
COMPTROL.LER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548 

1he Honorable John P. Dingell 
Ch,ir~an .. Subconmiittte on Energy 

ant.4 Power 
comittee on Interstate and Forei9n 

C(1nerce 
•ou•• ot ~epreaentatives 

D•~• Mr. Ch•irmant 

FEB 7 W7 

Reference is made to your letter of December 6. 1S76. 
1·upplementill9 a previoua letter dated •~ovember 5,. 1976. 
t!oncerninc;r the partial relocation of the Federal energy 
lAdtllnlatr•tion (i"RA) to the Buzzard Point buildinq. 'flhi.ch 
ha• been leased by the General Services Administration 
(GSA) in Southwest Waahin9ton, o.c. In your December 6 
lett•r. you requested our o~inion as to the validity of 

(GIA'• leaae of the Buzzard Point buildinq and our comments 
1 on • GSA economic analysis of var iou& alternatives for 
I 111 inq the ausiatd Po int bu Ud ing. 

j Al •greed with your Subccm1mittee staff. our response 
11 divided into two reports. •rnis letter aeala with 'the 

l val 1dlty of GSA• s lease of the But:t.ard Point build inq. Our 
l co1ta•nte on GSA's economic analysis of various alternative£ 
I for u1inq the Eluzzard Point buildinq are in a separate 

report. 

On March 24, 1974. the Securities and Exchange Commis­
sion (SEC) requested that GSA provide 434.771 square feet 
of apace tor the expansion and consolidation of SEC'n head­
quarters and Washington reqional offices. At that time. 
part of s:t:c•a offices were. at 500 North Capitol Street. lHJ •• 
Wa•hinqton. o.c .• under a leasEt which was s.chedule-d to 
expire in April 1976. 

GSA determined that there was no &pace in its inven­
tory which would satisfy Sf:C'e.'. request,. 4'nd. therefore. 
in accordance with section 7{a) ct the fub~)c Buildinqs 
Act of l!15g., as aJ>.'ended. 40 u.s.c. S606(a}f(5uPr. ii, l975)* 
•ubmitted a prospectus for 3 proposed SEC l~~se to the 
tlouae and Senate Comm it tt'!'es on l:;.ubl ic \~or ks. 'Ihe Prosce-ctus. 
'41ted Auquttt 2, 1974, statec in t~art: · -
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•rhts prospectus proposes the acqui-
ui ti on of about 403 ,:ooo occupiahle square 
feet of space, ~bicb includes space for 
the parkinq of 271 vehicles in a huilding(s) 
in Wasbinqton, c.c. The space will house 
the consol ldated operitlons-·ol .. tfie--ir&cii?-f ties 
aria-!xclianqe- coml!Iii ton--rsr.c :-·-··'i'he-·prol'ose<l­
Iiaaelioid(il-·w11r- &e-f;,,-,:-;;-p~r ica not to 
exce•d twenty (20) years at a tot~l esti­
~ated annual cost of ~bout $2,471.500. 
Additionally. the leas9(S} will contain 
escalation clauses provldinq for adjust­
ment• tn the annual rental rate based on 
tax and operating cost increases (or 
decreases).• (Emphasis adoed.) 

By Committee Resolutions dated October 10. 1974. the 
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Bou•• and Senat~ Committe•s on Public ~orks approved tne 
1cquisition by lease of approxim.e.tely 460.000 square feet of 
office and parking space in Washinqton. o.c •• at an estimated 
1nnu•l cost of $2.8 million •to house the consolicated opera­
tion• of the Securities and !X'Chllnge Comm isa ion.• 'l'he Iiesol u­
tiona restricted the lease to a 5-year term. with a possibility 
of r&newal options. rather than the 20-year ter~ requested by 
GSA. In a letter to the Administrator ot GSA dated October 11. 
1974, Senator• Jennings Randolph and Howard H. Baker. Jr., the 
Chairman and th~ Pankinq Minority r.ember of the Senate Public 
WRrk• Comaittee, 9ave the following explanation of the Com~it-
tee '• act tons · · 

•-it was lfith reluctance that th& Com­
mittee approved the two leases for addi­
tional office space in Washington. t.c. 
fhi• Committee has long recognized th~t 
leaainq is not normally in the best 
interest ot the nation or the taxp~yers. 
While we recoqnize that a need exists to 
consolidate the offices of the F~deral 
En•r9y Administration and the Securities 
and Excbanqe Commission. the Committee 
agreed to approve these leases for a 
term of five years, with a provision for 
additional five-y~ar options • 
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•ne ~nticipate that the General Services 
Administration will use this time to plan 
and develop Federally own~d space that 
these and other agencies can use as 
pctrmanent headquarters. 

•it ie the Committee's position that 
the Federal Government should lease space 
under three conditions only: as a tempo­
rary measure. to meet special emergencies. 
or in special situations involving special 
uses. Long-term leasin9 should not be used 
by GSA for the acquisition of ~eneral office 
apace. The Committee intends to base its 
future actions on prospectuses on this 
position.• 

Cn December 9, 1914, GSA issued Solicitation for Offers 
(SFO) No. 697 to procure either 460,000 square feet of sp8ce 
in ~ashinqton. D.C., for full consolidation of SEC or 263.COO 
square feet of space within six blocks of 5CO North Capitol 
Street. N~ •• for partial consolidation of SEC. The solicita­
tion had SEC's concurrence. 

'l'o generate competition, the SFO was later amended on 
January 31. 1975~ to extend the delivery date for the space 
from July 1~75 to July 1976. GSA notified S£C of the exten­
tion as follows in a letter dated January 27. 19751 

•we have received only a sin~le of fer 
(for a buildinq at 400 North Capitol Street, 
NW.] in response to solicitation 1697 for 
the total consolidation of the SEC in one 
buildinq. This offer ls exorbitant. 
Therefore. we have determined that it is 
in the ~st interests of the qovernment 
to amend solicitation t697 so a.s to pro­
vide for a delivery date of July l, 1976, 
th~reby assurir.~ more comyetition and a 
favorable rental rate.• 

On February 6. 1975- the Chair~~n of S£C sent a letter 
to the Administrator of GS~. express inq hh~ •onwe concern over 
the •pace problems of the SEC and the current status ~f GSA's 
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effort• to resolve them.• The Chairman also questioned the 
deciaion to extend the delivery dat~ for the space to be 
l••••d for SEC. 

ay letter of February 27. 1975. t.be Administrator ot 
GSA defended the delivery date extension as beinq in the 
b••t intereata of the Government. The Administrator further 
s•id that the Actinq Reqional Administrator. Reqion 3. would 
aeet the Chairm•n of sec at the Chairman's convenience to 
diacuaa SEC•i consolidation. 

