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LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS FOR
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 22, 2009.

U.S. CAPITOL POLICE
WITNESSES

PHILLIP D. MORSE, SR., CHIEF OF POLICE, U.S. CAPITOL POLICE
DANIEL NICHOLS, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF POLICE, U.S. CAPITOL POLICE

GLORIA JARMON, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER, U.S. CAPITOL PO-
LICE

OPENING REMARKS—CHAIR WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Good afternoon. Welcome to the first
budget hearing for the Legislative Branch Subcommittee on appro-
priations. We will, over the course of the next 3 weeks, be pro-
ceeding with five more sessions with other congressional agencies,
and our hope is to move to a markup of the bill in the early part
of June. Chairman Obey and leadership are strongly committed to
producing signed bills before the beginning of the fiscal year on Oc-
tober 1. I personally am fully supportive of that goal, and intend
to do everything in my power to avoid being in a continuing resolu-
tion next year. Famous last words.

This afternoon we will cover both the Capitol Police regular 2010
request and the 2009 supplemental request for the radio system
upgrade. Each of these requests presents serious issues for the
Members in a very challenging fiscal climate. We are going to have
to look very closely at the new radio request.

Chief, we have a number of questions for you to burrow down
into your request. This is a proposal that has been considerably re-
fined over the course of the last year, at the committee’s direction.
The final system’s designs as well as cost and procurement strate-
gies will have to be fully discussed this afternoon.

Both GAO’s and our own investigative staff review of the radio
upgrade indicate that the new system is needed, and that the cost
estimates are now much improved. We have literally gone from $35
million, without very much of a plan or good direction in terms of
the best way to go, to almost $100 million, but with a much clearer
direction and a more well-developed plan, which we will have an
opportunity to question you about.

The immediate question to the committee is the issue of timing.
And that is the need for the new radio system, is it sufficiently ur-
gent that it needs to be part of the supplemental, or is it more ap-
propriate that it remain in the 2010 request as originally proposed?

o))
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Your 2010 request, excluding the radios, is also pretty chal-
lenging. At $338 million, your budget for core Capitol Police oper-
ations is $32 million, or about 11 percent above the 2009 enacted
level. Just speaking for myself, I don’t really see how we are going
to do that, realistically. This is a challenging fiscal environment,
and we are going to really continue to have to go with the got-to-
haves, not the would-like-to-haves.

The most important proposal in the 2010 request is for approval
to add 137 new positions. That would increase the force to 2,369
FTEs. I think there is strong evidence that the force needs addi-
tional officers. There also seem to be significant problems with how
current staff are deployed.

This committee 1s going to scrub the 2010 request very thor-
oughly, starting with a review of perennial issues such as overtime,
personnel utilization and personnel planning.

We look forward to discussing these issues with you today and
working with you, as always, to produce the best bill possible to
make sure that we can live within the resources we have and allow
you to protect the Capitol visitors and employees who spend time
here every day.

I want to remind the Members that while they may ask the Chief
questions at any time, I would like to concentrate in the beginning
part of the question period on the supplemental radio request, and
then move to the 2010 request.

Mr. Aderholt, I yield to you for any remarks you may have.

OPENING REMARKS—MR. ADERHOLT

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Madam Chair. It is a pleasure to be
here and to be on this subcommittee. I look forward to working
very closely with you and I think in a bipartisan manner. I know
the history of this committee has operated in a very bipartisan
viflay, a tradition, and so I look very much forward to continuing
that.

Excluding the Senate items with a $640 million increase, or 14.5
percent increase, we have our work cut out for us over the next few
months as we go through the hearing process and mark up the
House bill. T agree with you that we will not be able to sustain
such a large increase in 2010, and that we are going to have to
WOI‘(lii with agencies to ensure that we are providing their essential
needs.

That being said, I would like to join you in welcoming Chief
Morse and Assistant Chief Nichols here this afternoon.

Chief, I commend you on the service that you perform here at the
Capitol and this institution.

And also, Ms. Jarmon, good to have you here as well. Thank you
for being here.

I would certainly be remiss if I didn’t just take a moment and
say thanks to all the officers, sworn and civilian, that do their job
on a day-to-day basis to keep this place safe—keep the Members
safe, staff, and, of course, the visitors that are here day to day vis-
iting or whatever the case may be, whether they are here for busi-
ness, or whether they are here for just sightseeing tours.

This being my first time serving on this subcommittee, I am tak-
ing the time to try to learn the issues and go through them system-
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atically. I would like to go on record saying that I do support the
need for an improved Capitol Police radio system. I have been
brought up to speed on the situation of what it has been in the past
and understand the need for that.

As with most emergency response equipment, I understand the
need for an upgrade, as the current system is over 20 years old.
Two years ago, under Mr. Wamp’s encouragement and your sup-
port, $10 million was successfully added to the supplemental to
start up the cost for the upgrade. And I understand there has been
much discussion this past year on the appropriate level of funding
needed to successfully implement this project.

So I look forward to hearing your testimony today and look for-
ward to working with you in the future and in the coming weeks
and months as we work on these issues.

Thank you very much.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Mr. Aderholt.

Do any other Members wish to make any remarks at this time?
If not, Chief, we have your statement and it will be entered into
the record at this time. Please proceed with a 5-minute summary.
Welcome to the committee.

OPENING STATEMENT—CHIEF MORSE

Chief MORSE. Thank you, Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, and mem-
bers of the committee. Again, I am honored to be here to present
my testimony to you. With me today, as you have acknowledged,
is Assistant Chief Nichols. Our Chief of Operations is to my right
and, to my left, my Chief Administrative Officer, Gloria Jarmon.

Over the past several years, the Department has undergone
many changes. While many of these things were necessary to move
the Department forward, I believe that our focus for the next fiscal
year will be one of leveling out our operational and administrative
activities. My direction to my management team is to focus on in-
stitutionalizing standard and repeatable business practices, finding
efficiencies, and addressing longstanding deficiencies to meet the
Department’s core mission set.

PROGRESS ON GAO AND OIG RECOMMENDATIONS

I would like to take just a few minutes of your time to highlight
some of our accomplishments this past year. The GAO and the Of-
fice of Inspector General have made over 169 recommendations
since 2005, and they were intended to improve the Department’s
operations, and most of these are geared toward our administrative
operations.

I am pleased to report to you today that we have, again, made
significant progress. We have now closed over half of all these rec-
ommendations, and this is despite the additional 40 recommenda-
tions in this past year alone. We currently have just 85 of the 169
still open, and we are in the process of implementing corrective ac-
tions to close these in the very near future.

Recently we closed 16 OIG recommendations dealing with prop-
erty management and the memorial fund, hiring standards, and
the student loan repayment program, and we are also anticipating
closing many GAO recommendations in the coming months.
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We believe we are beginning to get ahead of the curve on improv-
ing our administrative operations, and while we realize we have a
lot more work ahead of us, we anticipate more improvements as
the year proceeds.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT ADVANCES

Some of the best progress that we have made in the past year
has been in the financial management arena. In order to achieve
these results, we focused on the hiring of a chief financial officer,
a deputy chief financial officer, a budget officer, a deputy procure-
ment officer, as well as several other well qualified employees in
professional positions within the Office of Financial Management.
I would like to recognize them because most of them are sitting be-
hind me.

The professional administration oversight that has come from
these individuals, as well as many others of the professional and
technical civilians in our department, has enabled us to begin to in-
stitutionalize an administrative operation in the U.S. Capitol Police
that will be as responsive, accountable, and transparent as any
Federal agency.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS WITHIN PAST YEAR

I would like to just go over some of the Department’s accomplish-
ments and enhancements this year. The Department filed fiscal
year 2008 financial statements in time for a complete independent
audit, which resulted in the Department receiving a clean opinion
on our financial statements for the first time in our Department’s
history. We recently received reaccreditation from the Commission
on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies after undergoing
an extensive on-site evaluation to review the documentation that
verifies that we have maintained compliance with standards over
a 3-year accreditation process.

We issued our updated Strategic Plan and our Strategic Human
Capital Plan, which will improve our ability to link our human re-
sources programs to our strategic goals, and also enable us to
measure our staffing needs and progress with much more efficiency
and in an effective manner.

We implemented effective business practices and internal con-
trols into our financial, human resources, facilities, and information
technology operations. We reconciled our financial management
and property management systems and performed a complete phys-
ical inventory.

We aligned our salary and benefit data with the National Fi-
nance Center; we revised our budget justification to incorporate
strategic objectives, accomplishments, and schedules consistent
with executive and other legislative branch agency budgets.

So we took our homework very seriously, Madam Chair, and we
have a great team. We have made tremendous progress in all
areas, both administrative and operationally, and I want to thank
my employees for that.

. At this time, I would be happy to answer any questions that you
ave.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much, Chief Morse.

[Chief Morse’s prepared statement follows:]
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Madam Chair, Ranking Member Aderholt, and Members of the Committee, | am honored
to be here to testify before you today. With me today are Dan Nichels, our Chief of i
Operations, and Gloria Jarmon, our Chief Administrative Officer.

Over the past several years, the Depariment has undergone many changes. While all of
these were necessary to move the Department forward, our focus for the next fiscal year
will be one of “leveling out” our operational and administrative activities. My direction to
my management team is to focus on institutionalizing standard and repeatable business
practices, finding efficiencies, and addressing longstanding deficiencies to meet the
Departrent’s core mission set. To do so, we have developed a budget proposal that |
believe meets my vision,

Our total budget request for Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 is $410.1 million. This represents a
requested increase of $104.3 million. Of this increase, about 69% or about $71.6 Million
is for modernization of our radio system and 20% or about $18 million is for items over
which we have no control such as cost of living and salary adjustments, costs associated
with the merger of the Capitol Police with the Library of Congress Police, plus
uncontroliable inflation increases. The remaining portion of our requested increase is
primarily to cover additional positions to help us reduce the overtime that we need to
properly cover everyday post requirements, as well as to address the lifecycle
repiacement of systems that have been deferred in previous fiscal years. Due to the
time critical nature of the radio modernization project, we have also requested that the
same $71.6 million be included in the President's FY 2009 Supplemental Request.

| would like to take a few minutes to expand on some of these areas and provide you
with the highlights for some of our accomplishments over the last year.

Radie Modernization Project:

First, let me address our request for funding to support the new radio system. There are
three critical life and safety toolis that our officers need in the performance of their duties.
They are refiable radio communications, weapons, and protective equipment. The radio
system currently in use is the only one of these three that we believe may present an
unacceptably high risk to the life and safety of aur officers, Members of Congress, their
staff, family, and visitors, as well as to our ability to properly respond to emergency

Nationally ited by the C ission an itation for Law Agencies, inc.
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situations on Capitol Hill. Since the attacks of 9/11, the threat posed to the Congress,
the Capitol, and the Complex has changed significantly. it has become much more
critical for us to have reliable radio communications that provide for interoperability
between the Department and our other federal, state and local law enforcement partners
in the area. As the scope of this increased threat on the Congress has evolved, it has
become increasingly apparent that our current radio system, which is over 20 years old
and experiencing multiple regular failures, is not capable of providing the reliable
communication capability that we need.

In addition, we have recently received notice from the manufacturer of our dispatch
consoles that they will no longer be providing us technical support because of the age of
our equipment. These circumstances create a substantive risk to our ability to properly
carry out our mission, especially during a time of emergency. Increasing that risk is our
lack of an interoperable system able to communicate with other first responding
organizations such as the Secret Service, the Metropolitan Police, the Metropolitan Fire
Department and the U. S. Park Police. We believe this risk to be significant and
immediate. Another area of vulnerability is the lack of encryption for our current radio
system. This lack of encryption enables our adversaries, the press and others to
monitor our radio transmissions, which has potential to compromise our mission.

To address this risk, the U.S. Capitol Police plans to procure a VHF trunked radio
system in order to achieve adequate on street, in-buildings, garages, basements and in-
tunnels radio coverage throughout the Capitol Complex as well as our extended area of
operation. Therefore, we are requesting a total of $71.6 million in muiti-year funding for
this project.

Because of the criticality of this requirement, we have expedited our request for this
funding by asking that it also be included in the President's FY 2009 Supplemental
Request. The sequence that we would otherwise follow would require us to complete
the detailed design and hopefully obtain funding in FY 2010, and then procure the
necessary equipment and services. If funding is delayed (by a CR, for example) due to
circumstances beyond our control we would need to suspend procurement activity until
such time as funding could be made available, and that would slip project completion
dates accordingly.

if we could get supplemental funding in FY 2009 rather than in FY 2010 it would permit
us to begin the acquisition process for segments of the project as soon as the detailed
engineering design is completed for each segment rather than having to delay all
procurement activities until we are able to obtain funding in FY 2010. By doing so we
could begin to roll out these segments much sooner than we would otherwise be able to
do and consequently may be able to shave several months off the time required to fully
implement a new system. Given the increased risks associated with the continued
problems we are experiencing with an aging system, we believe it prudent for us to
expedite our new system implementation as much as we can.

We believe that the nature of the radio modernization project comports with the intent of
emergency supplemental bilis, which frequently fund “pressing domestic needs.” This
new system is critical to our ability to effectively address anti-terrorism, and the
continuity of government operations. The initial funding of $10 million for this project
was provided in the FY 2007 emergency supplemental bill because of the urgency
associated with beginning the planning and detailed engineering design of the new
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system as quickly as possible. We believe that urgency still exists and justifies our
request that funding for the project be included in the pending supplemental.

The requested amount of $71.6 million for the radio project includes $4 million for the
build out or construction of a mirror or alternate site; $31.1 million for equipment
hardware costs; $20.1 million for subscriber equipment; $9.9 million for travel equipment,
encryption, and professional services; and $6.5 million for contingency funds for
unforeseen conditions with strict controls on the use of such funds. However, the
Department's funding requirements for a new radio system are estimated at $89.6 to
$97.6 million, which includes the $10 million previously provided by the Congress for this
purpose and the $71.6 million included in this request. The remaining $8 to $16 million,
which is expected to be requested in FY 2011, relates to the indoor coverage
requirements, which cannot be finalized until after the completion of the design
engineering, plus project contingency requirements.

The Department has evaluated a number of alternatives regarding how to proceed with
this critical procurement. We have also sought the advice of various independent
experts, who have advised us to enlist the project management and related services of
an outside government agency with considerable expertise in technical procurements of
a similar magnitude. For this reason, we have established an interagency agreement
with the Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR). NAVAIR’s Special Communications
Requirements Division has accomplished numerous communications efforts for other
U.S. government agencies, to include the White House Communications Agency, the

U. 8. House of Representatives, the U.S. Senate, the Department of Homeland
Security's Office of Emergency Communications and various other classified efforts.

For this effort, they have already begun to develop a detailed design engineering study
of each building, garage, tunnel, and outdoor site so we will have complete technical
specifications for the project once we have the funding and are ready to proceed.

Overtime/Staffing:

Our other area of requested growth is related to additional sworn personnel, whom we
would use to help us reduce the Department’s dependence on overtime in meeting our
normal mission requirements. Over the last year, we have continued to analyze and
evaluate posts and other staffing needs and have concluded that we could increase
operational efficiency through the addition of sworn personnel.

The Department has continued to approach its sworn manpower requirements through a
three-pronged approach. This approach includes the assessment of threats against the
Capitol Complex using the risk matrix we designed in collaboration with the Government
Accountability Office, the physical security surveys we have conducted on the Capitol
Complex buildings under our jurisdiction, and the alignment of available sworn staff to
meet the threats.

The Department began the first step in this effort in FY 2007 with a review of our
overtime utilization in relation to mission requirements. The review resulted in a
manpower study that was performed for us by Enlightened Leadership Solutions (or
ELS).
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We have begun to use the ELS study as a guiding management tool for the alignment of
functions and the deployment of personnel, but this study does not represent a complete
analysis of our sworn manpower requirements. We will also need to assess the staffing
requirements for the Library of Congress and Capitol Visitor Center, since these
missions were added subsequent to the completion of the ELS study. As a result, we
are continuing to analyze ELS data, current threat assessment data and the ability of our
infrastructure to support sworn growth, in order to establish and validate an appropriate
staffing level for the Capitol Police, as well as an appropriate level of overtime. We
expect this analysis to be completed no later than our FY 2012 budget submission. In
the meantime, we believe that our FY 2010 sworn staffing request represents a
reasonabie first step toward the proper balance of overtime and full-time sworn staff and
can be supported within our current infrastructure.

This year’s request is an important step in an ongoing evaluation that we will use to
identify an overtime level that will be balanced and more efficient.

New Swom Positions

Therefore, we have requested an increase of 89 sworn positions in FY 2010, which
includes 76 to help us to fulfill our current mission while enabling us to begin reducing
our use of overtime. The other 13 sworn positions are requested in our Protective
Services Bureau for counter surveillance and investigative intelligence gathering in order
to conduct basic surveillance detection and field collection operations across the
Complex. This will bring the sworn positions to 1888 by the end of FY 2010.

Our plan is for the new sworn officers we are requesting to enable us to reduce the
amount of overtime worked by most of our sworn positions once recruit training is
completed. Of course, there will always be a need for overtime to cover uncontroilable
protective details of Members and certain intermittent work requirements, such as
scheduled events like the 4™ of July celebration. In addition, unpredictable overtime to
support events, such as unplanned late Congressional sessions, Congressional
delegations, unplanned special events, unplanned major demonstrations, and emerging
threats, will also be needed. Scheduled and unscheduled events such as these will
continue to be staffed by using overtime, as they reasonably should be.

