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Executive Summary

Purpose

On the eve of its centennial, one of America’s most important national
symbols, the Statue of Liberty, is being restored through a public-pri-
vate partnership that 1s expecting to raise $265 million. At a June 1985
oversight hearing of the House Interior Subcommittee on National Parks
and Recreation, a former Department of the Interior official charged
that Interior was exercising little control over the project. The Chairman
then asked GAO to report on (1) restoration and fundraising goals, (2)
how the project has operated, and (3) federal oversight of the project.

Background

The Statue of Liberty National Monument consists of the Statue, Liberty
Island on which the Statue stands, and Ellis Island, the site of the immi-
gration station through which more than 12 million immigrants passed
as they entered the United States in the late 19th and 20th centuries.

By the late 1970s, when the Park Service began to draw up a manage-
ment plan for the Monument, the Statue had begun to show signs of
deterioration, and the buildings on Ells Island, long abandoned, were in
serious disrepair. Because of public interest in helping to restore the
Monument, the Secretary of the Interior in 1982 appointed the Statue of
Liberty-Ellis Island Centennial Commission to provide advice to him and
to coordinate private fundraising efforts. Rather than coordinating
fundraising, the Commission began to use the Statue of Liberty-Ellis
Island Foundation, a nonprofit charitable organization, as its fund-
raising arm. The following year, Interior entered into a formal agree-
ment with the Foundation to raise funds and to contract for the
restoration work. Interior also agreed to recognize the Foundation as the
primary fundraiser, with whom other groups were encouraged to work.
(SeeCh. 1)

Results in Brief

Overall, the effort to restore the Statue of Liberty and parts of Ellis N
Island is meeting its restoration and fundraising goals. The project has
operated differently than planned, however. The Commission has been
inactive as an advisory body, and rather than the Commission coordi-
nating fundraising and the Park Service issuing contracts for restoration
work, the Foundation undertook both fundraising and contracting. Con-
trary to allegations, Interior has monitored and maintained oversight of
the project, although this was not always done well.
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L
Principal Findings

Restoration and
Fundraising

By March 1986 more than 2 million individuals, schools, groups and
companies had donated or pledged about $256 million of the $265 mil-
lion goal, with most coming from individuals and corporate sponsors. Of
the $91 million in pledges, the Foundation considers only $78 million to
be firm commitments, and does not believe 1t will collect the remaining
$13 million. The Foundation therefore reported $243 million in contribu-
tions; another $4 million was earned in interest on investments.

Restoration of the Statue is nearly complete, and work on Liberty Island
is about 76 percent complete. Restoration of the Main Building on Ellis
Island is expected to be completed on schedule, sometime in 1988.

Although Interior had onginally estimated the restoration to cost $103
million, the project was expanded to include improvements to Liberty
Island and an endowment fund. These expansions, along with adminis-
trative and fundraising costs, increased the project’s estimated costs to
$265 million, (See Ch. 2.)

Prbject Operation

Although the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Commission was to provide
advice to the Secretary of the Interior on various aspects of fundraising
and restoration, it has not generally done so. The Commission has met
only five times in the last 4 years and has made only two recommenda-
tions: to proceed with the Statue’s restoration and to delay action on a
proposal the Park Service favors for a hotel and conference center on
the southern end of Ellis Island. The former Commission chairman,
along with some other Commission members, opposed commercial devel-
opment on the island, while Park Service officials favored leasing the
buildings as the best way to ensure their preservation and maintenance.
No decision was made on the proposal, however, because neither the
Commission nor Interior saw an immediate need to resolve the
controversy.

Contrary to Interior’s original plans, the Commission never acted as a
fundraising coordinator. Instead, fundraising was taken over by a single
organization, the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Foundation, at first
working through the Commission and later, under an agreement with
Interior. The Foundation took over contracting for the restoration as
well. Interior agreed with the Foundation that a single organization
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could be a more effective fundraiser, and it believed that the Founda-
tion’s assurption of contracting would facilitate completion of the
Statue’s restoration in time for its centennial in July 1986.

The Secretary of the Interior, the head of the Foundation, and Park Ser-
vice officials are all satisfied with the results of the project and with all
or some aspects of its operation. The Interior Secretary and the former
Director of the Park Service see no problem in having a private organi-
zation doing both fundraising and contracting, but the North Atlantic
Regional Director of the Park Service, who oversees the project, would
prefer that the agency do its own contracting. (See Ch. 3.)

Federal Oversight

Interior established several mechanisms for overseeing the Foundation’s
activities, most of them specified in a memorandum of agreement with
the Foundation. These include review of promotional materials used in
fundraising and periodic review of financial and operational reports.

With some exceptions, the Foundation has met the terms of its memo-
randum of agreement. All required financial information has been sub-
mitted. As alleged, the Foundation submitted certain required reports
late and incomplete, although Interior officials say this had no effect on
their ability to monitor the project because they were aware of what
was going on. Also as charged, some promotional materials were used
without prior Park Service review at the beginning of the project; proce-
dures were subsequently established to prevent this from recurring.
Construction plans and specifications have been routinely reviewed and
approved by the Park Service, but the Park Service has not been pro-
viding formal approval of construction contracts for Liberty Island, as
required by the special use permit it issued to the Foundation for access
to the Island.

Although without significant problems, Interior did not manage the pro-
ject well in its first few years, according to some of those involved. The
Foundation Chairman believes that the Park Service and Interior were
not sufficiently involved in the project at that time. Along with Park
Service and Interior officials, he believes that coordination between the
Foundation and Interior improved considerably when the North Atlantic
Regional Director of the Park Service took over day-to-day management
from the Special Assistant to the Director of the Park Service (the same
official who made the allegations). (See Ch. 4.)
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Executive Summary

Recommendations GAO is making no recommendations.

GAO did not request official agency comments on a draft of this report.
However, GAO discussed its contents with Interior, Park Service and
Foundation officials and incorporated their comments, where appro-
priate, in the report.

Agency Comments
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Since its arrival in the United States 100 years ago, the Statue of Liberty
has been one of the nation’s most important symbols. When the Statue
reopens in July 1986, followed by the reopening of the major historic
building on Ellis Island in 1988, their restoration will have been the
result of a unique public-private partnership. Under an agreement with
the Department of the Interior and its National Park Service (NPS), the
Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Foundation, a private nonprofit corpora-
tion, has been raising funds and contracting for the repairs and renova-
tion necessary to restore parts of the Statue of Liberty National
Monument. This restoration effort, expected to cost about $265 million,
is the largest ever undertaken by a private organization for a national
monument.

In June 1985, before a hearing of the House Interior Subcommittee on
National Parks and Recreation, a former Interior official claimed that
Interior was exercising little control over the Foundation. Following the
hearing, the Chairman asked us to determine whether the restoration
effort has operated as intended and to investigate various allegations
about the Foundation’s conduct of the project.

|
Background The Statue of Liberty National Monument consists of the Statue of Lib-

erty, the 12.7-acre Liberty Island on which the Statue stands, and Ellis
Island, a 27 5-acre 1sland containing a former immigration station. From
1892 to 1964, more than 12 million immigrants passed through Ellis
Island as they entered the United States. (See fig. 1.1.)

The Statue of Liberty was presented in 1886 as a gift from France to

' America to commemorate the long friendship between the two nations

' on the first centennial of American independence. Standing over 160
feet tall, the Statue was constructed with an elaborate iron armature, ,
clad in copper sheathing, and it was at the time the tallest sculpted
figure as well as the largest copper statue ever built. Both the Statue
and Liberty Island were designated a national monument in 1924, and in
1933, they were placed under the jurisdiction of NPS.

Ellis Island did not become a part of the Monument until 1965. Between

1892 and 1954, it was used as a processing center for entering immi-
grants and a detention center for those awaiting deportation. The most
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The Statue of Liberty
Credit National Park Service Statue of Liberty National Monument
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Figure 1.1: Statue of Liberty National Monument
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historically important of the island’s 33 buildings are on its north side,
and include the Main Building through which immigrants passed, the
power station for the island, the baggage and dormitory building, and a
kitchen and laundry building. The southern section of the island con-
tains what was once a large hospital complex, with contagious disease
wards behind it. In 1954 the Immigration and Naturalization Service
closed the immigration station and turned the island over to the General
Services Administration for disposal as surplus property. It has
remained unused since then. By the time Ellis Island was designated
part of the Monument, most of the buildings were in serious disrepair
and have remained so except for those currently being restored. (See fig.
1.2)

Planning for the
Restoration

In 1979 NPS began to develop a general management plan for the Monu-
ment, focusing specifically on the need for restoration. With the Statue
nearing its 100th anniversary, it had begun to show signs of corrosion
from exposure to the salt air of New York harbor. Many of the buildings
on Ellis Island were in extremely poor condition and in need of consider-
able rehabilitation. Altogether, NPS estimated at that time, restoration of
the Statue and the Main Building on Ellis Island would cost about $100
million. .

NPS’ analysis of alternatives for the general management plan, published
in 1980, claimed that budget constraints made it necessary to delay
structural repairs to the Statue and prohibited the complete renovation
of buildings on Ellis Island. The analysis concluded that only a few of
the buildings on Ellis Island could be preserved and then only if part of
the work was funded privately.

Private Involvement

Once the analysis was made available for public review and comment,
several organizations and individuals came forward to raise money for
the restoration. According to Secretary of the Interior Donald Hodel,
who was then Interior Undersecretary, their offers were appealing
because of their emphasis on volunteerism and private sector involve-
ment. Interior therefore chose not to seek appropriated funds, prefer-
ring to use private funds instead.

The five major groups concerned with restoring the Monument had dif-
ferent interests and sources of support. The French-American Com-
mittee for the Restoration of the Statue of Liberty, for example, wanted
to raise money for the restoration of the Statue, primarily from French
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sources. The Statue of Liberty Foundation had the centennial celebra-
tions for the Statue as its major interest. The Coordinating Committee
for Ellis Island and the Ellis Island Restoration Commission were pri-
marily concerned with Ellis Island’s restoration, while another group’s
interest centered on the American Museum of Immigration located in the
Statue.

Figure 1.2: Ellis (siand Main Bullding Needing Much Repair, December 1984
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To coordinate the fundraising efforts of these different groups, the Sec-
retary of the Interior created the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Centen-
nial Commission and appointed to it a number of prominent citizens. The
Commussion was formally chartered in April 1982 under the Federal
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Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology

Advisory Committee Act (b U.S.C. App.) to advise the Secretary of the
Interior and the Director of NPS on the means and schedules of preserva-
tion, the needs and uses of funds, celebrations, and other aspects of the
restoration effort.

Rather than serving to coordinate fundraising, however, the Commission
became involved in fundraising, operating through the Statue of Liberty
Foundation (renamed the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Foundation), a
nonprofit charitable organization incorporated in 1981. In October 1983
Interior entered into a memorandum of agreement with the Foundation,
which called for the group to raise funds and contract for restoration
work on the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island, subject to certain reviews
and approvals by Interior. In turn, Interior agreed to recognize the Foun-
dation as the primary fundraising organization, with whom other groups
were encouraged to work and coordinate their efforts.

Interior’s authority to enter into such an agreement with a private
organization originates in the Act of June 5, 1920 (16 U.S.C. 6). The act
permits NPS to accept donations of money, land, or property for the
national park and monument system. While NPs has used this authority
in various circumstances since 1ts enactment, the Statue of Liberty
National Monument’s restoration represents by far the most ambitious
undertaking. At completion—expected to be July 1986 for the Statue
and sometime in 1988 for two Ellis Island buildings——the Foundation
estimates that about $265 million will have gone into the restoration
project.

In June 19865 the Subcommittee on National Parks and Recreation,
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, held an oversight hearing
on the Statue of Liberty National Monument restoration project. In a
series of allegations before the Subcommittee, a former Interior official
who had served as Interior’s representative to the Commission and the
Foundation, Mr. Garnet Chapin, charged that both the Commission and
the Foundation had failed to meet certain of their responsibilities and
that Interior was exercising little control over the Foundation.

In a July 3, 1985, letter, the Subcommittee Chairman asked us to deter-
mine the validity of the allegations. He also asked us to determine the
legal basis for Interior’s agreement with the Foundation and to evaluate
Interior’s and the Foundation’s compliance with their memorandum of
agreement and the Commission’s complhance with 1its charter.
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In subsequent discussions with the Subcommittee, the scope of our
review was expanded to include questions relating to the Foundation’s
fundraising activities and to Interior’s expectations for the restoration
effort compared with how it has worked. Each allegation that we were
asked to examine and a summary of our findings appear in appendix 1.
Appendix II lists the questions raised by the Subcommittee; in each case,
the reader is directed to the section of the report where the allegations
and questions are addressed more fully.

In order to deal with the many questions and allegations in this report,
we have organized them under three broad questions:

Is the project meeting its goals for fundraising and restoration? (Ch. 2.)
How does the actual operation of the project compare with the way it
was intended to work? (Ch. 3.)

Has Interior monitored and maintained oversight of the project? (Ch. 4.)

To answer these questions, we reviewed Interior, NpS, and Foundation
files, including the extensive Interior files that had belonged to Mr.
Chapin. We also reviewed Interior memoranda and other documents per-
taining to the Foundation and the Commission, which included minutes
of meetings of the Commission and its committees. In addition, we
attended two Commission meetings.

The Subcommittee Chairman asked if GAO was empowered to review and
audit the Foundation’s records. Although we lack this authority, the
Foundation made available to us financial statements, as well as minutes
of the board of directors’ meetings, relevant correspondence, and
internal memoranda.! The financial records that the Foundation pro-
vided to us covered the period from its incorporation in 1981 through
March 1986. These records included statements of financial activity,
statements of changes in financial position, balance sheets and sup-
porting documentation.

We did not perform an independent verification or financial audit of the
Foundation’s financial records. However, we compared the records with
the Foundation’s certified financial statements and with data provided
to Interior on amounts of funds raised from various categories of con-
tributors, amounts of funds spent on various components of the project,

1GAO has legal authonty to review and audit only records of expenditures of funds received by the
Foundation from the sale of commemorative coins authonzed by the Statue of Liberty-Elhs Island
Commemorative Coin Act (Seep 31)
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and estimated costs and fundraising goals. We also compared Founda-
tion records with revenue and expenditure information provided to the
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and the State of New York. In all cases,
we found that Foundation records matched the information furnished
Interior, IrRS, and New York State The Foundation’s financial records
were audited by Deloitte, Haskins, and Sells, a certified public
accounting firm, to meet the requirement of the memorandum of agree-
ment. Deloitte, Haskins, and Sells reviewed the records of the Founda-
tion and issued unqualified financial reports for fiscal years 1983, 1984,
and 1985.

In addition to our review of various files and records, we interviewed
current and former officials of the Interior Department, NPs, the Foun-
dation, and the Commission. These officials included Interior Secretary
Hodel; Interior’s Solicitor and Associate Solicitor for Conservation and
Wildlife; the former NPS Director, Russell Dickenson, who served as
agency head until January 1985; and the Director of NPs’ North Atlantic
Region, Herbert S. Cables, Jr., who oversees day-to-day operations of
the project. We also interviewed Garnet Chapin, who was formerly a
Special Assistant to the Director of NPs.

Foundation officials whom we interviewed included its Chairman, Lee
Iacocca, who also served as Chairman of the Commission until February
1986, the Executive Vice-President; the Vice President and Controller;
the Secretary and General Counsel; and the Director of Restoration and
Preservation, who was an Associate Director of NPS until June 1983 and
closely involved with the restoration project. We also spoke with NPS
and Foundation personnel responsible for the day-to-day restoration
effort, as well as with the Superintendent of the Monument, who accom-
panied us on a tour of the Monument.

We conducted our review between July 1985 and April 1986 following
generally accepted government auditing standards. At the request of the
Subcommittee Chairman, we did not obtain comments on this report
from the Department of the Interior. However, we discussed the con-
tents of the report with Interior, NS, and Foundation officials and incor-
porated their comments where appropriate. We also wrote to Secretary
Hodel; the current Director of Nps; Mr. Cables; Mr. Iacocca; William F.
May, the President of the Foundation; and Mr. Chapin and asked them
for their comments and recommendations on initiating, implementing,
and completing future projects similar to the Statue of Liberty-Ellis
Island restoration. Their comments have been incorporated in the report
and those that were provided in writing are reproduced in appendix III.
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Fundraising and Restoration Goals Are

Being Met

Project Has Expanded

Overall, the effort to restore the Monument is meeting fundraising and
restoration goals. Although NPs originally expected that privately raised
funds would pay for just the restoration of the Statue of Liberty and the
Main Building on Ellis Island, enough money is being raised to also pay
for improvements to Liberty Island and to create an endowment fund.
As of March 1986, expenditures were within budget, almost all of the
necessary funds had been raised, restoration was underway, and it
appeared that all key deadlines would be met.

The project to restore the Statue of Liberty National Monument calls for
repairs and renovation to the Statue of Liberty and Liberty Island, and
the Main Building and power station on Ellis Island. Work on the Statue,
which was about 92 percent complete as of March 1986, included
replacing the torch, the entire armature, and part of the skeleton; the
copper sheathing was to be cleaned and repaired as well. (See fig. 2.1.)
Major improvements are to be made to the administration and conces-
sion buildings on Liberty Island, a new dock shelter is to be built, and
the island is to be newly landscaped and walkways rebuilt 1n time for
the centennial celebrations in July 1986. About 75 percent of the work
was complete in March 1986. (See fig. 2.2.)

Restoration on Ellis Island is confined to the Main Building, the major
historic structure on the island, and the power station, which lie at the
northern end of the island. (See fig. 2.3.) The Great Hall within the Main
Building is planned to become the home of the American Museum of
Immigration, which would be moved from Liberty Island. (See fig. 2.4.)
(According to the Superintendent of the Monument, however, there is
some public opposition which could block the move.)
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Fundraising and Restoration Goals Are

' Being Met

Figure 2.1: Statue of Liberty
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Chapter 2
Fundraising and Restoration Goals Are
Being Met

Figure 2.2: Statue of Liberty in Full Scaffolding, April 1985
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Figure 2.3: Ellis Island Plan
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Figure 2.4: The Main Bullding on Ellis island Shortly After Its Completion
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Although Nps expected, in 1982, that the Main Building would be
restored by 1986, this was not a firm deadline. NPS and Foundation offi-
cials now expect work on the Main Building and the power station for
the island to be completed sometime in 1988, well before the Island’s
1992 centennial. While various proposals have been made for the devel-
opment of the hospital complex at the southern end of Ellis Island, they»*
are not considered a part of this restoration project, nor are funds being
raised for that purpose.