On March 20# l97Sr the Chairman of SEC wrote another 
lett•r to the Administrator of GSA expreaain9 concern about 
the procurement. In a letter dated April 2. 1975. the Admin­
i•trator of GSA advised that the neqotiations for the space 
would conclude by April 4. 1~75. The letter added t 

•k• will submit an offer to you by 
Apr 11 10 '};/ and. ~!!!~-o11n1x2!:11r~~J~E!~.!~~. you c•n be assurea we w se ect the uest 
end most satisfactory offer to nteet SEC's 
requireaents. If SEC concurs in our 
aelection,, we wIIr'tnen-iiake·--an-awird to 
t.Iiiauccui1u1-·01teror:-w1 tE-wfioi·-w•-·w i11 
develop a schedule for the completion of 
hia buildinq,, and aubait a copy of the 
schedule to you.• (Emphasis added.) 

On March 24,, 1~75,, the Special Assistant to the Commia-
1ioner for Watlonal Capital Area Affairs .. Public euildin9s 
Service (PBS),, GSA,, apoke to officials of the National Capi­
tal Planning Co11JD.i1sion (NCPC) and the District of ColLtRibia 
GoYernment regarding developoent plans for Southwest 
•a1btn9ton, D.C.,, and whether the proposed Buzzard Point 
buildinq. wbicb at that time bad not been constructed. would 
be conaiatent with those plans. By letter of April 3. 1975. 
MCPC respondttd in parts 
---- ----~--.-- ............ __ _ 

1/ The dat• for •best and final• offers in response to SFO 
io. 697 was later extended to May 30. 1975. 
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•The Comprehensive Plan for the National 
Capital designates Square 666 [the site of 
the proposed Buzzard Point building} as part 
of the National Open Space System. Objectives 
of Comprehensive Plan policies related to the 
National Ope-n Space System are to expand the 
inventory of existing open space in public 
ownership and particularly to have all water­
front properties along the Potomac and 
Anacostia Rivers within the District of 
Columbia as a part of the National open 
Space System under the jurisdiction of the 
National Park Service. Square 666 is 
currently zoned M which in addition to 
manufacturing uses permits office uses. 
However, office use at this location is 
highly inappropriate and contrary to pre­
viously adopted planning policies as well 
as to more detailed policies being formu­
lated at this time. 

* * * * * 
"!!_ i!_.!~!on2!.X __ !!com~!J}~e~hat _Ehe 

General ServTCes Adm1n1strat1on not enter 
1iitoin a2reementTeasl~ ofTICes'Pace1n a 
~lli:!!!~P!O~!e£_to~Ee £Onstf~~~a::!!! -
~guar!-1!!·• (Emphasis added.) . 

In a May 2, 1975, memorandum from the Director of the 
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Space Management Division of Region 3, GSA,. it was recommended 
to the Acting Assistant Commissioner_ Office of Operating Pro­
qrama, GSA, that SFO No. 697 be cancelled and that GSA readver­
tiae for apace in order to effect the consolidation of SEC. 
'l'he memorandum lists the following "major procurement problems 
* * * which make questionable the advisability of awarding a 
lease contract based on this sFo•: 

"l. One offer [for a building at 400 North 
Capitol Street, Nw.J greatly exceeds the mone­
tary limitations set forth in the Congression­
ally approved Prospectus. 

•2. The financial capability of one offeror 
(for a building at Union Center Plaza} is 
dubious. 
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•J. One offeror (for the Buzzard Point build­
ing) facea stronq opposition from local and 
9overnmental ~lannin9 authorities. 

•4. We have atronq indications that conver­
sation• reqardinq this acquisition have taken 
place between two potential lessors. Sub­
aequent to these alleged conversations, the 
higher lessor has revised his offer and is now 
the low bidder. 

•s. The administrative nspects of this pro­
curement have delayed the award date to the 
point that delivery of a bulldln9 by July, 
1976 (specified in our SFO) is hiqhly improb­
able. we have already asked all responsive 
of ferors tor a second one-month extension of 
the cloain9 date of their offers. 

•6. The likelihood of a required complete 
Environmental lmpact Statement of the pro­
poaed building site of the present low offeror 
would delay any award by several more inontbs. 
thereby making the July, 1976. delivery date 
impoaaible and renderin9 all offerors non­
reaponsive .. • 
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Despite this recoamendation, GSA proceeded with the procurement 
purauant to seo No. 697. 

Aecordinq to an SEC document submitted to the Off ice of 
Management &nd Budget (0~8) r•9ardinq the procurement. in a 
telephone conversation in May 1975. the Chairman of SEC and 
tb• Administrator of GSA discussed three off~rs that had been 
1ubllttted to GSA in response to SFO No. 6971 l) an off~r by 
Southwest Joint Ventur• (SJV) for the auazard Point buildinq. 
2) an of !er by Onion Center Plaza Associates for Union Center 
Placa East. and 3) an offer by Raymond c. Brophy. Inc., for 
• buildinq at 400 North Capitol Street. NW. Tht! Chairman told 
tbe Adeintstrator that the Buzzard Point building was unaecept­
•ble to SEC, that the Onion Center Plaza buildin9 would be a 
reaeonable resolution· of SEC's needs, and th~t th• 400 ~orth 
Capitol buildin9 w•• the 11\0&t desirable of the three. 

On M•y 29. 1975, 5 days before the lease award wag maoe, 
NCPC PA•••d a resolution which stated in part: 
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•wan~EAS, S~uare 066 haa been designated 
aa part of the National Open Space System 
by the Parka and Recreation Facilitie& 
Ch•pter of the Comprehensive Plan for the 
National Capital1 

•waEREAS, the draft report of the Inter­
aqency Task Force on South Capitol Street/ 
Buzaard Point r•cosmends the acquisition of 
Square 666 by the National Park Service and 
its d4tvelopment as part of the National 
Park Open Space SyatemJ 

•wHER!AS, the owner of Square 666 has 
proposed the construction of a hiqh-rise off ice 
buildinq on that square1 

•waEREASr the General Services Ad•iniatra­
tlon recently solicited bids for additional 
leased off ice apace and received the lowest 
bid thereon from the ownir-ortlil8~i'1iiarii-
•-•-•--·-·~·-··---·--·~- -·------ ----.. ----~--·""---··-·-- --..r.----

" * • 
·SE IT RESOLVED that the National Capital 

Planninq Co•=ission finda that the construc­
tion of an off ice buildinq on Square 666 
contravenes the Comprehensive Plan for the 
National Capital adopted by the Commission 
and would ~ inconsistent with the sound 
and orderly development of the Nation's 
Capital and with the Federal interest in 
creatin<J continuous public open space a.long 
the Potomac and Anacoatta Rivers in the 
Diatrlet of Columbia. 

•aE IT FURTBE~ RESOLVEL that the Commission 
urqes the General services Adn.dnlitratiori-iiol: 
to-icce-·t·-4n--s1a-1or···1ea&·.;a-space-1n-·an----·~ 
ol11ci-tu11a!n-~'pro-oie(f"to-be"'"eonstructed on 
~9.!iFfi~:;~~.!:11--ltii?fi~s1&--aa-aecr:r· --··· --- -·- --··- -·--

on Jun~ 3~ 1~75. the Acting Chief# ~etropolitan Operations 
llranch., Space Management Division,. PSS., wrote a memorandum for 
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th• record statinq that he had been directed to prepare all 
n•e••••rY documents to award the lease by the close of businesa 
tbat d•y. After it was determined that the lowest responsive 
offer v•• submitted by S.JV for the Buzzard Point buildinq. the 
Cbairaan of SEC waa notified by letter that SJV would receive 
the le•se award and was askeCJ to concur with the selection of 
th• Buzsard Point buildinq. On the same day. despite the fact 
that SEC official• again informed GSA of stc•a opp()aition·to 
tb• 1electlon of the Buzzard Point buildinq. GSA awarded a 
s-year leaae, with three 5-year renewal options. to SJV. 