New Civilian Positions

In FY 2010, we have aiso requested 48 new civilian positions. Twenty-one of these
positions are for civilian employees who were formerly LOC officers, transferring fo the
USCP as a result of the Capitol Police and Library of Congress Police Merger. Several
of the remaining positions would eliminate our need to use contractors to accomplish
critical mission sets, as well as to address outstanding audit findings. Additionally, four
of these positions are to support the Department's Office of the Inspector General.

Highlights:

We recognize that our requested salaries and general expenses increases are
significant in today's fiscal environment, but we believe these funds are critical to the
Department’s ability to efficiently, effectively and - most importantly - safely perform our
mission.
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However, | believe that when an agency is making such a request for increased
budgetary consideration, we must also demonstrate to you the value we bring to the
overall community. Therefore, | would like to provide some brief highlights of these
operational and mission support efforts to you.

Over the last year, the Department has made significant efforts to review its operations
for efficiency, standardize its business practices, address its management and fiscal
shortcomings and address outstanding audit recommendations and findings. During this
same period, we also provided law enforcement operations for a number of high profile
activities, while continuing to provide for the safety and security of the Capitol Complex.

Operational Activities:

Nearly 400 officers and support staff participated in the law enforcement and security
activities associated with the Republican and Democratic Conventions. These efforts
included dignitary protection and protective intelligence.

The Department played a key role in the planning and execution of the law enforcement
support for the 56™ Presidential Inauguration. By any measure, the Inauguration of
President Barack Obama was historic with an unprecedented 1.8 million people
gathered to witness and experience this historic event.

In addition:

« We provided security and counter-intelligence support for 63 Head of State
arrivals, 34 Presidential and Vice Presidential Motorcades, the State of the
Union, the Papal Visit, the 2008 Concert Series and over 2,000 VIP arrivals to
include Supreme Court Justices, Cabinet Members and other U.S. and foreign
dignitaries.

+« We screened 8.7 million staff and visitors to the Complex, including the Capitol
Visitor Center (CVC) that opened in December 2008.

« As aresult of law enforcement actions, we confiscated several handguns, an AK-
47, a number of .22 Caliber Rifles, shotguns, a BB rifle, ammunition, a sword, a
night stick, several knives, a bayonet, a machete, a hatchet, a stun gun, metal
pipes, grenades, pepper spray, mace, box cutters and razor blades, a sling shot,
a table leg and a baseball bat.

e We conducted over 163,000 K-8 security sweeps.

+ We screened over 32,000 vehicles at our offsite facility.

s We conducted over 24,000 Transportation Interdiction Group Emergency
Response Team (T.1.G.E.R.) vehicle screenings, which resulted in 11 vehicles
being refused access to the Complex, 3 arrests and 104 citations.

s We conducted 3,500 foundation checks of the buildings on the Complex utilizing

the Department's mountain bike patrols yielding 9 arrests, and 532 Notices of
Interest.
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¢ We conducted 3,800 hazardous materials/weapons sweeps and responded to
over 150 suspicious package and substance incidents.

« We conducted 90 emergency evacuation drills in conjunction with the House,
Senate and the Architect of the Capitol to ensure that the Congressional
Community is trained to respond to emergencies.

« We completed 5,664 preventative maintenance checks on security equipment,
up from 2,229 checks in 2007, partially due to delays in lifecycle replacement.

e We completed 7,172 checks on Barriers, up from 2,263 in 2007, partially due to
delays in lifecycle replacement.

+ We performed 3,697 Magnetometer calibrations, up from 1,997 in 2007, partially
due to delays in lifecycle replacement.

Administrative Activities:

Over the last year, we have also provided a significant level of mission support to the
overall operational mission, and we improved upon our administrative capabilities.

As you know, both the Government Accountability Office and our Inspector General
have made 169 recommendations since 2005 intended to improve the Department's
operations, and most of these are geared toward administrative operations. These
administrative operations encompass more than just how we manage our finances. The
audit recommendations cover how we maintain our physical inventory; how well we
control privacy information; how we secure our information systems; as well as how
efficiently and effectively we recruit, select, train, and pay our employees. Responding
to these recommendations with limited staff has been a challenge for us, but we are
pleased to report that we have made significant progress.

We have now closed about half of all these recommendations - this despite the addition
of 40 recommendations in the past year alone. We currently have just 85 of the 169 still
open and are in the process of implementing corrective actions to close these in the near
future. Recently, we closed 16 OIG recommendations dealing with property
management, the Memorial Fund, hiring standards, and the Student Loan Repayment
Program. We also anticipate closing many GAO recommendations in the coming
months. We believe we are beginning to get ahead of the curve on improving our
administrative operations, and while we realize we have a lot of work ahead of us, we
anticipate more improvement as the year proceeds.

Some of the best progress we have made in the past year has been in the financial
management arena. In order o achieve these results, we focused on the hiring of a
Chief Financial Officer (CFO), Deputy CFO, Budget Officer, Deputy Procurement Officer,
as well as several other professional positions within the Office of Financial
Management. The hiring of these highly qualified managers aliowed the Department to
benefit from their experience, talent, knowledge and understanding, along with a high
level of integrity that is critical to agency operations. They have federal — as well as
considerable legistative branch — expettise, and we are optimistic that with this team we
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can establish the practices, policies and procedures that (as this Committee has noted in
the past) we have been lacking. The professional administrative oversight from these
individuals, as well as the many other professional and technical civilians within the
Department, has enabled us to begin to institutionalize an administrative operation in the
U.S. Capitol Police that will be as responsive, accountable, and transparent as any in the
federal government.

To this end, we have recently completed classes in appropriation law for all of the
Department personnel who have any impact on appropriated funds. This makes it the
perfect time for us to continue to examine our procurement and budgeting standard
operating practices to ensure we comply with all mandates. in addition, we are now
ascribing salary data to the Bureaus and Offices that directly benefit, and thus in the
future, we will be befter able to project salary data and trends. Having tied our strategic
goals to spending of our general expenses appropriation in the FY 2010 budget request,
we will be able to do this with our salary appropriation, as well, for the FY 2011 budget
cycle.

Other administrative accomplishments and enhancements within the past year have
included the following:

» The Department produced an FY 2008 financial statement in time for a complete
independent audit, which resulted in the Department receiving a clean opinion on
our financial statement for the first time in the Department'’s history.

» We received reaccreditation from the Commission on Accreditation of Law
Enforcement Agencies (CALEA) after undergoing an extensive on-site evaluation
to review operations and supporting documentation to verify that we have
maintained compliance with standards over the three year accreditation review
period. This confirmed the fact that we achieved mandatory compliance for alf of
the almost 300 accreditation requirements and resulted in the Department
receiving its third accreditation award.

» We issued our updated Strategic Plan and our Strategic Human Capital Plan
which will improve our ability to link our human resources programs to our
strategic goals and enable us to measure our staffing needs and progress much
more efficiently and effectively.

*« We implemented effective business practices and internal controls into our
financial, human resources, facilities, and information technology operations.

+ We reconciled our financial management and property management systems,
and performed a complete physical inventory.

+ We aligned our salary and benefit data with the National Finance Center budget
object codes to be able to respond to Committee requests with more precision.

* We revised our budget justification to incorporate strategic objectives,
accomplishments, and schedules consistent with Executive and other Legislative
Branch agency budget reports.
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Even with these significant achievements, the Department continues to struggle to level
off its administrative operations. One of our biggest concerns is the retention of
professional talent within our civilian staff that we know to be necessary to move the
Department forward. We simply cannot sustain the turnover rates in critical civilian
positions that we have experienced in the past. By continuing this leve! of attrition, we
lose far too much in productivity, institutional knowledge and employee morale. We
need to be able to provide the same flexibilities for our civilian employees that other
federal government agencies provide.

While we have authorization and often funding to provide recruitment and retention
bonuses, as well as to administer a Student Loan Repayment Program and tuition
reimbursement program, the Department has either not had sufficient program staff
onboard to develop, implement and manage a best-practices program for each of these
areas, or the onboard staff has been overburdened with workloads necessary to
maintain other areas of the Department.

Additionally, we do not have alternate work schedule or telework programs or an
incentives awards program that provides for cash and time off incentives, programs for
which many federal civilian employees have grown accustomed in their workplace.

All of these factors have contributed to the Department’s challenges in recruiting
qualified candidates or retaining those we currently have onboard. In fact, during our
attempts to fill some of the current civilian vacancies, the process has proceeded to the
point of selection, only to have the selectee decline the job offer when they found out
that the Department could not offer workplace benefits or quality of life programs similar
to those of other federal entities.

To address these challenges, the Department is working on policies to administer these
programs in accordance with applicable laws, regulations and consistent with best
practices. However, the Department wants to be thoughtful in its rollout, so that the
programs are not compromised, which could result in additional audit findings and
stakeholder recommendations.

Additionally, we are planning our first all-employee customer satisfaction survey, and
have begun regularized exit interviews for terminating employees to better understand
how to improve the workplace in order to retain our talented sworn and civilian
workforce.

Another area in which we also hope to achieve greater efficiencies is in fleet
management. We are completing a comprehensive analysis of our fleet services,
including a cost-benefit analysis of leasing versus buying vehicles, which we plan to
present to the Committees for funding consideration. This plan will focus on providing
justification for the fleet requirements, demonstrating areas where we have reduced or
plan to reduce the fleet, and it will provide for a 5-year fleet management plan to meet
the validated fleet requirements. This plan will also address our efforts to make the fleet
more energy efficient.
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Conclusion;

In conclusion, | believe that there is much work left to be undertaken, but we expect that
the combined efforts of many of our dedicated staff will resuit in the continued
transformation of the Department into a more efficient and accountable organization.

Recognizing that the Committees have expressed concerns over the last several years
about the Department's leadership, internal controls, and financial management, we
have placed significant emphasis on addressing these shortcomings.

Under the leadership of Gloria Jarmon, the Department achieved a clean opinion on its
financial statements two years earlier than expected; our Office of Financial
Management has become more efficient and it has achieved staffing stability; we have
addressed numerous oversight studies and inquiries; we have developed a
comprehensive plan to procure and implement a new radio system; we have redesigned
our budget development and execution processes; we have completed appropriations
law training for all Department personnel who have any impact on appropriated funds;
and we have resolved numerous audit and oversight findings and recommendations.

On our Operational side, under the leadership of Dan Nichols, the Department has
continued our efforts to find efficiencies in sworn staffing and the utilization of those
personnel resources. This effort has resulted in a savings in the Department's overtime
utilization.

All these achievements have been accomplished while supporting the operational
mission of protecting the Capitol Complex, providing security for two national political
conventions and supporting a Presidential Inauguration of historic size and capacity.

1t is through this leadership and the dedication of our employees that the Department
has been able to realize these achievements, even with a large number of civilian
vacancies and under a continuing resolution. With a continued focus on addressing our
civilian staffing needs, balancing the optimum sworn personnel levels against overtime
requirements and resolving audit recommendations and findings, | believe that the next
year will see even greater efficiencies and effectiveness from our team.

| believe that our FY 2010 budget request supports the goals | have stated here today.
Piease be assured that this management team, with the continued support of the Capitol
Police Board and our stakeholders, is committed to moving the Department forward to
meet these operational and administrative goals.

| am happy to answer any questions you may have.
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SHARED RADIO SYSTEM

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I know I have quite a few questions,
and we are going to spend the majority of this hearing on the Cap-
itol Police budget, and we will probably take about 20 or 30 min-
utes or so to do GPO.

The request for the upgrade of the radio system has been in front
of this committee for a couple of years now, and originally my con-
cern was that when you first made your presentation, it was one
I felt was very broad, very general, and I didn’t have enough con-
fidence that the $35 million request was all that we would ever see.
And especially given that we were in the middle of trying to finish
up the CVC and deal with a number of years of cost overruns and
timing overruns, I felt it was important for us to make sure we had
an absolute handle on the costs and the plans for this upgrade. So
that is why we had the S&I staff of the Appropriations Committee
work with you. And I think we are in a much stronger position
now, and clearly as we move forward with these plans, while the
amount of the cost of the upgrade has gone up, it is more clear
what the needs are, and I think you have the opportunity to imple-
ment a more effective system.

One open question that is still there is whether a shared system
working with another agency or law enforcement agency would be
beneficial both in terms of system performance as well as cost. To
my knowledge, we haven’t been able to identify a Federal agency
system that really will work with the Capitol Police needs. So basi-
cally are we at the point where a shared system is off the table?

Chief MORSE. Yes.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. Why?

Chief MORSE. Well, the uniqueness of what we do, the ability to
use this system not only just for the police department’s use, but
the legislative branch operations, the continuity of government, we
need to be able to control the activity on this radio. We need to
have the priority of this system. And the uniqueness of the system
is one that only really fits us.

The criticality is there to be able to communicate with these
other law enforcement agencies during a critical incident situation.
But to rely on another agency for a radio system is not something
that we feel comfortable with or think is most appropriate for our
mission.

PROGRESS OF RADIO SYSTEM UPGRADE

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Can you just take us through where
we are in terms of the proposed upgrade? We have a lot of new
Members on the subcommittee, and they don’t have the history
that some of us do.

Chief MORSE. Where we are currently is we are in

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. The need for the upgrade, what the
urgency is, that kind of thing.

Chief MORSE. Sure. There are really three life safety tools for a
law enforcement agency: weapons systems, protective equipment,
and then communications. Our communications equipment, as you
know, is over 25 years old. It is antiquated; it is analog; it is not
interoperable; it is not encrypted and, in many cases, has been fail-
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ing us both in the hardware and software area because they simply
don’t make this type of system anymore.

We most recently had one of our vendors call and say they could
no longer service our dispatch equipment or technology because it
is simply outdated.

In the threat environment in which we work after 9/11, it cer-
tainly is critical that we be able to communicate with our partners
in a critical incident situation, which we currently cannot do.

The encrypted portion of this project enables us to communicate
with each other without the outside world listening in, which would
degrade our ability to protect Congress. We currently do not have
a failsafe system where we could have mirror sites and alternative
sites that are away from this location to protect the integrity of the
communications. With all those things that we have to deal with,
a need for a new system is critical.

One of the reasons that we felt that through the supplemental
it would be beneficial for us is that, really, every minute counts
with a system like this. The system has failed us at one time when
it completely shut down. Therefore, every month counts for us.

The committee saw this urgency in 2007, and we certainly appre-
ciate the funding that we got through a supplemental at that time,
but we believe that it is the most immediate way that we can begin
this system and complete this system in a timely manner for the
protection of Congress and the visitors and staff, and certainly for
the legislative branch operations.

So that is really where we are now. We have listened carefully
and have followed direction and been very methodical about the
way we have gone about preparing ourselves for this system, both
from a technical sense and an operational sense. We are currently
in what is called an engineering design phase, where we will get
the specifics of costs related to the internal use of this system.

And just to bring up a point, most systems are 80 percent exter-
nal. Most of our system is 80 percent internal. So there was a need
to really test, engineer, and design within the actual buildings,
tunnels, and garages that we work in.

That is where we are now. With a supplemental in 2009, we
would be able to begin to acquire some of the technology that we
need, antennas, cabling, et cetera; and as the design phase is com-
pleted, we will then be able to begin the open competitive bidding
for contractors for the work that is needed to complete this project.

So that is where we are. That is the criticality of it. That is why
we believe that the supplemental is most beneficial to this project.
It saves time, addresses the criticality of it, and it avoids any ex-
tensiollll of time that would be related to this that could affect cost
as well.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you.

Mr. Aderholt.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you.

INDOOR COVERAGE

You referred a moment ago to the importance of indoor coverage.
I know that this is the portion of the estimate that has not been
locked down. Its estimated range—correct me if I am wrong—is be-
tween $8 million and $16 million; is that correct?
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Chief MORSE. That is the cost that may increase once the design
engineering is completed. So I believe—and I would have to look
at the numbers—but it is somewhere in the $20 million range for
infrastructure, and the indoor coverage could be as much as $8 mil-
lion to $16 million more, depending on the design engineering.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Just talk a little bit about the importance of the
coverage—and you were talking about how most of the coverage is
outdoor—but how this is a little bit different situation. Also please
address what the importance is of the indoor coverage and what
would be involved in a design effort that you would need.

Chief MORSE. One of the things that we have experienced with
our current system is what we call dead spots. It is the inability
for the officer to be able to transmit or receive communications
subterraneanly in some of our garage areas, tunnel systems, sub-
ways, et cetera. Part of the reason for this was the lack of cabling,
antennas, and any design engineering study that took place in the
past, and was associated with our current system.

Therefore, the industry standard, if you will, is to have a per-
centage of coverage for any system, whether it be external or inter-
nal. But our design engineering study is working us toward estab-
lishing the highest level of coverage internally that we can possibly
get, as both a life safety issue and certainly any operational needs
that take place for which communication is needed.

WORKING WITH AOC AND TIMELINE

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, I can imagine a lot of cables have to be run
through the Capitol Complex. Have you had a discussion with the
Architect of the Capitol about an estimated timeline to try to get
something like this implemented?

Chief MORSE. The estimates that we have have been reviewed by
our stakeholders to include the Architect of the Capitol. But specifi-
cally the NAVAIR Command, who is doing the design engineering
study, also has experience here at the Capitol in some of the
uniqueness of the environment in which we work and the construc-
tion. So specifically if the question is have we had conversations
with them about the timeline, the answer is yes.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Have they given you sort of a ballpark figure of
once the money is allocated, how long it would take to try to imple-
ment something like this?

Chief MORSE. Three years for the whole project. And it is broken
down into phases. I believe it is five phases. We are sort of in
phase 1 and 2 right now.

Mr. ADERHOLT. One item that tends to get overlooked when you
are trying to understand the cost is the outyear costs for such
things as maintenance, additional personnel, and leases. What are
the outyear issues and costs to maintain a new system like this?

