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Request 

At a mieting on March 17, 7978, you requested that we perfoorm some 
preliminary work in th, 0 Corps of Engineers to examine trends with respect to 
the participation of small, new,.and minority firms in the A/E contracting 

'market, - _ 2 .- *..' _ . . . . . ,. .: -1. . '= . . ._ - . 

** - analyze data available to MO from'another source--DD Form 350--a report of 
I each DOD procuremekf aition over $lD,OOD'by fiscal year. - : . 

.Resul& -:,'--;:',-_. -1' -;- ... [ :-‘,s::.s . . ~- ; 
. . . -I.;., . . . a. 

Mnoiit~' f'ir& '- 
. f .m - . . .:. 

-- _' - . _. : 
. 

- Data is not available on the ext'ent of contra%ing - 
:- .:.: . -._*. ., .+-wfth minorities. Beginning this-year the Corps of _ 

. 
,. - *Engineers has established goals of 5 percent of 

. "“contracr-.and 5 percent of dollar value." . . . . . :-i-..'. . . . . _.- -c,“. --‘id .f'.. :- t-y . . 
- -. . . 

of 'UE firm; fill -&thSn the*>%A &t&a 
. . :‘ . _acc6rdjng to the Corps of Engineers and data. from' -' 

. . . . . . the Engineerfng News Record on top 500 firms--only 
1 ‘about the top 100 meet the $7.5 million crite?ion 

. - 'for engineering firms. Further, data is not accumu- 
lated by the Corps of Engineers.' -. . 

-. . 
"New" fi tws - Co& of Engineets had no reports, but its stated 

policy is to spread work around. We tested avcilabfe 
data for the Corps of Engineers (DO Form 350) nation 
wide, Ue used 1972 as base year, when 2'13 different 
firms were identified as receivfng A/E t:xtracts from 
the Corps. 
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Total 
r fiscal Year firms . 

1973 312 
1974 153 

. 1975 389 
1976 41f 
1977 42s 

. 

New :.v 

232 

2:: 
235 
209 

Percent 

74.4 
51.6 
62.4 
56.4 

. 49.2 
. . 

Tentative conclusions I 
i 

* . * - . ! -1 
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r' The data develcped iegarding the percentage of awards to new firms does . . . 
not lend itself to any fi nn conclusion regarding trends throughout the bvern- 

:‘- ' i 

.ment for several reasons. 
. - - . 

--In view of the high percentages (which appear to be but of'line), much i 

detailed audit effort would be required to verify the data. 
_ - . . . . - * 

- . 
-LA1 though 'the above per&&g&’ are sofiewha‘t higher;. we did* io;e in’our . . 

_ A/E-selection report that the per&t of contracts awarded by the Corps 
'to new firms before and after the-Brooks Bill wasS3F.ptrcent Lf;dlmI!I.per- 
ten!, 

. - . . -...- .b..' . ._ - . f'.' c 
.* -_. respectjv.ely- ; '. _._ ; _ .::.-2.: .:-.*- "-;-: . . . -I r . . .;. . . * ---ie.'. *r-:. .-: ._. _ . _ - 

.: - . . - . . . . 
--In fmp<'eken;;ng' the Brooks.&i?, 60i;'issued instructions 'relating to 

e * 

the public advertising and discussion requirements in May 1973 8nd'. 
. - 

*.- . * . . November 1973,' respectively. Therefore, it is reasonable to consider 
.a - the data shown._for*FY 1973 as pre Brooks Bill. . - -.. . . . . _. 

. --Also noted in-our A/E sel'ection report. and reiterated by Corps 
personnel,-is their policy of spreading the woric around.. Therefore, - . . '""the Corps would always have a significant number of new firms receiv- __ . 

. fnq contracts. The Brooks Bill caused no change in this polfcy. It . 
:would be difficult, i‘f not impossible;to attempt to determine to - . 

-. '-'-what extent the high percentages‘ in the Corps are due to its po?icy*oi .--" 
.* to the Brooks Bill. 

: . 
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-_ . . . I *_:. . .* _. _ .;--- .i .-w -.- 
Regarding the areas of &all business *%d.min&ty co&a&ng; ba&d 'on* .' 

the data presented above,. we do not belSeve further effort by GAO is practical. : . . f 1 . - - 2 
- . Discussion with American * 

_. . -. -. - 1 r . 
Consulting Engineers Council 

On July 11, 1978, we met with Larry Spiller and Scott Jackson of ACEC ' I 
and discussed the above information. Hr. Spiller agreed with our position on 

. - the small business area. Regarding contracting with new firms, he agreed that / * 

the data was out of line and suggested that the Governraent-wide percentage for 
firms receiving their first contract would be between IS to 18 percent. He . L 

thought the Brooks Bill has helped, even though the Corps had a policy to 
! : 
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spread the work around. 
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Mr. Spiller's main concern was in the area ofL';ority contracting. He 

stated that AEC and AlA had Identified about 351) minority A/E firms country- 4vrz-e-- ” . 
/ wide, If other agencies , such as a,A;EPA, NASA, VA, Navy, etc., established 

__ i - .s ._I - 
-C-goals stmilar to the Corps, It is possitjle'that the Federal Government on 

..- 5- 

the-whole would be trying to place thoura-nds of cor;ttacts a year with the 
350 minorcity firms. Put another way, the resource..is not available if each 
agency proceeds on its OWJI and competes tifth the-other agencies. He suggested 
that GAD may wish to initiate a review on its own to look into this matter. 

. Recommendation * 

If-any further work Is to be performed at this time; we recommend that 
*' +! be fn the minori?y cwtracting area as suggested by Mr. Spiller. 

m-w-- 

* 
We are available to dis&ss ihit further, if you &R. 
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