Increases in Costs

In 1981 NPs estimated that restoration of the Monument would cost $103
million. As of March 1985, however, the Foundation estimated that res-
toration costs would reach $174 million. With management, fundraising,
and other expenses, total project costs amount to an estimated $265 mil-
lion. More ambitious restoration goals, along with the creation of an
endowment and a construction contingency, primarily account for
increases in the project budget

Page 20 GAO/RCED-86-147 Statue of Libert,



Chapter 2
Fundraising and Restoration Goals Are
Being Met

In its final General Management Plan for the Monument, published in
1982, Nps said that it planned to repair deterioration and return the
Statue of Liberty to a sound structural condition. It also wished to pre-
serve the interiors of the major historic structures on Ellis Island and
devote them to public use. On the south side of Ellis Island, it planned to
make the buildings available for private leasing.

According to the Superintendent of the Monument, NPs expected that the
fundraising effort would provide funds only to restore the Statue of Lib-
erty and the Main Building and power station on Ellis Island. NPS esti-
mated in 1981 that this would cost about $25 million for the Statue of
Liberty and $78 million for Ellis Island.

Working with these estimates, the Foundation, acting on behalf of the
Commission, developed a budget for the project in 1982. Allowing for an
inflation rate of 10 percent, compounded annually, the Foundation esti-
mated that the cost of restoring the Statue would increase by $14 million
to $39 million; inflation would increase Ellis Island costs to $128 million
from $78 million, bringing the total estimated restoration costs to $167
million, (See table 2.1.) To this was added $63 million for celebrations,
fundraising, general management, and other costs. Part of this total also
included a $20-million endowment fund for the Monument. The Founda-
tion expected that the endowment would be used to offset future costs
of maintaining the Monument. However, the memorandum of agreement
does not mention who is to administer the fund, and as of March 1986,
there had been no serious discussion of whether NPS, the Foundation, or
some other private organization would do so.

Page 21 GAO/RCED-86-147 Statue of Liberty



Chapter 2
Fundraising and Restoration Goals Are
Being Met

Table 2.1: Changes in Estimated Project Costs (In Millions)

NPS Ditferences
estimate Foundation estimates in estimates
1981 July 1982 August 1984 March 1985  1982-1985

Restoration
Statue of Liberty $25 $39 $37 $36 $-3
Liberty Island . . 15 27 +27
Elis Island o 78 128 112 111 -17
Total restoration 103 167 164 174 +7

Other

Celebrations, pu_b_iuz:_igv_areness, and education . 28 8 8 -20
Managemen_t & géﬁé;al expenses . 5 9 9 +4
Fundraising S . 10 29 33 +23
Endowment . . 20 20 19 -1
Construction contlngency‘_ B i . . 20 22 +22
Total other ’ I . 63 86 91 $+28
Total estimate $103 $230 $250 $265 $+35

In August 1984 the Foundation revised its budget and overall costs were
projected to go up to $250 million. Some estimates of costs actually went
down. Despite increased costs for exhibits on Ellis Island and architec-
tural and engineering work for the Statue, overall restoration costs for
the Statue and Ellis Island decreased because inflation had slowed and
lower rates of 6 to 8 percent were used. A $20-million cut was made in
costs of celebrations and public awareness programs when plans were
dropped to hold Fourth of July celebrations around the country.

However, the scope of the restoration was expanded. According to Foun-
dation and former Nps officials, at Interior’s request, the Foundation
increased the August 1984 budget by $15 million for landscaping and
improvements to the concession and administration buildings on Liberty
Island. Estimated fundraising costs also went up, from $10 million to
$29 mllion, 1n order to open five regional offices across the country to
recruit volunteers and carry out fundraising in their areas; additional
direct mail solicitations were also planned. The budget also contained
$20 million as a contingency for unforeseen construction costs; in March
1985, the amount was increased to $22 million. According to the Foun-
dation, any contingency funds that are not used for construction will be
placed in the endowment fund.

[
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Fundraising Goals Are

Being Met

The current budget, developed by the Foundation in March 1985, again
saw decreases in some categories of expenses and increases in others,
for a total estimated cost of $265 million. The biggest change was 1n the
estimated cost for improvements to Laberty Island. Again, at Interior’s
request, plans were made to create a new museum within the Statue’s
pedestal and to make repairs and improvements to the pedestal. As a
result, the estimated cost of work on Liberty Island went up by $12 mil-
lion to $27 million. Estimated fundraising costs increased by $4 million,
to more accurately reflect actual costs, according to the Foundation's
Vice President and Controller.

In April 1986 the Foundation reported to Interior that it would provide
funds for additional construction, although it had not revised its overall
budget. It anticipated spending more than $15 million to restore the
exteriors of three additional buildings on the north side of Ellis Island,
and $2 million to build an interpretative center for visitors to the Monu-
ment within Castle Clinton, an NPs-owned site at the tip of Manhattan
Island.

Also as of April 1986, plans were underway to hold large-scale celebra-
tions at the Statue for the weekend of July 4, 1986, which are expected
to cost about $30 million. These celebrations will be supported by ticket
sales and sale of television rights rather than donations. Of the $8 mil-
lion in the Foundation’s budget for public awareness, celebrations and
education, $2 million is set aside for the parade of tall ships in the 1986
July Fourth celebration. The Foundation expects to recover those costs
from revenues generated from the celebration.

By March 1986, the Foundation had received cash, pledges and commit-
ments for $265 4 million, of which $164.6 million was cash. However, of
the $90.8 million in pledges, the Foundation considers only $78.1 million
to be firm commitments and does not believe it will collect the remaining
$12.7 million. The Foundation therefore reported $242.7 million in con-
tributions; another $4.1 million was earned 1n 1interest on investments.
The Foundation’s Vice President and Controller believes that the entire
$265 million fundraising goal will be reached by December 1986.

As shown in table 2.2, about 30 percent of the funds came from close to

2 million individuals, who contributed more than $72 million. Over 2,100
companies gave or pledged over $33 million, while about 39,000 schools
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and fraternal and civic organizations contributed $14.6 million. Chari-
table and educational foundations contributed nearly $16 million. (See
app. IV for contributions in cash received annually.)

Table 2.2: Number of Contributors and Funds Raised (In Millions)

Number of
contributors Cashasof Pledgesas Totalfunds Percent of
at 2/28/86 2/28/86° of 3/31/86 raised total
individuals 1,989,713 $675 $46 $721 292
Schools 19,233 45 . 45 18
Fraternal and civic Eou_ps and labor unions 19,688 67 34 101 41
Charntable and educational foundations 270 128 30 158 64
Corporatons 2,152 17 1 164 335 136
Corporate sponsors® 19 265 397 66 2 269

Merchani:llsnng'm - o

Licensees® I 98 23 56° 79 32
Com‘progrém“ - . 247 33¢ 280 113
Book program i . 25 20 45 18
Stamp program - o . . 1 i .
Interest income® i 41 . 41 17
Total - 2,031,173 $168.7 $78.1 $246.8 100.0

8A schedule of cash raised each year since 1983 is included in appendix IV
bNumber of corporate sponsors and licensees as of March 1986

®The Foundation usually requires a mimimum amount from its licensees The difference between what
has already been paid and what is owed i1s treated as a pledge

9Estimated coin revenue due from Treasury as of March 31, 1986

®Interest earned on investments

Corporate Sponsors

In addition to those other companies making donations, 19 major corpo-
rations have agreed to become corporate sponsors. As corporate spon-
sors, these companies have agreed to donate from $1 million to $5
million each in return for the designation of official Foundation sponsor
and the exclusive right to use the Foundation logo in advertising. (See
fig. 2.5.) Altogether, corporate sponsors have contributed or pledged to
contribute about $66 million, or about 27 percent of total contributions
as of March 1986.

»

The 19 corporate sponsors have been meeting their pledges in various
ways. (See app. V for a list of corporate sponsors, their pledges and
methods used to meet their pledges.) Regardless of the methods chosen,
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however, each company has signed an agreement to give the Foundation
the full amount pledged.

Ten corporate sponsors are meeting all of their pledges wi

1t
en cor DONSOY s with
donations, and six of these are raising funds in addition. For ex ample in
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the company is offermg to send as a donation to the Foundation part of
the purchase price of a uauuage Patch Kids pinup. Time magazme
included a special section in one of its issues that contained a coupon to
return with a donation to the Foundation; funds coliected as a resulit are
in addition to Time Magazine’s $2 million pledge.

Nine corporate sponsors, on the other hand, are undertaking fundraising
through which they expect to meet all or part of their pledges. The
Stroh Brewery Co., for example, sponsored a ‘“‘Run for Liberty” race and
donated the entrance fees to the restoration effort, after the costs of the
event were deducted. Part of Avon Products’ $5 million pledge is

expected to come from a fundraising drive among the company’s
embnlovees and suppliers. About half of Chateau Ste. Michelle Vintners’
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$1 million contribution (by the end of 1985) was a corporate donation,
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the company sent free cookbooks or trays. Only one corporate sponsor,
USA/Today Gannett Co., Inc., expects to meet its pledge entirely
through fundraising. Two sponsors, however—Eastman Kodak and

Allied Van Lines—expect to raise funds in excess of their pledges
through separate campaigns.

Eight of the corporate sponsors are tying their donations to the sales of
their products. The Kellogg Company, for example, is contributing 50¢
to the Foundation when customers mail in certain cereal box tops. Avon
Products is also making donations with proof of product purchases, as
are the Black & Decker Corporation, the Kimberly-Clark Corporation,
and several others.

IIlllllUIl \oee dpp V1 IUI' a llSL Ul uc.enbeeb dIlu Ul pT
orative coin sales reached $28 million, while book ales came
$4.5 million and sales of stamp sets earned about $100,000.
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Contributions to Interior In addition to those funds collected by the Foundation, Interior had
received 81,482 directly from 40 groups and individuals. The funds
were deposited into a special donations account for the restoration of
the Monument. Interior has also received donations made out to the
Foundation, but these were sent directly to the Foundation and no sepa-
rate record of the amounts were maintained.
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Figure 2.5: The Statue of Liberty-Ellis
Island Foundation Logo

LIBERTY

1886 CENTENNIAL 1986

® © 1982 SL/EIF, INC
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Fundraising Campaigns The amounts of money raised from the various categories of donors or
through the different types of fundraising campaigns differ somewhat
from the goals originally established by the Foundation in 1982. On the
whole, corporate sponsors have contributed somewhat less than origi-
nally expected, while direct mail solicitations have yielded more.

At the direction of the Commission, the Foundation first developed
fundraising goals for the project in 1982. Since the Foundation had not
yet launched its fundraising campaigns, it consequently based its goals
on rough estimates of funds that might be obtained from various
sources. It anticipated that $100 million of the $230 million it then esti-
mated to be needed might come from corporate sponsors. Another $60
million was expected through a capital campaign undertaken by the
Foundation’s regional offices to obtain contributions of $5,000 or more
from foundations, major corporations, and individuals in their areas.
The Foundation hoped to raise the remaining $70 million through a
grassroots campaign, direct mail solicitations, and licensed merchandise
sales. (See table 2.3.) The grassroots campaign was to be conducted by
national and local fraternal and civic organizations and ethnic groups,
labor unions, and schools who were expected to raise funds for the res-
toration, usually from their members. The direct mail campaign con-
ducted by the Foundation was an attempt to reach millions of
Americans directly. While it initially relied on rented mailing lists, the
Foundation has since developed its own mailing list. As of July 31, 1985,
over 61 million mailings had been sent out.
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Table 2.3: Comparison of Fundraising Goals and Amounts Contributed (Through March 31, 1986) (In Millions)

Contribution

Fundrai"ﬂg goals as a percent

(Current) Amount of current

Campaign o o July 1982 August 1984 March 1985 contributed® ___ goal
Sponsorship $1000 $923 $690 $663 96 1
Capttal T T T 800 517 527 493 935
Grassroots T 7000 300 220 208 945
Direct mail ) N . 260 562 658 1171
Merchandlsm—g i T - T T
Licensees ] - . 200 129 79 612
Coin program o T o . 350 450 280 622
Book program _ B o o . 50 45 45 1000
Stamp progf_ar;l; ) i _ . . 27 1 37
Total merchandising . 60.0 85.1 40.5 62.2
Total | $230.0 $260.0° $265.0 $242.7° 91.6

2Amount of cash contnbutions 1s as of February 28, 1986, pledge amounts are as of March 31, 1986
PIncludes expected revenue from direct mail and merchandising programs

Cincludes $78 1 million in pledges and $164 6 million in cash Does not include $4 1 million in interest
earned on investments, nor $12 7 million 1n pledges or commitments that are not considered firm

dAlthough the Foundation's budget was $250 million at this time, 1t set a higher fundraising goal in order
to have cash on hand for 1984-85, when restoration work would reach its peak According to its Vice
President and Controlier, the Foundation expected that if it met its goal of $260 million and project costs
remained $250 million, the surplus $10 million would be placed in the endowment fund

By August 1984, when the overall fundraising goal was increased to
$260 million, the Foundation’s actual experience in fundraising enabled
it to refine the targets of its various campaigns. Both the sponsorship
and capital campaign goals were reduced, while revenues from mer-
chandising programs were expected to reach $60 million, to include rev-
enues from commemorative coin and book sales.

Current goals, last set in March 1985, call for merchandising program
revenues to be even greater, up to $65 million. Most of that amount—
$456 million—is expected to come from the sale of commemorative coins.
Under the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Commemorative Coin Act (31
U.S.C. 5112) enacted in July 1985, the Treasury is authorized to mint as
many as 500,000 five-dollar gold coins, 10 million silver dollars, and 25
million silver half-dollars. If the Treasury were to mint all these coins
and they were all sold, the Foundation could earn as much as $137.5
million. However, based on analyses of previous sales of commemorative
coins, numbers of coin collectors, and other factors, the Foundation esti-
mates that it will receive $45 million.
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Expenditures Are
Within Budget

In addition to commemorative coin sales, the Foundation expects to
raise money from the sale of special stamp sets and a book on the his-
tory of the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island. The stamp sets are pro-
duced by the U.S. Postal Service and include a canceled commemorative
stamp with a special souvenir card that contains a piece of copper from
the Statue. The sets are sold by the Postal Service for $10; the Founda-
tion expects that enough will be sold to raise $2.7 million after costs.

The book on the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island’s history is being pro-
duced by the National Geographic Society for the Foundation, which is
acting as publisher. The Foundation has printed 280,000 copies which
will be sold for $25, or $50 in a deluxe edition. All of the expected $4.6
million from book sales has already been earned.

The current fundraising goals also reflect an even further reduction in
expected contributions from corporate sponsors, down to $69 million
According to the Foundation's Vice President and Controller, not as
many corporations have been interested in sponsorship as originally
hoped. Expected contributions from the grassroots campaign are also
lower, as are anticipated revenues from the sale of licensed merchan-
dise. The direct mail campaign, however, has proved more successful
than originally expected. The goal more than doubled between 1984 and
1986, and by March 1986, contributions from this source had even
exceeded the goal.

By March 1986, the Foundation had spent close to $122 million, about
46 percent of the $265 million budgeted for the project. (See table 2 4.)
About $78 million of the amount spent was for restoration, while the
remaining $44 million was spent on fundraising and other administra-
tive costs, including public awareness and education. Expenses will cona
tinue to be incurred at least until 1988, when work on Ellis Island is
scheduled to be completed. (See app. VII for annual expenditures.)
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Table 2.4: Comparison of Projected
Costs and Actual Expenditures (In

Milions)

]
Expenditures

Projected as of
costs as of February 28,
March 1985 1986

Restoration
Statue of Liberty T s30 $28 4
Liberty Island 270 163
Ellis Island 1110 329
Total Restoration 1740 716

Other
Celebrations, public awareness & education T T80 7 69
Management & general expenses B “Tg90 57
Fundraising B0 386
Endowment 190 - .
Construction contingency - T 0 - -,
Total other 910 442

Total $265.0 $121.8

Of the $77.6 million spent for restoration, the Foundation gave $19.8
million to NPs. Most of this amount—about $15.5 million—went toward
NPS contracts for architectural and interpretive design on Elhs and Lib-
erty Islands. The remaining $4.3 million was for park operations, staff
salaries and expenses, and archeological monitoring in support of the
restoration. According to the Associate Director of NpS’ North Atlantic
Region, these expenses were not covered by appropriated funds.

In addition to those monies provided by the Foundation, Interior
reported that it spent $178,283 for Commission-related activities for
1982 through fiscal year 1985 from funds appropriated for the NpS
Director’s Office. We were unable to determine how these funds were
spent, because according to Interior’s Associate Solicitor, the person
responsible for preparing the reports is no longer with Interior, and
there were no records of the nature of the expenses. The Associate Solic-
itor believes, however, that the costs represent a portion of the salaries
and travel expenses of Garnet Chapin and his assistant, while Mr.
Chapin was Interior’s liaison to the Commission

Fundraising Cost
Comparisons

Thus far, the Foundation’s fundraising costs are within generally
accepted levels. As of March 1986, the Foundation had spent $31.6 mil-
lion to raise $242.7 million, a fundraising-to-contributions (cash and
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pledges) rate of 13 percent. If revenues from coin sales, which are sold
by the Treasury but promoted by both the U.S. Mint and the Founda-
tion, are omitted, the rate is about 15 percent. According to the Better
Business Bureau, fundraising costs should not exceed 36 percent of con-
tributions, while the National Charities Information Bureau considers
that an organization should not spend more than 30 percent of contribu-
tions on fundraising. Both these organizations believe their indicators
can be applied to the Foundation’s fundraising efforts.
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Responsibility for
Fundraising Moved

The restoration effort has operated differently than originally envi-
sioned. The Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Centennial Commission, set up
to advise the Interior Secretary and to coordinate fundraising, has gen-
erally not performed those roles. Interior instead agreed to work with
just one fundraiser, the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Foundation. Inte-
rior also expected to do the contracting for construction and some design
work on Liberty Island itself, but later decided, in the interests of time,
to turn these responsibilities over to the Foundation as well.

While its charter calls for the Commission to provide advice to the Sec-
retary of the Interior on a number of matters, it has done so on only one
occasion. Its committees, comprised mostly of Nps staff and outside con-
sultants rather than Commission members, have made some recommen-
dations, but these were not usually brought before the Commission,
instead going directly to NPS. The Commission’s only recommendations
were to proceed with the restoration of the Statue and to delay action on
a controversial proposal to develop the southern end of Ellis Island
while it studied alternatives. No decision was made on the proposal,
however, because neither the Commission nor the Interior Secretary saw
an immediate need to resolve differences of opinion.