A GSA news release dated June 3~ 1975. supplied the 
followir19 explanation from the Administrator of GSA r~qardinq 
th• •election of the Buzzard Point building: 

••we recognize that there is opposition 
from some quarters to our selection of 
tht& site.• Sampson said. 'including from 
tbe National Capitol Planninq Commission. 
However~ we were not made aware of NCPC's 
position until it was too late in the 
deci•ion-11akin9 process. we fully respect 
the position of the Commission and will take 
that position into con•ideration in the 
future. But to back away from ·th is trans­
action at this point would undermine our 
reptatation in the marketplac•. • • 

After beif\9 notified of the selection of the Buzzard 
Point buildinq. stc appealed GSA's relocation decision to 
tbe Cliff ice of Management and S~d9et in accor~~nce witb section 
2(b)'fof Executive Qrder 11512.. C.E.R. Sl00V-(l970)r !~E~i~-~!~ 
in 40 U .s .c. S490 .,'fat 9415 ( 19 o ). n a letter to the Adm 1n is­
trator of GSA dated January 3. 1976~ OMB ruled: 

I~, JflJt> 
•in accord~nce with the provisions of 

Executive Order 11512 we have considered 
the Securities and Exchsnqe Conunlssion's 
(SEC) request for revle~ of the General 
Services Ad11ini111tr.ation•s (GSA) dttcision 
to rttlccate the SEC at Buzzard's Point. 
Because of GSA'a failur• to adhere to the 
procedures required and intended by the 
Executive Order~ with reqdrd to the riqht 
of appeal, we have concluded that the 
SEC should not-Ee aisl-·ne<r Hie~ space-·at -·-- ...... --- ----·" - --- --·-········ - _,._9 ___ -.-....... -· --····----- ·- ... _ .. 
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Buzzard' a Point. w. auq9est that CSA meet 
wttn-tlie-s!C-promptly to explore what 
ate-pa need to be taken to resolve their 
apace requirements.• (Emphasis added.) 
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)'A• a result of OMB • s ruling .. GSA 12 now plBnn lnq to relocate 
~ .. of the officee.of fEA and other F•deral a~encies to the 

1~ssard Point baild inq. fEA has appealed GSA• s decision to 

I
/ KB .. and the appe•l is currently under consideration. 

LITIGATION UGAROING GSA 1 S LEASE OF THE BUZZARD POIN'l' BUILDING 
! !. ----- ----.. -·- - _...,., _ _,,,_,..,, .,.,_..,;....,., ...... _ ...... _,_to+·--·-·---·-·---· ...... _ ..... - _...._....,..,. ________ -- --.. ----- --- ......... 

On July 3 .. 1975. a lawsuit was filed challen9inq GSA's 
l•••• of ;,th• Bu.zzatd Point building. Southwest Neiahborhood 
A••••blfl•· Eckerd, No. 1s-10;3 (D.o.c:~:··nrea·-:fliiy..¢.3:-11;·s1. 
t6i-plilntif!a_l.n_th• lawsuit allege that GSA failed to pre-pere 
an envlron••ntal imp•et statement as required pursuant to section 
l02(2)(C) o( the N•Jional Environ•ental Policy Act (•£PA); 42 
u.s.c. S4312'f2)(C)'f(l970), and its implementing quidellnes iaa~~ 
by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEO). 40 C.F.R. Sl500f" 
et !!9• (1974). Further .. plaintiffs contend that. contrary to 
tie requireaenta of Executiv~ Order ll512 .. 1GSA failed tc consult 
1n a aubatantive manner ·with NCPC. the District of Columbia 
Oo••rn•ent and other agencies reqardinq the procurementr and 
tll•t the Bu11ard Point lease contravenes loclll plans .1nd J:'rograms_ 
for th• Bussard Point area. The plaintiffs also arque th•t 
GIA failed to give nsaterial and adequate consideration to the 
eff ici•nt performance of the missions and proqrams of SiC and 
otber a9enciea that would be relocated to the Buzzard .Polnt 
building. and that GSA failed to qive due regard to the con­
••ni•ncct of th• puelic serwed and to the maintenance and . 
lmprovement of ••f• and healthful workinq conditions for affected 
Federal e11tployeea in accordance with Executive Order 11512./( 
Other violations of the Executive Order. such as failure to 
9ive adequate consideration to the accessibility of the site 
fro• other areas of the Oietrict of Columbia ane failure to 
•dvt .. the Chairman of SEC prior to the site selection decision 
of GSA'• intended course of action, are also alleged. Finally. 
the plaintiffs contend that GSA's actions or inactions durinq 
the procure•ent viol•ted some of its own requlations in GSA 
Ord•r PBS 1600.1. •Acquisition of Leasehold Interests in Real 
Property.• 
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B••ed on the above alle9ations. the plaintiffs, in their 
am•nded complaint, have aek4Ki the court to enter a judqmenti 

•1. declaring that the Buzzard Point 
a9reement was entered into in violation 
of law .. 

•2. permanently enjoining defendants 
(GSA] f roa implementing: the Buzzard 
Point agreement. 

•3. directing defendants to rescind or 
terminate said aqreement# and 

•4. qrantinq such oth•r and further relief 
as to the Court may seem just and proper.• 

In its answer to the plaintiffs• complaint .. GSA denied 
ttMt above alle9ationa and. subsequently .. filed a motion to 
dlaai•• the case or, in the altttrnative, for summary judqrDent 
in GSA'• favor. In its motion. GSA contends that the plaintiffs 
ha•• no •tandinq to brin9 the action ~nd that the issues raise'd 
by tbe pl•intiffa are moot. Fur,tber .. GSA arques that the 
plalntiffa bav• failed to join an indispensable party .. SJV .. 
•nd. even if the court were to decide that the plaintiffs have 
atandln9 to •u•. they would not win the case on the merits of 
their alleqationa. 

Subsequently, tbe plaintiffs also filed a motion for suuary 
judqaent. 7he plaintiffs• motion concluded: 

•we a•k the Court to deny defendant's 
110tlon to dismiss or in the alternative 
tor •umaary judgment and to grant plain­
tiffs* motion for suemary judgment orderinq1 

•1. Tbat GSA shall prepare an environ­
aental impact atateaent forthwith in full 
c:oep11ance with NE:PA and the CEO Guidelines 
en th• deci•ion to leas• and proceed with 
federal uae and occupancy of the builuinq 
at ieaue hereinJ 

•2. That GSA shall take all necessary 
atepa to i•mediately~ and in a continuin9 
faahion. comply vith all pertinent pro­
Y1alona ot executive. Order 115121 
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•3. GSA shall not per•it. aasist or 
in any way facilitate occupancy of the 
aubject premise• by any federal aqency 
until such t1111e as the above reaponsi­
bilitiea are met and the Court. which 
will retain jurisdiction of this action. 
ha• entered an order allowin9 such 
occupancy.• 
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We understand that the court later asked the parties to 
1ubait deposition• by December 14. 1976. coneerninq the issue 
of whether the Buzzard Point building would have been constr.uet•d 
bad SJV not been awarded the lease. 