Chief MORSE. I think as a part of the cost included for 2 years
is about $4.5 million. Then any subsequent years would be cer-
tainly less than that because the testing and validatation would be
completed. So it is just the maintenance of the system itself.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Phase 5. Until what time period would phase 5
go through after it is implemented, how long after that? You said
3 years as far as implementing the system. And this $4.5 million
would cover how long?
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Ms. JARMON. Two years beyond.

Chief MORSE. Two years beyond the three-year mark.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. Rodriguez.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. First of all, let me thank you for your service
and what you do for all of us. I want to thank you for taking care
of us and all the tourists that come here.

Let me ask you, on the new type of technology that is out there,
the overall expenditures, you mentioned the possibility of $20 mil-
lion and $16 million; is that correct?

Chief MORSE. With regard to infrastructure inside the buildings.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. What is the life expectancy of that? Do we have
any idea?

Chief MORSE. I don’t have that answer for you. I have people
that can give you that answer. I can give it to you for the record.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Answer that question for the record.

[The information follows:]

What is the life expectancy of the new radio system?

Response. The radio system life cycle will be between 15-20 years, with appro-
priate preventative maintenance service and updates.

TRAINING ON THE PROPOSED SYSTEM

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. In addition to that, in terms of the resources
needed or the cost in terms of the training that is also entailed in
that transformation effort, do you have that?

Chief MORSE. I just got the answer to your first question on life
expectancy. It is probably 10 to 15 years. And then your second
question, I am sorry?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Just in terms of the amount of resources re-
quired for training that is required in order to make that trans-
formation. I distinctly remember a long time ago when computers
came in, we bought a whole bunch of computers, and no one would
use them because they weren’t trained to use them. I just wonder
in terms of the actual training that might be required and the pos-
sible cost with that. A company can sell you stuff, and along with
that come additional needs for training that you might have to pay.

Chief MORSE. One of the requests that we have is for five radio
technicians who will be familiar with that particular system,
whichever system that may be. They would work on the system
and would facilitate training for the employees.

BIDDING PROCESS

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. On the bid process—I gather you are starting
work on that—would that be competitive?

Chief MORSE. Yes, it will be. It will be open and competitive, and
the RFP, if you will, has been very closely scrutinized by not only
GAO, but other

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Does it have a segment on there for the train-
ing?

Chief MORSE. That I would have to answer for the record.

[The information follows:]

Does the RFP for the new radio system include a segment for training?

Response. Yes. Training documentation is required to be developed in Phase III
of our Statement of Work with NAVAIR (currently funded through Phase II), but
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the actual training of personnel will be conducted in Phase IV before the system
is turned over to/accepted by USCP.

Ms. JARMON. The RFP would be let after the design and engi-
neering is done. The design engineering is being done between now
and December. At that point we would be working with NAVAIR,
and there would probably be about five different RFPs. There
would be one for the radio equipment, network equipment, anten-
nas, indoor coverage. About 95 percent of this would be fully com-
petitive. Five percent is the cost for the NAVAIR to work as the
project managers.

INTEROPERABILITY OF THE RADIO SYSTEM

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Are you looking at a system that would be able
to communicate with Secret Service and other agencies?

Chief MORSE. It would enable us to communicate with anyone
with a system that we would want to bring onto our network, and
that could be done on a consistent basis or an as-needed basis.

Ms. JARMON. Our training cost estimate is in phase 4, which is
about $2.6 million. Training is included in that.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Thank you.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Mr. Rodriguez.

Mr. Cole.

Mr. COLE. Actually that basically touched on my question. On
the interoperability portion of what you are trying to do, all the
other surrounding departments already have the equipment they
need for you to interact with them?

Chief MORSE. Yes. Most of the agencies that we interact with
have the capability to be interoperable. There are some municipali-
ties, for instance, Prince George’s County, who I believe is within
about 12 to 15 months, if I recall—and they testified recently—to
having their interoperable system for countywide interoperability.

IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE

Mr. CoLE. How long would it take for you to put in place what
you want to do, from beginning to end? If you started today, how
long would it take?

Chief MORSE. It would take 3 years to get to where we need to
be.

Mr. COLE. Does it make any sense appropriating the money over
an extended time frame? Would it save any money or cost any
more?

Chief MORSE. We have examined that. It is certainly an option
that we have looked at. But we have found that appropriating this
up front, and contracting it out, and procuring the technology and
the infrastructure that we need is the best solution to completing
this within the cost and within the time frame that we need.

Mr. CoLE. Thank you.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. You are welcome.

Mr. Honda.

Mr. HONDA. Thank you.
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COMMUNICATING WITH MEMBER OFFICES

I guess I am trying to understand all this. What we have here
right now is an expert who is designing the entire system and
wants to design and set up and bid for different parts of the sys-
tem. And the system has a lifetime of 15 to 20 years. We have a
problem of interoperability, encryption, and also communication in
terms of internal communication among our Members and with
other agencies.

What I haven’t heard so far, and maybe you have said it, how
does this all work in times of—moments of emergency where you
need to communicate with each office? Is that part of your plan?
Are there other mechanisms such as you have audio, then you have
video, so that we can get all that done so we can guide people in
buildings in and out?

Asst. Chief NIicHOLS. It is a good question because there are two
parts to the question. One is having a robust radio system that al-
lows us to give our officers direction in an emergency situation, be-
cause from the Central Command Center we can monitor the cam-
pus systems and know where an emerging chokepoint is; for exam-
ple, in the Longworth Building. On the radio system we can give
the direction to the officer how to relieve that chokepoint.

With regard to connectivity to the offices

Mr. HONDA. How do you know where the chokepoints are?

Asst. Chief NICHOLS. In our budget request for fiscal year 2010,
we have a request for cameras in critical areas in the buildings so
we can monitor that remotely, frankly, based upon previous con-
versations we have had with this committee on those various con-
cerns. So we will have a more robust internal remote monitoring
system as opposed to having an officer there who can remotely see
through the camera system where the problems are developing and
then guide the officers to that location.

Mr. HONDA. Given the current technology, will there be a way to
include new technologies so that when you have the video, it can
be shared—at the same time as you see it in the control center, can
that be shared with the other folks in and around that area?

Asst. Chief NicHOLS. If we can export that to the point that it
doesn’t compromise security, obviously we can export those images
to other locations, yes.

Mr. HONDA. To other officers. That is also encrypted, but it can
be done. Do you have that in your plan in terms of upgrading both
the 10 to 15 years, because technology changes every 2 or 3 years?

Asst. Chief NicHOLS. That is correct, sir. Those are actually two
independent and separate systems. The radio system is one stand-
alone system. The camera monitoring system is another stand-
alone system intended to be used for emergency egress. But all of
our systems have to be integrated for the same life safety require-
ments, and this allows us to have a much better big picture of a
quicker, robust response to emergencies. We bring all of these tech-
nologies together with well-trained personnel.

Mr. HonDA. Will that system be able to be compatible with the
different offices? Will they use the same system or separate sys-
tems so that our emergency coordinator in each office will be able
to have that information?
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Asst. Chief NicHOLS. We are still looking at technologies to give
the offices specifically a more clear picture of what is going on dur-
ing an emergency situation. As you know, we already have the
Blackberry system, we have the public address systems both inside
and outside the building now, as well as the annunciator system
which emanates from the command center. So you have just about
everything except for a video picture. We can look at ways to im-
port video pictures to key areas if that becomes a requirement or
advantage in an emergency response for the public.

Mr. HONDA. How does that become a requirement for emergency
response? You said if that becomes a requirement.

Asst. Chief NicHOLS. If there is a need to export a video picture
outside the command center.

Mr. HONDA. But you have the capability.

Asst. Chief NicHOLS. That is correct. We will help develop that
capability.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—The following information was provided subse-
quent to the Hearing.

The USCP does not currently have this capacity, nor would its
current budget request allow for such an upgrade. The USCP will
examine the cost of upgrading to the capability suggested by Mr.
Honda, and include the upgrade in a future request.]

Mr. HONDA. In your timeline do you have what it will cost for
the training?

Asst. Chief NicHOLS. For the video system, sir?

Mr. HONDA. Yes.

Asst. Chief NicHOLS. That is included in the budget request.

Mr. HONDA. When can we see this timeline and benchmarks—I
suspect it is part classified, I don’t know—but where Members will
be able to see that visually so we have a sense of that timeline,
something that we can use as a monitor?

Asst. Chief NicHOLS. We can certainly do that. We can give you
a timeline with benchmarks. All of those things we can provide to
the committee so you can see we are on track and on target. We
are very sensitive to the needs of the community with regard—es-
pecially the people who work here who need to know because of the
frequency of emergencies what our response is and how well suited
we are to protect our community.

Mr. HONDA. My time has expired. Thank you.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCcHULTZ. Thank you, Mr. Honda.

Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Madam Chair. Thank you all for
coming and for the work that you do. Madam Chair, I will just brag
on the chief for a minute. After our last hearing on the inaugura-
tion, the chief actually did call my mother-in-law and explain why
she wasn’t invited to the inauguration. I appreciate that.

Chief MORSE. She was very tough, too.

VENDORS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE RADIO SYSTEM

Mr. LATOURETTE. Is your current radio system vendor Motorola?

Chief MORSE. Yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And the difficulty that you are experiencing
not only with the age, but what police departments tell me back
home is that Motorola is going to stop making replacement parts.
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That is the problem they are having, and that is a pretty slick
move on their part, because if you can’t make the parts, everybody
has to get new radios and go off of this P25 system. Is that the
problem that you are having, among others?

Chief MORSE. The problem that we are having is that the old
technology can’t be used like the new technology can be, regardless
of who the vendor is.

Mr. LATOURETTE. You were kind enough, or the Department, to
come up with a slide presentation. If I could just direct you to slide
12, if you have it. Before I ask you any questions about it, I just
want to make sure. It says “procurement sensitive,” so is it a se-
cret, or can I ask you specific questions about this?

Chief MORSE. Hold on a second.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I just want to ask you about your proposed
system. Is that okay?

Chief MORSE. Sure.

Mr. LATOURETTE. It says: 14 channels. The next one, 32 TX or
RX. Are those repeaters?

Chief MORSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. So your proposal calls for, because of the
unique challenges, I would suspect, of being inside, you have 32 re-
peaters. Do you have repeaters in place today?

Chief MORSE. We do.

Mr. LATOURETTE. How many do you have today?

Chief Morse. I don’t have that offhand. I can provide it to you.
But I can tell you that they are not all in position where they
should be, or they are old and outdated.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Right. But 32 repeaters doesn’t take care of
the unique challenges you think your Department has with the in-
door coverage that you need?

Chief MORSE. Well, there is also the aspect of cabling and locat-
ing where dead spots are for placement. So placement is critical.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I guess my question is: Do you anticipate
growing to 16 repeaters, or do you think 32 repeaters are going to
take care of it as long as they are placed properly?

Chief MORSE. We think that this is sufficient to cover what we
need for our current mission.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The next one is subscriber units, 2,400. Are
those individual radios?

Chief MORSE. Yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay. How many officers do you have at the
Department?

Chief MORSE. Currently we have 1,799 authorized officers.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Can I ask you why you need 2,400 radios?

Chief MORSE. Sure. First, there are other entities within the Leg-
islative Branch who use our system that help us; for instance, fa-
cilitate tour guides, and also they help us facilitate evacuations.
The Architect of the Capitol and others who currently use our sys-
tem, we would be able to extend this to them as well. And then we
have the increase of Library of Congress police officers as well to
our force.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Does your proposal call for each one of these
subscribers to take their radio home with them?

Chief MORSE. They would be assigned to each officer.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. They would carry them with them 24/7?

Chief MORSE. They would not carry them 24/7, but they would
be issued a radio to use.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay. I am not trying to nitpick, but I guess
you can get from 1,700 to 2,400 with all the other people that need
to have radios. But if the police officer isn’t taking the radio home,
I assume not all 1,700 work at the same time. You do three shifts?

Chief MORSE. We do.

The issue that we are looking at is one of the reasons we need
a critical interoperable radio situation is a crisis situation. In that
case all of our officers would be called into work, and then we
wouldn’t have enough radios to go around. So there is a consider-
ation for that, as well as backup radios.

ENCRYPTION COSTS FOR THE RADIOS

Mr. LATOURETTE. The reason I ask about the number is
encrypting a radio is an expensive proposition, to the tune of
maybe $1,500 a radio, plus or minus. It is not an insignificant
number. But my question on encryption is, is it your intention to
have all 14 channels encrypted?

Chief MORSE. The system would be encrypted, so if you talked
on the system, it would be encrypted, regardless of which channel.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Let me just ask you a question that police offi-
cials back home have suggested to me, and that is that their SWAT
teams have encrypted communications, and some of their narcotics
operations, but the traffic officers, as an example, don’t have
encrypted because of the expense. And I wrote down you said at
one point every minute counts. When you encrypt a transmission,
you do miss a beat because the computer has to encrypt. Even with
really fast computers, you lose a nanosecond or some seconds as
you encrypt everything. Do you think there is an absolute need to
encrypt every one of these 2,400 radios and all 14 channels, or
have you explored making 2 or 3 of them encrypted, so that if we
have a big problem here today, and we need to go on to say channel
6 and conduct our work and encrypt it, we could?

Chief MORSE. I am not technically savvy enough to answer the
question if each one of the radios is encrypted. And I will have to
get back to you with that. I am right now thinking that the system
itself is encrypted; therefore, if you operate on that channel——

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Do you have someone?

Chief MORSE. We do have some people more technically sound
with regard to encryption. Doug Hosea.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Why don’t you come and join us at the
table since the questions are going to be directed at you. If you
could state your name for the record.

Mr. HOSEA. Doug Hosea with NAVAIR.

Mr. LATOURETTE. You heard my question. Does the entire system
need to be encrypted?

Mr. HOSEA. I definitely would recommend the entire system be
encrypted. It gives you one type of system that everybody can use,
and whenever an officer is in need, that information is not put out
on the street.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. I get the purpose. Do you have the technology
to encrypt 3 or 4 of the 14 channels that they are proposing that
would permit them to have secure communications?

Mr. HOSEA. They are also in the handheld radios and the port-
able radios, so they are on both ends. So you can encrypt some
channels on the radio, but it is also on the hand-held unit itself.
So if the handheld unit itself would have the encryption module
built in, that is where the code plug would be loaded in, and that
is your encryption algorithm.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The question is: As I look at the proposal, it
looks about $10 million is dedicated for the encryption piece. I have
been told about $1,500 a radio. So I guess I am asking. I want the
police to have the best radio system possible, but in these times,
if we don’t have to encrypt every radio for every police officer who
is directing traffic as opposed to dealing with a security threat to
the Capitol, I am asking why should we spend that money?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. The gentleman will answer the ques-
tion, and then your time has expired a while ago.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you for your courtesy.

Mr. HOSEA. The encryption side, depending on how the fre-
quencies are laid out, it is going to depend on who gets that chan-
nel. So if an officer is on a channel and it goes down in a certain
area, and he does not have an encrypted radio, he is not going to
be covered by another frequency. So by doing that, you kind of pro-
mote another problem that could happen.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you so much.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Ms. McCollum.

Ms. McCoLLUM. Thank you. I want to thank the Chief, the As-
sistant Chief, and all the officers and supporting staff for all the
work that they do. Mr. Honda and I, after we moved offices several
years ago, started talking about Longworth, and we know there are
also challenges in Cannon and Rayburn, as well. Heaven forbid I
will ever be in Rayburn when called to evacuate. In Longworth,
they have challenges with the crowding in the stairwells.

CAMERAS TO ASSIST IN EVACUATIONS

Just for the record, do you have in your 2010 budget cameras to
be placed in the stairwells so that you can do basically live-time
evacuation and move people or inform officers if they need to go
someplace?

Asst. Chief NicHOLS. They will be placed in key areas, correct.

Ms. McCoLLUM. And along with that, will there be annunciators
included in the stairways, too, in case you need to tell people not
to proceed or to move to another area?

Asst. Chief NicHOLS. We already have the annunciators in all
the offices that give realtime direction that can give directions ver-
bally to everybody who is evacuating.

Ms. McCoLLuM. I am talking about annunciators available in the
stairway to be used if I am a tourist, or somehow I am evacuating
and not the person who has the annunciator.

Asst. Chief NicHOLS. There is the public address system that we
use also, and of course, all the annunciators are portable so people
around you can hear them also.
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Ms. McCoLLuM. That is great. And thank you so much for doing
that. It gives me peace of mind for my staff, but it also gives me
peace of mind for all the people who are visiting here. I think it
will, as you practice through it with drills—and I hope they are al-
ways drills—become more efficient with the system in the future.

HOMELAND SECURITY GRANTS

Madam Chair, I want to shift the conversation a little bit. We
have talked about radios, we have talked about providing enhance-
ments for the public when they are here to be safe, and all this
comes out of Legislative Branch dollars.

My St. Paul police department, St. Paul Fire, and volunteer fire
departments are all eligible to apply for different grants and fund-
ing opportunities, especially out of Homeland Security. The Capitol
Police have always been responsible for securing the sites for Mem-
bers and for dignitaries and for people that are visiting, but after
September 11 that responsibility increased to a whole another level
especially for protecting the public when they were here. We have
seen this while being here on September 11 and with the evacu-
ation due to the plane during Mr. Reagan’s funeral.

So I really think, Madam Chair, and I would ask all my col-
leagues here, if we should be rethinking the way this police depart-
ment, the Nation’s police department, has been funded in the past
when they compete with all the other services that are to be pro-
vided to Members to help us do our job. I wonder if this is the most
effective and efficient way in order for these officers to provide the
security that they want for us, because I have to believe they would
have moved quicker and faster on some of these areas that we are
discussing today had they have had the resources to do so. They
have done admirably with the resources they have, but I think we
need to have a discussion, perhaps with Chairman Obey, about let-
ting them compete toe to toe for some of the grants other police de-
partments receive.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. My understanding is the only problem
with that—and that is something that is an intriguing suggestion—
the only concern is that it would put the Legislative Branch in the
position of applying to the executive branch for funds for a function
that is legislative. So there may be separation of powers issues re-
lated to that, which is why we have always taken care of our own
funding.