Despite the changes in operations, Interior officials are very satisfied
with the results of the restoration, and Secretary Hodel and former NPS
Director Dickenson said they would consider similar organizational
arrangements for future projects. NPS’ Regional Director, however,
would prefer that Nps do its own contracting.

With five different groups, each with different purposes, formed to
raise funds or plan for the restoration of the Monument, Nps officials
were concerned about the administrative problems of dealing directly
with this number of organizations, and that fundraising would not be
very effective 1if different groups were competing for donations.
According to former NPs officials, including its Director and an Associate
Director, the degree of public interest in the restoration of the Statue of
Liberty and Ellis Island made it clear that an umbrella group was neces-
sary to coordinate fundraising

»

The Commission as
Fundraising Umbrella

The vehicle Interior chose to perform this coordinating role was a fed-
eral advisory committee. The Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Centennial
Commussion was established by the Secretary of the Interior in April
1982 to advise him and the Director of NPS on matters pertaining to the
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App )and the PS organic act (16 U.S.C. 1a-2(c)). According to its
charter, the Commission was to have no more than 21 members (later
increased to 68), each serving for 2 years. Commission members were to
include representatives of the fundraising groups, other individuals con-
cerned with the restoration, and representatives of the Governors of
New York and New Jersey and the Mayors of New York City and Jersey
City. The Director of NPS was named an ex-officio member; in August
1983, the Undersecretary of the Interior became co-chairman and fed-
eral representative. Lee A. lacocca, Chairman of Chrysler Corporation,

was named Chairman of the Commission. According to former Interior
officials. Mr. Iacocea was selected becanse of his npersonal popularity
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as the intermediary between fundraising groups and Interior and NPs.
According to Interior documents, the Commission was to monitor the
activities of these groups, moderate any disputes, and serve as a conduit
for funds. The minutes of the first two Commission meetings, held in
September 1982 and April 1983, reflect the fundraising focus, with
much of the discussion concerned with means and techniques of fund-
raising, including the use of corporate sponsors.

.
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Emergence of the
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According to Russell Dickenson, former Director of NPS, and Ross Hol-
land, a former Associate Director, the Commission did not work as
expected, its role changing from that of an umbrella group to an organi-
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Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Foundation, then called the Statue of Lib-
erty Foundation, offered to provide the Commission with the necessary
administrative support for fundraising; Mr. lacocca, as Commission
Chairman, accepted its offer. As evidenced by Interior documents and
interviews with former Nps officials, the Foundation then came to be
regarded by all concerned, including Interior and NPs, as the operating

affiliate or fundraising arm of the Commission.

Foundation officials believed that the existence of different fundraising
groups would cause confusion among potential contributors and could
adversely affect the project’s success. As a result, in the fall of 1982,

Foundation officials proposed to Interior that the government designate
a gingle organization—the Foundation—to lead the fundraising effort
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Foundation officials pointed out that a single organization would also
lower fundraising and administrative expenses.

Figure 3.1: Organizational Structure of the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Centennial Commission

The Secretary of the Interior

The Statue of Liberty—Eilis Island Centennial Commission

Chairman

Director of the National Park Service
Representatives of States and Cities
Representatives of Fundraising Groups
Individuals representing broad interests

|

French-American Committee
for the Restoration of

The Statue of Liberty
Estabhshed in 1981 to raise
funds for the restoration

and preservation of the
Statue of Liberty, primarily
from French sources

The Statue of Liberty American Museum Ellis Isiand The Coordinating
Foundation of Immigration Restoration Committee for
Established in 1981 to Chartered in 1955 Commission Ellis island

raise funds for the to plan, design, Chartered to Chartered to raise
Centennial Celebration and construct raise funds funds for works of
of the Statue of Liberty a museum of for the sculpture and the

restoration and
preservation of
Ellis Island

restoration and
preservation of
Elhis Island

immigration and
plan programs at
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Source National Park Service

Although having a single fundraising organization differed from their »
original plans, Mr. Holland said that Nps officials accepted the arrange-
ment. He said he realized that it was important to have only one group
raising money for the project and that an umbrella group had been a
naive 1dea because 1t was not workable. At the same time, he said Nps
officials saw that with the Foundation actively raising funds, they could
not continue to work with the organization solely through the Commis-
sion but required a direct relationship with the Foundation in order to
oversee its activities.

Consequently, by December 1982, Interior and the Foundation began
drafting a memorandum of agreement under which the Foundation
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agreed to donate funds, materials and services for the restoration of the
Statue of Liberty National Monument, while Interior agreed to recognize
the Foundation as the “‘primary” fundraiser, with whom other groups
were supposed to work.

Interior’s authority to designate the Foundation as primary fundraiser
rests in the Act of June 5, 1920 (16 U.S.C. 6), which gives the Secretary
discretion to accept or not accept donations for the national park and
monument system. In February 1985 Interior issued a policy statement
announcing that it would accept donations generated by commercial
solicitation only if they were raised by the Foundation or with the Foun-
dation’s participation. Interior said that only under such an arrange-
ment could the public be assured that funds were adequately accounted
for and monitored.

The memorandum of agreement between the Foundation and Interior
was signed in October 1983. At that point, the Foundation formally
assumed fundraising responsibilities for the project, and the Commis-
sion’s role became solely advisory.

Even as the agreement was being drafted, another reason emerged for
transferring fundraising to the Foundation. According to Mr. Holland, in
the spring of 1983, Interior lawyers pointed out to NPs officials that the
Federal Advisory Committee Act, under which the Commission was
established, prohibited the Commission from directly raising funds.
According to Section 2(b)(6) of the act, the function of an advisory com-
mittee must be advisory only. Although the Comrussion’s charter
described only advisory functions, NPs had nevertheless viewed it as pri1-
marily a fundraising body. Consequently, to emphasize this prohibition,
Interior amended the Commission’s charter in August 1983 to state that
the Commission could not solicit nor accept donations in cash or in
services.

Further emphasis came in a March 1984 memorandum from the Under-
secretary of the Interior to the Director of Nps laying out the various
roles and responsibilities of the Commission, the Foundation, and NPS on
the project. The memo said that while members of the Commission
might as individuals or on behalf of the Foundation actively engage in
fundraising, the Commission itself was prohibited from doing so. The
memo stressed that the distinction between the Commission’s advisory
role and the Foundation’s fundraising role must be adhered to for both
legal and policy reasons.
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Confusion Over Commission
and Foundation Roles

Although Interior has tried to make clear distinctions between the two
organizations, the responsibilities and functions of the Commission and
the Foundation have often been confused. A May 1985 press release
issued by the Foundation claimed: ‘A 40-member commission...has been
named to raise funds for the restoration project.” In February 1985, a
letter from a Regional Director of NPS referred to the Commission as
being “formed to do the fundraising for the restoration.”

While the shift in fundraising responsibilities from the Commission to
the Foundation partly accounts for the confusion about their roles, an
added factor has been the indistinct lines separating the two organiza-
tions. J. Paul Bergmoser, the first Executive Director of the Foundation,
for example, was asked to head the Foundation by Mr. Iacocca, then the
Commission Chairman, and then came to refer to himself in correspon-
dence interchangeably as the Executive Director of the Foundation and
the Commission, even though the Commission officially has no staff.
Although he was overseeing the fundraising carried on by the Founda-
tion, Mr. Iacocca had no formal relationship with the Foundation until
September 1984, when he was elected its Chairman. In this case, Interior
itself was responsible for the dual appointment, having requested it,
according to Interior’s Associate Solicitor, in order that Mr. Iacocca have
an official connection to the Foundation and its fundraising effort.

In February 1986 Interior Secretary Hodel eliminated some of this orga-
nizational overlap by removing Mr. Iacocca from his post as Commission
Chairman. Secretary Hodel told us that although he saw no conflict of
interest in any legal sense, he believed that Mr. lacocca’s role as head of
both the Commission and Foundation prevented the Commission from
providing independent advice and guidance to him. He explained that
the issue of organizational overlap was first suggested to him by the
Foundation, which had instructed two of its board members to give up
either Foundation or Commission posts because Mr. Iacocca wanted to
avoid *‘cross over” membership between the two organizations. Secre-
tary Hodel added that if the Foundation had not raised the issue, Mr.
Iacocca would still be Commission Chairman.
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The consolidation of fundraising responsibilities within the Foundation
was one unanticipated aspect of the restoration effort. NPS also revised
its plans by turning over the responsibility for contracting to the Foun-
dation as well.

According to Mr. Holland, NPS expected that once funds were raised, NPS
itself would carry out the actual design and contracting for the restora-
tion. In May 1981 NpPs had entered into an agreement with one of the
fundraising groups, the French-American Committee for the Restoration
of the Statue of Liberty, under which the Committee would prepare
architectural plans and drawings for the restoration of the Statue of Lib-
erty. NPS expected that once the drawings and plans were completed, it
would issue contracts for the work.

With the Statue’s centennial celebration set for July 1986, Mr. Dick-
enson and Mr. Holland told us that by early 1983 they were growing
concerned that restoration work on the Statue and Liberty Island would
not be completed in time. For one thing, government rules required that
funds be available before contracts could be let. According to Mr. Hol-
land, since it was not possible to raise the funds necessary for the resto-
ration in advance of construction and still meet the July 1986 deadline,
NPS and the Foundation agreed that the Foundation would assume
responsibility for construction and repair work on the Statue. In 1984,
NPS asked the Foundation to also take over contracting for all work on
Liberty Island, and construction and repair work on Ellis Island; NPS
remained responsible for issuing design contracts on Ellis Island. The
Foundation’s memorandum of agreement with Interior specified that all
designs and specifications would be subject to Interior review and
approval.

With fundraising moved entirely to the Foundation, the Commission’s
sole function has been to provide advice to the Secretary of the Interior
and the Director of NPS on various aspects of the restoration effort. It
has not, however, carried out this role. As required by the Federal Advi-
sory Committee Act, Interior filed a charter for the Commission which
specified among other things, the estimated number and frequency of
meetings. Although its charter states that the Commission is to meet
quarterly, the Commission has held only one meeting a year since its
creation: on September 15, 1982, April 8, 1983, February 24, 1984,
November 22, 1986, and March 4, 1986.
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Since its first meeting in September 1982, the Commission itself has not
provided any advice or formal recommendations to Interior. At that
meeting, it recommended that NpS proceed immediately with restoration
of the Statue and that the Secretary of the Interior delay a decision on
the development of the southern side of Ellis Island for at least 90 days
while the Commission studied alternative proposals.

Reasons Given for
Commission’s Inactivity

As former Chairman of the Commission, and as the officials to whom
the Commission was supposed to provide advice, we asked Mr. lacocca,
Secretary Hodel, and former Nps Director Dickenson why the Commis-
sion had not met more frequently and taken a more active role in the
restoration project.

Both Secretary Hodel and Mr. Dickenson said that the Commission had
no need to meet more frequently because it had little to do. They said
that the Foundation and Mr. Iacocca were directing most aspects of the
restoration project; as a result, Mr. Dickenson said that he chose simply
to ignore the Commission.

Mr. Iacocca said that the Commission had not met more frequently
because his attention had been taken up with the restoration of the
Statue of Liberty, which had an imminent deadline. The focus of the
Commission, on the other hand, was on the future of the southern end of
Ellis Island, where no immediate decisions were required. Mr. Dickenson
likewise noted that his principal concern had been with the Statue’s res-
toration, rather than with Ellis Island.

Advice Provided by
Committees

While the Commission made only two formal recommendations to Inte-
rior, committees of the Commission made several recommendations that
went directly to NPS rather than through the Commission. At its first
meeting, the Commission established seven committees; two of them—a
History Committee and a Restoration, Architecture and Engineering
Committee! —met on several occasions and developed recommendations
that were presented to NPS.

Few Commission members participated in either committee, however.
The 17-member History Committee was mostly made up of experts in

IThe Restoration, Architecture, and Engineering Commuttee was formed in October 1983 when the
Architecture and Engineering Advisory Commuttee and the Preservation and Restoration Advisory
Committee were combined
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immigration history who were not Commission members; NPS and Foun-
dation staff were also on the committee, but only one Commission
member was on the committee. Between February 1984 and April 1985,
the History Committee met at least four times and made several recom-
mendations. One that was adopted by NPS was to rebuild the second his-
toric staircase leading from the baggage room to the registry room of the
Main Building on Ellis Island; the Restoration, Architecture, and Engi-
neering Committee made a similar recommendation. The History Com-
mittee also voted to support an NpS proposal to move the American
Museum of Immigration to Ellis Island and recommended at the same
time that the current site be used for an exhibit on the Statue of Liberty.

Two Commission members, along with the Director of NPS, were on the
12-member Restoration, Architecture, and Engineering Committee. The
other members were architects and historic preservation experts. At
least six meetings of this committee and its predecessors were held
between September 1982 and October 1984. The committee recom-
mended that the torch and flame removed from the Statue of Liberty be
allowed to tour the country to further the fundraising effort, a recom-
mendation accepted by Interior although some NPs officials objected to
it. Committee members also advised NPs that the historic buildings on
Ellis Island contained adequate space for exhibits. As discussed below,
the Preservation and Restoration Advisory Committee, one of the prede-
cessors to the Restoration, Architecture, and Engineering Committee,
also made recommendations to the Commission on proposals to develop
Ellis Island, but the Commission took no action.

Commission Has Made No
Decision on Restoration of
the Southern Section of El is
Island

At the first Commission meeting in September 1982, its Chairman, Mr.
Tacocca, indicated that one of the principal questions to be addressed by
the group was the future development of the southern section of Elhs
Island, that portion outside the scope of the planned restoration. As he
explained during an interview, with the Statue’s restoration already
underway, the Commission’s basic responsibility was to decide how to
proceed with the restoration of Ellis Island. After more than 3 years,
however, the Commission has made no decision on the development of
Ellis Island and, in particular, on a proposal selected by NPS in Sep-
tember 1982 to lease the buildings to private developers.

The development of Ellis Island has been, and remains a highly contro-

versial 1ssue. In 1981 Nps issued a Request for Proposals to lease some of
the buildings on Ellis Island, mostly on the south side, restore their
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itation of the other bulldmgs on the island. Under the 1980 National His-
toric Preservation Act Amendments (16 U.S.C. 470 h-3), NPS is
authorized to use the proceeds of any leases to defray the costs of

administering, maintaining, and repairing the buildings on Ellis Island.

Of the 15 proposals submitted, Nps selected one developed by the Center
for Housing Partnerships (CHP), a nonprofit group, as the preferred
alternative. The CHP plan originally called for the restoration of the
buildings on the south side of Ellis Island to house an international con-
ference center and hotel operated by the Sheraton Corporation. Public
facilities, including an open air cafe and restaurant, were also planned.

Although Nps favored the CHP proposal, then-Secretary of the Interior
James Wat t anted the newly establishe d Commission to review all pro-
posals for Ellis Island. An Interior memorandum indicates that after
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agreeing to head the Commission, Mr. Iacocca was concerned that he

haowa an ity +4 malra tha marriawry and ha mrag ngguirad +that Qacera

nave an Gpﬁi‘u Uity o MarKe the review, and ne was assured that Secre-

tary Watt would consult with the Commission before making a decision.
According to the minutes of the Commission’s first meeting in September
1982, Mr. Iacocca said, *“I told Secretary Watt when they asked me to
chair this Commission that uniess we can at least conceptuaily decide
what's right for Ellis Island and do it right, I don’t want to be a part of
it.” The Commission then voted to ask the Secretary to delay any fur-
ther action on the proposals received for at least 90 days, during which
the Commission would study them and simultaneously undertake fur-
ther study, with the objective of making formal recommendations to the

Secretary regarding the use of the Ellis Island facility.

From then on, committees of the Commission and a special working
group, including NPs representatives, began to study the CHP plan and

develop alternatives and modifications to it. At the Commission’s second
meeting, in April 1983, NPS Director Dickenson described four alterna-
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ommended an alternative that modified the CHP proposal by expanding
public use of the island. The committee’s recommendation was not for-
mally considered by the Commission, however, because several members
wanted additional time to review all the alternatives. Despite subse-
quent study, no further proposals or recommendations were presented
to the Commission as a whole.
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The main reason for the delay in a decision on the southern side of Ellis
Island has been the great difference in views on how the island should
be developed. At the outset, Mr. Iacocca had made it quite clear that he
was opposed to commercial development on Ellis Island although he had
(and still has) no definite idea about how the Island should be restored.
At the first Commission meeting, he said that he had no intention of
serving on the Commission if he could not develop a different idea for
Ellis Island. He talked about making Ellis Island *‘a living historical
experience’” and an “ethnic Williamsburg,” and he said that he had com-
municated these views to the Secretary before he had agreed to serve on
the Commission.

Mr. [acocca was not alone in opposing commercialization of Ellis Island.
At least two members of the Commission voiced their opposition to any
commercial development on Ellis Island and claimed that it would
adversely affect fundraising efforts. For example, the President of the
Stroh Brewery Company, one of the corporate sponsors of the restora-
tion, wrote to Mr. lacocca in June 1983 that he was “probably not inter-
ested in funding even a small part of a project” that includes commercial
facilities, believing it inappropriate to consider such a direction.
According to the former Executive Director of the Foundation, donors
had called his office to complain that their contributions were being
used to redevelop Ellis Island for the benefit of a private corporation.

NPS, on the other hand, as well as its former director, have remained in
favor of the CHP's private leasing proposal for Ellis Island. In April 1983,
even as the Commission deliberated, Secretary Watt notified CHP that its
plan had been *“designated as acceptable to the NPS” and that NPS was
prepared to enter into an exclusive negotiating agreement pending sub-
mission of acceptable financing and development plans. Although CHP
submitted these plans in July 1983, Interior has taken no further action.

The Commission continued to consider the Ellis Island question at its
meeting in Noveraber 1985 and set up two new committees to review
alternatives. At its March 1986 meeting, the Commission decided that
the study of alternatives would continue, with reports due to the full
Commission in late 1986 or early 1987. The Commission will then pre-
pare final recommendations to the Secretary.

In the meantime, the Center for Housing Partnerships is still willing to
go ahead with its proposal for the restoration of Ellis Island, although in
a modified form. According to CHP’s President, the current plan, devel-
oped in 1984, no longer calls for a private hotel chain to operate the
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Views on Future
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conference center and hotel. Instead, the conference center would be run
by a nonprofit institute with local university affiliations, which would
contract with an innkeeper to manage the hotel. Tennis courts and a
marina were also dropped from the plan.

Financing plans have not been updated since July 1983, when the pro-
ject was estimated to cost $65 million. At that time, its president told us,
CHP expected to obtain $32 million in private mortgages, $13 million
from the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and $20
million from a private investment group. Although this investment
group has since withdrawn, the CHP President believes he can obtain the
$20 million from other sources, while still securing $46 million in HUD
and private mortgages.