On December 28. 1976. the plaintiffs filed a supplemental 
pleading in further aupport.......of their motion for suuary judql'Clent. 
Thi• pleadlnq raised the issue of GSA's failure to comply with 
GSA o·rder PBS 1095.lC,. wh'ich requires the concurrence of certain 
GSA official• with an environmental anaeaament and neqative 
declaration-a determination that an environmental ispact state­
aent 1• not required for a project--before further action ls 
t•k•n on a project. This iasu• waa discussed in a Oecemb•r 17. 
1976- hearinq held by your Subco1ftlllittee. and selected pages 
of the transcript ot th•t hearing were submitted to the court 
by the plaintiffs. Tbe plaintiffs conclude that G5A's failure 
to cOMply with the Order rendered the lease award illegal. 

We hav• been informally advised that GSA is currently 
preparinq a reaponse to the above supplemental pleading. 
lurtber. we understand that some of FEA's employees have 
retained legal counsel and. intend to join the lawsuit as 
plaintiffs to cballenqe the Buzzard Point lease and GSA's 
propoaed relocation of FEA to the Buzzard Point buildinq. 
Additional isauea may be raiaed by the FEA employees if they 
are permitted to join the la~auit. 

DISCUSSION ___ ....,.__,_. __ _ 

Several issues raised in your. December 6 .. 1976 .. request 
ere currently in litiqation in the southwest Nei9hborhood 
Asa•abl? caae. As mentioned earlier:-·the-cci'url-nai-before it 
tlii-(iiii1tiona of whether an environmental impact statement 
•hoald bave been prepared prior to the lease award. whether 
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the requirements of Executive Order 11512 w~re met. whether 
tbe lea .. •bould be reacinded or terminated, and wh•tber GSA'• 
failure to eoaply witb its own requlations in issuing an envi­
ron••ntal aaaeaament and neqative declaration renders the 
l•••• Ule9•l. 

Our Off ice generally declinea to offer our judgment on 
11•u•• that are in litigation in the courts. £xceptions to 
tbi• policy b•Y• generally been tQstricted to circumstances 
where tbe courts have _Atxpreaaed • desire to receive or await 
our opinion. a-1415a9 ,lf .December 26. 1S72. In the absence of 
1peci•l circumatances, we think it \f'Oula be inappropriate 
to volunteer an opinion of how we miqbt adjudicate the rights 
of the aeveral parties concerned about CSA's lease of the 
1u11•rd Point buildinq. They have chosen the u.s. District 
Court for the Diatrict of tolumbie as the forum to decide 
th• diaput•~ and are availinq the~selves of the procedures 
offered by the court to ritsol ve disputed facts. such as the 
t1kin9 of depoaitiona. Th@ record upon which the court bases 
it• ruling ••Y differ from. indeed may be more com9lete than. 
the infor•atlon we have 9athered. Fven the issues ultimately 
joined by tbe parties for decision m~y substantially depart 
fro• those now •ddressed tc the court or identlf ied ln this 
letter. Por these reasons. we believe we should not offer 
opinions on th• matters related to the ~P.!'.l!~!!~!-~!-~2~~!>!~~5?~ 
~!!!!~ly caae, 

HoweYer. we do offer certain observations on the issues 
not currently in litigation in order to provide the assistance 
you have requested to the extent that our obeerv~tions re~ain 
conqruent with our stated policy. 

!!~!P!~!B!_.~£F!~!!!_!~! .. ~~-!- ~~~ __ !>!~~! 

R9<]ardi119 the proepeetus approval for the SEC lease. 
you have noted that the Public Works Committees did not 
•utborize th• SEC lease acquisition with th.e intention that 
GSA •••ign the acquired space to any Federal agency. It aopears 
that the Committees approved the lease acquisition because of 
• apeclfic SEC need,, and,· althouqh GSA knew of G£C's objections 
to tbe Buzzard Point building. it still ~warded the lease to 
SJV, The result of this decision appears to be that GSA now 
h•• an unoccupied buildinq which few agencies care to oee. 
Thi• raises a question of whether~ upon OMB's ruling that GSA 

... 12 -

i' 

i 

f. 



a-t5136 

could not relocate SEC to the Buzzard Point building, the 
validity of the lea .. vas affected~ since the prospectus and 
con9r•••ional 1pproval expressly contemplated a lease of off ice 
and parkinq space for tbe conaolldatlon of SEC. 

we hav• found no other expressions of con9reseional 
intent eoncerninq the lease in question. Neither the three 
1ppropriatlon acta for GSA covering the period of time since 
the prospectus was approved nor the legislative biatori~s of 
tbo•• acts contain anythin9 helpful in resolving this ques­
tion. Tbe three appropriation acts only appropriate lump-sum 
1aount• to GSA tor 1111 apace rental, and there does not appear 
to be any reference to or restriction on the use of the Bussard 
POlnt building in either the acts. tbe hearinc;a in support of 
the acts. or the buf<Jet justifications supplied by GSA. !!! 
Pub. L. No~~ 93-3il.188 Stat. 613. Au9ust 21. 1974; Pub. L. ( •o. 94-tl.189 Stat. ••l. Auqust 9, 19751 and Pub. L. No. 94-363, 
'o Stat. 963, July 14. 1976. 

Tb• rele•ant statutory lan9ua9e 9overnln9 .. frcspectua 
su1:tai1aiona for !eaee• is in 40 u.s.c. S606(a)W'Supp. v~ 1975): 

• • * • No appropriation shall be made 
to lease any space at an average annual 
rental in exc4irsa of $500 ,.000 tor use tor 
public purpoaes if such lease has not been 
approved by resolutions adopted by the 
co .. ittee on Public Works of the Senate 
and the Bou•• of Representatives. res~c­
tively. * * * • 

Tbla eentence waa added to 40 o.s.c. S606(a){by section 2(4) 
of tb• Public 8ulldin9• Amendments of 1972, Pub. L. No. 92-313, 
16 Stat. 216., June '16, 1972. It was based on a similar 
•PProval procedure for lease-construction contracts, which 
bad ~en in previoua GSA appropriation acts starting with 
f 1acal year 196J. · 

Tb• at9nificance of the lan9uaqe added to 4C o.s.c. 
S606(a>l.w•• e•plained as follows by Conqreaaman lenneth J. 
Gray. Vito introduced ~e bill in the House and aenred as one 
of the HotaM manaqers for the bill (H.R. 10486, 92d Con9 •. , 2d 
h•s.)1 
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•rourth, the bill would require the 
Adlliniatrator of GSA to submit a pro­
spectus for approval by the House and 
-Senate Public Works CoJD11ittees whenever 
he propoaes to aecure leased space for 
wbich he pays an average annual rental 
in exceaa of $500,000. Thia is a 
tlqhtenl119 of conqressional control 
over present leaalnq laws. At the 
present tiae. Con9resa bas no control 
over leaain~ of publlc builrlings. We 
feel thi• should be brouqht under con­
trol so we can monitor the amount 
spent for leased space where it is not 
feaaibl• to construct a new building.• 
~18 ~~i· ~~· 13500 {1972). 