Ms. McCorLum. But I would just say that there is an odd trans-
fer of funds, and I will throw this out here, and we can talk to
other people about this some more later, but the CDC receives a
huge chunk of change. It is a transfer point through which funds
go to PEPFAR. PEPFAR gets its own money and then a transfer
from the CDC to do something else.

There are things like that riddled throughout the budgets. So I
don’t see why Homeland Security couldn’t have a chunk of change
that they could transfer to Legislative Branch for doing a portion—
not all, but a portion—of what they do. Otherwise, we are going to
continue to be hamstrung for all the other needs of Leg. Branch.
It really puts us in a situation of having to make choices between
safety and sometimes efficiency in doing our jobs. When this for-
mula was first set up, that wasn’t an issue.
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And so I would encourage us to look at ways of exploring the way
this formula has come to be, and see if there is a way we can do
it more effectively and efficiently and fairly to the other respon-
sibilities this committee has in the future.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. You do make a valid point, and I
would be thrilled about any relief that we had off the pressure that
we have to meet this budget.

Mr. Ryan.

Mr. RyYAN. I have no questions.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you.

RELIABILITY OF COST ESTIMATE

I want to just focus in on a couple of concerns, because my un-
derstanding is that the NAVAIR study is still 6 to 8 months from
completion. Is that right?

Chief MORSE. That is correct.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Still 6 to 8 months from completion.
You are asking for these funds to be approved prior to the study
being fully complete. Since your doing that—I mean, 2 years ago
the cost estimate of this system was $35 million. Then last year the
cost estimate was $61 million, which was one that I felt didn’t have
adequate justification for it. Now we have a more refined estimate
of $90 million to $100 million, with the additional $8 to $16 million
that would come at the end of the process.

Without completion of the design study, what level of confidence
can we have that this latest cost estimate is the final one? I do not
want us to get into a situation where, in April of 2009, we are say-
ing it is $90 to $100 million, but 6 or 8 months from now, $150
million or $175 million because we have unanticipated things that
we didn’t consider.

Why shouldn’t we wait until we have the study completed? I un-
derstand the urgency, and I understand the need, but I am con-
cerned about unanticipated costs. And since this is a very expen-
sive system with a lot of unanswered questions like the one that
Mr. LaTourette asked, which was a very valid question, why
wouldn’t waiting 6 to 8 months so we could absolutely have a real
handle on the cost be a more prudent course of action?

Chief MORSE. Certainly I am sensitive to that, and have been.
That is why we have committed ourselves to excellence on our fi-
nancial management side of the House, the administrative side of
the House. That is why we have been so responsive and cooperative
in having so many people look at this project, not only from an
RFP, but from an engineering design phase.

The experts tell me that this is what it will be, and this is the
cost and timeframe that it will be.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. But that is what they told you when
it was $35 million also. We had the same conversation at the begin-
ning of this process.

Chief MORSE. I understand. I go back to that, and there were a
lot of things missing there; a lot of things I didn’t know. I was only
presenting what had been done at a very low level in 2005. And
I think I was transparent and honest about that, that I simply
didn’t know where this thing would end up until I could do other
things.
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Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. But, Chief, I don’t want to charac-
terize you as pressing for the $35 million immediately, but there
was tremendous pressure at the time for us to appropriate the $35
million right then. It was badly needed. It was something that was
urgent. We had to do it. And had we done that then, we would
have come back several more times, because once you had a fuller
picture of what it was really going to cost, we would be in a CVC
situation again where we would have to be appropriating unantici-
pated dollars for a proposal whose plan had not been completed.

Chief MORSE. Like I said, I go back to that time and the things
that were missing. We have committed ourselves to not only our
agency:

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. But my bottom line question is: Are
you confident that this will be the final cost, and that we don’t
need to wait the 6 or 8 months until the study is complete?

Chief MORSE. I am confident that with all the things we have
done and gone through and reviewed, I am confident that what
they are telling me is correct. It still remains, the criticality of it,
and I know that you are aware of that and sensitive to that, so I
appreciate all that. I do have confidence in it. I obviously have a
great deal of concern about the criticality of it. There are things
that we can do prior to the issuing of the overall contract that can
get us on course.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. What would waiting 6 or 8 months
do? If we waited 6 or 8 months until the study was completed,
when a full recommendation could be made with all the informa-
tion that you need available to you, what would be the difference
between doing this now, appropriating the dollars now in the sup-
plemental, or waiting 6 or 8 months until we have the study com-
pleted?

Chief MORSE. Well, we just simply don’t know what is going to
happen in the budget cycle. We know the criticality of this, so the
supplemental provides the funding for it. We maintain our timeline
and our phased approach to this. It just keeps us on track, and it
saves time, which I think everybody wants. The longer this could
extend, the more risk we take with a failure of the system in not
getting it off the ground, but also the more risk we take at cost and
it rising.

I have confidence in our plan. We have over the past 2 years
tried to gain the committee’s confidence in the work that we are
doing, and we just simply hope that you support us in this effort.
And we know that you have in the past, and we appreciate every-
thing that you have done for us.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. My time has expired.

Mr. Aderholt.

Mr. ADERHOLT. I don’t think I have anything on the radio right
now.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I do have several other questions re-
lated to the radios. Do any other Members have questions, radio-
specific questions?

ENCRYPTION AND MAINTENANCE OVER TIME

Mr. LATOURETTE. I do. Chief, if I could maybe get the NAVAIR
guy. One is: Does every radio need to be encrypted, if I am right
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about the cost? In particular, the 700 radios you are going to share
with other people, I see a big difference between people engaged in
traffic control and people engaged in making sure they will be safe
from terrorists. If you could look at that.

The other thing that concerns me, the $4.5 million for mainte-
nance, I think that is great. I would just ask that you get it from
Doug or whoever is consulting you, that we don’t find ourselves in
a Motorola situation again. So whoever you wind up selecting as
the vendor, it is great if you get a 2—year maintenance agreement
and it is all paid for, but in year 5, if your vendor decides they are
not going to make spare parts anymore because they want to sell
everybody a P26 radio system, I think you are going to have an ex-
pense maybe we don’t need to have.

So I think that if you could satisfy yourself that the people that
sell you the radio system are going to fix that radio system into the
foreseeable future. Those are my two concerns.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you.

Ms. McCorLLuM. Madam Chair, to follow up on that. I am just
trying to see if I understood something right. Right now you are
looking at encrypting all channels. Do you have the flexibility of
how many channels you choose to encrypt?

Mr. HOSEA. Yes, ma’am.

Ms. McCoLLuM. If I am an officer with a radio, and I have an
encrypted radio, it doesn’t make a difference how many channels
are encrypted, one encryption descrambles whatever it is that
comes into my radio?

Mr. HoSEA. It depends on how you set it up.

Ms. McCoLLUM. So is there a cost difference if I have channels,
and I am just making up channels, say I have 2 channels, I encrypt
one and don’t encrypt the other?

Mr. HOSEA. No, ma’am.

Ms. McCoLLuM. Is there a cost difference to me as the officer
standing in front of Longworth whether my unit decrypts two chan-
nels or one channel?

Mr. HOSEA. No, ma’am, because the encryption module is built
into the radio. There is one encryption module for the radio. It is
not one encryption module per channel, it is one encryption module
that slides into your radio—for your BlackBerry you have a little
SIM card that slides in, basically it’s the same thing for the
encryption modules.

Ms. McCoLLUM. So are the cost savings in how many channels
are encrypted or are the cost savings in how many units can decode
the encryption?

Mr. HOSEA. In how many units can decode the encryption.

Ms. McCoLLuM. And bids are usually cheaper if I am bidding all
the same product type versus two different product types.

Mr. HOSEA. Yes, ma’am.

Ms. McCoLLumMm. I would still like to see the answer to your ques-
tion, but thank you.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. Anyone else on the ra-
dios? I have three, I will ask them together and then we can move
on to the 2010 request.
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PROCUREMENT AND NAVAIR’S ROLE IN RADIO PROCUREMENT

I want to focus on procurement for a second. Can you clarify how
you propose to handle the radio procurement process if this funding
is approved by Congress? Will it be a fully competitive procurement
process, open to all bidders? Will the radio procurement be a fixed
cost or a cost plus contract? We have heard from a number of po-
tential bidders who are concerned that the RFP will be written too
narrowly and that that might eliminate perfectly viable options for
meeting communication requirements. So how are you going to bal-
ance that?

Chief MORSE. Well, first we had already heard those concerns
about narrowness of the RFP, and that is one of the reasons we
had so many experts, as well as GAO take a look at the RFP to
ensure that it, in fact, is not narrow, that it has the technical and
engineering requirements that we need to meet our mission. With
regard to procurement, it will be an open, fair bidding process. We
have to ensure that that happens. We have a project manager who
is a subject matter expert in this, who has on-board procurement
people who have the expertise in this type of complicated procure-
ment process, and who will augment our folks in our Office of In-
formation Systems.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And what is NAVAIR'’s role? There is
some confusion as to what NAVAIR’s role will be.

Chief MORSE. NAVAIR will be the project manager for the over-
all radio project. They are our consultants or experts in this area.
They use an integrated team concept and basically are augmenting
our team of subject matter experts in preparing the procurement
process, and they will carry it out.

FENCING RADIO FUNDS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Lastly on the radios, as I said I think
the need has been demonstrated, the urgency has been dem-
onstrated. We have spent a lot of time working to this point. But
it still is sticking in my craw that there are 6 to 8 months left on
this study. And the road is littered with studies that result in costs
for programs like this ballooning beyond what was absolutely guar-
anteed at one particular stage and that has been the pattern with
this proposal.

So my question is, if we approve all or a significant portion of
the supplemental request, the $72 million, I think it would make
sense to withhold most of the funds until the final cost estimate is
completed and validated. Is that something that would be accept-
able? I think we should fence off the funds that you don’t need at
this point so that we could make sure that you will have it appro-
priated but that the 6 or 8 months will go by and we will know
what the cost is. And if you already have enough money, or if we
need to go further, then we haven’t gone further than we need to.

Chief MORSE. Yes, it is acceptable that we do that.

Ms. WASSERMAN ScHULTZ. Okay.

Chief MORSE. We want to make sure you are comfortable.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. It is not for my comfort. I mean, $100
million that is only going to last us 15 to 20 years is a lot of money.
It is very expensive. I understand that it is technology and that is
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the nature of the technology, it is an incredibly important system,
but we want to make sure that we are being fiscally responsible
while we are implementing the system.

Do you want to begin on the 2010 budget request?

Mr. ADERHOLT. Go ahead.

10-YEAR GROWTH IN FUNDING VERSUS FTE

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Shifting now to fiscal year 2010, let’s
take a look at the budget from a broader macro point of view. Your
office supplied us with data last month showing the long-term
growth funding for the Capitol Police, The table shows that be-
tween 2000 and 2009 total funding for the Capitol Police increased
by $200 million, or about 170 percent after adjusting for inflation.
And during that same period, the size of the force only increased
by 700 FTEs, or 48 percent. In other words, the total funding for
the force has risen at nearly double the rate of growth in the num-
ber of officers and other staff. The average cost for FTEs after in-
flation increased from 70,000 per officer to 137,000 per officer. Can
you put some of those numbers in perspective, because they are
staggering?

Chief MORSE. Well, if we are going back to 2000, obviously we
had some significant events here at the Capitol complex, including
9/11, anthrax, ricin. And we also had the shootings of the police of-
ficers in 1998. So there were significant increases in the Depart-
ment’s mission, not only related to the new technology for instance,
but also the physical securities we see throughout the campus. So
there was an associated cost related to that. There were associated
costs related to training officers at the level they need to be with
this type of technology, procedures and protocols that are associ-
ated with protecting the campus at such a high level.

So the assets, the resources, the physical securities, the increas-
ing technology and added mission that was given to us to handle
has significantly grown our agency since 1998.

GROWTH IN COMPENSATION

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. FTEs and compensation are not the
same thing, they are very different measures. Can you tell us what
the average total compensation, including overtime, was for an offi-
cer in the force last year compared to 7 years ago?

Chief MORSE. Seven years ago, I do not have that data. I do
know, for instance, a new recruit who would come out currently,
after they had completed their training in their first year of service
their salary would be about $57,000. The current average overtime
would be about $14,000, so roughly $72,000. I don’t have the data
from back in 2000, but I can certainly provide that to you for the
record.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. If you can.

Chief MORSE. Yes. With increases in COLAs over the course of
7 years, there was probably a significant increase in salary.

IMPLEMENTATION OF ELS RECOMMENDATIONS

Ms. WASSERMAN ScHULTZ. Okay. I want to focus on the ELS
study for a moment. There seems to be a level of consensus that
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we need more officers and there is also a consensus on the need
to better manage the staff resources that you have. And I know you
agree with that. That recommendation has been emphasized both
in your own internal studies and then the ELS study. Can you re-
view ELS’s findings with us briefly and the steps that the Depart-
ment has taken to implement those recommendations? There is a
real concern by our committee’s investigative staff that there has
been very little progress made on ELS’s recommendations. We are
aware that as of last week, the committee in the Capitol Police or-
ganization that was supposed to be implementing the recommenda-
tions hasn’t met since last October, that there is no blueprint or
time line for implementing the recommendations, and that the De-
partment has not even developed a list of high priority items that
should be. If you could explain why, that would be great.

Chief MORSE. Sure. The ELS was a manpower study not only to
just decide you need this many officers and then your problems are
over. We could not say the mission’s taken care of, that is just not
how it works. The way it works is ELS is a bigger conceptual thing
as well, where you have to ensure the utility of your officers is cor-
rect. What number of hours are they here? What missions do you
need to have? Are they threat based? In other words, do they get
you the bang for the buck? Are your programs correct? Is the de-
ployment of your people correct? All those things have to be exam-
ined before you can come and simply ask for more people. We have
done a significant amount of work with regard to ELS. And I can
submit a list which I have submitted or have provided to S&I of
all the different levels of change that we have made

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Do you have the priority list? Obvi-
ously, there are some recommendations that are more important
than others, and there is a committee that you have. Why haven’t
they met since last October?

Chief MORSE. Well, the priorities are threat based. So we have
done a significant amount of work. With regards to the committee
not working or being together, that did not mean that we hadn’t
done anything. We most recently met with S&I, and I apologized
to them personally for any misconception or inappropriate informa-
tion that was provided, but I think that they were given the good
work that we have done since October and will continue to do.
There were reasons why the implementation group, if you will, was
not meeting and that is water under the bridge.

Ms. WASSERMAN ScHULTZ. What were those reasons? It is not
water under the bridge for this committee.

Chief MORSE. Right, I understand that. I am talking about with
respect to what we were doing. This group of people could not meet
because they had other assignments like the conventions, the Inau-
guration, et cetera. That did not mean that the assistant chief was
not giving directions to his commanders and getting ELS issues re-
solved or giving direction for them to be resolved. And I continue
to sign off on the implementation of those recommendations.

As we reported to S&I, we believe that what is left in ELS are
the issues that will cost money. The way we prioritize it, we went
after all the things that did not cost money that were threat-based.
And we have done a significant amount of work in that respect.
Most of the things that are left will cost money and as we ex-
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plained, we want to put that in our first development program
where we can prioritize based on threat, based on need and based
on budget. And that is the best area for that. So the group did not
meet, but it wasn’t necessary for them to meet in order for us to
still accomplish our goals, and we, in fact, did.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. If you can provide to the committee
for the record which ELS recommendations have been implemented
up to this point and what you have remaining and a budget picture
of what those items could cost, that would be helpful.

CVC SECURITY

Mr. ADERHOLT. I would like to shift gears a little bit and ask
about the CVC. It has been open for about 4 months now. One of
the things that I was curious about was regarding any problems
that have come on line since the CVC has been opened that you
have encountered, because certainly it is a different way that peo-
ple are processed through the Capitol and how they come in there.
What is your initial impression after 4 months of it being open?

Chief MORSE. I think it has been a very well-run operation. So
I would commend everyone who has built the programs and de-
signed the tours and the exhibits and so forth. It is a great experi-
ence.

From the police perspective, it has been a learning experience.
We have had to screen a significant number of people obviously as
we have expected. The numbers were very high. We have done a
very good job of that. We do not have long lines. Sometimes if you
get a significant number of groups at one time you may have some
amount of wait, but for the most part, it has been a very smooth
operation and one that many people have come to, and we have
been keeping track of the numbers. There have been no significant
events there. All our emergency evacuation procedures that we
have put into place have been working very well in our drills. The
Architect of the Capitol, the director of the CVC, all the employees
there are working well together and the adjustments have been
minor.

Mr. ADERHOLT. So overall, you have not really experienced any
significant problems?

Chief MORSE. I have not experienced any real problems. Cer-
tainly there has been a great deal of work in trying to anticipate
what problems we may have, but for the most part, it is a very
smooth operation and very smooth experience as anticipated.

CVC STAFFING REVIEW

Mr. ADERHOLT. The budget justification states that an analysis
will be necessary to validate the current staffing levels or indicate
the need for adjustment. When is the CVC staffing review planned
and when will it be complete?

Chief MORSE. Well, with respect to any staffing analysis that we
are doing, it is not just for the CVC but overall and that is with
respect to the study. The merger of the Library of Congress will
certainly impact the CVC, the new visitor experience, the
connectivity, the officers, training and such. So probably by the be-
ginning of the next fiscal year, we will have a better idea of what
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our staffing levels are and how they are working with respect to
the CVC.