Although he has not yet made a decision on Ellis Island, Secretary Hodel
explained that with no deadline for the restoration of the southern por-
tion of Ellis Island, there is no urgency to resolve the disagreements over
how it should be restored. He observed that constructing or restoring a
national monument is always accompanied by conflict and controversy,
as was the case with the Vietnam War Memorial. The Secretary said that
since time was not an important factor, he would take as long as neces-
sary to reach an agreeable solution to the restoration of Ellis Island.

Based on their experiences with the restoration of the Statue of Liberty
National Monument, we asked the principal parties involved—the Secre-
tary of the Interior, the former and current Directors of NPS and the
Director of its North Atlantic Regional Office, the former Chairman of
the Commission and Chairman of the Foundation, the President of the
Foundation, and Mr. Chapin, formerly Interior’s liaison to the Commis-
sion and the Foundation—for their recommendations for similar
projects in the future. The current Director of NPS replied with only a
draft policy statement on fundraising; Mr. Chapin did not respond at all,
despite repeated attempts to obtain his comments. The views of the
others are described below. (See app. III for the full text of comments
provided in writing.)

Interior Department Views

Secretary Hodel told us that Interior is very pleased with the restoration
project and offered his praise to Mr. Iacocca for an exceptional effort.
He felt that without the involvement of the private sector in this project,
the Statue of Liberty would not have been restored in time for its
centennial. According to the Secretary, private sector involvement
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allows such projects to be completed in a more timely manner and with
more certainty than is afforded by the appropriations process.

In general, Secretary Hodel has been quite satisfied with the way the
project has operated. He recognizes that the Commission has not been
used as an advisory body, but he believes that with the replacement of
Mr. Iacocca as Chairman, the Commission will become more indepen-
dent. The Secretary does not see any potential for conflict in having the
same organization both raising funds and spending them, as the Founda-
tion has done, and would consider using this arrangement again.

NPS Views

According to several NPS officials we interviewed, the restoration of the
Statue and Ellis Island is proceeding well. They are satisfied with the
Foundation’s work and are not reluctant to continue working with them.
Reflecting on the way in which the restoration effort has operated, Her-
bert Cables, Jr., the Director of NpS’ North Atlantic Region, who oversees
the project for NPs, told us that there was probably no other way to have
approached it considering the scope of the work and the amount of time
in which to do it. *‘If the Government had attempted to accomplish the
work with its normal procedures,” he wrote, ‘‘the project would most
likely have had to be scaled down and phased over a long span of time.
The net result of this long time span could very well have been loss of
critical, irreplaceable, and nationally significant resources.”

Based on NPs’ experience with the restoration of the Statue of Liberty
National Monument, Mr. Cables had several observations to make for
other such efforts in the future:

NPS should provide a master plan for the park or monument to the fund-
raising organization, along with estimates of construction costs that are
based on the plan. The fundraising organization should accept these
materials as given and use them as a basis for setting fundraising goals.
NPS should be responsible for designing and constructing any restoration
work, rather than the fundraising group. This group should have the
right to review and comment on all aspects of the project, but should
have no say in managing the construction funds. Mr. Cables said that in
cases where time is not a critical factor, as it was for the Statue of Lib-
erty restoration, Nps would prefer to have more direct authority over
contractors, even though the process of government contracting could
take longer.
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Russell Dickenson, the former Director of the NPs, on the other hand,
saw no problem in having a single private group carrying out both fund-
raising and contracting, as long as there is adequate oversight. Mr. Dick-
enson believes, however, that the government rather than the
Foundation should administer any endowment fund once the project is
completed. Overall, Mr. Dickenson is satisfied with the results of the res-
toration project.

Foundation Views

William F. May, the Foundation’s President and Chief Operating Officer,
said his most important recommendation was for adequate advance
planning, which sets forth the government'’s goals and objectives in ade-
quate detail. Mr. May advocated giving a private group exclusive rights
and responsibilities for fundraising, arguing that a large number of
overlapping and conflicting groups ““confuses the market place” and
ultimately injures the project. He said that in order to minimize confu-
sion, waste and delay, a single person in both the private organization
and the government should have final authority.

Mr. Iacocca believes that a fundraising organization should be respon-
sible for fundraising and contracting and should have a strong say in
how funds are spent. He claimed that unless an organization is also in
charge of spending funds, costs cannot be controlled. Mr. Iacocca added
that he felt personally obligated to have a say in how the money he
raised on behalf of the American people should be spent, and he plans to
continue to do so.
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Interior’s Oversight of
the Foundation

Contrary to the allegations made to the Subcommittee on National Parks
and Recreation, Interior is monitoring and overseeing the restoration
project. The Foundation did miss certain reporting deadlines and did not
obtain all necessary Interior reviews of promotional materials, but these
problems have since been corrected. NPs did review all designs and spec-
ifications for construction performed on the project and approved them
in writing, although it did not formally approve the construction con-
tracts for Laberty Island, as called for by 1its special use permit. As
alleged, Interior did not publish all required notices of Commission meet-
ings. Interior did not, however, violate historic preservation laws while
carrying out restoration of Liberty Island but kept historic preservation
officials informed as plans developed.

In his June 1985 testimony, Mr. Chapin also raised questions of
mmproper conduct or conflict of interest on the part of Foundation, Com-
mission, and Interior officials. We found nothing improper or illegal in
any of these cases, however.

Although we found no major problems in Interior’s oversight, some of
those involved in the project were dissatisfied with how Interior man-
aged it in its first few years. Mr. Iacocca believes that Interior and NPS
should have given greater attention to the project, and assigned its man-
agement to someone with greater experience and authority. Both Mr.
Iacocca and Interior officials believe coordination between Interior and
the Foundation improved when the North Atlantic Regional Director
took over day-to-day management.

Interior’s oversight of the Foundation is carried out primanly under the
terms specified in its memorandum of agreement, that is, through
reports on restoration and fundraising, review of promotional materials,
and review of proposed architectural and engineering designs and speci-
fications Interior is also represented on the Foundation’s Board of
Directors, and it maintains daily contact with the Foundation at the
staff level. The Foundation must also comply with the terms of a special
use permit issued by NPS that allows access to Liberty and Ellis Islands.

The memorandum of agreement was executed under the authority given
to the Secretary of the Interior by the Act of June 5, 1920 (16 U.S.C. 6)
to accept, at his discretion, gifts of land, buildings, money, or property
donated to the national park and monument system. This law, in our
opinion, provides adequate authority for such an agreement.
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Oversight of the Restoration Project

Although two 1dentical agreements were signed by Interior and the

Travindatinng Ann dAatad Natahar 14 1099 and tha nthar Natahaxe OA
FUulidauvivuilr-—TulIc uabcu viwupclt 1xy, 100U, alilu ne oiner UCtooer e 2

1983—according to an Associate Solicitor of Interior, the Department
considers the first agreement to be legally binding He believes the
second agreement was executed because Interior erroneously believed
that it had not been signed by the proper official of the Foundation In
any case, the agreements are identical and contain precisely the same
terms and requirements. They differ only in their dates and in the
signators for the Foundation, with the first agreement signed by the
Chairman of the Foundation and the second signed by its Executive Vice
President. The first agreement was also signed by Mr. Iacocca, the
Chairman of the Commission, but since he was not an official of the
Foundation at this time, he was not a party to the agreement and his

81gnature was unnecessary.
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revnew/approval requirements that permit Interior to monitor the Foun-
dation’s fundraising and restoration activities. (See app. VIil.) To
oversee fundraising activities, Interior imposed the following

requirements:

The Foundation had to prepare a plan of operations describing an
overall fundraising strategy, a timetable covering at least the first 3
years of operations, administrative and support structures, projected
staffing costs, and estimated results of the fundraising effort. An initial
plan was to be submitted within 60 days of the agreement and then
updated as conditions changed, or at least annually

Any promotional activities or materlals including brochures and other

nublicitv materialg are subiect tao Interior review, although thev do not
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for the Statue of Liberty National Monument.

The Foundation must publish and make public an annual report of 1ts
finances and activities based on an audit by a qualified audit firm. The
report 1s to identify sources of funds and how they were spent.

Restoration activities are also subject to a number of conditions:

All preliminary and final designs and specifications must be reviewed
and approved 1in writing by NPs architects
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The Foundation has to maintain construction records, including shop
drawings, change orders, modifications, daily logs, weekly reports, and
‘‘as constructed drawings.”

The Foundation may not accept work as completed or acceptable until it
is approved in writing by Interior.

Finally, the agreement requires the Foundation to submit quarterly
progress reports to the Secretary of the Interior. The reports are to dis-
cuss fundraising and restoration efforts, any present or anticipated
problems, financial projections for the remaining work, quarterly goals
for the restoration and fundraising efforts, and a comparison of goals
and performance.

Spécial Use Permit Contains
Some Additiona
Requirements

|
4

In addition to the memorandum of agreement, the Foundation must
adhere to the terms of a special use permit issued by NPS in August 1984.
The permit grants the Foundation access to Liberty and Ellis Islands and
allows it to perform restoration activities under certain conditions: the
Foundation and/or its contractors must obtain insurance, provide safe
working conditions, and observe federal laws regarding discrimination
in hiring, among other things. The provision of the permit that applies to
Liberty Island also requires Nps approval of all Foundation renovation
activities, plans, specifications, and contracts.

Interior Is Represented on
the Foundation’s Board of
Directors

The memorandum of agreement also calls for Interior’s Assistant Secre-
tary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks (who oversees NPS) to be appointed
to the Foundation’s Board of Directors as a nonvoting member. The
agreement further requires that the Foundation make all decisions on
major activities and policies at its board meetings so that Interior repre-
sentatives can be present when important actions are decided upon.
Between November 1983 and February 1986, an Interior representative
attended 19 of the 20 meetings that were held.

In September 1984, at Intenor’s request, the Foundation conferred
voting privileges on the Assistant Secretary and also elected as a second
voting member Interior’s Associate Solicitor for Conservation and Wild-
life. However, in February 1986, at the same time that he removed Mr.
lacocca from his position as Chairman of the Commission, Secretary
Hodel asked the Foundation not to re-elect the two Interior representa-
tives as voting members; the Foundation changed their status to non-
voting members at its March board meeting. The Secretary told us that
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he had been unaware that the Interior representatives had had voting
privileges, which he believed could jeopardize their independence.

NPS Working Relationships
With Foundation Staff

Interior maintains 1ts monitoring and oversight of the Foundation both
formally, through specified procedures and reports, and informally,
through the close contact between NPS and Foundation staff working on
the restoration project. For example, NPs staff, including the overall pro-
Jject architect, the historical architect for Liberty Island, and the Ellis
Island project architect, share offices and administrative support with
the Foundation’s project manager and his staff and meet daily to discuss
progress and problems. NPS staff are also responsible for reviewing and
approving (in writing) restoration work before it can be undertaken by
the Foundation. The Superintendent of the Statue of Liberty National
Monument lives on Liberty Island and is consequently able to observe
restoration activities continually.

Since January 1985, the day-to-day management of the project has been
the responsibility of Nps’ North Atlantic Regional Office and its Director,
Herbert Cables, Jr., to whom the NPS project staff and the Superinten-
dent of the Monument report. Until he left Interior in January 1985,
Garnet Chapin, working from Nps headquarters in Washington, repre-
sented the Director of NPS on all matters pertaining to the restoration
project. These two officials, Mr. Cables and Mr. Chapin, are or were
responsible for monitoring the Foundation’s activities and making sure
that all the terms of the memorandum of agreement are met.

In August 1985 NPs and the Foundation established a steering committee
which meets monthly to coordinate restoration and fundraising activi-
ties and share information concerning the restoration project. The com-
mittee is chaired by Mr. Cables and the President of the Foundation, and
it includes various managerial-level officials from both Nps and the
Foundation. Among other things, the monthly meetings are meant to
maintain effective communication and avoid duplication of effort and to
assure that commitments made to donors and the public are being
honored.
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While the Foundation has, for the most part, complied with the memo-
randum of agreement, in some cases, it has not. These instances of non-
compliance were eventually corrected, and according to Mr. Chapin and
Mr. Cables, the two Interior officials who have been responsible for
monitoring the Foundation’s activities, did not affect their ability to
monitor and oversee the restoration project.

Some Reporting
Requirements Were Not Met

Mr. Chapin had charged that the Foundation had not submitted the
annual financial reports required by the memorandum of agreement and
that it had submitted the required plan of operations late and with
information missing. We found that contrary to the allegation, the Foun-
dation did submit the required financial reports. When we brought this
to Mr. Chapin’s attention, he acknowledged that he had, in fact, received
the report submitted during his tenure.

However, Mr. Chapin correctly reported that the Foundation had sub-
mitted an incomplete and late plan of operations. We found that the ini-
tial plan of operations was submitted to Mr. Dickenson and Mr. Chapin
on January 17, 1984, 35 days past the deadline, and it lacked informa-
tion on administrative and support structures, timetables for the first 3
years, and projected staffing costs. This information was eventually
provided to NPS on June 21, 1984, over 6 months late. The Foundation
updated the plan in September 1984 and again in January 19856.

We also found that four of nine required quarterly reports were sub-
mitted from 1 to nearly 5 weeks late and were also incomplete. Two of
the nine did not include discussions of restoration efforts, present or
anticipated problems, and financial projections for the remaining work.
This information was submitted to NPS in June 1984, along with infor-
mation for the plan of operations. Quarterly goals for the restoration
and fundraising efforts, as well as comparisons of prior quarter results
with the goals established for that quarter, were not included in eight of
the reports. The ninth report submitted in January 1986 included all the
required information.

According to the Foundation’s Vice President and Controller, who is
responsible for compiling and submitting all these reports, he did not
consider meeting report deadlines a high priority, partly because he
believed Nps staff who were involved in the project on a daily basis were
well-informed. As for the information required, he said he was simply
unaware of all the details required by the memorandum of agreement.
He told us, however, that this information was generally provided at the
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Board of Directors’ meetings, usually held monthly, at which Interior
and NPS representatives are present.

According to Mr. Cables and Mr. Chapin, these delays and lack of infor-
mation did not affect their ability to keep abreast of the restoration
effort. Mr. Chapin told us that the Foundation’s reports contained the
information he needed to monitor the restoration project, although their
lateness prevented him from responding promptly to congressional
requests for information on the status of the project. Mr. Cables said
that the quarterly reports, information provided at the Foundation’s
Board of Directors meetings, and daily involvement with the architec-
tural and engineering work provide Nps with the information necessary
to properly oversee the restoration effort

Mot All Requirements for
Review and Approval of
Construction Work Were
Metg

Among his allegations, Mr. Chapin charged that the Foundation had vio-
lated the memorandum of agreement because it had not submitted con-
struction contracts for Interior’s review and approval for the first 2
years of the project. However, according to the memorandum of agree-
ment, the Foundation is not required to obtain Interior’s approval of
construction contracts. The agreement requires that Intenor give
written approval of design work and specifications for the restoration,
and that Interior give its written approval before the Foundation can
accept any construction work as complete or acceptable and make final
payment. In our review of all contracts for permanent construction
awarded since the project began through October 1985, we found that
requirements for approval of design work were always met. Since no
construction on the Monument was completed at the time of our review,
Interior had not yet given approvals for final payment. We did find,
however, that the special use permit does require Interior’s written
approval of construction contracts for Liberty Island, and this require-
ment was not met.

We reviewed 45 contracts for permanent construction awarded between
January 1984, when the first construction contract was issued, and
October 1985 for work on Liberty and Ellis Islands. We found that the
Foundation submitted and NPs had in all cases reviewed and approved
the designs and specifications upon which the contracts were based. Lab-
erty Island drawings and plans were reviewed and approved in writing
by two NPS architects who work at the project office in New York, while
authority for Ellis Island approvals rests with the manager of Nps’
Denver Service Center, the North Atlantic Regional Director, and with
the Superintendent of the Monument. These officials reviewed all
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Construction Contracts and the
Special Use Permit

designs and specifications prepared by the various architectural and
engineering firms involved in the project. NPS architects told us that
after NPS gave its written approval, the specifications were turned over
to the Foundation’s construction manager, who broke them up into dis-
crete jobs for bidding The NPS architects continued to participate in the
contracting process by attending pre-bid conferences and bidder inter-
views, analyzing bids, and reviewing each contract.

In addition, the memorandum of agreement requires the Foundation to
include a copy of the agreement in any contract executed by the Foun-
dation for work on the Monument. We found, however, that the Founda-
tion did not comply with the requirement. This occurred because the
Foundation was not aware of the requirement, according to the Vice
President and Controller. However, neither he nor Nps architects
believed that this omission had a negative effect on the project.

During the June 1985 Subcommittee hearing, questions were raised
about whether the special use permit constituted Interior approval of
construction activities. We found that the special use permit does not
provide unconditional approval of construction work in advance. Its pri-
mary purpose was to give the Foundation access to Liberty and Ellis
Islands to undertake construction.

Like the memorandum of agreement, the special use permit requires NPS
approval of the plans and specifications for construction work. Unlike
the memorandum of agreement, however, it also requires NPS written
approval of Foundation contracts for restoration work on Liberty
Island, although not on Ellis Island. Despite this requirement, NPs offi-
cials have not provided written approval of construction contracts for
Liberty Island, believing that their review of designs and specifications
and their participation in the bidding process is sufficient. Neither the
Superintendent of the Monument, who issued the permit, nor Interior’'s
Associate Solicitor, could tell us why the special use permit required
written approval of Liberty Island contracts and why the permit dif-
fered from the memorandum of agreement.
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Foundation’s Payment to a
French Engineering Group
Was Not Certified

Between April and August 1984, at the request of Nps, the Foundation
made a seres of payments to a French engineering group that had per-
formed some of the architectural and engineering work for the Statue of
Liberty’s restoration. The Subcommittee Chairman asked us to deter-
mine whether the last payment of $500,000, made in August 1984, had
been certified by NPs and whether the payment was justified.
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archltectura d engineering work with the French-American Com-
mittee for the Restoration of the Statue of Liberty, a group which had
agreed to provide this work to NPs. That contract, which, as amended,
was for $1.1 million plus expenses, followed a pair of preliminary
studies the engineering group had earlier conducted for the French-
American Committee. The Committee did not begin paying the engi-
neering group for any of its work until November 1983, when it made a
payment of $400,000; another $560,000 payment was made 2 months
later. By early 1984, however, the French-American Committee was
unable to make any further payments. Consequently, to make sure the
work would be finished, NPS turned to the Foundation with a request
that it settle the problem. In April and May 1984, the Foundation made
two payments of $250,000 each In August 1984 1t made another
$500,000 payment, bringing the total paid to the French engineering
group to $1.45 million.