Con9re••••n Grey's statement appears to be the best 
•xplanation of the legislative intent behind the P•rttnent 
lan9u•9• of 40 o.s.c. S606(a)i However- it does not treat 
the effect that potentially lLmitinq language In a prospectus 
and its appro•al may have on a project where the appropriation 
act• providing funas for the project contain no such limitation. 

A case in which a similar iseue was ratsed before the GAC 
i• Matter of LTV Aerospace corporation, 55 Comp. Gen. Jo7f(1975). 
Theri-;-tfii-iivyricelvea-a-1uip:.iUi-appropriation for research 
and deYelopaent of a new Navy combat fighter aircraft. The 
conference report which led to pasaaqe of the appropriation 
act etated that the funds should be used by the Navy to produce 
a derivative of the selected Air Poree Combat Fiqhter design. 
Howe•er. th• Ravy awarded contracts for tbe dev~lopment of 
an r-18 fighter. which was not a derivative of the Air rorce 
Co.bat fighter, the F-16. In decidinq that the contract awards 
were valid, we said• 

•ue think it follows from the above dis­
cusaion th.at .. as a general proposition. 
there is • distinction to be made between 
utilizinq leqislative history for the pur­
pose of illuminating the intent underlyinq 
l.anquage u.aed in a statute and reuorting to 
that history for the purpose of writing into 
t:be law that which is not there. 

- 14 -
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•xt a •tatute clearly authorizes.the use 
of funda for the procurement of 'military 
aircraft• without restriction. it must be 
construed to provide support for the validity 
of procurin9 any such aircraft. The fact 
that tbe legislative hiatory makes clear that 
one typ• of military aircraft rather than 
another ia to be acquired does not restrict 
th• unequivocal qrant of authority carried 
in the •t•tute itself. To be bindinq as • 
aatter of law. an intention to so restrict 
the le9al availability of the funds pro­
Yided wo~ld have to be expressed in the 
atatute. However~ if the issue is 
wbetber a particular aircraft is in fact 
• '•ilitary aircraft.• .s that term la 
used in the statute. resort to legis-
lative history i• .required. 

•An accommodation baa developed between 
the Conqr••• and the Executive br.anch 
reaulting tn the appropriation process 
flexibility discussed above. hmds are 
eo1t often appropriated in lump sums on 
tbe basi• of mutual leqislative and 
executive understandings as to their use 
•nd derive from agency budqet esti~ates 
and testimony and expressions of intent 
in committee reports. The understandinqa 
reached qenerally are not enqrafted upon 
the aopropriation provision& enacted. To 
eatabilsh as a matter of law specific 
reatr ict ions cover inq the detailed and 
complete basis upon which appropriated 
funda are understood to be provided would. 
•• a practical matter. severely limit the 
capability of agencies to accommodate 
ehen9in9 conditions. 

•Aa obaerved above, this does not Mean 
agencies are free to iqnore clearly expreased 
le9islative history applicable to the use 
of appropri•ted funds. Tbey iqnore such 
expressions of intent at the peril of 
•trained relations with the Congress. The 
Executive branch--a1 the Navy has r•co9nized-­
ba• a practical duty to abide by such 

- 15 -



a-9Sll6 

expresaions. This duty. however. must be­
understood to fall ahort of a at~tutory 
requirement qiving rise to a leqal infrac­
tion where there is a failure to carry out 
that duty. 

•Accordingly. for the reaaona discussed 
· above., we believe that the Conference 

Co11t11ltt•• statement on which LTV reliee 
conatitutea. in effect. a 'directive' 
wblcb parallel• and complementa--but. 
in a atrict legal sense, rttaaine distinct 
froa--the actual appropriation made. 
Therefore. it ia our conclusion that the 
Na•y•s award cf contracts to MDC and GE: 
did not violate Title v ot the 1975 DOO 
Appropriation Act end in that regard the 
contract• cannot be ~~sidered ille9a1.• 
55 Coap. Gen. at 325f'J6. 

GSA•a proepectua for the SEC lease was approved by reso­
lutions of th• Bouae •nd Senate Public ~orks Committees. we 
do not conaid•r the effect of those resolutions on GSA's lease 
of th• Buz1ard Point buildinq si9nific•ntly greater than the 
effect of tbe conference report on the contracts in Matter of 
!!!!_~!~!E!£!-~!P~!:!!.!~~ · ---- -- ···~··--

Bowe•er. because of the apparent intention of the Publie 
work• co ... itt••• in approvinq the SEC lease prosp•etus. we 
believe GSA should have taken certain action to r•duce the r lek 
of fruatratlnq tbat intention. In this inat•nce. after becosinq 
aware of SBC'a objection• to the Buzzard Point building. GSA 
should have 9iven SEC • reasonable opportunity to exercise its 
appeal right• under Executive Order 11512{before awarding the 
leaae to SJV. -

Further. GSA could have informally discussed the proposed 
8ua1•rd Point lease with tbe Couittees on Public ~orks prior 
to the leaae •••rd. The following langua9e tn SFO No. 697 suq­
t••te tb•t GSA could have kept the offers open an additional 
120 d•Y• in order to advise the CoP.mittees of objections to the 
Bussard Point buildings 

... 16 -
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• * * * Ho~•ver. in the event this 
solicitation results in an offer where 
the average annual rental exceeds $500.000. 
1ucb offer shall remain open for 120 days 
beyond the date specif i~d for acceptance 
eleewbere in this solicitation. This will 
afford the Government time to submit a 
proapectua to the appropr late committees 
of Conqr••• pursuant to the Public Bulld­
tnqa Amendment (aicl of 1972.• 

~~tl~~j~~j!'io~!{fii!te~!~!!"~!!!_!~~-~!~~~!~~~~-!'P~--~~Y~.~~!1!19. 
--'------------------~···· 

Another iaaue raised in your December 6. 1976. re-C?ueat. 
and el•borated on further durln~ informal discussions ~ith 
your Subcommittee ataff, is whether there were impro-per com­
munications between two ofterora who responded to SfO No. 697 
or between GSA officials and SJV during the neqotiations for 
the procure•ent. 