Mr. ADERHOLT. One thing that has been mentioned is the lack
of signage in the CVC, that this would pose problems during evacu-
ations. Just a question to you, is this an issue? And how do you
t}ﬁinl‘; that it can be resolved or how you anticipate trying to resolve
that?

Chief MORSE. The more direction that you have and some have
talked about it here from a technology standpoint. Certainly, this
is from a signage standpoint. The more technology you have, the
more signage you have, the better it is.

Where we don’t have adequate signage, where we have drilled
both live and off-line, we have anticipated where problems may
exist and police officers are there to give clear direction. But the
more signage that we have, the better. And certainly, all the con-
siderations of signage and appearance and things like that have to
be worked out. If you have areas that are difficult to get out of, it
is nice to be able to have some level of direction.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well I think most of the problem has been cen-
tered around evacuation areas more than anything else.

Chief MORSE. In truth the drilling that we do, both when people
are there and when they are not helps us decide where the best
locations are for deployment of officers.

Mr. ADERHOLT. I think that is all right now.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. Mr. Rodriguez.

CVC SECURITY SAVINGS

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Let me ask you, with the new Visitors Center,
I presume that that has happened in terms of staffing and that
kind of—or has it? Because I think it would be more uniform in the
way it was structured before to require less staffing, and maybe it
is b(()etter organized? Has it saved any money or is it just the oppo-
site?

Chief MORSE. Well, just going back to a little bit of history, there
were several assumptions associated with the CVC, they were basi-
cally—we were assuming that this would happen a certain way—
and this is what you will need to staff it, these are the hours of
operation where people come through, et cetera. Not all the as-
sumptions were met and when they are not, that sometimes in-
creases the level of staffing and the results of overtime. But for the
most part the staffing levels are

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Is it more now because of it?

Chief MORSE. We need more staffing than we probably originally
anticipated, but that is with the change of assumptions. And it is
not just the CVC itself, in some respects, there were some give-
backs that would come from closures of doors and et cetera and
buildings and tunnels that were staff-led and things like that. So
there were some give-backs and then there were some openings,
but right now, we do experience a little higher level of overtime
with some of the events and openings that occur in the facility.

REDUCING OVERTIME

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. In regards to—you mentioned the overtime and
replacement of the 76 needed additional staff to replace the over-
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time. Would that reduce the amount of resources much more or do
away with some of the overtime?

Chief MORSE. The 76 are for reducing overtime, and they would
be deployed based on threats in the areas most needed.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. I apologize, I didn’t look at that, what kind of
savings are we looking at in doing that?

Chief MORSE. From?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Seventy-six positions versus the overtime.

Chief MORSE. In the first year, the net cost is about $4 million.

NEW EMPLOYEES TO REPLACE LONG-TERM CONTRACTORS

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. About $4 million. You also talk about 48 addi-
tional civilian positions, is that to replace contracts or other things
that are out there?

Chief MORSE. Yes it is. There are going to be 21 from that list
that are civilian positions from the Library of Congress, and addi-
tional that are for the Office of Inspector General. There are ex-
perts in the radio, and then the other remaining numbers are new
positions that are related to administrative needs.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. And based on because I saw something on the
contract that said to reduce the cost also, in-house staff versus con-
tracted out?

Chief MORSE. Right there is a cost savings versus contracting,
and having administrative staff do that work.

Ms. JARMON. That it is about 7 of those 48 positions. There have
been contractor issues in the workforce for some period of time and
these are to replace some of the longer term contractors.

COUNTER SURVEILLANCE POSITIONS

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. You mention 13 additional positions to do
countersurveillance. Is that something we are not doing?

Chief MORSE. No. We do have a countersurveillance program.
The 13 are a recommendation of the ELS study and it is our effort
to enhance our capability in that area for better coverage.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Is that immediately right now that you are look-
ing at or long term in terms of these decisions?

Chief MORSE. Those are long-term decisions.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Thank you.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. Mr. Cole.

Mr. CoLE. Thank you, Madam Chairman. First of all, I neglected
in my first round of questions just to tell you how much I appre-
ciate what you do and certainly my staff does and how many won-
derful compliments we get back on the professionalism and cour-
tesy of your force with my constituents.

COUNTERPARTS FROM OTHER COUNTRIES

Second just an odd question, but what you do is obviously very
unique, there are not a lot of police forces charged with the Cap-
itol’s protection. Are there counterparts? You have counterparts in
London and Paris and other great capitals who have comparable
kinds of security concerns and threats that we would have here.
And if so, do you have any kind of communication with them on
best practices?
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Chief MORSE. We do, we have had many come visit us. Not only
in the United States, but from countries overseas. And we have
talked about the similarity and uniqueness of our job. A lot of these
other counterparts in London for instance you have a parliament,
the Canadian parliament looks to us for the types of security meas-
ures that we take to protect our facilities and we certainly are in-
terested in theirs. And next month, as a matter of fact, I am ex-
pecting a visit from one of our counterparts. So we routinely talk
and interact on similar issues.

Mr. CoLE. Do you pick up regular information just in terms of
technology, or again, things that other people are doing?

Chief MORSE. We do both, and they certainly have a different en-
vironment because of the nature of the threat in their countries. So
there is more significant or immediate attention to acts that have
already occurred in some cases, which they have to protect against.
So we have learned a lot from them, but I think they have also
learned a lot from us.

Mfl CoOLE. I know we don’t have how much time, thank you very
much.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. I just want to let the
Members know and GPO as well that we are not going to have
time to do the GPO portion of the hearing today, so we will ask
them to come back another day. There are a number of other ques-
tions that we need to review carefully with the police.

OVERTIME USE DURING CORE HOURS

I want to go back and focus on overtime a little bit more.

Our S&I staff has told us that 90 percent of the overtime that
you use is during core business hours, Monday through Friday, not
nights, weekends and special events. Is 90 percent of overtime ap-
propriate for core operations, not unpredictable needs?

Chief MORSE. Yes, during the core mission hours that is when
everything happens, that is when the demonstrations occur, it is
when the special events occur, it is when we have joint meetings
of Congress, the President comes, the vice president, there is a
multitude of things that happen during the core business hours.

FLAWED STAFFING MODEL

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Can I just review a few specifics with
you and have you respond? I understand you had the Inauguration,
you have had some unpredictable demands, but in fiscal year 2007,
you had 2,085 FTEs and used $2.2 million for overtime. In your
2010 budget, you propose a staffing level of 2,369 FTEs, which is
an increase of almost 300, and a 15 percent increase in the size of
the force over a 3-year period. In spite of that, your 2010 request
for overtime is $22.4 million, which is actually above the 2007
level. So you go up 300 FTEs, a 15 percent increase in 3 years, and
you still need the same amount of overtime.

I would expect that you would plan for the number of officers
and hours that you need without needing to have such a significant
amount of overtime. We have capped overtime before in the reports
and we can cap it in the report or in the bill. I am close to consid-
ering doing that because I am just not comfortable that you have
planned for the amount of officer time you need. One of the ELS
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study findings is that you seem to significantly overstate the num-
ber of hours in which an individual officer is actually available to
stand post. How are you addressing that?

Chief MoORSE. Well, the 300 increase, I guess, we need to break
that out first. That is about 150 police officers from the Library of
Congress and the CVC—I'm sorry, I will get it down in a second,
So many numbers.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I know.

Chief MORSE. I had it here in my book if you will just give me
a second, I will see if I can find it.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Sure.

Chief MORSE. But of the 300, there are Library of Congress offi-
cers, there are about 30 CVC officers and the 89 that we are re-
questing. So those are for increased mission sets. The officers that
are coming over from the Library of Congress police and then the
89 that we requested. Seventy-six of the 89 are to decrease over-
time so we won’t see that benefit until it comes.

There are missions that we have, for instance, that are not fund-
ed, that we are taking a look at because we don’t want to come to
the committee and ask for more people when, in fact, we are about
to use technology to decrease those numbers. That is the situation
with our truck interdiction program, when I became chief the abil-
ity to stop trucks—as an example—was not there, it was not
manned. It was a situation where the threat had to come to us. We
would not have been able to anticipate it.

Well, we staffed that, but I wouldn’t ask for more people for that
because I know that I am getting ready to use technology to de-
crease the number of people that we use at the trucks interdiction
posts and put them back into the system. That is an example of
how a little more complicated this is and what we are doing to re-
duce overtime.

We have also—based upon ELS and some of the work we have
done since October—audited one of our programs which has actu-
ally yielded us a decrease in the number of people that we need
and has enhanced our ability to protect the campus. So we are
doing it from both ends.

OVERTIME AND THE UTILITY OF OFFICERS TO STAND POSTS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. But what about the specific finding
that you are overestimating the amount of hours that one officer
can stand post?

Chief MORSE. Right. I will try to get the numbers right. If they
are not right, I will correct them later.

Ms. WASSERMAN ScHULTZ. Okay.

Chief MORSE. There is a utility number which we have used
1656, which is derived from an OPM standard. There is an ELS
utilization number which is 1560. The ELS study is an average of
what we do, what our people do, the availability of our people.
They may not be like other Federal agencies’ numbers but we have
averaged our sick leave over the past 3 years and we averaged our
training over the past 3 years. We averaged other calculations in
there to get our utility number.

Now, there is another area that we are working on in our Train-
ing Services Bureau. To show you how all of this works together,
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we are cleaning up the Training Services Bureau with all the rec-
ommendations that were made from a study. As a part of that proc-
ess we may derive a different training number than the one that
currently exists because we are updating our standard training
protocols, what is mandatory, what isn’t—certification and such.
Therefore, the 80 hours which is averaged in there, it may be more
and it may be less. The reason for the difference is that we were
using our numbers and our averages, not a previous standard.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And you say for your purposes your
numbers are more accurate?

Chief MORSE. I think for our purposes they are more realistic for
a utility of our police officers.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. If you need all that overtime then
there seems to be a disconnect between your predictability on the
number of hours assigned to each officer and what realistically you
need them for.

Chief MORSE. Well, there are a number of variables. And the As-
sistant Chief, let me have the Assistant Chief just jump in here,
because the chief of operations has the responsibility to control and
maintain overtime.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay.

Chief MORSE. Dan, if you want.

Asst. Chief NicHOLS. Thanks. There are a lot of moving pieces.
You talk about the overall FTE number, of that overall number
there are only about a thousand officers that actually work the core
mission, the posts that drive the overtime. What we know from
that our posts, our current mission set exceeds our staffing level,
that is what is driving the overtime. So obviously, if we had more
officers we would decrease overtime because we are operating at a
level that is higher than our current staffing level, that is one pri-
mary factor regarding overtime. Add unpredictables, special events
and things of that nature, we don’t have enough for our mission.
So we have to meet that through overtime because we have to meet
the mission set. So we have to make sure we are talking about ap-
ples and apples. Those are about a thousand officers who work that
amount of overtime.

The other issue that we found as we started looking at our utility
number, we were assuming the utility number was higher, which
means we thought we were actually getting more workload out of
every officer than we were, which means that we were not correctly
anticipating the overtime that we would need. Then invariably—
because we weren’t meeting that utility—we were driving more
overtime.

So when we drive down to a more realistic number for what our
utility actually is, how many work hours do we actually get out of
an officer, out of a full year of 2080, now we are starting to realize
where we really need to be and we are driving toward that. You
compare that by the fact that we have officers who have very sig-
nificant training requirements that are even off-line more than the
standard officer. When we are using that standardized number
across the board we found that that wasn’t adequate.

What we are trying to do is realize all of those functions at the
same time. And as I said before it is like trying to repair a car you
are driving down the road at 75 miles an hour, we can’t just turn
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things off. But we are making a very diligent effort to get to where
we need to be and be transparent with the committees so that you
understand the numbers. And I would admit that in the past, even
when I came on as assistant chief, there were numbers that I
didn’t quite understand.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Great. Mr. LaTourette.

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT

Mr. LATOURETTE. I have one question for my own educational
purposes and a question, if the chairwoman has asked it already
about overtime, I apologize, and just tell me to shut up and I will
move on to an observation. Are members of your department sub-
ject to the collective bargaining agreement?

Chief MORSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. What union do they belong to?

Chief MORSE. Fraternal Order of Police, we have the Teamsters
for our civilians.

Mr. LATOURETTE. So on the question of a person who starts as
a new rookie officer at $57,000, that is pursuant to the terms of
your collective bargaining agreement?

Chief MORSE. No, the collective bargaining agreement—

Mr. LATOURETTE. That is wages and benefits?

Chief MORSE. They do not negotiate for benefits or pay, only
working conditions.

OVERTIME SAVINGS

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay, thank you very much. The question that
the chairwoman may have asked is about 89 new officers that you
requested. My question would be if you take $57K and then
$14,000 average on overtime is the goal by bringing on these 89
new officers to reduce that $14,000 average?

Chief MORSE. Yes. The 76 is a chunk to reduce overtime. The re-
maining 13 is a mission enhancement to address a threat.

Mr. LATOURETTE. So based upon the modeling that you have
done, if these 89 new officers are approved and 70—some go to re-
ducing overtime, you would expect to be back here in a couple of
year?s and not talking about $14,000 average overtime for your offi-
cers?

Chief MORSE. Right. We would hope that as we apply the ELS
concept to everything that we are doing, which we are doing and
realigning, readjusting, load leveling hours of operations change, et
cetera that we are doing, that we will be able to incrementally in-
crease with justification the size of the force to decrease the
amount of the overtime that we spend, minus the unpredictable.

CAPITOL POLICE COURTESY

Mr. LATOURETTE. The last thing is an observation. I don’t like
to make anecdotal observations, but I continue to hear from my col-
leagues that the staff is kind of being not well treated by not only
the CVC staff, but some of the officers on staff-led tours. And I
push back to my staff and say, well, they are always nice to me.
And they say, of course they are nice to you, you are the Congress-
man. But a number of examples just from the Ohio delegation that
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members of their staff, I don’t know if it has happened to mine,
have been berated by some folks. And you are not doing it, but it
is tough, and so just at roll call or whatever, if you could just re-
mind anybody who might be engaged in that kind of activity that
constituent services are an important part of what all of us do, I
would appreciate it.

And if I come up with a specific example I would be happy to get
that information to you so we can call out if it is one guy that is
just a jerk, and we will deal with that. But I continue to hear it
and it is disquieting, because that is an important part of the ex-
citement of coming to Washington is people are going to the Cap-
itol.

Chief MORSE. I appreciate that. And that is the core value of our
police department, so if you ever have an issue, please bring it to
my attention and I will take immediate action and correct it.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. Aderholt.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me follow up on that since Mr. LaTourette
has brought it up. There have been times when the same thing has
happened with some members, maybe only a handful of them, but
when they are taking constituent groups through the Capitol, in-
cluding my constituents when my staff have carried them through.
There have been times I think the officers have been a little bit
heavy handed in trying to get the message across that you are not
supposed to be here. It is sort of embarrassing in front of your con-
stituents. If you, again, as Mr. LaTourette asked, could just remind
them it is important to us and it reflects on us because it looks like
our staff has done something wrong. So be mindful of that, I don’t
know it is a problem with the entire force, I think it is probably
you have a handful of people there that sometimes like to show
their authority and they sometimes take it to an extreme.

Chief MORSE. Thank you.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. I was just going to say it is not bad when they
call your mother-in-law.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Nothing has ever happened to me with the po-
lice department, it has been brought to my attention that some
people——

CONDUCT OF USCP OFFICERS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Before we conclude I just want to give
you an opportunity to comment on the story in The Washington
Times today. The allegation is that there are 7 or so officers that
were participating in a Facebook group that I won’t repeat, but
that is perceived by me being a woman as hostile towards women.
Certainly people can participate in activities of their own choosing
on their own time, but when you are a law enforcement officer,
there are a certain amount of those decisions that you give up your
right to make because you need to maintain the appropriate ap-
pearance of a law enforcement officer. Their alleged participation
in that Facebook group makes me concerned about their attitude
or the environment for women as it exists in the Capitol Police
force, because people don’t just leave those attitudes in Facebook
groups, they carry them in to work and in their personal lives.
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I know the article said that you have opened an investigation,
but I just wanted to give you an opportunity to comment on that
because it is concerning.

Chief MORSE. It is very concerning to me to have an allegation
like that surface about the United States Capitol Police when cer-
tainly we don’t condone any of that. As Chief, I think everybody
knows since I have been Chief, I have held people to a very high
standard. We have the proper rules of conduct and core values that
our employees have embraced and followed. If there are people who
do not embrace our core values and who do not follow the rules of
conduct, then we deal with them very seriously and very quickly.
The police department has opened an investigation. Once we re-
ceived the anonymous letter that was provided to the Times, we
opened an inquiry immediately in our Office of Professional Re-
sponsibility. We will investigate it vigorously. And if we find any
misconduct, we will deal with it very swiftly and very seriously. We
appreciate your comments and certainly the men and women of the
Capitol Police do not condone this type of conduct either.

ADDITIONAL ASSIGNMENT FROM THE CHAIR

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much.

As we wrap up, the homework that I will assign relates to the
fact that you have been trying to identify for a number of years in
the Capitol Police your optimal staffing level. And I know you have
made progress. The purpose of that is to reduce the amount of
overtime that you use and better secure the Capitol complex. That
is an important goal that we need to reach because staffing costs
are a large driver of your annual requests. And I think there is an
outstanding concern about the amount of overtime that you need
and with better planning, would that still be necessary? So I will
be providing you with a set of questions for the record related to
staffing the Department and how you plan to get to the right size
force. And if you could provide answers to those questions no later
than next Friday, May 1st, I would appreciate it.