By the time the group completed its work in July 1984, it had billed the
French-American Committee for a total of $2.3 million, including close to
$500,000 for the studies done earlier.! However, after the Foundation’'s
August payment, the then-Secretary of the French-American Committee
asked its Architectural Advisory Group to convene a task force to
review the engineering group’s work product in relation to its billings.
Two months later, in October 1984, the task force concluded that the
French engineering group’s bills for $2.3 million exceeded the value of
its work, and the group had been overpaid by about $600,000 to
$700,000. This conclusion, in turn, suggested that the Foundation’s last
payment had not been justified.

When we looked at the details of the task force’s findings, however, we
could not determine how the task force had concluded that the French
engineering group had been overpaid. Of the $2.3 million billed by the

'We were unable to obtain any information on the terms of the agreement under which these prelim-
nary studies were done
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French group, $1 4 million was professional fees, $575,000 was for reim-
bursable expenses, and $308,000 was for interest on late payments. The
professional fees and expenses were billable under the contract; interest
charges were not covered, but the engineering group said it had a verbal
agreement with the French-American Committee to charge interest. The
task force did not examine these latter charges, but only professional
fees. It found that the value of the work performed was about $700,000
to $800,000 rather than the $1.4 million charged. Since the French engi-
neering group had been paid $1.45 million, the task force concluded that
the group had been overpaid by about $600,000 to $700,000.

The task force did not know, however, whether the French engineering
group’s payment of $1.45 million was solely for professional fees. Since
the group was being paid on account, the payments were not directed
toward specific charges. The $1.45 million could have gone toward reim-
bursable expenses and interest on late payments as well as toward pro-
fessional fees. Further, part of the payment may have been for the
preliminary studies and related expenses. Thus, since it is unclear what
the payment was for, we are unable to determine whether or not it 1s
justifiable

Although NPs architects reviewed the engineering group’s work when it
was completed and found it to be of excellent quality, they did not cer-
tify any of the payments made to the group because they did not con-
sider it their responsibility to do so. According to the memorandum of
agreement with the Foundation, Interior must approve all work before
the Foundation may accept it as completed. A 1984 directive from Inte-
rior’s Undersecretary delegated this responsibility to NPS and assigned
to the agency responsibility for certifying payment as well. According to
the Chief of NPS’ North Atlantic Region Preservation Center, NPS must
certify only final payment, not all payments.

While the $500,000 payment in August turned out to be the last pay-
ment the Foundation made, Foundation and Nps officials told us that at
the time neither the Foundation nor NPS considered it the final payment
on the contract, since the French engineering group had been paid only
$1.45 miillion, or some $900,000 short of the $2.3 million it billed. Since
additional money was owed on the contract, the NPs Preservation Center
Chief told us he did not believe it necessary to certify the August
payment.

Although the French engineering group believes that 1t is still owed pay-
ment, the Foundation’s Vice President and Controller told us that since
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the group’s contract is with the French-American Committee, the Foun-
dation does not plan to make any further payments. He added that in
April 1986, the Chairman of the Board of the French-American Com-
mittee had notified the Foundation that the Committee planned to raise
funds in order to pay the balance of the money owed the French engi-
neering group, as well as to repay the Foundation for the payments
made on the Committee’s behalf. As of March 1986, however, the Foun-
dation had not received any money from the French-American Com-

mittee, nor was it aware of whether the French-American Committee

had made any pqymnnfe to the French engineering group
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Some Promotional Materials
Were Not Reviewed by NPS

Mr. Chapin also alleged that the Foundation had violated its memo-
rduuum OI agreemem Dy GlbLI‘lDqulg DI'OL[IUI'GS &Iiﬂ duverubulg (.Opy
without Interior’s prior review and approval. We found that the Foun-
dation did not submit certain promotional materials for Interior’s review
in the early stages of its fundraising efforts, but corrective action was
taken. In any case, the memorandum of agreement requires only Inte-

rior’s review, not its approval of promotional materials.

The promotional materials in question were developed by a marketing
firm under contract to the Foundation and, according to Foundation
officials, used by the firm in the spring of 1984 without the knowledge

15, 111 St 9 ) U Ry

of either the Foundation or NPS, even though both were supposed to

review them in advance. One advertisement showed the Statue of Lib-

erty lying on the ground in a serious state of disrepair; NPS found it
nffanacitra hanosian it aridgdadnctad that tha gncravnmant waa diileg ~AF
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neglect. The other ad incorrectly said that Ellis Island was closed. After
learning about these advertisements, the Superintendent of the Monu-
ment told us, NPS contacted the Foundation and expressed its concern.
The Foundation then attempted to prevent the release of the ads, offi-
cials said, but it was too late to do so.

To ensure that this situation would not recur, the Foundation reminded
its marketing firm that it had to submit all promotional materials for
review in the future. At the same time, the Superintendent of the Monu-
ment began to review all proposed licensing agreements and promotional
materials developed by licensees and corporate sponsors. The Superin-
tendent has been reviewing these materials since July 1984 Although it

is not required, the Foundation also agreed not to anprove anv mar-
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keting activities without the Superintendent’s concurrence.
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Commission Meeting
Notice Requirements
Not Always Met

Also in July 1984, the Foundation terminated its 5-year contract with
the marketing firm. According to Foundation officials, the decision to
cancel the contract was made for a number of reasons, including the fact
that the firm was attempting to solicit as clients companies that had
become corporate sponsors. Since the contract still had 2-1/2 years
remaining, it was not until December 1984 that final settlement on the
terminated contract was reached. The contract had called for the Foun-
dation to pay the marketing firm $60,000 a month plus expenses. Under
the contract settlement, the Foundation agreed to pay the firm $59,000
for unreimbursed expenses, and $416,000 as settlement for the
remaining term of the contract, a total payment of $475,000. In Sep-
tember 1984 the Foundation hired another marketing firm, and required
it to submit all promotional materials to the Foundation for its review
and approval.

As noted earlier, the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Centennial Commis-
sion was established to coordinate fundraising activities and to serve as
an advisory body to the Interior Secretary and the Director of NPS. As
required by the Federal Advisory Committee Act, federal agencies must
give members of the public an opportunity to observe advisory com-
mittee deliberations by publishing timely notice of committee meetings
n the Federal Register.

Mr. Chapin had charged that the Commission had not always met this
requirement, having failed to publish announcements of its meetings,
called impromptu meetings, and canceled scheduled meetings without
notice. Although Mr. Chapin suggested that the Commission was at
fault, the responsibility for complying with the Advisory Committee Act
rests with the federal agency, in this case, the Department of the Inte-
rior. We found that Interior did not always meet certain requirements:

Notices of two Commission meetings were published in the Federal Reg-
ister 5 days and 14 days before the meeting, rather than the 15 days
required by Interior guidelines.

Eight of the 10 Commission committee meetings of which we are aware
were not announced in the Federal Register.

The notice for the Commission’s first meeting indicates that i1t was not
open to the public, and Interior had no record that an explanation was
prepared and made publicly available as required by the Advisory Com-
mittee Act.
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Different Procedures
Followed for Liberty
Island

Mr. Dickenson, former Director of Nps, as well as Mr. Cables and Mr.
Holland, the former Associate Director, recognize that meeting notice
requirements were not always met. However, they believe that this lack
of timely and full public disclosure did not adversely affect the restora-
tion project.

According to Mr. Chapin, the Commussion had canceled a meeting
without the required notice. Foundation officials told us that the
Chairman did cancel one meeting, but the Federal Advisory Committee
Act contains no requirements regarding notice of meeting cancellations.

Among his allegations, Mr. Chapin charged that Interior was permitting
Liberty Island to be bulldozed without an approved plan and in violation
of historic preservation laws. The Subcommittee Chairman also asked us
to determine why Liberty Island had been closed and what effect 1its
closing has had on concessionaires.

NPS Approved Work on
Liberty Island

|

We found that NPs did not approve a complete plan for landscaping and
improving the administration and concession buildings on Liberty Island
until November 1985. Although it was decided to include Liberty Island
in the restoration effort in 1984, Nps and the project architect had dif-
fering views on the work to be done, and some time was spent in
resolving these differences to Nps’ satisfaction. Consequently, work on
the Island did not start until July 1985. Because of the delay, work had
to be undertaken on a section-by-section basis, with Nps architects
approving work for each section before it could proceed. According to
Mr. Cables, NPs’ North Atlantic Region Director, although normally NpS
would require an overall plan, he decided to proceed in the absence of
one in order for the work to be completed by July 4, 1986.

NPS Took Steps to Comply
With the National Historic
Preservation Act

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended, requires a federal agency to give the Advisory Council on His-
toric Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to comment on any under-
taking involving a structure or building on the National Register before
any work is done. ACHP’s regulations issued pursuant to section 106 also
require that the State Historic Preservation Officer of the state in which
the historic structure is located be given the opportunity to comment

Page 59 GAO/RCED-86-147 Statue of Liberty

a
LY



Chapter 4
Interior Has Monitored and Maintained
Oversight of the Restoration Project

Since the Statue of Liberty National Monument is on the National Reg-
ister, NPS sent its General Management Plan for the Monument, pub-
lished in September 1982, to ACHP and to the State Officers for New York
and New Jersey for comment. ACHP and the New York State Officer pro-
vided comments to NPS; since New Jersey officials did not respond after
15 working days, it was assumed they had no comment.

According to the Regional Historian of NPS’ North Atlantic Regional
Office, NPS has continued to keep the New York State Officer informed
of plans for the Monument, including plans for landscaping on Liberty
Island, as more details developed. These plans were provided to satisfy
the State Office’s request, following its review of the General Manage-
ment Plan, for further assurance that the plans would have no adverse
effect on the Monument. The New York State Deputy Commissioner for
Historic Preservation confirmed that her office had been kept informed
of landscaping plans as well as other aspects of the restoration project,
and that her office had raised no objections to the work being done.

NPS has not kept ACHP similarly informed because, in the judgment of the
Regional Director, Mr. Cables, it was not necessary to do so. Inits final
review of the General Management Plan, ACHP did not request additional
information as had the New York State Office. In addition, Mr. Cables
said, the landscaping plans did not alter the overall existing landscape
design, since the plans consist mostly of replacement of the existing
administration and concession buildings, rebuilding of walkways, and
repairs to the dock. Although NPs was prepared to notify ACHP if the
State Office had taken issue with the landscaping plans, this was not the
case.

We believe that since NPs submutted its General Management Plan to
ACHP and the State Historic Preservation Office and kept the State Office
informed of additional details and plans on Liberty Island since then, it
has satisfied the law’s requirements to obtain comments from respon-
sible historic preservation officials. Although Nps did not notify ACHP of
its plans for landscaping, Nps’ Regional Director said he was prepared to
do so if the State Office raised concerns or if the plans significantly
altered the existing landscape design.
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Statue of Liberty National
Monument Was Closed to
Ensure the Safety and
Health of the Public

Although it had planned to keep the Monument open until October 1985,
the Foundation’s construction manager informed NPS in late May 1985
that construction would have to be underway in all public areas of Lib-
erty Island if the July 4, 1986, deadline were to be met. Nps therefore
decided to close the Monument so as not to endanger the public’s health
and safety during construction on Liberty Island.

Because the construction schedule had to be accelerated immediately,
NPS officials told us they closed the Monument on an emergency basis,
beginning June 24, 1985. Under ordinary circumstances, NPS can only
close a national park or monument following rulemaking procedures;
that is, it must publish a notice of intent in the Federal Register and
invite public comment. When for some reason the park or monument
must be closed immediately, NPS can close it on an emergency basis.

In the case of the Monument, NPS closed it on an emergency basis,
announced the closing in the June 26, 1985, Federal Register, and then
published an interim rule in the September 13, 1985, Federal Register,
which closed the Monument through July 4, 1986. No public comments
were received on the closing. NPS cited the reasons for the closing and
acknowledged that it would have some effect on the two concession-
aires: Circle Line, Inc., which runs ferry service to Liberty Island, and
Evelyn Hill, Inc., which operates a concession stand. In October 1985 Nps
agreed to a settlement with Evelyn Hill, Inc., for dislocations and costs
associated with the renovation of the Statue of Liberty and the closing
of Liberty Island; a similar agreement was being negotiated with Circle
Line as of March 1986. Neither agreement will include cash payments
Instead, the settlement with Evelyn Hill includes:

A provision to allow Evelyn Hill to deduct the book value of fixed assets
demolished or made useless in renovation, estimated to be about
$300,000, from future payments to NPS under a new 15-year contract
that NPS intends to issue to Hill.

An interest-free loan of up to $500,000 from the Foundation to Hill cov-
ering the cost it incurs as a result of the closure. The loan will be repaid
within 60 days of either contract signature, or Hill’s notification that the
contract will not be renewed.

Office and storage space for Hill off Liberty Island while the Island is
closed. The space was provided at no cost by the Foundation’s construc-
tion management firm.

A waiver of all franchise fees for 1984 ($61,122) and 1985 ($55,328); 70
percent of the 1983 fees (860,745) already paid to NPs will be credited to
future franchise fees payable by Hill.
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Mr. Chapin’s testimony contained three charges of illegal or improper
conduct on the parts of Foundation, Commission, and Interior officials.
We found no such instances.

Foundation’s Hiring of a
Director Was Not | mproper

Mr. Chapin charged that in hiring one of its directors to coordinate the
Fourth of July celebrations at the Statue of Liberty in 1984, the Founda-
tion had violated its charter. We found that the Foundation’s Board did
hire one of its members, but his hiring was permitted by Foundation
bylaws and did not violate conflict of interest standards set by the
National Charities Information Bureau (NCIB), a charity watchdog group.

The Foundation hired one of its directors in June 1984, as a consultant,
to negotiate television rights and supervise celebrations planned for
July 4, 1984, at the Statue of Liberty, which featured the lowering of
the Statue’s torch. In doing so, the Foundation followed procedures
required in its bylaws, which state that any member, director, or officer
of the Foundation is authorized to receive reasonable compensation for
services rendered to the Foundation when authorized by a majority of
the Board of Directors at any meeting at which a quorum is present. The
Board agreed to hire this director, the former chairman of a major
advertising agency, at its June 8, 1984, meeting, at which a quorum of
members was present. The agreement provided that the director would
receive $750 a day plus expenses through July 4. Interior’s Associate
Solicitor and Deputy Assistant Secretary were present at this meeting
and were consequently aware of the decision to hire the director, as well
as the size of his fees.

The Foundation’s hiring of a director in this instance did not violate con-
flict of interest standards set for philanthropic fundraising organiza-
tions by NCIB. Because of public interest in the restoration project, NCIB
has been checking the Foundation’s fundraising activities since they
began. In a February 1986 report, NCIB specifically addressed the pro-
priety of the Foundation director’s payment. It found that the director
had received $11,250 for his services and that this compensation did not
constitute a material conflict of interest.

No Conflict of Interest in
Committee Co-Chairman’s
Work for Commission

Another of Mr. Chapin'’s allegations concerned a possible conflict of
interest on the part of John Burgee, a former co-chairman of the Com-
mission’s Architectural and Engineering Advisory Committee. Specifi-
cally, Mr. Chapin suggested that Mr. Burgee’s solicitation of work for
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Ellis Island may have been in conflict with his role as co-chairman and
that plans for Ellis Island may have been compromised as a result.

At the first meeting of the Commuission in September 1982, John Burgee,
a prominent architect and head of a well-known architectural firm, said
that he had been asked to serve as co-chairman of the Commission’s
Architectural and Engineering Advisory Committee. The committee was
expected to advise Commission members on design, architecture, engi-
neering, development, and construction related to the entire restoration
effort. The committee’s first assignment, undertaken at the request of
the Director of NPS, was to review proposals that had been submitted to
NPS for the development of the southern side of Ellis Island, including
the hotel and conference center proposal of the Center for Housing Part-
nerships (CHP) that Nps favored.

As discussed in the previous chapter, Mr. lacocca and some other mem-
bers of the Commission objected strongly to the CHP proposal. Mr.
Burgee’s committee developed two alternatives that contained none of
the features of the CHP proposal. In reaction, Nps developed a third alter-
native which combined features of the Architectural and Engineering
Committee alternative with the original cHP proposal. Although all alter-
natives were presented to the Commission in April 1983, it took no
action. Subsequently, in the fall of 1983, at a meeting attended by NPs
and Foundation officials, Mr. lacocca, as Commission chairman, asked
Mr. Burgee to prepare a master plan for Ellis Island. According to Mr.
Chapin, Mr. Burgee solicited this work, and his having done so may have
been in conflict with his position as co-chairman of the committee
charged with reviewing proposals for Ellis Island

Legally, we find no conflict of interest. As to whether Mr. Burgee unduly
profited from his position as co-chairman by obtaining work, we found
that in effect, he donated his services in development of a master plan.
He charged no professional fees and billed only for time and expenses
incurred by his firm, which amounted to approximately $563,000

In order to profit from his committee role in the future, Mr. Burgee
would have to have some power to award himself contracts. Since his
committee was not asked to make recommendations on contract awards,
Mr. Burgee’s position as co-chairman conferred no such power.

We also could find no evidence that his preparation of a master plan

compromised his ability to advise the Commission on Ellis Island. Pre-
sumably, Mr. Burgee was appointed to advise the Commission because
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of his professional reputation and the value placed on his ideas for Ellis
Island, a number of which were known to the Commission and
expressed at the first Commission meeting. There is no indication that
Mr. Burgee was expected just to evaluate the ideas of others. On the
contrary, it would seem that he was appointed on the strength of his
own ideas. Thus, the preparation of a master plan for Ellis Island would
seem to be in keeping with his role as advisor to the Commission, rather
than in conflict with it. For this same reason, we find no indication that
plans for Ellis Island were compromised.

Associate Solicitor’s
Pasition on the
Foundation’s Board Is Not a
Conflict of Interest

Views on Project
Management

As noted earlier, one of the two Interior representatives on the Founda-
tion’s Board of Directors was Interior’s Associate Solicitor for Conserva-
tion and Wildlife, Keith Eastin 2 Mr. Chapin charged that 1t was
improper for Mr. Eastin to serve as legal counsel to Interior while also a
member of the Foundation’s Board of Directors.

We see no violation of federal conflict of interest laws (18 U.S.C. 208)
and regulations. Under these laws, a federal employee may serve as a
director of an organization as long as the employee does not participate
in government decisions that affect the “financial interest” of that
organization. Since the Foundation is carryimng out a government pur-
pose, to restore and preserve the Statue of Liberty National Monument,
it does not have a financial interest, as interpreted by the courts, sepa-
rate from that of the government. Consequently, while Mr. Eastin, as a
government employee, participated in decisions that affected the finan-
cial interest of the Foundation, those interests were the same as the gov-
ernment’s. For the same reason, we see no violation of Interior’s
regulations governing the ethics of employee conduct. However, while it
is our opinion that conflict of interest laws have not been violated, it is
the Department of Justice's responsibility to interpret and enforce these
laws.