With reapect to collltunications between offerors. the 
M•Y 2, 1976, aemorandua from the GSA Director of the Space 
M•n•9•••nt Division of .Reqion 3. quoted earlier. described 
tbe followinq problem relatin9 to the procurement: 

•4. We have stronq indications that con­
veraatlona regarding this acquiaition h•ve 
taken place between two potential lessors. 
Subsequent to these alleqed conversations. 
the bi9h•r leaaor has revised his off@r and 
a now the low bidder.· 

The conversations r•terred to above were apparently 
r•ported in an internal memorandum of the Westwood Management 
Corporation dated April 16, 1975. We und~rstand that SJV is 
affiliated with the weatvood Management Corporation. The 
April 16 aeaor•ndum r•ad• tn parts 

•11. On April s. 1975. Tauber (trustee 
tor SJVJ received a call from a Mr. Sen 
Wein•r~ mortgage broker who advised him 
that ~r. Sheldon &ernstein [an official 
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with Union Center Plaza Associates) hed 
come to hia to assist in obtaininq a mort­
qaqe on a building of theirs which they 
were qoinq to build for G.S.A. Weiner 
advised Bernstein that in light of the 
fact that he could not raise any money. 
be m19ht interest a private Investor and 
aent1oned Tauber's name. Bernstein men­
tioned he would be glad to talk, to him 
becauae Tauber had been 'knocked out of 
the box• in connection with his offer for 
the saae project. Weiner inquired if 
Tauber wanted to meet Bernstein. Tauber 
called him back and advised that he would •••t him and set up a meeting for 2:30 PM 
on April 10. 1975 at Jefferson Memorial 
aoapital. 

•12. Tbe 11eetin9 was held and attended 
by Mr. Sheldon Bernstein. his son Steven 
Bern1tein. Bobby Kaufman. Warren Montour!. 
Dr. Taub•r and weiner. At the outset of 
the ueting Tauber <.!Uestioned Bernstein 
a• to wh•t he mwnt (aic) by the exp~easion 
'knocked out· of the bOx' •nd Bernstein 
expl•ined th&t it wa• Baseball alang for 
havin9 been eliminated. Bernstein then 
vent into vreat detail indicating that he 
did not have a buildinq permit, financinq, 
aqreement with general contractor. * * * 

•13. On April 11 late in the afternoon 
Tauber called Bloomtnatein [a GSA official) 
•nd told him of bis distress with Bernstein 
in quoting h• had been 'knocked out of tbe 
box•. • * * • 

We have no information that the two offerors entered 

221 

into any type of buaineaa arran9ement for sut»littinq proposals 
in reapon•• to sro No. 6~7. Further. at the December 17. 1976. 
h••rlnq of your Subcoamittee, a GSA attorney indicated that a 
law•uit ••• l•ter filed by Mr. Bernstein aqaiast Dr. Tauber 
•11991119 that Dr. Tauber improperly tound out what 
Ir. Bernstein's offer vaa. We understand that the lawsuit was 
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aubaequently dismissed when it was ehown that throuqhout the 
entire neqotiation.s tor the Buzzard Point lease. SJV waa the 
low off•ror. 

222 

We have found nothing in SFO Mo. 697 or the Federal Property 
Mana9••ent R99ulationa which required submission of a Certificate 
ot Independent Price Deter11ination in connection vitb the SEC 
l••M procureaent. as 1• required for procurements of suppliee 
and 1ervices aubj•ct to the Peder~ Procurement Re9ulatlona. 
In tbi• regard. section 1-1.004-l;'of the Fed•ral Procurement 
aequlattons (fPR) (1975) states• 

•!'..!.!!!!_of __ !!!.LP!!>P!!~Y .. 

•The FPR apply to leases of real 
property only to the extent explicitly 
ata ted in apee .it ic FPR prov is ions * * *. • 

Certtf icatea of lndependeEt Price Determination are required 
•• follova by IPR Sl-l.317(•),....(1965)1 

•1n order to promote full and free competi­
tion for Govern•ent contracts. the following 
certification shall be included in all (1) 
ln•itationa for bids and (2) requests fer 
propoaala or quotations * * *.• 

Ceapit• th• broad scope of this lan9uage# it does not explicitly 
cover l••••• ot real property as required by FPR §1-1.004-1.j 
fbue, it doe• not appe•r that the offerors who responded to 
SIO Ro. 617 were required to aubJlit Certif lcates of Independent 
:Pr lee Oeterai.natton • 

our opinion ha• alao be•n requested aa to whether GSA 
bad any obli9ation to inveati9ate the com11u~ieations between 
offerora wben it became aware of them. There appear to be no 
atatat• or regulations sp•cifically requirinq GSA to tnvestiqate 
all•CJ•tiona of i•pro~r couunicationa between offerer•. Hever­
thel•••· in the interest of protectinq the inteqr ity of the com­
petitive proeureaent process. we believe GSA enoald have taken 
aoae action in this situation to ensure that auch conversations 
lid not prejudice th• interests of the Government or any of 
the off•rora. In this re9ard. our Office bas held that vnere 
GSA•• 1pac• requireaents are competed, all respondinq offerors 
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ar• entitled to bave their offers evaluated in an impartial and 
equitable manner. and no offeror may obtain an undue advantage 
wbteh la not contemplated or authorized by the solicitation 
er ••l•ctj,on procedure• and which prejudices 0th.er offerors. 
a-1•0•31.riqy 20. 1974-

According to GSA official• in testimony before your Sub­
co .. ittee on December 17. 1976. the offers GSA received in 
reaponae to sro No. 697 did not indicate that there had be•n 
collusion between any of the offerors for the purpose of 
reatrictlng competition on the sro. Further. after being 
lnfor•ed of the converaationa between offerers. a GSA official 
rewtewed the documenta·relatinq to the procurement and found 
no evidence indicating improper conduct by ony of the offerers. 

However, in a letter to GSA dated May 27. 1975. or. Tauber 
bad •t•ted1 

• * * * In the above solicitation [No. 
697). however, basic facts of the qreat•st 
importance are of ccmaon tnowledger we 
learned from one of tbe of ferors that we 
are 'knocked out of the box•. * * * • 

further, tt. reaolution pa•aed by HCPC 5 days before the 
1•••• awar4 atated that the lowest offer in response to SFO 
•o. 617 bad been 1ubllitted by tbe owner of Square 666 in the 
Di•triet of· Celuabia. Square i66 ia tbe site of the Buzzard 
folnt building. 

Oft the basis of the present record it appears that GSA 
offiolal•, in addJ tion to rev iewin9 the procureae.nt documents .. 
1boald ha•• J.nyeat19ated whether there wet• improper communi­
cationa between offerora or there was a lack of confidentiality 
of offer•, Md detetatned more ccnvincingly whether the interests 
of th• Go••rn .. nt or any of the offerora bad been prejudiced. 

With re9ard to whether there was favoritism in GS.~'• ne90-
tlatton1 with SJV • .,. have found ncthinq durinq tb• eourse of 
our review wich sbow• that SJV received favorable· treatment 
J.a ooa~rl.on with the other offerors. 

- 20 ... 

l. 



