participation of military Mits and per- 
sonnel in civilian programs to maintain a state of mutual acceptance respect and cooperation between the Armed Forces and civil- 
ian communities 

fSection 734 of Public Law 92 204 Departme,,L of Defense Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1972 allows defense contractors which 
exhibited their products at TRANSPO tc. charge a portion of their exhibit costs to their defense contrscts not to exceed a" aggregate 
total for all contracts of $1 25 million 

gThe District of Columbia Code 4 401 cites the establishment of a fire departmznt by authority of the Congress The department is 
maintained for the general public in the District of Columbia 

%h e Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965 as amended (42 U S C 3251) authorizes the Secretary of Health Education and Welfare to 
provide technical and financial assistance in the planning and development of resource recovery and solid-waste disposal programs 

i The act establishing the Department of Agriculture stated that the general design and duties of the Department shall be to acquire 
and diffuse among the people of the United States useful information on subjects connected with agriculture 

jIncludes part of the $1 766,100 in funds given to TRANSPO by the Department of Transportation and its agencies (See P 8 ) 

%h e Aep+opriation for National Capital Airporte for 1972 (85 Stat 206) authorizes the use of appropristed funds for the develop- 
ment of Dulles International Airport and Washington National Airport 

1 Direct support from FHWA includes $972 517 in demonstration costs as p 10 ) 

93 II S C 307(s) authorizes the Secretary of Transportation to engage in research on all phases of highway construction and to 
test and develop any material or process 23 U S C 104(s) authorizes the Secretary of Traneportation to obligate 3-3/4 percent of 
the flmds appropriated for Federal-aid systems for the purposes of 23 U S C 307(a) 

"public Law 89-220 (49 U S C 1631) authorizes the Secretary of Transportation to contract for danonstrstions to determine the =on- 
tributions that high-speed grovnd traneportstion could rake to mire efficient sad economical intercity transportation systems 

'The National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 public Law 89-563 (15 U S C 1381) authorizes the Secretary of Trms- 
portetion to conduct research testing end development in the area of mator vehicle safety and to insure that all i,,formetio" oh- 
tsined from this activity is mde available to the public 

'me H*ghway Safety Act of 1966 public Law 89 564 (23 U 8 C 403) authorizes the Secretary of Transportation to use appropriated 
funds to carry cut safety research and demonstration projects 

'The Urban Mass Trsnsportetion Act of 1964 aa amended Public Lsw 88-365 (49 II S C 1601) authorizes grants and loans to essist the 
development of improved muse transportation facilities It also authorizes the Secretary of Traneportatio" to undertake research, 
development and demonstration projects in all phases of urban m8ss transit i"cludi"g the development testing a"d d-"strati"" 
of new facilities and equipment 

=The TradL Fair Act of 1959 (19 U S C 1752) allows the Secretary of Conscerce to designate events for duty-free entry privileges for 
participstiag foreign nations and firms 

'15 U S C 1512 prescribes the general authority of the Secretary of Camanerce to foster, promote and develop foreign and domestic 
comrlerce 

t public Law 92-77 (85 Stat 245-271) contains Lhe fiscal year 1972 appropriation for the Department of Conrnerce and appropriates 
money for expenees incurred for the promotion of domestic and foreign comserce 

"The International Travel Act of 1961 (22 U S L 2121) states that the Secretary of Cararce is reeponsible for pmmoting friendly 
understanding and appreciation of the United States by encouraging foreiga residents to visit the United States and by generally 
facilitating international travel 

"15 U S C 311 astsbliehed the Weather Bureau 15 U S C 313 authorizes the Chief of the Weather Bureau to take charge of fore- 
casting the weather and distributing meteorological information 

wT%e Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as amended authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to foster promote end develop domestic and in- 
ternarionel coumerce, the shipping industry end U S transportation facilities 

%blic Law 92-266 (86 Stat 116) suthorized the Secretary of the Treasury to strike medals in commemoration of TRANSPO 

YThe general provisions of the law regarding the Smithsonian Institution are set forth, in part in 20 U S C 41 57 20 us c 50 
authorizes the Smithsonian Board of Regents to deliver to such persons as it authorizes all objects of srt and of foreign and 
curious research and sll objects of natural history plants and ge~logi~sl and mineralogical specimens belonging to thy 
United States 

'The general authorization regarding the distribution and sale of public docuuents is contained in 44 U S C 1701-1716 Under this 
suthorizstion the Superintendent of Documents may order public documents required for sale subject to the approval of the Secretary 
of the department in which the public doemnt originated 
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