Although we found no major problems with Interior’s monitoring and
oversight of the restoration, a number of those who had been involved
in the project 1n its first few years believe that Interior had not managed
the project well.

2In March 1986, he was made Deputy Undersecretary of Interior
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Views of Mr. Iacocca

Mr. Iacocca said that while he believed the project has been quite suc-
cessful, it did have its problems, none of them significant, however.
According to Mr. lacocca, for the first 3 years of the project—that 1s,
until 1985—Interior and NPS were not sufficiently involved in the pro-
Jject and its planning, which resulted in delays in reaching agreement on
needed decisions. He believes that Mr. Dickenson, as Director of Nps, did
not pay enough attention to the project 1n its first year and delegated
too much responsibility to Mr. Chapin Mr. Iacocca said that Mr. Chapin
did not have sufficient authority or experience within Interior to prop-
erly coordinate the project, and 1t was not until after he left that cooper-
ation and coordination between Interior and the Foundation improved.
Mr. lacocca suggested that in future projects, Interior ought to desig-
nate, as liaison to a private organization, someone with adequate experi-
ence and knowledge.

Viewys of Interior and NPS

|
|

NPS and Interior officials, including Mr. Eastin, currently Deputy Under-
secretary, Mr. Cables, and Mr. Moffitt, Superintendent of the Monument,
were also dissatisfied with the way the project was initially managed.
They said that until Mr. Cables was assigned the day-to-day manage-
ment responsibility, he was responsible for the project without having
the authority to make decisions on it. That is, as North Atlantic Regional
Director, Mr. Cables was the person to whom the NPs project architects
and the Superintendent of the Monument reported, all of whom had var-
10us responsibilities for monitoring and oversight. Yet 1t was Mr. Chapin,
they pointed out, rather than Mr. Cables who had been designated man-
ager of the project by the Director of NpS and who made decisions on
how the project should proceed, This split, NPs and Interior officials told
us, caused confusion among NS staff. Once Mr. Chapin left and Mr.
Cables assumed overall responsibility, officials believed the project ran
much more smoothly.
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List of Allegations Investigated

This appendix lists allegations made by Garnet Chapin, a former Interior
official, at a June 1985 hearing of the House Interior Subcommittee on
National Parks and Recreation on the Statue of Liberty-Elhs Island res-
toration project. Each allegation 1s followed by a brief summary of our
findings. The reader is referred to sections of the report where each alle-
gation is addressed more fully.

1. The Commission did not meet as frequently as specified by its charter.
(See p. 39.)

True. The Commission met only once a year rather than the four times a
year specified in its charter.

2. The Commission violated the Federal Advisory Committee Act’s
requirements for announcement of meetings, calling impromptu meet-
ings, and canceling scheduled meetings without the required notice. (See
pp. 58 and 59)

Partly true. Interior did not publish timely announcements of all meet-
ings in the Federal Register, and in some cases, publhished none at all,
However, announcements are not required before canceling meetings.

3. The Department of the Interior has not received formal recommenda-
tions from the Commission on restoration of the Statue of Liberty since
its first meeting. (See p. 40)

True.

4. John Burgee’s solicitation of work on Ellis Island while serving as co-
chairman of the Commission’s Architectural and Engineering Committee
may have been a conflict of interest. The Ellis Island restoration plans
may have been compromised as a result. (See pp. 62-64.)

Not true. Mr. Burgee’s work on Ellis Island while serving on a committee
was neither 1llegal nor improper.

5. After 3 years of deliberation, no decision has been made on the Center
for Housing Partnerships’ proposal for Ellis Island. (See pp. 41-44 )

True
6. The Foundation did not meet the 60-day deadline for submission of an

mitial plan as required by the memorandum of agreement. (See p. 562.)
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True. The plan was submitted late and with information missing.

7. The Foundation did not submit the financial reports required by the
memorandum of agreement. (See p. 62.)

Not true. All required financial reports were submitted.

8. For the first 2 years of the project, the Foundation did not submit
construction contracts for review and approval as required by the mem-
orandum of agreement. (See pp. 53 and 54.)

Partly true. The memorandum of agreement does not require that Inte-
rior review and approve the contracts themselves, but only the designs
and specifications for all construction work. However, Nps has not given
written approval for construction contracts for Liberty Island, as
required by the special use permit. The Foundation submitted the plans
for all permanent construction contracts issued since the project began.

9. The Foundation distributed brochures and advertising copy without
Interior’s review and approval as required by the memorandum of
agreement. (See pp. 57 and 58)

Partly true. In two cases, the Foundation’s marketing firm used promo-
tional materials without submitting them to either the Foundation or
Interior. However, NP$’ approval is not required by the memorandum of
agreement.

10. Liberty Island is being bulldozed without an approved plan and in
violation of the laws regarding national landmarks. (See pp. 59 and 60)

Not true. Nps has approved plans for Liberty Island on a section-by-sec-
tion basis. NPs followed the requirements of the National Historic Preser-
vation Act by informing federal and state historic preservation officials.

11. The Department of Interior’s Associate Solicitor acting as legal
counsel to the Department on restoration issues while serving on the
Foundation’s Board of Directors as a voting member 1s improper. (See
p. 64.)

Not true. Since the Foundation is carrying out a governmental purpose,

to restore the Statue of Liberty National Monument, its financial interest
is the same as the federal government’s. Consequently, the Associate
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Solicitor has violated neither federal conflict of interest laws nor Inte-
rior’s regulations governing employee conduct.

12. The Foundation hired one of its own directors for an undisclosed
sum of money to coordinate the efforts of a celebration activity even
though the Foundation's charter prohibits such an activity. (See p. 62.)

Not true. The Foundation’s bylaws permit the hiring of directors when

certain procedures are followed, as was the case here. A charitable
organization watchdog group also found no material conflict of interest.
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List of Subcommittee Questions

In addition to the allegations listed in appendix I, the Chairman of the
House Interior Subcommittee on National Parks and Recreation asked
GAO to answer the following questions. Our summary findings follow
References are to the pages of the report where each question is
addressed more fully

1. Does the Act of June 5, 1920 (16 U.S.C. 6) provide proper legal basis
for Interior’'s memorandum of agreement with the Foundation? (see
p. 48.)

Yes. We believe this law provides adequate authority.

2. What is the legal basis for Nps’ designation of the Foundation as the
primary fundraiser for the project and Nps’ basis for accepting/rejecting
donations raised outside the Foundation? (See p. 37.)

The same law—the Act of June 5, 1920—gives the Interior Secretary
discretion to accept or not accept donations for the national park and
monument system. This allows him also to set conditions on accepting
donations, for example, by requiring that donations be made through a
particular organization.

3. Does GAO have the legal authority to review and audit records of
funds raised and disbursed by the Foundation for the restoration pro-
Ject? (See p. 14.)

GAO does not have this authority, except for records of expenditures of
funds from the sale of coins authorized by the Statue of Liberty-Ellis
Island Commemorative Coin Act,

4. Have the Foundation and the NPS complied with the memorandum of
agreement and has the Commission complied with its charter? (See pp.
39, 62-b4, and 58-59.)

The Foundation did not meet certain reporting requirements and dead-
lines and did not submit some promotional materials for Interior’s
review; with one minor exception, all other requirements of the memo-
randum of agreement were met. The Commission did not meet as often
as specified in its charter, and Interior did not publish all required
meeting notices.

5. How was the restoration meant to work and how has it actually
worked? (See pp. 16-46)
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The restoration project is meeting its restoration and fundraising goals.
It has operated differently than Interior first planned, however. The
Commission has been Foundation, rather than the Commission and NPs,
has been doing the fundraising and contracting.

6. How are estimated budget expenditures and fundraising goals arrived
at? (See pp. 20-23, and 28-30.)

The first budget developed by the Foundation was based on NPs restora-
tion plans, and the Foundation’s own plans for celebrations and an
endowment fund; Liberty Island plans were added at NPS’ request. Fund-
raising goals were based on expected costs and adjusted to reflect the
Foundation’s actual experience in raising funds from different sources.

7 What are the sources and application of funds for the restoration pro-
ject? (See pp. 23-26.)

About 30 percent of the funds raised has come from individuals, and
about 27 percent has come from corporate sponsors. About two-thirds of
the funds raised are expected to go toward the restoration project, with
most of the remaining funds set aside for an endowment fund (7 per-
cent), a construction contingency fund (8 percent), and administrative
and fundraising costs (16 percent)

8. What are the current estimated costs of restoring the Statue of Lib-
erty, Liberty Island and Ellis Island? How do they differ from the orig-
inal estimates? (See pp. 20-23.)

As of March 1985 the Foundation estimated that the restoration of the
Statue of Liberty would cost $36 million, or $3 million less than it esti-
mated in 1982. It estimated that restoration on Ellis Island would cost
$111 million, or $17 million less than its 1982 estimate. Both changes
were due primarily to lower inflation estimates. Work on Liberty Island
was first included in the 1984 budget, when it was expected to cost $15
million; with additional work planned, current estimates are $27 million.

9. Who was the initial Executive Director of the Foundation®” Did he hold
a similar position with the Commuission? (See p. 38.)

The first Executive Director of the Foundation was J. Paul Bergmoser.

Mr. Bergmoser also referred to himself as Executive Director of the
Commission, although the Commission has no staff
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10. Was the August 1984 payment of $500,000 to a French engineering
group certified by the National Park Service? Was it justified? (See pp.
656-57.)

The payment was not certified by Nps because Nps staff believed that
certification was not required. We were unable to determine whether the
$500,000 payment was justified.

11. Why was the Monument closed to the public? Was it announced in
the Federal Register? What was the impact on the concessionaires? (See

p.61.)

The Monument was closed to ensure public safety when an accelerated
work schedule went into effect and construction was extended over all
of Liberty Island. As an emergency closing, it was announced 1n the Fed-
eral Register but not until after it occurred. Settlements have been or are
being negotiated with concessionaires.

12. Why were there two memoranda of agreement? Which one is legal?
(See p. 49.)

While no one seems to know for sure, an Interior official believes that
the second agreement was signed as a result of an erroneous behef on
Interior’s part that the first agreement did not contain the proper signa-
tures. The first agreement is valid, however.

13. Has the NPS expended any funds for Commission expenses? (See
p. 31.)

NPs reported $178,283 in Commission-related expenses for 1982 through
fiscal year 1985.

14. Has NpS received any contributions for the restoration project? (See
p. 26.)

NPs received $1,482 in donations that were made out to the government.
Those that were sent to NPs but made out to the Foundation were for-
warded to the Foundation; no records were kept of these donations.

15. What are the views of the former Director of the National Park Ser-
vice on the restoration plans for Ellis Island? (See pp. 46 and 43.)
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Mr. Dickenson is satisfied with the results of the current restoration
project. For the rest of Ellis Island, the former Director of Nps favors a
hotel/conference center proposal put forward by the Center for Housing
Partnerships in 1982,

16. Why did 1t take so long to terminate the Foundation’s 1nitial mar-
keting contract? (See p. 568.)

The Foundation decided to terminate its contract with its marketing
firm a few months after the firm used unapproved promotional mate-
rials. Its decision was not based just on this incident but on others as
well. It then took 5 months to negotiate a settlement on the contract,
which still had 2-1/2 years left, at $60,000 a month.

17. Is NPs reluctant to have the Foundation do any work on Ellis Island?
(See p. 45.)

NPS has been satisfied with the work performed by the Foundation on
Ellis Island and is not reluctant to continue working with them.

18 Do Nps’ policies require the submission and approval of an overall
plan for Liberty Island before any renovation can be undertaken? (See p.
59)

Although normally NPS would have required an overall plan, the
Director of the North Atlantic Region has allowed work on Liberty
Island to proceed as each section is approved in order for all the work to
be completed by July 4, 1986.

19. Was the special use permit meant to act as the Secretary’s advance
authorization for all construction contracts? (See p. 54.)

The special use permit is not meant to serve this purpose Like the mem-
orandum of agreement, it requires that NPS formally approve designs
and specifications before construction work can proceed; however, it
also requires written approval of construction contracts for Liberty
Island.

20. Were the lines of authority and communication between the Founda-
tion and the Commission well-defined? (See p. 38.)

The lines separating the two organizations were not distinct with their
purposes often confused.
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sponses Regarding Future Projects

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
PO BOX 37127
WASHINGTON, D C 20013-7127

IN BEPLY RRVER TO

JAN g 1985

Ms. Mary R. Hamilton
Acting Regional Manager
General Accounting Office
Regional Office

26 Federal Plaza

New York, New York 10278

' Dear Ms. Hamilton*

l This 1s 1in response to your December 18, 1985, letter requesting
information on actions the National Park Service proposes to take
on efforts similar to the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island restoration
l project, l

The National Park Service has prepared a strategy for philanthropy
and fundraising in the National Park Service. This has been dis-
tributed to Congress and others in draft form for review and comment
prior to 1ssuing a policy on this matter.

Enclosed for your information and use 1s a copy of the paper. The
policies and principles beginning on page four outline the activities
the Sexvice will take 1in the future.

Sincterely,

!

¢'?‘ect.or

Enclosure l
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PHILANTHROPY AND FUND RAISING
IN THE
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

A Strategy Paper

Pnilanthropy has & long history n the National Park Systen. In years
past the parks have benefitted from donated money, art, furnishings, his-
toric artifacts, land, burldings--even entire parks. Donations are often
explicitly authorized or encouraged by Congress 1n legislation affecting
new parks or existing ones,

Ir the pest the National Park Service has been largely a passive recipiert
of private philanthropy. Donors approached the Service, though, of
course, edrlier Directors and many Superintendents nurtured contacts with
people of wealth who coula consider donations for the parks.

Uver tne last decade, philanthropy 1n the National Park System has seen
gradual change. Donations do not come only from very wealthy people, as
nmany people of much more modest medans have taken opportunity to express
their appreciation and concern for the National Park heritage through
g1fts as varied as the parks themselves.

Today further change 1s 1n process. The National Park Service 1s moving
beyond a merely passive role in philanthropy, to facilitate donations and
actively encourage these expressions of public support and concern.

However, fund raising by a Federal bureau 3is not a common form of activi-
ty, and 1n moving toward a more active role of facilitating private dona-
tions, the National Park Service will proceed with orderly caution, not
only because such a role 1s largely new, but also because the Service will
take deliberate precautions to avoid problems and conflicts which may pos-
sibly arise. For example, the Service will be concerned about the tone
and content of campaigns designed and conducted by private organizations
on 1ts behalf. The Service will be concerned about who 1s approached and
how. The Service will be concerned at how much fund raising costs and
what fraction of the funds raised will actually benefit the parks.

Being cautious and concerned about the content of fund raising programs
does not, however, mean compromising enthusiasm or building roadblocks to
success. A 1985 survey 1ndicates that already 92 percent of all NPS units
are nvolved 1n some form of fund raising! An active program to facili-
tate pmilanthropy 1s a positive and timely response to severely constrain-
ed Federal and National Park Service budgets that must, of necessity,
focus limited resources on core mission essentials. Private donations
can, however, afford a "margin of excellence" to benefitting National Park
System units that w11l enrich and envalue visitors' experiences and afford
a measure of resource protection otherwise not available.
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Tnis evolution 1n National Park Service strategy 1s also a timely response
to private 1nitiatives that are often the consequence of spontaneous up-
wellings of appreciative concern for 1ndividual paerks or their natural,
cultural, or recreational resources.

The Current private initiatives to restore the Statue of Liberty and £ils
Island are examples of private groups taking action on behalf of a park,
without any prior stinulus or coaxing from the National Park Service. It
15 appropriate that the Park Service have the capabi1lity to interact with
such external 1nitiatives--to provide factual information, to set volun-
tary standards and guidelines for such actions, and to go all 1t can to
assure tnat funos subsequently donatec to the National Park Service are
used appropriately ang effectively.

Vs e
!

Uf course, WPS cannot control or assume any measure of practical responsi-
bility for the conduct or operations of private individuals and organiza-
tiuns, but 1t can respond affirmatively with guidance and leagersnip,

This change 15, additionally, a timely response to changes in the general
“climate" surrounding parks and recreation as an object of private
giving. In the last decade parks and park systems at all levels of gov-
ernment have benefitted from 1ncreasing philanthropic expressions by park
visitors and supporters--to levels heretofore never experienced,

Donations are increasingly common at museums, and other cultural and
recreational facilities when entrance fees are difficult to collect or
when precedent has held them to be historically free. The National Park
System is in position to similarly benefit as, indeed, 1t already does 1n
many locations through donation boxes, wishing wells, and similar devices.

In moving toward a more activist role, the National Park Service 1s mind-
ful of the need to avoid potential problems, such as controversy over the
donations or programs not authorized by the National Park Service. The
Nationa)l Parks are "special places" in public trust, the care and financ-
ing of which are the shared responsibiity of the Congress and the Pres)-
dent, through the National Park Service. Under our system of government,
the major policies and financing decisions affecting the National Park
System are subject to elaborate checks and balances and oversight to
1nsure accountability, continuity, and integrity. Private donations may
or may appear to circumvent those protective processes and thereby cause
concern,

The National Park Service will address these concerns directly, through
policies and controls that will to the greatest extent possible extend to
these actions the same criteria and internal controls afforded appropria-
ted funds and the goods and services they buy.
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Except n Timitec activities detarled below, NPS's role 1n private philan-
thropy will be that of facilitator and coordinator for non-governmental
institutions or ndividuals working on the Service's behalf. The
Service's role will be that of authorizing the project to be funded, with
the Service providing information and reviewing and approving communica-
tions materials intended for the public, within a policy structure that
attempts to nsure the integrity of all activities undertaken to benefit
the National Park System,

The National Park Service program will include donation boxes and gift
catalogs and fund raising campaigns by outside organizations and 1nstitu-
tions.

Joration Boxes

Over 120 parks already have donation boxes for voluntary visitor contribu-
tions, normaily at locations where no park entrance fee 1s charged. With
each donation box 1s an official explanation of what donated funds will be
used for. Donation boxes provide a convenient way for visitors to spon-
taneously express their appreciation for the park during a visit., Momies
collected 1n donation boxes are accounted for 1n the same way as other
cash receipts, ncluding measures for accountability, security, and
appropriate documentation.