224 

Another question in your Deee$ber irequeat is whether th• 
Bussard Potnt leaae i• in the. best intere•t• of the Governunt. 
a find tn41 ud• by GSA ln award 1ng the lea ae: to S.JV. In th ta 
re9ard. you have requeated that w• review Part IV of S£C's 
brief tn aupport of its appeal to OMB,. •ntttled •Rttquest for 
••••r••l of the GSA Decision to Relocate tbe SEC to Buzzard• 
POint.• 

Part IV of SEC'• brief ts entitled •The Economics of tbe 
oectelon Made Veraua Avall•bl• Alternatives• and concludes. 
in part. that GSA r•j•ct•d an offer which appear a clearly, 
fayorable to SJV'a offer. Essentially .. S.EC contends that,. 
•••n uainq GSA'a criteria for the lease awardi 

•1. GSA rejected •n offer which .. by any 
reaaonable standards. is superior1 

•2. Tbey did not 9ive adequate ecnslder­
at ion> to th• SEC• a needs and preference.• 

Enclosed is £:xbibit 16 of SEC's brief, with emphasis auQ­
pli•d by SEC. •bowing a worksheet comparinq the Buzzard Point 
building and t.h• Union Center Plaza bui1dinc.r. In six of the 
•••en erlteria:?: li•t•d'~ for, th• coaparision. the Union Center 
tl•a• bu114int appears to tMt preferable. 

Aleo. SIC 111ade'an:eeonoaic comparison, of tbe Buzzard 
to int buildlng anct the Onion C•nter Plan, building taking iato 
account ancb'> factora,,aa;;.addttional:: overt!•• coats and profes-
1lonal travel tl-.; necessary to earty out stc•1 contact wit.it 
other Covernnnt a9eneie•~ Baaed'' on> thi• eoap•r ison. the 
SIC bri•f concludes that>Unlon C•nter Plaza .. rather than eostln-i 
$5t ,.000 more per. year, than tb•-Bu•••rd Point build in9, costs · 
$60,.000 le•• per year. With respect·. to, overtbur, we could not 
••rlfy sac•. calculation that the,Government will incur costs 
of f62.$00 annually for th• Bu11ard Point lease because, amonq 
otbe.r thl119a; an overtime rate has not yet been e•tablished 
for that building,. 

~ltfloo9b aevera.l:·of. tbe factor• diacusaed in th• workaheet 
and bi ,fart IV of sac•a brief appear> to be re.asonable conaidera­
tlon• t•r evaluatinq offers for the SEC lease, Schsdal• A of 
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1ro »o. 6-97, •General Outline of Space Requirements.• states 
ta partr 

•11. In evaluating offers rec•ived in 
re•pon• to tbia solicitation only the 
rent•l rate offered for th• initial lease 
ter• wlll be conaidered. However. neqo­
ti•tlona will be conducted to obtain the 
ao•t reeaonable rentel of f•r posaibl• for 
botb the initial term and the renewal 
parlod .. • 

Tb• above atateaent appeart to conflict with Schedule D 
of lfO No. 697. •Miacellaneous Provisions.• which reads in 
parts 

• 10. ~!AR!L!~f!Q!f ~ 

•in ~ter•inlnq which offer will be most 
advant•t•oua to the Government. th~ eon­
traetJ_!!t_off leer shall consider Hii--·--­
liiloiifiiQ-·f ictora-·rn ··addltloii-to-tlie r en ta l 
e£!~!!!~CJ-contoriltr-ol-tni-iPice-·011ered 
to tii specific requireaenta. 

•1. Susceptibility of the desiqn of the 
1pae• offered to efficient layout and 9ood 
ut1111ation. 

•b. The effect of •nviron•ental factors. 
including the physical ch•raeteriatica of 
the buildinq and th• area surround inq it,. 
and the eff lcient and economical conduct 
ot Atency operation• planned for the 
requested •P4Ml•• including the coat of 
ttlephon• Installation and operation 
durir\9 fir• term of the lease. tranaporta-

. tion. quard and m•ssenqer serv lee. 

•c. Conaideration will be qiven to the 
availability of adequate low and mod•rate 
income bouain9. adequate access from other 
areas of th• urban center. and adequacy of 
parking to offered loc&tion. 
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•d. Conalderation vlll be given to th• 
need for d•••lopment and redevelopment of 
area• and tb• development of new co1111uni­
tiff and tbe impact section (aicl of the 
off•r will have on iaprovin9 social an4 
econoaic condition• in th• are•. 

•e. conaid•r•tion will be'given to the 
conaiatency of the proposed development 
•t tbe location offered vith·atate. regional 
and local plans and proqrama. 

•t. The availability of public tranaporta­
tlon and nvaber of parking spaces. 

•9. Adequate food aervice facilities mu•t 
be •••llable, either in the building in 
vbieh the apace offered i• located. or within 
reasonable w•ltin9 distance therefrom aa 
det•r•ined by the Government (nor•ally the 
Gov•rnment lunch period does not exceed 30 
atnutes). 

•h. The effect of environmental factors on 
tbe etf1c1ent and eeono•ical conduct of 
•9•ncy operation• planned for th• apace and 
the aafety of tbe vlaltora and oeeupanta. 
Th••• factors include the physical cbaracter­
iatlc1 of tb• bulldinqa. the location and 
dlatance abo•• or below grade of the offered 
•pace in the buildinq,. the type of busin••• 
and acti•iti•• of other occupant•. the 
aurroundift9 area and tbe type of commercial. 
mercantile or other activity which uy con­
tr 1bute to a higher fire potential than the 
uauel ottic9-tyl>ft functions. Such activi­
ties may include. but are not limited to. 
enclo•ed garages. shops,. storage area• of 
hasardoua materials,. manufacturl.119 concerns. 
autoaotive repair shop•. and multiple types 
of occupancy buildin9a.• (Eapb.eais added.} 

226 

Thus. it ls not apparent from the face of the solicitation 
how auch weight, if any. GSA should have qtven to the above 
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award factor• before making the lease award. This is contrary 
to tti. principle. frequently stated by our Off ice. that in 
properly prepared .olicltatlons offerers will be advised of 
tbe relatt .. importance of technical. price and other evalu­
atloSl factor• in relation to •ach other. The reaaon tor this 
ral• ia to provide all offerors with the information necess•ry 
to properly prepare their proposals. See. e ·9. ... Matter of .,v 
Mlnj~(•• Building M•inte!!!J!C• Company:-!s comp .. Giii:-16!:r 
urn111;;-i;;a-a::11nTIJ.fDeciibir-11. 1962. 

In view of the court proceedings and the. fact tbat w~ 
beYe not re.uested the parti•9 to COltltlent tO US. we are not 
prepared to atate ~hether GSA iaaued a legally detective 
1.lavitatlon by not 9ivin9 adequate notice of the •vard factors 
to .be weif)lutd tn •akin9 the leaae award. 

ln our opinion, GSA and SIC should have worked together 
more oloaely and thoroughly in preparin9 an sro and in makinq 
•b• 1•••• award. for example. que•tiona coneetnin9 location 
•bould b••• been aired attd, if poaaible, resolved prior to 
tile 1•••• award. Had tail been done, a lease award more sat 11-
factory to all parti•• concerned 11i9bt have resulted. 

rer•lnation of tbe Lease .... -......... -...... .,,. ...... --.... -· .... ----·--------
finally, you have aaked our opinion aa to the expected 

conaequenc•• to· the Government in the event a decision is made 
to teninate the Buazard Point lease. If the Buzzard Point 
1••• w•r• terain•ted,, absent a court ruling that the award 
of th• l•••• waa illegal,, GSA could be potentially liable 
for the leaae amount l••• any rent SJV received in mitl9•tion 
froa aubaequent tenants of the Buzzard Point buildin9 during 
tbe reaainder of the lease term. · 

le truat that thia response will be of assistance to you 
in your revlew of GSA'• proposed relocation of FEA to the 
Bussard Point bulldin9. 