Mr. LATOURETTE. May I ask just one question? How many dis-
patchers do you have, do you know?

Asst. Chief NICHOLS. I believe it is 21, but I will have to get that
for you, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That is it, thank you.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. With that the committee
stands in recess until tomorrow, 2:00 p.m., when we will hear from
the Architect of the Capitol. Thank you.
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Questions for Record -- Chair Wasserman Schultz

U.S. Capitol Police
FY 2010 and FY 2009 Supplemental requests
April 22, 2009

Radio replacement project

1. Am I correct that in addition to the current $72 million radio request that you
anticipate asking for an additional $7 million to $16 million in FY 2011
based on the conclusions of the NAVAIR design study?

Response: Yes. We plan to request an additional amount for indoor coverage
equipment and installation costs after this design is complete, and this amount
will be requested in our FY 2011 request. The current estimated cost for this
indoor coverage equipment and installation -- in addition to increased
contingency funding -- is between $8 million and $16 million, but the costs will
be better defined by the design engineering analysis.

2. Based on discussion with your office as well as GAO and our own
investigative staff, there now seems to be agreement on the basic
requirements for the new system. These include that it be digital, encrypted,
“trunked,”, and meet the Public Safety 25 compatibility standard. Do you
agree that with these characteristics for the new system?

Response: Yes.

3. Earlier briefings on the radio system upgrade included a requirement for 95
percent coverage of all areas under USCP jurisdiction. Can you tell us the
basis for this requirement and whether as we understand it may be being
modified?

Response: We have used the 95% coverage standard to communicate the fact
that we require as complete coverage of our jurisdiction as possible. It was
based on guidance from one of our contractors, Concepts to Operations, and
adjusted by us for our environment. However, of more importance than the
percentage of coverage is where there may be dead spots within our area of
jurisdiction. If, for example we realize 95% coverage from the new system and
find that one of the dead spots is the floor of the House, then 95% is
unacceptable. On the other hand, if the new system provides 90% coverage
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and dead spots are located in remote, non-critical areas then it may not be
worth expending significantly more money to eliminate them simply to reach a
95% target. The detailed engineering design that NAVAIR is doing includes
“mapping” the campus to identify potential dead spots and establish a foot print
for the location of future receiver and repeater sites that will eliminate as many
of those dead spots as possible. Once we have identified precisely where
needed equipment must be placed to reach all areas we will evaluate the
criticality of full coverage in each area and determine the most cost effective
array for obtaining the best coverage possible. In the final analysis our
coverage may be something more or less than 95% depending on our
assessment of the criticality and cost associated with eliminating each
identified dead spot.

For example, the current requirement could be changed once the design is
complete to exclude the mechanical rooms and other areas that are not
occupied. NAVAIR will provide options for coverage along with the
associated cost.

4. Chief Morse, apart from the cost of this project the Committee has been
concerned about how your Department would handle the procurement
process. Can you clarify how you propose to handle the radio procurement
process if the money is approved by Congress?

Response: In accordance with the Economy Act where federal agencies enter
into interagency agreements with other federal agencies with more expertise in
certain areas, the Department plans to use NAVAIR to procure the necessary
products and services during Phase [1I. This offers the Department the ability
to take advantage of the needed expertise and infrastructure that NAVAIR has
in place to perform such complex procurements. NAVAIR will competitively
award technical and engineering services as well as hardware component
contracts on behalf of the Department. The Department will oversee NAVAIR
and remain fully accountable for this project.

In addition, the Department plans to handle the procurement process for the
facilities related to the radio modernization project as follows:

a. Build-out of the ACF — Estimated at $4 million (USCP procurement
via Interagency Agreement with AQC).
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b. Build-out of the Mirror Site - Estimated at $4 million based on
commercial contractor estimate (USCP procurement) and includes
two years of estimated lease costs.

5. What portion of your total budget for the radio system upgrade do you
expect to be awarded based on a competitive procurement process?

Response: NAVAIR will competitively award technical and engineering
services as well as hardware component contracts. Contracts consisting of 80-
85% of the Phase III ($76.5 million) budget will be new full and open
competitions (i.c., $61 - $65 million). NAVAIR already has existing technical
and engineering services contracts that have been competitively awarded, which
may be used for this project. These consist of multiple prime contractors and a
wide array of approved sub-contractors. NAVAIR also has a new “full and
open” service contract that will be listed on FED BIZ OPPS for the National
Capitol Region (NCR); contract award is estimated for September.

6. Asyou are aware there has been confusion about the role of NAVAIR
beyond its current work on the design study. Can you specifically address
this issue and tell us what role you anticipate for NAVAIR beyond conduct
of the design study which is aiready underway?

Response: As previously mentioned, the Economy Act of 1933 provides for
one agency to purchase supplies or services from another agency. Using the
authority provided in the Economy Act we plan to use NAVAIR as our project
manager for the entire Radio project from concept to operations. We expect
NAVALIR to provide total project management services, including procurement
services, for the acquisition, installation, and implementation of the new radio
system. NAVAIR was selected from various governmental entities with
specific related expertise.

USCP plans to use NAVAIR to procure the necessary products and services we
will need for the radio project. As a government organization, NAVAIR is not
tied to a particular product line or service provider and can provide a solution
that provides the best value to U.S. Capitol Police. This offers the ability to
take advantage of the needed expertise and infrastructure that NAVAIR has in
place to perform such complex procurements.

We have currently tasked the Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division
Special Communications Requirements Division (NAVAIR SCR) to perform
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Phases I and II. In this role NAVAIR has implemented an integrated project
team management approach that includes participants from USCP, NAVAIR,
and supporting industry partners. This approach facilitates regular
communications and collaboration among the project stakeholders, and
provides USCP the ability to actively oversee and monitor progress and verify
that requirements are being addressed. Additionally, NAVAIR’s structured
approach to systems engineering project management will help us ensure
effective technical performance and efficient cost execution while providing a
good system of checks and balances.

The Department will oversee NAVAIR and remain fully accountable for this
project.

7. Will the radio procurement be a fixed cost or a cost-plus contract?

Response: 1t is our understanding that all of the procurement for the equipment
will be fixed cost.

General Budget:

8. Chief, before moving to the specifics of your 2010 request I want to ask you
to comment on the data which your office supplied last month showing the
long term growth in funding for the Capitol Police. Basically this date let’s
us take a look at your budget from a macro point of view before we switch
to more detailed questions. This table shows that between 2000 and 2009
total funding for the Capitol Police has increased by about $200 million, or
about 170 percent, after adjusting for inflation. During this same period
the size of the force has increased by only 700 FTEs, or about 48 percent --
that is total funding for the force has risen at nearly double the rate of
growth in the number of officers and other staff. The average cost per FTE,
after inflation, has increased from $70,000 to $138,000. We know the “devil
is always in the details,” but for the record, can you put these numbers in
perspective for the Subcommittee? Where has the money gone if not into
more people?

Response: The data below indicates the differences between 2000 and 2009 in
terms of sworn, civilian, and total workforce. It is presented to illustrate that
the cost per person (based on salary hours) has actually decreased in the past
decade.

o FY2000 (Authorized/Assigned) FTE (at end of year):
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o Sworn: 1259/1208
o Civilian: 222/165
o Total: 1481/1373
e FY2009 (Authorized/Assigned) FTE (as of 4/11/09):
o Sworn: 1799/1744
o Civilian: 418/340
o Total; 2217/2084
¢ FTE Delta Statistics (Raw delta data/Percentage increase):
o Sworn: 540/42.89%
o Civilian: 196/88.29%
o Total: 736/49.70%

Interestingly, if we were to derive cost per person solely from hours worked vs.
dollars for sworn emplovees, we have actually had a reduction in cost per FTE.
From 2000 to 2008, COLA increases have led to a salary increase of 52.83 %.
1f we calculate total pay per Sworn FTE (as indicated by the table that follows),
the cost has risen 46.5%.

S e : . S Lonenin GiradeT Stepd
 Calendar Year . TotalSwornHours - TotalSwornDollars . Sourge S Salery .

Archive TEA
2000 28859505 564 80843014 System $33,933
FTE 1,291.32
Cost per FTE $50,285.09

T k:_;_;;kwgmmﬁﬁmw?w
TotalbwomDollars. © Sowurce -0 Sdlary

Year . TowiSwomHours

2008 3,092,327 $141,339,297.90  Workbrain $51.859
FTE 1,918.38
Cost per FTE $73,637.69
% INCREASE 48 .50% 52.83%

In the past decade, the USCP mission has changed, creating far more non-
personnel expenses. This significant growth was due to the fact that the threat
to which we have been expected to respond has changed in both its nature and
intensity, which has required a different approach to meeting that threat.
Technology, too has evolved, and has since required updates.

The Department’s significant expenditures over the past 10 years that have not
been exclusively personnel cost-related, include: technological expenditures:
vehicle and weapons purchases; technology and radio integration {which
transitioned to the Department from the Senate); and the stand-up of two
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specialty units (HMRT and K-9). Selected highlights of items creating new and
additional costs follow:

Security Services (equipment and services): included significant increases thru
the past 10 years that total approximately $10M. These increases are directly
related to the additional security equipment and systems installed with NY
funding in 1998 and 2001 around the Capitol Complex after the tragic killing of
the 2 USCP officers in 98 and the events on 9/11.

ACF Guard Services

Contract guard services for the facility used to house the back-up computer
systems of the House, Senate, Architect of the Capitol (AOC), and LOC.
Average annual cost 3875K

Barriers

Supports preventative maintenance required by the contractor to ensure the
reliable and efficient operation of the equipment, and emergency repairs for
system or equipment failures needed to prevent barrier failures, extended
outages, and possible increase in vehicular accidents. 4verage annual cost $I1M

Comprehensive Maintenance

24/7 preventative maintenance, testing, and repair of the integrated security
management systems of the Capitol Complex. Average annual cost $2.5M,
plus 8500K for the CVC

Explosive Detectors

This will fund the annual replacement of explosive detectors to maintain current
levels of service. The machines were originally purchased in late 2001 with
NY funds and have a 4- to 5-year life expectancy. 4verage annual cost $500K

New Installations

Installation of Board approved card readers and alarms on the Capitol Complex
needed to control access to restricted areas, resulting in reduced operational
manpower requirements to ensure the safety and security of these restricted
areas. Average annual cost 8500K

Support Services
Contractor Support Services funds the following contractors: a logistics

specialist, two project managers, a budget analyst, and a senior systems
engineer to fill mission critical gaps. Average annual cost $1M
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TCM Life Cycle Replacement
This will fund annual replacement of TCM equipment to maintain current levels
of service to detect clandestine activities. Average annual cost $1M

TCM Staffing

This fund is to augment current staffing shortages to conduct countermeasure
inspections of sensitive committee spaces and SCIFs and In Place Monitoring
System support. Average annual cost $1.5M

X-Ray Machines
Life cycle replacement plan for the X-Ray machines around the Capitol

Complex to screen for concealed items, as well as support services required to
maintain the machines. The machines were bought in 2005 with no-year funds.
Average annual cost $700K

Information Technology Advances: In the year 2000 the Office of Information
Systems (OIS) was managed by about eight full-time employees and no
contractors. USCP then had only five servers, about three hundred desktop
computers and about forty laptops. Almost all high-level technical Information
Technology and communication services were provided by the Senate staff.

In the late nineties a USCP technology assessment report from by Booz, Allen
and Hamilton called for modernizing the IT infrastructure. Based on that report
and subsequent GAO findings and recommendations, USCP modemized the
whole IT infrastructure to meet new challenges, threats and system
vulnerabilities, which resulted in procuring and implementing new hardware,
infrastructure, applications and database software.

Currently, OIS supports over 1160 desktops (almost a four-fold increase), 80
servers and 518 laptops. OIS also has a failover IT infrastructure at the ACF to
manage a Continuity of Operations contingency.

Security —Software, web filtering, encryption, security awareness classes and
support — Average annual cost $200K

Certification and Accreditation of Systems — Average annual cost $150K
Intranet Support — Average annual cost $150K

Project Management — Average annual cost 3150K

Computer Aided Dispatch — Average annual cost 450K

Case Management — Average annual cost $250K
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Asset Management System — Average annual cost §1 million

Helpdesk Support — Average annual cost $250K

Lifecycle Support for laptops, computers, servers and related items — Average
annual cost 3700K

Microsoft Enterprise Agreement — Average annual cost $250K

Maintenance of existing software applications — Average annual cost $3 million

Command Center Upgrade and Support (Watch Commander’s Log, conference
bridges, Dialogic) — 4verage annual cost $250K

Network Support — Average annual cost 82 million

Telecommunication Support — Average annual cost 800K

Fiber Infrastructure and Support — Average annual cost 500K

Network Refresh and Supplies — Average annual cost $250K

Radio System Maintaining existing system — Average annual cost $1.5 million
Desk Phones, voicemail, long distance, circuits — Average annual cost $415K
Radio Modernization Project — §10 million in No-Year funding

OIS operations and support expands from the USCP Headquarters building,
Fairchild Bldg, ACF, GPO, CVC, scout cars, Cheltenham, Blue Plains, LOC
and several other locations on and off the Hill. We have implemented at least
21 new applications supporting specific Bureaus/Offices. Each of these new
software applications requires regular licenses, upgrades, operations,
maintenance and enhancements, as necessary. Just a few of the
systems/applications are: Training Tracker System; Computer Aided Dispatch,
for managing incidents by the Command Center; MAXIMO, an inventory
control application; Momentum, our accounting system; Workbrain Time and
Attendance system, and COGNOS, the relate reporting application, AVUE
digital, our recruitment application; plus systems and software that every
agency must implement and maintain such as an automated help desk, antivirus
software, server virtualization, and data storage applications.

Vehicle Maintenance: Since FY 2001, and largely in response to 9/11 and the
changed threat level precipitated by that event, the USCP fleet grew
substantially. The fleet has replaced the general vehicles first utilized by the
Department with highly sophisticated Law Enforcement vehicles, the command
vehicle, Intelligence surveillance vehicles, Bomb and Hazmat response
vehicles, armored vehicles, etc. These assets have been effectively utilized in
patrolling and securing of the Capitol Hill Complex and Grounds, Special Event
security and protection, Dignitary transport and protection, and prevention of
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terrorist attacks, ete. In FY 2002 through 2005, we procured a total of 220 new
and replacement vehicles. During the same period, the Department also
procured over 60 motorcycles, two HMRT vehicles, and the Command vehicle,
four electric carts, a mountain bike program, about 135 trailers, message boards,
and light towers.

9. Cost per FTE and compensation are very different measures. Can vou tell us
what the average total compensation, including overtime, was for an officer
in the force last year compared to seven years ago?

Response: The average total compensation for an officer in 2000 versus 2008 is
found in the table below, The data is extrapolated from T&A system,
multiplying hours x dollars. Benefits are calculated at 7.2% for overtime, and at
30% for regular hours in 2000 versus 33.3% for regular hours in 2008, For
purposes of comparison, the total compensation for 2000 is annualized to reflect
the effects of the cost-of-living adjustments indicated below,

2008 Total
annuaiived
ipercoLal
$71,822.82

I 2008 $78260.96 | $1401000 | $27.226.94 | $119.487.10 ] $97.854.40 |

COLA Cum. Effect of COLAs
00-01 3.81% < 1.038
o102 4.77% 1.088
02-08 4.27% 1134
03-04 4.42% 1.184
04-08 371% 1.228
(3506 3.44% 1270
06-07 2.84% 1.304
07-08 4.48% 1.362

Additional staffing request and ELS manpower studies:
10.1f the Committee can find the funds for the additional positions requested

for 2010, will that bring the force up to where yvou believe it needs to be long
term, or can we expect a request for more staff again next year?

9
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Response: The Department’s FY 2010 request for additional sworn and
civilian positions is a continuation of our efforts to incrementally achieve a
balance between the staffing, overtime and technology necessary to achieve
our mission.

During the FY 2011 budget formulation process, we plan to consider additional
prioritized manpower study recommendations along with other critical mission
requirements for inclusion in our budget submission. Likewise, in an effort to
find offsetting reductions, we will review our programs to determine areas for
potential reduction or program elimination. Therefore, our FY 2011 budget
request may include a request for an incremental increase of personnel or
resources to achieve additional ELS recommendations.

Our goal is to have completed the analysis and evaluation necessary to
determine the proper balance of staffing, overtime and technology necessary to
achieve our core mission by mid-calendar year 2011. However, in order to add
personnel beyond our current staffing strength, we will have to evaluate our
ability to provide the infrastructure necessary to support these personnel.
Currently, our facilities capacity for additional personnel beyond our FY 2010
requested level may be limited.

11. What is the total cost of FLETC training for your new officer recruits in
2010 and are these costs fully provided for in your budget? (Federal Law
Enforcement Training Center)

Response: The Department’s Training Services Bureau (TSB) provides entry-
level, in-service, and physical skills training (firearms — basic rifle, shotgun and
hand gun training and re-qualifications for the entire force.). To do so, TSB has
13 instructor positions, as well as three officials who also instruct, for entry-
level (recruit training) and in-service instruction (security screening, critical
incident management, detecting surveillance, etc.) and seven instructor
positions, as well as three officials who also instruct, for initial firearms training
and recertification. These are full-time sworn and civilian employees assigned
to the Training Services Bureau. In addition to these employees, the
Department pulls from within its ranks to supplement the instructor staff with
adjunct instructors based on workloads, but we are very conservative about how
and when we do this, so we can limit the overtime impacts. The salary costs for
these full-time employees are included in our annual salary appropriation.
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Similarly, TSB secures the services of contract role players to play specific
roles in various training throughout the year. These role players are required in
varying numbers on specific days to meet the course curriculum requirements.
This could be as few as one role player or as many as 20 for a given day based
on the course needs. We use role players for nine days for a class of 24 or 18
days for a class of 48. We have tried to conserve whenever possible by
scheduled dual purposes on some days dependent upon schedule. Therefore, if
multiple recruit classes are conducted at our Cheltenham facility, the role
players are being utilized in multiple classrooms in accordance with the course
curriculum. In addition, role players are also being used in our in-service
training for dignitary protection training throughout the year, as needed.