G1ft Catalogs

Gift catalogs li1st giving opportunities for consideration by a variety of
donors. Gift catalogs 1dentify items for which donations may be designa-
ted, thereby giving potential donors examples of things the park needs and
explaining specifically how a donation may support the park. All gift
catalogs have been, and w111 in the future be, paid for by donated funds
or services. Over 27 catalogs have been produced for NPS unmits, Several
catalogs cover more than one park unit.

Donations associated with a gift catalog are to be received and accounted
for 1n the same way as any other money or property.

Fund Raising Campaigns

The third form of fund raising activity are organized "campaigns" associa-
ted with individual parks or park projects., The National Park Service
will not directly conduct or execute fund raising campaigns, but will
respond to the 1nitiative of others. The Service will (1) 1dentify pro-
Jects or objects for which donations may be sought, (2) sanction specific
organizations to conduct campaigns on behalf of a park or project when
that body will operate under standards set by the Service, (3) approve all
printed and other informational materials distributed to the public, and
(4) 1nsure accountability for all donations received.
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Tnere are two major elements of a funa raising program by the National
Park Service that merit special clarification. Fund raising by and on
behalf of this Federal agency 15 not (and will not be permitted to become)
an activity indicating the failure of the normal appropriations process to
meet the day-to-day needs of the National Park System. Those needs are,
yn fact, met as part of the regular budget process and action on the
budget by Congress. The needs which NPS may 1dentify as appropriate
objects for private philanthropic support are external to those which are
in¢luded n appropriations requests.

It 15 important that NPS employees and those outside the Service working
or benalf of the parks be sensitive to the roles of the President and the
Congress 1n financing the National Park System. Fund raising campaigns
mnay be undertaken to provide a “"margin of excellence" for the System and
enpioyees and friends must be careful not to derogate the Congress or the
President or to wmply the failure of others to meet their responsibilities
to oversee and finance the System.

The second element of fund raising that 1s a point of concern 1s the de-
gree to which the Service will "control" the fund raisers and the mater-
12ls used by them and on their behalf,

There are distinct 1imits to what NPS can do to control private actions,
even those for which the Service 1s the direct beneficiary. The Service,
will, however, attempt to strongly influence those actions through setting
standards, by providing oversight, and, if necessary, through public
statements as to the merits of individual efforts. The Service will take
special care to make certain its own actions are disciplined and within
a carefully drawn policy framework, the substance of which 1s detailed in
the following statements.

Policies and Pranciples

AVl major fund raising programs in which the Service 1s an active partici-
pant, will be carried out only after formal approval by the Director of a
plan covering such activities, Plans will spell out, to the extent known,
the purposes, goals, schedules, potential donors, geographic scope, costs,
proposed use of receipts, and the roles, participants, and sponsorships of
all affected parties. On-going activities under approved plans will be
coordinated through the Deputy Director, who will serve as the Servicewide
program coordinator, Major fund rafsing programs are defined as those
whose goals total $1 million or more.- - -

The Servicewide coordinator will also be responsible for the review of all
individual gifts having a value in excess of $250,000, Such gifts will be
accepted only after approval in advance by the Deputy Director.

Other activities, including donation boxes, g1ft catalogues, and campaigns
for less than $1 million, will be approved and coordinated by the Regional
Uirector,
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Fund raising activities totalling less than $250,00C may be redelegated to
superintengents or unit managers by the Regional Director, l

A1l fund reising activities will be 1n concert with Interior Department
standards governing euployee conduct ancd conflicts of interest. (See 43
CFR, Parts 1 through 7.)

The awms of all fund raising campaigns and philanthropic activities con-

ducted or sanctioned by the National Park Service will be consistent with
approved General Management Plans and other park specific plans, and with l
the National Park Service "Management Poli¢ies,”

Money and other negotiable donations received by the National Park Service
snall be deposited to the appropriate NPS donations account. Donations
may also be made to third parties, such as the National Park Foundation, a
cooperating association, friends organization, or other non-profit insti-
tution, etc, on behalf of the Kational Park Service for subsequent expend-
1ture by the association, etc., on specific approved projects. However,
NPS can assume no responsibility for third party donations prior to their
formal acceptance by the Service.

Nei1ther appropriated funds nor contributions deposited to an NPS donation
account may be used to fund or rexmburse the costs of professional fund
raising consultations or services, purchase of mailing lists, postage for
mass mailings, or telethon or phone bank expenses.

A1l efforts will be made by the Service to formalize fund raising cam-
paigns on 1ts behalf through a Memorandum of Understanding with the organ-
1zation conducting the campaign. Such Memoranda shall not 1Impose any
1vab1l1ty or obligation of any type on the Government and shall contain a
termination-for-convenience clause., Memoranda of Understanding covering
fund raising campaigns by outside parties and orgamizations will also
require that all printed and audio-visual materials, posters, advertise-
ments, and other literature be approved 1n advance by the Service.
Memoranda of Understanding will receive policy and legal reviews prior to
execution by the park Superintendent or manager.

The level of review follows the dollar levels associated with delega-
tions. Reviews will cover technical and legal adequacy, and compliance
with NPS policy and practice.

Efforts will be made to negotiate a Memorandum of Understanding covering
all outside fund raising activities on behalf of the parks. Should this
not be possible, the National Park Service will not approve the effort.

Further, 1n order to remove concerns that donations are being used to
circumvent decisions made by Congress, all gifts which will require annual
funding for operations and maintenance or staffing (FTE's) or unfunded
non-recurring costs may only be accepted when approved 1in advance by the
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Deputy Dirrector. Requests for approval must 1dentify the source(s) of
funding, whether within current resources or proposed future 1ncreases.

Hajor fund raising campaigns will not be directed toward recurring
maintenance activities, but should emphasize capital improvements or major
programs, such as summer-in-the-parks, etc.

Tnere w1l1 be no duplication 1n 1tems accepted for donation or for which
donations are being solicited and 1tems included 1n an annual budget re-
quest to {ongress.

Pesearch projects, books, mapping, and all projects requiring planning and
aesigr (including fiims and exhibits) to be funded by donations require
tne same review and approval stages as similar projects funded through the
normal bugget process.

Tnternal accountability wil) be achieved by requiring all monetary gifts
received be accounted for and disbursed under the same standards of
accountability and the same 1nternal processes and protections as monies
appropriated by Congress. All non-monetary gi1fts and i1tems purchased with
donated funds will be recorded, accounted for, managed, and otherwise
treated 11n the same manner as other property of the United States
Government.,

Gi1fts will be appropriately acknowledged. but will not be recognized 1n
the form of permanent plaques or memorials, or by any special privilege
assocrated with the park, or through the naming of physical features after
11ving persons or 1n wilderness areas. (See also the relevant policies of
the U.S, Board on Geographic Names.)

Third party organizations which receive and hold donations prior to trans-
fer to NPS units are expected to maintain accountability for all contribu-
tions and i1nterest generated therefrom. It 1s required that these organi-
zati1ons have 1ndependent annual financral audits and that they publish an
annual report for the interested public.

Finally, the National Park Service will not knowingly permit others on 1ts
behalf to solicit or accept tax deductible gifts from concessioners or
from businesses or institutions having any contractural relationship with
the Service.

These policies may be waived only by the Director, Natironal Park Service.

02z 12/10/85(2)
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
North Atlantic Region
15 State Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

IN REPLY REFER TO

January 17, 1986

D18 (NAR-P)

Ms. Mary R Hamilton

Acting Regional Manager

United States General Accounting Office
Regional Office

25 Federal Plaza

New York, New York 10278

Dear Ms. Hamilton.

On December 18 you asked for the recommendations of the National Park Service
for initiating, implementing and completing future work similar to the Statue
of Liberty/Ellis Island project. This office has received a copy of a
January 8 letter to you from the Director of the Natiomal Park Service. His
letter enclosed a copy of a strategy for philanthropy and fundraising for

the Service. Our comments emphasize certain aspects of that strategy based
upon the experience with the Statue of Liberty

In general, there was probably no other way to have approached the restoration
of the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island considering the scope and time frame
of the work. If the Government had attempted to accomplish the work with its
normal procedures, the project would most likely have had to be scaled down and
phased over a long span of time. The net result of this long time span could
very well have been loss of critical, irreplaceable, and nationally significant
resources.

Based cn our expericnce over the last several years, Iwould make several
observations. The key to success is a memorandum of agreement which defines
in precise terms the responsibilities of the signators, the procedures to be
followed and the 1imits of responsibilities. The memorandum should be
carefully conceived, thoroughly reviewed and proved at all levels of the
organization.

The fundraising goals should be derived based upon a master plan for the park
or monument lhe plan should be a (lear statement of intent. Solid estimates
of construction costs based upon the plan should bhe prepared This material
should be c(onveyed to the fundraising organization as given.

The agency should have the responsibility for designing and constructing any
restoratton work. As fundraiser, the private group should have the right to
review and comment on all aspects of the project, but the group should have no
responsibilities or veto power in the management of the construction funds.
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Strict guidelines must be established for fundraising. It must be very clear
what represents acceptable use of parks and monuments for fundraising purposes.

If you would like to discuss these comments further, I would be more than happy
to meet with you. T appreciate the opportunity to comment.

S}«&?r)zly,

(

O
HebeLt S. Cables, Jr.\
Regional Director N ~‘_//)

ce:
Director, NPS

Superintendent, STLI

Gary Roth, Harpers Ferry Center

Michael Adlerstein, STLI Project Office
Blaine Cliver, Historic Preservition Center
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
FO BOX 37127
WASHINGTON, D C 20013-7127

IN REPLY REFER 10

A2623(190) FEB2C 86

Mary R, Hamilton, Regional Manager
United States General Accounting Office
Regional Office

26 Federal Plaza

New York, New York 10278

Dear Ms, Hamilton:

Secretary Hodel has asked me to respond to your letter of January 15
on the approach that has been taken on the Statue of Liberty/Ellis
Island restoration project and to suggest principles that might guide
similar future projects.

It is important to note that the Statue of Liberty project is unique in
many respects. The National Park Service does not contemplate any fund-
raising efforts of this magnitude in the future. The power of the Statue
as a symbol, the size of the financial commitment, the contribution of
in~kind services, required a kind of concentrated effort that would be
neither possible nor appropriate at other locations in the National Park
System,

In spite of its uniqueness we believe there are some principles derived
from the Statue of Liberty/Ellis Island project that would apply in any
project supported by private donations, To that end we have prepared a
general policy in draft form. This has been shared with Representative
Vento, and we are reviewing his comments. We have enclosed a copy of the
draft policy for your information.

We believe the Statue of Liberty/Ellis Island project has overcome

its earlier difficulties. One of the most significant aspects of this
improvement has been to establish a clear line of authority within the
National Park Service through the Director to the Reglonal Director.
We believe this clearer line of command has significantly improved the
timeliness of decisionmaking and reestablished the authority of the
National Park Service.

In spite of the size of the Statue of Liberty project it is the most
recent of a long series of philanthropic and private involvements in

the National Park System. Recently visitor centers at Point Reyes and
Pecos have been built with private donations., The history of parks such
as Cape Hatteras, Acadia, and Grand Teton reflects significant donations
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Mary R, Hamilton 2

of land from private sources. At such parks as Independence National
Historical Park there are very close relationships with groups interested
in the welfare of the park and willing to enhance park operations in

many ways. Our very successful Volunteers in the Parks program is the
best continuing example of the significant private support and interest
in parks.,

We believe the Statue of Liberty/Ellis Island effort raised legitimate
questions. Substantial improvements have been made in the management
of the project. Adoption of a nationwide policy on fundraising should
go further to clarify the intent of the National Park Service with
respect to private donations and to the ultimate responsibility of
public officials for the care of the units of the National Park System.

Sincerely,

DirectJt’“"' Ps Galvin

Enclosure
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R
LIBERTY
(1886 1986,
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— % The Statue of Liberty-

Ellis Island Foundation, Inc.

101 Park Avenue
Surte 1205
| New York, NY 10178 Wilham F May
212-883-1986 President and Chief Operating Officer

March 13, 1986

Dr. Mary R. Hamilton

Regional Manager

United States General Accounting Office
26 Federal Plaza

New York, New York 10278

Dear Dr. Hamilton:

You have asked us to provide you with recommendations we might
have for improving the initiation, implementation, and completion
of future National Park Service efforts similar to The Statue

of Liberty~El1is Island restoration project. I have consulted
with my colleagues and what follows is a consensus of their
views, all of which I heartily endorse.

The most important recommendation 1s adequate advance planning.

Good planning is the key ingredient in the orderly and successful
accomplishment of the project. Planning should include the

detatiled goals and objectives of the government, and should

set forth the work to be accomplished and a schedule for accomplishment.
Broad elements of the private sector must be involved in this

planning effort, though they may not be the same private sector
elements that are eventually called upon to cooperate on the

project itself.

The private sector organization finally chosen to work with

the government should be given the exclusive right and responsibility
to undertake the fund raising activities. There should not

be a plethora of overlapping and conflicting organizations (as

there has been in this project), as this only confuses the market
place and ultimately injures the entire project, both in terms

of its credibility and its ability to raise adequate funds.

“Dedicated to the Restoration and Preservation
of the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island”
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United States General Accounting Office
Dr. Mary R. Hamilton

March 13, 1986

Page 2

Depending upon the boundaries of the i1nterrelationship between

the government agency and the private sector organization, clear

1ines of liaison should be established and continually reviewed.

One person in the government and one in the private sector organization
should be vested with final authority in order to minimize confusion,
waste and delay that always results from less than clear communication
of decisions. Each one's authority would, of course, be subject

to legal requirements and/or board of director responsibility.

We hope these recommendations will be helpful to you, and we
are grateful for the opportunity to present them.

Yours very truly,

éfbﬂ‘/VG'ﬂwm 'tl./ﬁﬂt?‘

WFM/drm
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A 4/1/85thru  Total as of

1900 £/£0/00 £/£0[00
Individuals 04 $137 $67.5
Schoois . i8 4.5
Groups . 46 6.7
Foundations 01 81 128
(—forporatlons 02 92 17.1
Sponsors . 116 26.5
Licensees . 11 23
Coin program . 247 24.7
Book program . . 25 25
Stamp program . . . .
Interest income . 03 22 4.1
Total $0.7 9.3 $79.5 $168.7
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Contributions and Pledges From Corporate

Sponsors as of February 28, 1986

Contributions

received as

Sponsors of 2/28/86
Allied Van Lines, Inc $ 360,000
American Arrlines, Inc 2,260,477
Avon Products, inc 1,000,000
The Black & Decker Corporation 937,500
Chateau Ste Michelle Vintners, Inc 1,500,000
Chrysler/Plymouth and Dodge Dealers 4,622,787
The Coca-Cola Company 1,000,000
Eastman Kodak Company 1,500,000
Federated Department Stores 50,000
The Grand Union Company 416,666
Kellogg Company 2,500,000
Kimberly-Clark Corporation 1,000,000
The Nestle Company, Inc 1,500,000
Oscar Mayer & Company Inc. 2,500,000
Joseph E Seagram & Sons, Inc 1,000,000
The Stroh Brewery Company 1,050,000
Time Magazine 800,000
USA/Today Gannett Company Inc 1,037,905
The United States Tobacco Company 1,500,000
Total $26,535,335
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Contributions and Pledges From Corporate
Sponsors as of February 28, 1986

Direct donations Fundraising °°“3§'3 r::
Equal to Part of Equal to Part of Above product
Amountdue Total pledge pledge pledge pledge pledge pledge purchases
~ $640,000 $ 1,000,000 X X X
2739523 5,000,000 X X
4,000,000 5,000,000 X X X
1,062,500 2,000,000 X X
~ 3,500,000 $,000,000 X X X
377,213 5,000,000 X X
4,000,000 5,000,000 X X
: 3,500,000 5,000,000 X X X
: 1,450,000 1,500,000 X X
833,334 1,250,000 X X
{500,000 3,000,000 X X
500,000 1,500,000 X X
1 3,500,000 5,000,000 X X X
1,500,000 4,000,000 X X X
| 2,000,000 3,000,000 X
1,950,000 3,000,000 X X
1,200,000 2,000,000 X X
2,962,095 4,000,000 X
3,500,000 5,000,000 X X X

$39,714,665  $66,250,000 10 8 1 8 8 8
1
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Cash Received and Minimum Amount Due
From Licensees as of February 28, 1986

Cash
received as

Minimum

Licensee of 2/28/86 amount due Total Product
American Broadcastrng Company $3,750 $ . $ 3,750 Television production for children
Kurt Adler, Inc 2150 . 2,150 Chrnistmas tree ornaments o
S Alden, Inc o 3,750 33,750 37,500 Big Apple board game o
American Bank Stationery Co 37,500 75,000 112,500 Bank checks
Amencan Liberty Lights, In—c- o 7,500 11,250 18,750 18-carat gold Statue of Liberty prn/pendaﬁf—
Applestreet inc T 3,750 . 3,750 Jigsaw puzzles T
Appletowr_rﬁéreatrons Dwv of Porcelan Porcelain dolls
International Inc 5,625 3,750 9,375
Artrstlc Greetlngs nc T 18,750 3,760 22,500 Personalized paper labels and stationery
Consumer Products Div of Ball Corp 150,000 75,000 225,000 Home canning jars
Bartett Colea, Inc T T as0 71,250 112,500 Statue of Liberty rephcaé o
Bauery Street T . 45,000 45,000 Women's slacks
Bell Helmet o . 7,500 7,500 Motorcycle helmets
Bradley Time Div, Elgm National Industries 145 . 145 Wristwatches and clocks -
Bramdywrne of Califormia, [fd T 111988 630,137 742,125 T-shirts, sweatshirts and jogging suits
R A, Brnggs & Co - Beach towels, bath sheets, hand towels and
] . B 2,625 2,625 5,250  wash cloths
Brlght Ideas, Inc Wooden pencils, erasers, notebooks and filler
o 5,989 9,011 15,000 pads
Bufkor Inc 6,250 6.000 11,250 Larrglr‘r;ated paper bags and wrapping paper
ButenckCo.nc. 11,250 . 11,250 Sewing patterns
Canvas & Leather Bag Co , Inc. 7,500 7.500 15,000 Tote bags, lunch kits and school bags
Casablanca Fan Co , Inc B S . 187,500 187,500 Commemorative Liberty ceiling fans N
Castlé—r\fc‘sﬂc}—\&ear Inc—_ S 3,750 ) $3,750 7,500 Men's ties
Cff Engle, Ltd S T . 11,250 11,250 Embroidered sweaters
Col reglété—Eap &GownCo _ o 7.500 12,000 19,500 Cast metal signet
Creative Marketing Assoc S Coffee and beer mugs, photo frames and
9,259 13,241 22,500 collector plates
Crystal Clear industries, Inc ) 7,500 . 7,500 Crystal replica of the Statue of Liberty
Daco Industrles Inc_ B - 9,923 1,327 11,250 Bandanas, headbands and can coolers
David- Thomas Ltd o o 3,750 3,750 7,500 Indoor/outdoor thermometers
EHCO Inc o i T 3,407 15,343 18,750 Two-gallon cannister and barbeque grills
Emp pire Pencrl Corp o 3750 3,750 7,500 Plastic rulers and pencil boxes
Erv ng Paper Co T 5,286 - . 5,286 Paper napkins
Faso, Paul Leo - o “ Limited edition photographs of the Statue of
a a * Liberty
Fellpws Mfg Co - T T T 75000 75,000 Cardboard storage boxes
Fine Art_erlted - 7 18750 71,250 90,000 Bronze on wood plaques
First Line Products, Inc - 36,187 53813 90,000 Paperweight, spoons and belis
Wrri M Frazin & Co, Ltd S o 5.‘252) o "WQ,OOO 11,250 Sikk and polyester scarves
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From Licensees as of February 28, 1986