Eneloaure 

Sincerely yours. 

R;1:mri!B 
----~- ·. 

fs-~utY Comptroller Gen•tal 
of the United States 
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SEC Exhibit Showinq ~ GSA worksheet Evaluatin9 
the Buzzard Point and Union Center Plaza Buildings ~/ 

Criterion Union Center Plaza - - -------
1. Rental Rate 

2/ 
a. Fully Serviced- $ 5.5454 $ 5.62 
b. Govt' pays Util-

ities 5.6089 5.79 

2. Overtime 

a. Pully Serviced 
b. Sxcludin9 Util­

ities 

125.00 

so.oo 
80 .oo 

37.SO 

J. Availability of Low .T~e site is located The site is located on 
North Capital Street 
in Northeast within 
walking distanci--o? 
considerable low and 
mo<Iiriti-Tiieoii!noii-
1ilq lnclualng many new 
housing units in thlt 
vicinity of Gonzaga 
Hi9h School. 

· 1nd Moder at• I neome 
Bo using 

at the extreme end of 
the Buzzard Point 
peninsula somewhat 
isolated from the aitx 
fifc>J:?!r·. towand Mo er­
ate Income Housin! is 
available witEln'walk-
1?""dlstance_Oni __ 
1 mltea 5ii181n-the 
areaioutfi ol M Street. 
s.w. Otherwise, bus 
or car-uii-woul3-~ 
nece&i!!I-from else­wn&re-1n the District 
or nearby suburbs. 

; __ ..,.___ .. -- __ _...___ 

!I SBC reformatted the GSA worksheet. and the rental rates in SBC's 
•xhibit do not reflect GSA's analysis of the final offers as of 
May 30, 1975. GSA's analysis shows an average effective rental 
of $5.49 per square foot for office and parking apace for the 
Bu11ard Point building and $5.62 per square foot for Union Center 
Plaza. However, for only office space, GSA's analysis shows an 
•verage effective rate of $6.54 per square foot for the Buzzard 
Point building and $6.50 per square foot for Union Center Plaza • 

,, ... 
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Criterion .... _._...__ __ 

4. Availability of 
rarkiDCJ and Public 
Tran•port.ation 

5. Effect on Development 
in atte area and consis­
tency with local plane 

Buzzards Point 

The building will have 
qarage space available 
capable of parking 
approximately 840 ears. 
Off atr•et parking is 
generally available due 
to the lack of devel­
opment in the area. Bus 
service is available---
6ut on a limlted' 6aiia. 
The CioseitMetiOiiib­
way station would be 
located at 4th & M, 
s.w. (12 blocks awar> 
which wouia require 
shuttle service. Taxi 
cab! available ~~!I-Sy 
teleE~~.!l!_.!~queat. 

1900 Half St., S.W., 
is in the South Capitol 
Street/Buzzard Point 
Area, which is cur­
rently under review for 
redevelopment purposes 
by the MU!1.~~ i'al P!~~­
n iM_ ofllce o Ene o.c. 
C:Overiiiint-and the 
National Caei~ol Plan­
nln2' Coulas oO:-aotli 
a9enc lea have ·notified 
GSA in writinq that 
they do not consider 
the construction o!~a 
large-o?lice 6u1ldinq 
on this site to be in 
~eiin9 with the citj's 
~j.cz Eo encourage new 
o ice' construction in 
the Downtown Urban 
Renewal Area,. 

" - "' -

229 

EN CLO SORE 

Onion Center Plaza - ----
The buildin9 will have 
200.000 apuare feet of 
garage space capable of 
parking approximately 
700 ears. Bua service 
is 9ood as tne 6ulla1n9 
is located on the highly 
travelled North Capitol 
Street. Metro ~wjJ 
service will be ava -
able at Union Station 
which is within a walk­
in9~Jatance0? 4-r­
Dloeii; faxl cabs are 
9!nera~~i avalliDle. 

Union Center Plaza East 

1 : . 

is locate in an aQthor- .. 
ized Urban Renewal Area > 

and is., therefore. situ­
ated in the vlcini!J:---- 1 

deemed best lor"olfice f r .. 
Beve Iop!!iir5faqebc lia 
suc6 as toe National 
Capital Planning Com­
mission and the District 

1 Government•• Municipal 
Planning Off ice. The 
proposed b~ildin9 i• one 
of a proposed five build­
ing complex two of which 
have been constructed 
and are occupied. 
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Criterion 

6. Availability of food 
· 1erv ice 

7. Enrivonmental !~pact 

Su%zards Point 
·pl:orljuA 

r;0J:.1_1;'.Ital;·trrS.1\ as!:>l:v-r93 J:n:r9rr9;J 

The building will have The building ~ill h~ve a 
a cafeteria as part of cafeteria as Part of the 
the lease agreement. A l~as~ agre9ment. In addi­
nearby building leased tion two other buildinqs 
to the Government has thdt are part of the 
cafeteria and lounge development project have 
facilities. These ere cefeterlas. ?he developer 
the only ~ating facili- intends to construct a 
ties within walking hotel. with a restAL&fJJlt 
diatance located in the °' tbe atte ill tU..! for ,!1 
area. The ne•r••t com• tbe- ilcentemrial t .. f. j I 
!?~!£!~.!_.!at:§Ll!~ll!: !!Y!r!! reat.tut'ant•l' :;J·· • 
tles are IOcated at eafeteriaa .. and • 4fut . ,, . 
~ate rs ide Hall· at ~4th itii&iri-•v&ilabl•' _; · 
i.-M:- l(~fi:-·--·-·- '-iithin a 3-4 block 

'l'htt proposed building 
will be all electric 
snd comply with all 
local codes. The aite 
is located on the Ana­
costia River and would 
disrupt any plans-I~i-.. arrc-·- recr·eatlonar;-- or 
hatiifiI-use:-J.s-sucf, :~· 
t&e-proposea develop­
ment project is opposed 
by NCPC and the n.c. 
Governm~nt Planning 
Offi·ce. In addition. 
the Comprehensive Plan 
for the National Capi­
tal designates this 
elte as part of the 
National Open Space 
System. 

rii<l ius- o.f-·tile "' p'roposec 
&uilc1nq site. 

fh~ proposeo tuilcino 
will be all electric ~nc 
comply with all local 
codes. 'lhe site is 
located in a commercial 
redev.eloproent ar&a, con­
sistent with state, re~ 
'?loni!r~··ana··1ocal -i:il8ns 
~~·~~.I~."§9!~~~:- ,_ - ----· 

a.:raA:rJ 
'!:tc.>bqo'.I<J 

a.crola.i:.:>sa 
.9!:>tr£'1(~JA 

tIBl~lbut J:anup tj~uo~ ~.al:hn~~ 
noJ:j~s ~·~19 ,b~aod 9js£!9qqs 
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