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On February 5, 1991, GAO testified
before the Subcommittee on
Canmittee, on
Interior
and Related Agencies, House Appropriations
the process the Smithsonian Institution
followed to select a site
for its National Air and Space Museum Extension.
site selection
GAO reported that, in general, the Smithsonian's
process did not systematically
follow the procedures or practices
that are generally
associated with a consistent
and businesslike
approach to siting
and developing a facility
under potentially
GAO identified
concerns with the
competitive
circumstances.
Smithsonian's
determination
of Extension requirements,
of potential
sites,
comm\unication of needs, and
identification
GAO concluded
that the Smithsonian's
site
evaluation
of offers.
selection
process could not ensure that the most cost-effective
GAO did not attempt
to verify
cost
site had been selected.
estimates or identify
the most cost-effective
site.
In response to a subsequent request by the Under Secretary of the
GAO met with Smithsonian
officials
three times to
Smithsonian,
discuss the issues raised in the testimony.
Over the course of
those meetings, the Smithsonian did further
site analyses and
revised their Extension plans in order to address and resolve the
issues identified
at the February 5 hearing.
The Smithsonian sent a letter
to the Chairman of the Subcommittee
on Interior
and Related Agencies that described these revisions
and
included additional
cost analyses.
The Smithsonian's
revisions
included reducing the size and cost of the Extension to roughly
The
one-half
the size and cost of the previous plan GAO reviewed.
In
the
scope of the Extension's
functions
were similarly
reduced.
the
Extension
serves
primarily
as
a
revised Smithsonian plan,
Support facility
for the National Air and Space Museum on the Mall
program of its own.
rather than a Museum Extension with a distinct
GAO reviewed these Smithsonian revisions
and analyses and sent a
letter
to the Chairman of the Subcommittee on Interior
and Related
Agencies otating that the major concerns raised in the February 5,
1991, testimony had been adequately addressed by the Smithsonian.
While not endorsing the Dulles site, GAO concluded that the choice
of Du)les International
Airport
as the preferred
site could be
objectively
defended by the Smithsonian.
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