Cash
received as Minimum
Licensee of 2/28/868 amount due Total Product
Geerlings Greenhouses, Inc $15,000 $ . $15,000 Bust-size replica of the Statue of Liberty
Gravely Furniture Co , Inc 152,522 . 152,522 Grandfather and mantle clocks
Great Amencan Housewarés Inc a 8 « Ceramic mugs
Hallmark Cards nc 5,625 5,625 11,250 Chnistmas tree ornaments o
Halo Technolog|es Inc o 3,750 11,250 15,000 Holograms
Harley-Davidson Motor Co,Inc 37,500 37,500 75,000 Motorcycles and accessories
Hedstrom_Carb . 11,250 11,250 Children's wooden rocking chairs o
H-FlerMfg Co.lnc 3,750 . 3,750 Kites and ghders
Hot Sportswear o 7,500 11,250 18,750 Satin jacket B
House of Tilly, Inc ) Fabric calendar, wall hangings and throw
520 6,980 7,500 pillows
Husky Industries, Inc o 14,729 . 14,729 Charcoal briquets
Integrated Products, Inc 3,750 . 3,750 Yarn and yarn kits
James River Paper Co, Inc ] 16,920 . 16,920 Plastic cups
Kem F‘layung Cards, Inc o 13,644 8,856 22,500 Playing cards B
Keyes Fiber Co o 10,484 . 10,484 Paper plates o
KrkSeffCo Pewter ashtray, cup, tankard, candlestick
375 1,875 2,250 and bud vase
Lounswlle Mfg Co Inc 1,125 . 1,125 Painter style caps
Lynx Giolf T . 37,500 37,500 Golf clubs
Marlenn C_c;r_p T 7,100 . 7,100 Auir freshener
Mattel Inc . 75,000 75,000 Children's magazine
McCall | Publlshmg Com—b.a-ﬁ;/—m . 3,750 3,750 20 international postage stamps
ME:_EaeI_Anil:\o_n}-Jewelers Inc 14-carat gold lapel pin of the torch of the
3,750 3,750 7,500  Statue of Liberty
Mora Textiles Edr—p_ ) o 7,500 . 7,500 Blankets
Natonal Latex,Inc 1,500 . 1,500 Balloons
6mhéaia—v_v—a?cﬁ —C-J—é_r; S . 7,500 7,500 Wnst and pocket watches
éﬁlgo;gf Inc. T o . 1875 1,875 Folding paper or plastic binoculars
OQveﬁs lnots, Inc i Glass drninking containers, pitchers and
101,250 . 101,250  storage canisters
P V_Imr_\c_;— ) Mirrors, chalkboards, clocks, dart board and
12,750 47,250 60,000 lighted mirrors
Daﬁéi_/_ﬁ’aéb{a_g_uné‘& Inc o Polyethylene all-purpose bags and
. 37,500 37,500 bookcovers
Pente of America, Ltd Pens, pencils, gift sets, desk sets and
37,500 . 37,500 erasers
i’ltney Bowes, Inc T Postage meter slugs featuring the image of
1,290 . 1,290 thegStatue of Liberty
ProSports,Inc 3,750 3,750 7,500 Headwear
PynnCorp - Opelle products and pewter replicas of the
a a »  Statue of Liberty

v s o e o = e U —
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Cash
received as Minimum
Licensee of 2/28/86 amount due Total Product
Resource Developers, Inc $76,250 $298,750 $375,000 Flags, banners and pennants
Sagamore Enterpnises, Inc Automotive medallions, paper decals and
o 15,000 11,250 26,250 bumper strips
Sagamore Liberty, Inc Tumblers, stemware, and beer and coffee
o 8 8 *  mugs
Salgf_C_gr_p of America 7,500 11,250 18,750 Posters and paper calendars
Scnipto/Everglde, Inc Disposable butane cigarette lighters, 3-color
o . 33,188 . 33,188 pen and plastic notepads with pen
Sevile Metal Corp , Div of Albest Metal Plastic and zinc diecast replicas of the
Stamping Corp Statue of Liberty, banks, bookends and
. 10,500 27,000 37,500 clock
Shakespeare Fishing & Tackle Co , Div of Fishing rods
_AnthonyInd ,Inc 7,769 . 7,769
Shel ey Inventones, Inc Fundraising merchandise catalog, paper
e 870 . 870 decals, bookcovers and postcards
Simar Jewelry Corp 18,750 37,500 56,250 Gold, silver and platinum ingots
Somerset House . 18,750 18,750 Limited edition prints
Spring Arr Co . 37,500 37,500 Mattress
STACO Enterprises, Inc 7,875 . 7,875 Sunvisors
Tandy Corporation Cast-metal radios in the shape of the Statue
75,000 . 75,000 of Liberty
Thormpson Industries, Div of WM F Styrofoam cups
_ Container Corp 3,807 . 3,807
Tiffany & Co 3,290 . 3,290 Silver money clip, key ning, spoon and watch
Tﬂrinfs_-Amencan Sports Enterprises, Inc . 3,750 3,750 Kodak supersaver fundraising coupon
Trans World Mfg ﬁ(}grg_ o a a « Sale displays of promotional items
U S Americans, Inc 7.500 . 7,500 Ceramic mugs and steins
Van Treese Financial Corp , Div of Home Bronzestone replica of the Statue of Liberty
__Furniture Corp . 60,000 60,000
Village Sampler 1,875 1,875 3,750 Copper punch kits
Villeroy & Boch Tableware, Ltd Ceramic plates, stein, music box, clock and
L 26,250 . 26,250 lead crystal products
Voyager Emblems, Inc 2,250 5,250 7,500 Embroidered patches
Wall nn Industnes . 7.500 7,500 Automotive sun-screens
Waterbury Companies, Inc 2,125 1,625 3,750 Metal buttons and button covers
Waverly Div of F Schumacher & Co , Inc Wall coverings, bedspreads, comforters,
15,000 3,750 18,750 drapernes and pillows
Weingeroff Enterpnses, Inc Pins, nings, earrings, charms, cuff links and
90,687 . 90,687 tie bars

e b
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From Licensees as of February 28, 1986

Cash

‘ received as Minimum
Licensee o o of 2/28/86 amount due Total Product o
West_erq.l_i_mbl_emgo - - $3,750 $1875 $5,625 Wall hanging, tapestry and rugs o
Willow Hosiery Co , Inc o 18,750 . 18,750 Mens, boys, ladies, girls and infants hosiery
Winterland Products Retail sales of licensed products for
L o 4,804 . 4,804 licensees
Gold Leaf Corp Products made from authentic matenals from
_ - 892,204 8,557,796 9,450,000 the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island
Total $2,318,662 $10,840,379 $13,159,041
Estlmalgd g_nc_:_gl!egt_e:_k;lq commnt[r_\_ents" 5,299,625 5,299,625 o
Total $2,318,662 $5,540,754 $7,859,416

®No prowvision for advance or minimum payment

bThis sum represents the total that the Foundation expects 1t may be unable to collect, despite contrac-
tual obhgations According to the Foundation, most of this amount—$5 milion—is owed by the Gold
Leaf Corporation whose sales have been much lower than anticipated
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Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Foundation

Expenses, by Fiscal Year (in Millions)

FY FY FY 4/1/85thru  Total as of
1983 1984 1985 2/28/86 2/28/86
Restoration
Statue of Liberty $0 1 $18 $118 $147 $28.4
Liberty Island . . 01 162 18.3
Ellis Isiand 02 42 79 2086 329
Total restoration 0.3 6.0 19.8 51.5 77.6
Other
Celebrations, public awareness
and education 02 03 30 $34 $6.9
Management and general
expenses 08 08 20 21 5.7
Fundraising 07 39 182 88 316
Total other 1.7 5.0 23.2 14.3 44.2
Total $20 $11.0 $43.0 $65.8 $121.8
i
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Memorandum of Agreement Between the
Department of the Interior and the Statue of

lis Island Foundation

Liberty-E

Memorandum of Agreement '
between the
Department of the Interior and the

Statue of Liberty - Ellis Island Foundation

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this day of _Q_o_lé/% .
1983 by and between the Statue of erty-Ellis Island Foundation, a
private, non-profit corporation organized and existing under the laws
of the State of New York; hereinafter referred to as the "Foundation®
and the United States Department of the Interior (reference to the
Secretary in this agreement shall also include such representatives
as he may specifically designate):

Whereas, the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island, parts of the Statue
of Liberty National Monument, a unit of the National Park System, re-
quire extensive restoration and preservation in order to serve pub-

lic programs in education, recreation, and cultural and historic con-

tinuity;

Whereas, the Department of the Interior wishes to restore and pre-
serve the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island far enhanced public use
and. enjoyment as part of the national patrimony;

Whereas, the Secretary of the Interior has the discretionary authority
to accept donations for the purpose of restoration and preservation
of the National Park System by virtue of 16 U.S5.C. § 6;

NMOW THEREFORL, the parties agree as follows:

(1) The Department of the Interior agrees to recognize the Foundation
as a private non-profit organization to raise funds for and cooperate
in a program to restore and preserve the Statue of Liberty and Ellis

Island;

(2) The Foundation agrees to donate to the National park Service funds,
materials and services for the restoration and preservation of the
Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island subject to, and in consideration
of, the following terms and agreements:

A. Fundraising Activities

1. The Foundation shall be fully qualified under appropriate
State and Federal law to engage in fundraising and receive philanthropic
contributions, which contributions shall be provided solely for the
benefit of activities to restore and preserve the Statue of Liberty
and Ellis Island and to celebrate the centennials of each.
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2. within 60 Days of the effective date of this Agreement, the
Foundation shall furnish to the Secretary, a plan of operations
indicating the overall strategy for fundraising, timetables covering
at least the first three years, administrative and support structures,
projected staffing costs, and estimated results., Such plan shall be
updated as conditions change, and, in any event, on at least an annual
basis. The Secretary may review and comment on the plan and shall
transmit the results of his review to the Foundation. 1Individual
promotional activities, brochures and other publicity in connection
with fundraising or with regard to the relationship between the
Department of the Interior and the Foundation shall also be provided

to the Secretary for review.
3. All costs of fundraising shall be borne by the Foundation.

4. Funds received and expended by the Foundation from whatever
source and for whatever purposes shall be accounted for under a sys-
ten of accounts and financial controls meeting accepted professional
standards for non-profit charitable organizations; the Foundation
shall engage an annual audit by a qualified audit firm, and shall
publish an annual report of its activities and finances which shall
be available to the Secretary and the public.

5. Funds donated to the National Park Service by the Foundation
shall be placed in a special donations account and shall be used by
the NPS solely on behalf of and for benefit of the restoration and
preservation of the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island and/or the
conduct of programs and activities at or on behalf of the Statue of
Liberty and Ellis Island, unless otherwise provided by law.

6. The National Park Service will make available to the Founda-
tion such information and data as may reasonably be required by the
Foundation and 1s generally available to inform potential donors and
others about the status of plans for the Statue of Liberty and Ellis
Island.

7. The Foundation shall be recognized as the primary fundraiser
of donations for the restoration and preservation of the Statue of
Liberty and Ellis Island, except as the Secretary may otherwise deter-
mine, and other groups and individuals will be encouraged to work
with and coordinate their fundraising efforts with the Foundation.

B. Celebrations and Events,

The National Park Service, to the extent practicable, will
agree to, arrange for and conduct tours, interpretive events and
inspections for individuals and groups at the request of the Founda-
tion provided that such activities shall not, in the judgment of the
National pPark Service, unduly infringe upon or detract from normal
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visitor activities and services of the Statue of Liberty National
Monument., The Foundation shall request such tours and other events
through the Superintendent of the Statue of Liberty National Monument
(hereinafter "Superintendent”™) in advance pursuant to a request for

a special events permit. The Superintendent shall have final decision-
making responsibility as to such arrangements,

C. Restoration Activities

1. On a project by project basis the Foundation shall be provided
the opportunity, except as the Secretary may otherwise determine, to
work in close association with the National Park Service and 1i1ts con-
sultants in a cooperative effort to plan restoration activities for
the Statue of Liberty - Ellis Island that are satisfactory to the
Secretary. All preliminary design and specifications for the restor-
ation effort are subject to the approval of the Secretary, consistent
with applicable requirements of law.

2. The Secretary shall also monitor the progress and continuously
review the preparation of the construction/restoration drawings and
specifications to assure compliance with the approved preliminary —
design. In addition, these documents will be subject to the approval
of the Secretary when they are completed to assure that the Secretary's
concerns are addressed and the final design 1s totally acceptable to
the Secretary. As instructed by the Secretary, in writing, the
Foundation may proceed with its consultants and contractors to assist
in the process of contracting for the restoration of the Statue of
Liberty and Ellis Island as provided therein. Access to all land,
buildings and structures on the islands for these purposes shall be
subject to prior written approval of the Secretary. The Foundation
hereby agrees to include a copy of this agreement 1n any contracts
that may be executed by the Foundation for work on the site,

3. When instructed by the Secretary, as provided above, the
Foundation, with the assistance of its construction consultants,
shall provide the day-to-day construction/restoration, administration, [
and supervision, and will be responsible for dealing directly with
the construction contractors on all matters related to the construc-
tion contracts., The Foundation shall be responsible for maintaining l
all the necessary records related to construction, restoration,
expenditures, shop drawings and sample approvals, addenda, change
orders, modifications, daily logs, and weekly reports, and "As
Constructed Drawings" complying with accepted industry practices.
The Secretary shall monitor all these activities on a day-to-day
basis but will have no direct dealings with the construction con-
tractors or other contractors or consultants of the Foundation. If,
in the opinion of the Secretary, any discrepancies occur between
the contract documents and the actual work performed, the Secretary
will bring this matter to the attention of the Foundation's constru-
ction representative who will remedy the situation to the satisfaction
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of the Secretary., If advised by the Secretary in writing, €
dation shall cease all work of 1ts contractors or subcontractor
involved in the area of discrepancy until the Secretary authorizes

the Foundation to continue the work,

~ L [ PRy
T roun-
]

4. With regard to any work the Foundation has been instructed
by the Secretary to undertake, as provided above, the Secretary will
participate with the Foundation and 1ts construction administrators
in the pre-final and final inspections of the work completed at the
Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island. The Foundation will not accept
work at either site as being complete or acceptable without first
receiving written approval from the Secretary. The Foundation shall
provide copies of all construction records in its possession including,
but not limited to, those identified in paragraph C.3, above, to the
Secretary. In addition, all warranties, and guarantees shall run to
both the Foundation and the United States and any operation and
maintenance manuals shall be provided to the Secretary. The Foundation
shall provide "As Constructed Drawings" complying with accepted _
industry practice produced on a set of high quality photographic
mylar reproducibles to the Secretary for his use in operating and __
maintaining the Statue of Liberty and the Ellis Island facilities.

5. Nothing in this agreement shall be construed as establishing

a contractual relationship between any contractor or consultant of
the Foundation and the Department of the Interior. Rather, it is
the intention of both the Secretary and the Foundation to utilize
the resources of the Department Of the Interior in overseeing the
restoration program in order to provide for the most expeditious
completion of the project and to reflect the interest and purposes
of the Statue of Liberty National Monument.

D. General Provisions

1. The Foundation agrees to appoint the Assistant Secretary for
Fish and Wildlife and Parks of the Department of the Interior to be
a non~-voting member of its Board of Directors for the duration of
this agreement and any extension hereof. The Foundation agrees that
this memher or an alternate may attend all meetings of the Foundation,
its Board and committees thereof and that such member will be notified
of such meetings in advance so as to provide a reasonable opportunity
to be present, All decisions of the Foundation on its major activi-
ties and policies shall be made at such meetings or pursuant to
decisions held at such meetings.

2. This Memorandum of Agreement shall be effective when signed
by both parties and shall remain in effect for four years from that
date, subject to renewal by mutual agreement for further periods of
up to four years each. This Agreement may be vacated or cancelled by |
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either party for cause on 90 days notice, at which time all further
access to or use of Government facilities will be terminated. Pro-
vided, however, that the Secretary, in his discretion, may terminate
this agreement for the convenience of the Government.

3. All obligations of the Department and National Park Service
hereunder are subject to the availability of funds, and to such
direction and instructions as may have been or are heresafter pro-
vided by Congress or the committees thereof.

4. During performance of this Agreement, the Foundation agrees
to abide by the terms of Executive Order 11246 (Appendix 1) on non-
discrimination and will not discriminate against any person because
of race, color, religion, sex or national origin. The Foundation
will take positive action to ensure that applicants are employed
without regard to their race, color, religion, sex or national origin

5. wWithin 60 days from the execution of this agreement and on
a quarterly basis thereafter, the Foundation shall submit reports to
the Secretary setting forth the progress of the fundraising programs;
a discussion of restoration efforts, any present or anticipated
problems of any type and thé financial projections for remaining
work will also be provided. The report shall also set forth gquarterl)
goals for the restoration and fundraising efforts and shall compare
the performance during the prior quarter to the goals set forth for
that quarter. The reports following the first shall be submitted by
the 15th day of the month following the end of each calendar quarter.

6. No member of Oor delegate to Congress, or resident commissioner,
shall be admitted to any share or part of this agreement, or to any
benefit that may arise therefromy but this provision shall not be
construed to extend to this agreement if made with a corporation
for its general benefit.

’ . ! -
Dated this /"z day of OQQ’: L _ , 1983.

- o(( A = .

CHAIRMAN, SIATUL OF LIBERTY-ELLIS

»
ISLAND CENTENNIAL COMMISSION

CHALRMAN, STATUE OF LIBBRTY-
IS ISLAND FOUNDATION
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