The number of role players necessary to meet annual training needs at TSB is
determined by the projected recruit officer classes, the anticipated in-service
training requirements and the specialty course work specific to our specialty
units. Because these role players are servicing multiple training needs
throughout the year, the costs for these role players are included in the total
TSB general expense annual budget request. The average role player cost per
recruit officer is $1,434.

As a partner with FLETC, the Department staffs two instructors at FLETC-
Georgia to provide instruction to not only USCP recruit classes, but also to
recruit classes that contain recruits from other organizations. FLETC requires
partner agencies, like the Department, to provide for one-half of the required
instructors based on a pre-determined formula, either by detail or
reimbursement of instructor costs. The USCP portion not met with the current
detailees is included in the DHS appropriation. It does not currently come from
our budget. The two assigned instructors are full-time swormn employees of the
Department and they are detailed to the Georgia facility as a part of our partner
agreement with the Department of Homeland Security. The salary related costs
for these full-time detailed employees are included in our annual salary
appropriation, but we do not get reimbursed for the instructor overtime that is
incurred in order to meet scheduled work loads, unlike many Executive branch
agencies,

For many years, the Department of Homeland Security (formerly provided by
the Treasury) has provided the other costs for our recruit training from within
their annual appropriation, to include: lodging, food, supplies and instruction
related costs for recruit officers. The estimated FY 2010 amount is $2.2
Million.

11
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The Department is responsible for additional instructor costs, lodging costs and
general instruction costs associated with our other-than-recruit (considered
specialty or advance) training that occurs at the FLETC-GA facility, such as
specialized dignitary protection training, driver’s training, firearms instructor
and basic instructor training. These costs are billed to the Department through
an IPAC and are paid from the TSB general expense allocation.

There are other costs relative to the hiring, training and deployment of our
recruit officers. These costs include:

o Recruit salaries and benefits, to include limited overtime necessary to
maintain the FLETC course schedule, as well as remedial training, is
included in the Department’s annual salary appropriation.

* Recruit officer per diem (Health/Comfort): $4.00 per day x 90 days = $360
per recruit. Included in the TSB general expenses allocation.

¢ Field Training Officer Costs: Each recruit officer is assigned to an identified
Field Training Officer to assist the recruit officer in applying their training to
the actual work environment following their graduation from FLETC-GA
and the USCP Academy. The cost for this is $25 per day per recruit officer
X 20 days of field training and is paid to the assigned Field Training Officer.
More than one recruit officer may be assigned to a Field Training Officer
based on the mission assignments of the recruit officers. For a class of 48,
the FTO program costs are $24,000 and these costs are included in the
Department’s annual salary appropriation. The annual estimated amount for
this program is based on the projected number of recruit hires per year.

e FLETC also charges the Department rent and utilities for space at the
Cheltenham facility where we train our recruits and conduct all of our in-
service training. Additionally, we are charged by FLETC for the use of the
Cheltenham firing range. These associated training costs are also included
in the TSB general expense allocation.

We do not currently have a cost accounting structure to track these
expenditures. We do track the execution of the Training Services Bureau’s
general expense allocation, as well as our overall salary appropriation.

12. Has the Department of Homeland Security buiit the cost of Capitol Police
FLETC training into their 2010 request?

12
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Response: Yes. Although DHS’ request has not yet been formally submitted, it
is our understanding that $2.2 million will be included in their request, for
USCP FLETC training.

13. Our S & I staff believe that it is important that a single senior staff person
be in charge of implementing the ELS recommendations and that this
responsibility be a major part of that official’s time. Who is currently
responsible and how much of their time is devoted to the manpower utilization
modernization effort?

Response: To lead this effort, the Chief of Police has directed that Richard
Braddock, a high-level civilian manager, provide oversight and guidance to the
overall manpower analysis efforts. Because it is critical that a senior sworn
official provides leadership in this area to ensure operational perspective,
Inspector Debra Reynolds, the Executive Officer for the Chief of Operations,
was designated the project manager for the ELS Implementation Team project.
Inspector Reynolds is among the highest ranking sworn females in the USCP,
and she has served the Department in varying capacities which provides her
with a broad understanding of the Department’s administrative and operational
requirements. To oversee the Force Development budget formulation process,
which will serve as an evaluation too! for considering the feasibility and cost of
recommendations requiring additional resources, Beth Hughes-Brown, the
Department’s Budget Officer has been designated as the project manager.

Further, Ms. Helen McGroarty will serve as the staffing specialist for the ELS
Implementation Team project within the Office of the Chief of Operations. She
is responsible for assisting the bureaus and offices in validating, documenting,
and tracking the staffing and other resource requirements needed for
implementing the various aspects of the study in a standardized manner.
Additionally, Ms. McGroarty will be tracking the Department’s overall analysis
and validation of the study’s recommendations, and our efforts to implement
those recommendations that are determined to be feasible and achievable.

We believe this configuration of implementation leadership will ensure that the
project maintains continuity and focus, while balancing the operational mission
perspective and the overall ability of the Department to support our mission.
Each of these individuals has other duties and responsibilities that are critical to
the mission of the Department, but their contributions to the successful
implementation of this effort are equally critical to their success in their other
areas of responsibility.
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We are addressing staffing requirements, overtime management and the
implementation of ELS recommendations as a priority this year and have
reassigned some of our key staff to help us reach the objectives we have
outlined above. If circumstances beyond our control dictate that we divert any
of these staff into other priorities we will need to adjust our schedules and plans
accordingly.

Overtime:

14. One of the key findings of the ELS study is that your basic staffing
assumptions for officers significantly overstates the number of hours which an
individual officer is actually available to stand post. The inevitable result of
using this staffing model is very significant use of overtime. For example, we
are told by our S & I staff that 90 percent of overtime is used during core
business hours Monday through Friday, not during weekends, nights or for
special events. Can you tell us whether you agree that 90 percent of overtime is
used for core operations, not for unpredictable needs?

Response: The great majority of the activities on the Capitol Complex happen
during the core mission hours, including demonstrations, special events, joint
sessions of Congress, Presidential and Vice Presidential visits, VIP and heads of
states visits, as well as a multitude of other things that happen during this time
period. We must staff our posts accordingly, which results in having
considerable overtime to meet our core mission requirements during these
times.

The normal procedure is to give weekends off to officers so we maximize the
number of people working when Congress is in session, and there are doors,
garages, patrols, and barriers that need to be staffed. On the weekends, we
rotate the overtime drafts so that each employee with weekends off is required
to work when their time comes up. Our pool of possible workers is then larger
and more equitable. This cuts down on sick calls, and also allows a larger pool
of substitutes if someone wants to work for someone else. During the week,
everyone is working (except the few with that weekday off). These individuals
don't have a poo! of people to pick from to work as a substitute unless they get
‘someone from another shift to work a double. Their pool is already working
because the needs are so great.

14
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In addition, the USCP has 24-hour operational shift work. When officers call in
with personal emergencies or illnesses, this requires the people from the prior
shift to stay over. As noted, the heaviest preponderance of work requirements
is from 7 to 7. When we don’t have enough staff to cover the requirements, we
need the officers who have just completed shifts to fill in to cover the normal
operational staff shortages. We do not require as many staff (as a percentage of
our requirements) to work the evening and graveyard shifts.

15. The overtime estimate for 2010 translates to an average of approximately
$10,000 for every employee of the Department. Is overtime spread evenly
among all officers or do a few officers tend to get very large amounts of
overtime?

Response: Overtime is allocated evenly to begin with within organizational
units, but some units are required to work more overtime by the nature of their
assignment. For example, House and Senate Chambers are required to stay
when Congress is in session late, as is the Dignitary Protection Division.
Howeyver, officers who don’t want to work overtime (or overtime at the
particular time they are scheduled to work) can ask someone else to work their
hours.

Therefore, there is substantial variance in how much overtime officers earn per
year, although the majority earn less than $10,000.

In the fiscal years between 2000 and 2008, inclusive, 57.8% of the total officers
earned $10,000 or less in yearly overtime, and 80.0% earned $20,000 or less.
During the same time period, in one or more years, 2.0 % earned over $50,000
of overtime, and a few (i.e., 0.1%) earned over $75,000. (Note: The same
officers may be counted more than once in these summary percentages, since
each year was calculated separately. See the data presented below in response
to Question #17.)

16. What is the maximum amount of overtime pay which an officer can earn in
a year and how many officers reach that cap?

Response: The maximum amount of overtime pay that an employee can earn is
dependent upon their base salary. The annual total salary cap for 2009 is
$168,411, and officers may not exceed that cap via any combination of salary
rate and overtime earned.
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The pay cap is monitored so individual officers may not exceed #. In 2008, for

example, the annual pay cap was $163,795. We had cight employees who
worked to the cap limit. Of those eight, there were two that needed to be

curtailed from working above the pay cap prior to the end of the year.

17. Please insert in the record at this point a table and accompanying graph
showing for FY 2000 through FY 2009: 1. Total appropriations, FTE's and
overtime. Also include a separate table showing the distribution pattern of

overtime among members of the force and the distribution pattern of total

compensation, including overtime, for swormn officers?

Response: Please see chart, graphs, and distribution pattern below. (FY 2009

data is based on yvear-to-date expenditures.)

Clemiseal L0 =
iBaL o FrEs
2000 3 84,006,664 | $ 7,317,187 1,511
2001 3 104,795,586 | $  6.348,547 1,481
2002 $ 142,290,000 | $ 27,247,961 1,723
2003 s 240,208,462 | $ 22,350,687 1,808
2004 $ 219,796 510 | 3 28,587,830 1,993
2005 s 241,469,376 | § 28,201,758 2,003
2006 $ 246 981,440 1§ 18,384,070 2075
2007 s 265,635,000 | $ 22,185,007 2,085
z008 $ 281,871,750 | § 22814 427 2,116

2009 (YTD) | $ 305,750,000 | $ 15,270,614 2,217
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Total Appropriation vs. Overtime
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The distribution pattern of overtime among members of the force follows, from

fiscal years 2000 through 2008. This indicates the number of sworn personnel

in each year who earned total paid overtime within each of the ranges indicated.
Please note that officers at all levels are subject to the total pay cap ($168,411)
discussed in the response to Question 16, below.
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Overtime Eamings by Number of Officers

OT Earned & Straight Time Earned

Fiscal Year

Range 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
s - 1 2 3 3
$1-$4,999 791 676 288 395 436 323 598 565 523 672
$5.000 - $9,909 156 274 152 374 447 401 335 330 304 361
$10,000 - $14,989 45 81 160 221 253 278 220 21 214 216
$15,000 - $19.899 22 36 188 126 132 222 123 137 161 136
$20,000 - $24,999 5 B 142 118 83 139 78 102 106 88
$25,000 - $29,999 6 5 100 50 68 86 62 66 59 59
$30,000 - $34,999 1 2 80 52 54 59 36 58 57 43
$35,000 - $39,999 1 3 58 36 29 43 27 30 43 22
$40,000 - $44,999 1 44 24 10 28 23 25 3 [}
$45.000 - $49.999 1 1 24 22 10 18 14 23 32 4
$50,000 - $54,999 19 16 4 10 7 16 19 1
$55,000 - $59,999 14 12 6 8 7 9 16 1
$60,000 - $64,999 12 4 3 3 3 7 12
$65,000 - $69,999 3 3 3 [ 10
$70,000 - $74.999 2 4 3 2 3
$75,000 - $79.999 1 2 2 2
$80,000 - $84,999 2 1 2
$85,000 - $89.999 1 1
$90,000 - $94,999 1

Attrition:

18. Your budget assumes that 140 officers and other employees will leave the
force both in FY 2009 and in 2010. We understand that attrition is running at a
rate substantially below these projections. What can you tell us about current
rates of attrition and the implications for your budget in both years?

Response: The USCP has enjoyed a much higher retention rate so far in FY
2009 than originally expected during the past few months. At the FY 2009
mid-year point, USCP swormn attrition was lower than historical rates and,
consequently lower than expected. However, given the fact that we were not
projecting and tracking attrition rates the last time the nation experienced a
recession, we are being careful not to extrapolate with any certainty from data
that represents only a few months. Because of this, we are closely tracking
attrition, and adjusting class sizes to try to anticipate when our attrition rate
once again may rise (as it did in pay period 7 ~we had projected one officer
would terminate, but 15 actually did). 1f we were to extrapolate from the mid-



58

year figure out to year’s end, the attrition rate would be 5.4% (94 separations)
relative to the on-board sworn staffing level of 1742, which is the most current
staffing level. The average attrition rate over the last ten years was 7.51%, and
over the last three years it has been 8.04%. Decisions that have yet to be made
regarding recruit accessions scheduled for June and August will have effects on
the end-of-year staffing level and final attrition rate, as well as the impact on
overtime requirements needed in FY 2010 to meet core mission. We expect to
hire a recruit class in June to cover the remaining attrition from our base as well
as the authorized backfill from the Library of Congress security mission. Using
the 5.0% rate for FY 2009 mentioned above for notional purposes, the ten-year
rate would be calculated at 7.38%. Continuing the formula using the 1744
staffing level mentioned above, the projection for FY 2010 would be expected
to be 129 separations.

These mid-year figures are tentative and not final. FY 2010 attrition forecasts
could remain steady as originally projected or could go higher or lower than the
notional number we have used for illustrative purposes here. It appears that
economic factors have impacted attrition rates among both those eligible for
voluntary retirement as well as those who might be searching for other
employment. In addition, we are hypothesizing that Thrift Savings Plan losses
and the lack of availability of alternate employment in general are two highly
visible and publicized factors that could be contributing to the downturn in
attrition rates.

19.Why do these trained officers leave and where are they going?

Response: In the first six months of FY 2009, five officers have left the USCP
to work for the FBI, one for the Department of Homeland Security, one for the
Pentagon Force Protection Agency, two for the U.S. Air Marshall Service, and
one for the U.S. Department of State. These are a few examples of where some
separated officers have gone.

In prior years, the Department was inconsistent in its efforts to capture exit
information from departing employees. Because this data is critical to our
ability to successfully achieve elements of our Human Capital Plan, we have
recently implemented a voluntary online exit survey instrument to capture
comprehensive data from employees who separate from the Department. To
date, the minimal data collected from a limited number of departing employees
is insufficient for trend analysis. It should also be noted that employees cannot
. be compelled to take the survey or to disclose their reasons for departure.
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The Department does enjoy a much lower attrition rate than other federal
partners like the Department of Justice, i.e., 8.27% compared to Dol’s
estimated 11.04% separation rate in 2008. (Note: Dol’s separation rate was
extrapolated from June and July 2008 separation rates reported on OPM’s web
site. Additional monthly or summative annual data was not available for further
comparison.) In the future, we expect our new online survey instrument to
provide more comprehensive separation data, which will be used to assist us in
managing our workforce planning efforts. Finally, we are currently conducting
a Human Capital Survey (climate survey) of our workforce, which is also
designed to give us insight into our onboard employees” work life perceptions.
We plan to use the findings from this survey to improve our management
efforts, as well as to implement adjustments to our operational, administrative,
and work life programs to become a more efficient organization.

20. Canyou tell us in recent years how many officers have retired on
immediate annuity each year?

Response: All of the employees who retired (as indicated in the table below),
regardless of the type of retirement, receive an immediate annuity.

Sworn retirement data for Fiscal Years 2004-2008 is shown below (includes
voluntary and mandatory retirements):

Sworn Retirements (immediate Annuity} by Category FYs 04-08
Mandatory Voluntary Disability

FY Retirement Retirement Retirement Total
04 21 17 0 38
05 8 25 3 36
06 5 38 2 45
07 7 21 1 29
08 7 24 1 32

Total 48 125 7 180

21. There have been recent stories in the Post describing the problem of large
numbers of police retirees in local law enforcement agencies retiring on
disability at a relatively young age. What portion of your retirees are going out
through the disability retirement system rather than normal civil service
annuities?

20
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Response: There is very little advantage in retiring on disability prior to
eligibility for retirement under the U.S. Capitol Police Retirement Act for
USCP sworn personnel, who have a highly competitive retirement system. A
total of 3.9% of our retirees have retired as a result of disabilities from FY 2004
through FY 2008.

Sworn disability retirement data for FYs 2004-2008 is shown:
FY2004: 0
FY2005: 3
FY2006: 2
FY2007: 1
FY2008: 1

Pay parity:

22.With respect to the pay levels for sworn officers, I want to confirm that our
understanding is correct that salaries for your officers are highly competitive.
Data supplied by our staff indicate that a starting salary for a new USCP recruit,
after FLETC training, is $53,677. Salaries for new uniformed Secret Service
officer and Washington Metropolitan Police are about $5,000 less, and New
York City Police, who live in a very high cost are, earn $13,000 less. Are
Capitol Police, at least for new officers, pretty much the highest of any
comparable force?

Response: Indeed, USCP salaries for law enforcement officers are highly
competitive, because we have worked closely with the Congress to insure we
have the tools necessary to recruit and retain the highest quality of officers in
order to carryout our mission of protecting the Congress and the legislative
process. In 2003, when the U.S. Air Marshall’s program had a higher pay
system, the Department experienced one of its largest sworn attrition rates in
recent years, To address the issue of retention, we worked with the Committees
to develop a pay structure and benefits package needed to be highly
competitive.

Upon appointment, recruits earn $54,338 annually. After all training is
complete, which takes about 26 weeks, to include the FLETC-GA, USCP
Academy and field officer training programs, when completed without
interruption, recruits are promoted to the rank of Private with training and earn

21
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$57,773 per annum in basic pay. Metropolitan Police Department
(Washington, DC) recruits start at $48,715 and receive $50,761 after
completion of training. Secret Service Uniformed Division recruits start at
$50,787. New York City Police Department recruits earn $43,062 upon
appointment, and Pentagon Force Protection Agency recruits start at $50,787.

However, one well-known agency has even a more highly competitive pay
program than the USCP — the California Highway Patrol (CHP). Cadets earn a
monthly salary of between $4,030 and $5,064 while attending the CHP
Academy. In addition, cadets receive free room and board. Effective the first
month following their Academy reporting date, cadets receive full health and
dental benefits for themselves and their dependents. Cadets also earn an
additional seven hours of mandatory overtime per month. Immediately after
graduating from training, an officer’s base pay is $65,184 per year.

23. Are there similar numbers available in terms of pay comparability for more
experienced officers?

Response: USCP is working toward developing a more detailed comparability
analysis for more experienced officers. Specifically, we are in the process of
hiring a new Compensation Officer, a position that has been vacant since
November 2008. This is a key position in the Office of Human Resources,
because compensation information is closely held by most police departments.
We were able to perform a preliminary analysis, however, which indicates that
the USCP has a highly competitive compensation program for its more
experienced officers. The Metropolitan Police Department (MPD, Washington,
DC) has police officer pay schedules posted on their website, and the California
Highway Patrol (CHP) also provides a forecast of pay after five years of
service. Comparisons of base pay salaries after five years of service with the
two agencies mentioned are illustrated below:

e USCP: $66,040

s MPD: $61,698

s CHP: $79,248

24. Using the last year for which data is available, how much did the average
new Capitol Police private make his first full year including overtime? Also
give us the average for all sworn officers.
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Response: In their first year on the job after training (as a “Private with
training”™), recruits make $57,773 in annual salary, and an average of $9,768.00
per person for overtime for the first 14 pay periods of FY 2009. (Annualized
for the entire year this would be $18,141.00, if current overtime usage were to
continue at its current rate.)

Adjusting for additional overtime for Inauguration (at 10.1 hours or $400 per
person), each officer will have made an average of $17,741 in his or her first
year after training. The average salary, including overtime, for all USCP sworn
officers was $90,055 in FY 2008. Adding benefits at 33.5% (or 7.2% for OT
hours), an average of officers’ total compensation was $116,786.

Inspector General report on travel:

25. Chief Morse, last month the Inspector General issued a report describing a
number of significant problems with the handling of travel funds by the Capitol
Police. Reading from that report, it indicates that “the Department did not
ensure that costs claimed were accurate, allowable or even that they occurred.”
The IG also criticized the Department for using blanket travel vouchers rather
than individual travel orders, particularly for the Protective Service. Can you
tell the Committee what steps are being taken to address these concerns?

Response: The Department generally agrees with the findings of the Inspector
General’s report. Many of these issues were identified over the past year by the
Department and we have been taking steps to take corrective actions. We are
taking the following steps to address the recommendations:

» The USCP Travel Policy has been revised and is currently being utilized
as an Office of Financial Management (OFM) interim guidance. The
final agency-wide version is in the final stages of review and approval.

e New travel card holders will be required to undergo online training of the
USCP Travel Policy before receiving cards. Additionally, OFM will
utilize similar online training to provide refresher courses to all
cardholders muitiple times during the year.

* A notice is being drafted to direct the Bureaus/Offices to clearly identify
re-submissions or copies of travel vouchers, so these do not result in
duplicate payments. Additionally, OFM has created a database to log
submitted travel vouchers by employee name, travel date, and trip
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» Additional guidance is being prepared to be distributed to
Bureaus/Offices reiterating their responsibilities as authorizing officials
to be familiar with the Federal Travel Regulations and the USCP Travel
Policy and use it to oversee travel activities within their areas of
responsibility. In the meantime, OFM is developing a course for future
mandatory training.

e OFM is currently evaluating the feasibility of several options for
electronic processing of travel authorizations and vouchers, including an
automated travel management system, which would record estimated
costs in Momentum {our accounting system) prior to travel in order to
ensure that funds are available in advance throughout the year and
liquidated in a timely manner.

Library of Congress police merger

26. What is the current status of the merger of the Library police into the USCP
force? We understand that several suits opposing the merger based on charges
of age discrimination may have been submitted in the federal courts last week.

Response: In October 2008, the Department transferred four Library of
Congress {LOC) civilians to the USCP per the enacting legislation, who provide
administrative support to the LOC Division.

Currently, there are 61 LOC sworn officers who have been determined to be
eligible for consideration to transfer to the USCP as sworn officers based on the
statutory requirements. This total may decrease based on the final certification
of eligible sworn transferees against the standards set by the Capitol Police
Board.

Likewise, there are currently 23 LOC sworn officers who have been determined
to be ineligible for consideration to transfer to the USCP as sworn officers,
because they cannot meet the statutory requirement for 20 years of
“continuous™ federal service prior to becoming 60 years of age. These
individuals will transfer to Department as civilians (i.e., as “civilianized”
former officers) on October 11, 2009, which is the 1st day of the 1st pay period
following the completion of the merger transition period.
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The Department is also finalizing the positions that may be civilianized in order
to support the transition of the Library of Congress sworn to civilian employees.
The positions being considered are:
» LOC Dispatchers (Currently a sworn assignment.)
= Call Takers
Computer Emergency Notification System (CENS) Messengers
Deaf Pager Notifications
Fire Panel Monitors
Firearms Range Instructors (Currently a USCP sworn assignment)
LOC Exit Inspections (Currently a sworn assignment. Two positions and
one relief position)
= CVC Exit Inspection Post
= Cannon/Madison Tunnel Exit Post
¢ LOC Division Support

We plan to have decisions on the civilianization of these positions by mid-June,
2009. These employees will transition into civilian positions on October 11,
2009 in accordance with the merger statute.

Currently, the Library of Congress utilizes sworn officers to staff their dispatch
operation. This operation is intended to continue to reside within the LOC until
the USCP’s new radio system is implemented. Therefore, we intend to look at
utilizing up to sixteen of these civilianized employees for this purpose. This
will allow us to reallocate the sworn resources currently used for this purpose to
meet other critical security requirements upon the merger transition completion.
We also intend to consider these civilianizing employees for exit screener
positions at the LOC, as well as for monitoring of the exits to ensure that
collection materials are not removed from the LOC, and to support the LOC
division. Additionally, three civilianized employees are certified firearms
instructors and will be considered for placement at the USCP firearms range,
which may result in the reallocation of current USCP sworn resources to other
critical mission needs. Finally, any transferring civilian employee who does not
get placed into any of these opportunities, because of a lack of knowledge,
skills and abilities necessary to meet the position requirements, will be placed at
the time of transition into a mission support function within the Department
where their knowledge, skills and abilities are better suited.

Additionally, the Department has completed the first of two training sessions

for LOC sworn officers who are eligible for consideration to become USCP
sworn officers. All of the 32 LOC sworn officers attending the first training
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session have successfully completed the curriculum. The second training
course will include the remaining 29 LOC sworn officers who are eligible for
sworn consideration and is scheduled to begin June 22nd and will conclude on
August 22nd,. Meanwhile, we are conducting a review of the other eligibility
criteria for these individuals, as prescribed by the Capitol Police Board’s
Library of Congress Lateral Qualification Standards.

Following the completion of training and eligibility reviews, those eligible LOC
sworn officers who meet the prescribed lateral transfer standards will be
presented to the Chief of Police for certification. We intend to complete the
certification process by early September, 2009 and the official swearing-in of
the sworn employees by September 27, 2009, in order to maintain the law
enforcement mission at the LOC when the jurisdiction transfers to the USCP on
October 1, 2009.

Those LOC sworn officers eligible for sworn consideration who do not
successfully meet the prescribed hiring standards will transfer as civilian
employees in accordance with the statute and will be placed according to the
mission needs of the Department at the time of transfer.

The Department plans to coordinate with the Library of Congress to arrange for
a ceremony to commemorate the contributions of the Library of Congress
Police, ceremonially transfer the authority from the Librarian to the Chief of
Police and to welcome the transferring employees into the sworn and civilian
ranks of the Capitol Police. We will continue to update the Committees as the
pians for this ceremony develop.

Following the completion of the transition, the Department plans to backfill the
vacated sworn positions, up to the approved backfill levels. Based on the final
backfill requirement, the Department may need to request an increase in the
number of authorized backfill, so as to maintain a sworn staffing level of 154
sworn officers at the LOC Division, until such time as a threat analysis and
facility security survey can be completed and a final staffing pattern may be
determined.

Further, the Department is continuing its work with the LOC to finalize
property and financial management transfer matters, as well as space and
support requirements for the LOC Division following the transition. The
Department is finalizing a holistic concept of operations (CONOPS) for the
LOC law enforcement mission, to include technical and physical security, in
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coordination with the LOC. Following the adoption of the CONOPS, the USCP
and LOC plan to complete memoranda of understandings to implement
necessary operational and support functions for this mission following the
merger transition period.

There is ongoing litigation related to the ongoing merger of the United States
Capitol Police and the Library of Congress Police. The Department is aware of
the individual lawsuits filed to date and cannot comment further here on actions
pending in a court cases.

27. Assuming the courts allow the merger to move forward, will the 2010
budget complete this process?

Response: The Department has included in our FY 2010 budget request the
annualization of projected transferring employees’ salaries and general
expenses. Additionally, we have included the first portion of the funding
request necessary to support physical and technical security integration. We
plan to include the second phase of this request in our FY 2011 budget request,
as appropriate. Additionally, when the Department completes its post-merger
threat assessment and facility security survey, we may require additional
staffing and resources to enhance the Library of Congress mission to USPC
security standards.

28. Can you summarize for us the results over the last several years of the effort
to absorb or find other opportunities for as many of the Library police
employees as possible?

Response: There are currently 23 LOC sworn officers who have been
determined to be ineligible for consideration to transfer to the USCP as sworn
officers, because they cannot meet the statutory requirement for 20 years of
“continuous” federal service prior to becoming 60 years of age. These
individuals will transfer to Department as civilians on October 11, 2009, which
is the 1st day of the 1st pay period following the completion of the merger
transition period.

The Department is also finalizing the positions that may be civilianized in order
to support the transition of the Library of Congress sworn to civilian employees.
The positions being considered are:

o LOC Dispatchers (Currently a sworn assignment.)
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= Call Takers
= Computer Emergency Notification System (CENS) Messengers
* Deaf Pager Notifications
= Fire Panel Monitors
o Firearms Range Instructors (Currently a USCP sworn assignment)
o LOC Exit Inspections (Currently a sworn assignment. Two positions
and one relief position)
» (CVC Exit Inspection Post
* Cannon/Madison Tunnel Exit Post
o LOC Division Support

We plan to have decisions on the civilianization of these positions by mid-June,
2009. These employees will transition into civilian positions on October 11,
2009 in accordance with the merger statute.

Currently, the Library of Congress utilizes sworn officers to staff their dispatch
operation. This operation is intended to continue to reside within the LOC until
the USCP’s new radio system is implemented. Therefore, we intend to look at
utilizing up to sixteen of these civilianized employees for this purpose. This
will allow us to reallocate the sworn resources currently used for this purpose to
meet other critical security requirements upon the merger transition completion.
We also intend to consider these civilianizing employees for exit screener
positions at the LOC, as well as for monitoring of the exits to ensure that
collection materials are not removed from the LOC, and to support the LOC
division. Additionally, three civilianized employees are certified firearms
instructors and will be considered for placement at the USCP firearms range,
which may result in the reallocation of current USCP sworn resources to other
critical mission needs. Finally, any transferring civilian employee who does not
get placed into any of these opportunities, because of a lack of knowledge,
skills and abilities necessary to meet the position requirements, will be placed at
the time of transition into a mission support functions within the Department
where their knowledge, skills and abilities are better suited.

29, [sic] Miscellaneous

30. Congressman Farr, who is a senior Member of the Committee, has asked us
about staffing in the Cannon tunnel, where there are often long lines. He asked
why, with so many Capitol Police manning the tunnel, why the second
magnetometer could not be opened to relieve crowding. It seems like a good
idea to me. What can you tell us about visitor screening for the Cannon Tunnel?
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Response: As you are aware, the opening of the Capitol Visitor Center was
intended to facilitate the expeditious and safe entrance of visitors and staff led
tours by having four screening locations at the South Entrance and four
screening locations at the North Entrance for a total of eight screening points at
the CVC entrance.

In the year from March 2008 - March 2009, a review of the pedestrian count
data revealed that the officers assigned to the Cannon Subway conducted
security screening on over one-half of a million individuals (512,797). In the
time frame preceding the CVC’s opening, the Cannon House Office Building
Tunnel was manned by six to eight (eight for special events) officers who
operated the second screening point. At full staffing of six or eight, USCP had
to pull officers from other assignments to cover the Cannon Subway or had to
have officers work overtime to cover this post assignment. In December 2008,
when the CVC opened, the additional USCP officers were shifted back to their
primary functions and other assignments within House Division. Also, security
screening at the Cannon Subway is, by design, slower than security screening at
the entrance doors of the legislative office buildings, because officers are hand
searching bags for additional prohibited items that may be allowed in the office
building, but are not allowed into the Capitol and CVC.

Post the CVC opening, the Cannon Subway is staffed with a minimum of four
officers at one screening location. Each officer serves a particular function in
the screening process. When special events dictate, staffing is increased to six
officers through overtime or shifting resources. The staffing of six officers
provide the ability to use the additional screening point with a focus on
screening staff and official business visitors separate from the staff led tour
lines, which account for a large portion of the back-up.

For comparative purposes, the House Division reviewed staff led tour statistics
from December to March to the time period just prior to the CVC’s opening
versus the time period post the opening. These are provided below:

December 2007 ~ March 2008:  Approximately 67,331
December 2008 — March 2009:  Approximately 17,299

Although we would be happy to discuss the results of our research and the cost-

benefits analysis we have performed with the Committee and Congressman
Farr, we believe that this decrease of approximately 50,000 staff led tours

29



69

utilizing the Cannon Subway does not justify opening a second screening point
on a regular basis, especially considering the cost of the resulting overtime.
Opening an additional screening location would not provide additional security
to the community or increase the opportunity to detect prohibited items from
entering the Capitol or CVC. The addition of more officers at the Cannon
Subway will necessitate a readjustment of Department resources either by
decreasing staffing at the CVC, increasing staffing at the House Division, and
will result in a gap in service for other House Division assignments. Either of
the options will require the accrual of overtime to make the necessary
adjustments.

Staffing:

31. The Committee understands that both an internal USCP study and a
subsequent study by ELS concluded that the USCP has been using an
inaccurate staffing formula that overestimates officer availability.

Does the USCP believe that the staffing availability formula that the USCP
currently uses is inaccurate? If so, has USCP adopted that new staffing formula
for the staffing projections made in the Department’s FY 2010 Budget
Estimate? If not, why not?

We understand the Department is still using a staffing formula of 1,656 hours.
Would it make more sense to adopt the realistic staffing formula (1560 hours
per year per officer) than to keep projecting staffing needs based on a
discredited formula?

Response: Since the ELS study was completed, the Department has adopted the
revised sworn staffing utility number of 1560 to calculate our sworn staffing
requirements, excluding certain specialty assignments, as well as our overtime
needs. Some swomn assignments, such as canine, dignitary protection, and
Containment Emergency Response Team (CERT) have specific training and
qualification requirements which affect the utility number.

In prior years, the Department used a sworn staffing formula of 1656, which we
believe inaccurately calculated the available time that a sworn officer was
available to work core mission requirements. We believe this was a direct
contributor to our inability to properly project sworn staffing and overtime
requirements.
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The Department’s staffing projection estimates in the FY 2010 budget request
were based on actual expenditures in previous fiscal years and therefore did not
rely on the sworn staffing utility number.

ELS Implementation Team

32. The Committee understands that the Department formed an ELS
Implementation Team in August 2008. The Committee also understands that
during the past 8 months, the ELS Implementation Team has made little if any
progress on the two priorities given it: (1) an analysis of current USB staffing
versus ELS recommendations, and (2) an assessment of implementation of pre-
screeners for all buildings. Is that true? If so, why is that?

Response: The Department views the Enlightened Leadership Solutions (ELS)
Manpower Study (the Study) as a living document of guidelines and
methodologies from which the Department can develop and manage its sworn
manpower requirements. Because the threats facing the Capitol Complex are
ever changing, items may be added to the list of recommendations as these
threats and mission requirements change. Likewise, recommendations may be
removed, because they are completed, determined as not feasible or overcome
by events.

Built into the Study are new security protection and response protocols, as well
as reviews and recommendations from previous security studies. After the
Study was reviewed by the Government Accountability Office and others,
additional processes were added, such as budgeting in a threat-based approach
in order to ensure holistic analysis, consideration and implementation.

Efforts to Date:

As a first step in implementing the Study’s recommendations, the Chief of
Operations reviewed and prioritized the Study’s recommendations base on the
current threat level facing the Capitol Complex. The Department is in the
process of documenting this decision making process in a recommendation
action and tracking matrix described below.

As a result of his review, the following mission sets received top priority for
review and implementation of recommendations: the Capitol Division (CD), to
include the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC), the Hazardous Incident Response
Division, the Protective Services Bureau’s Intelligence operation, the
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Containment Emergency Response Team (CERT), and the Truck Interdiction
Program.

To begin the implementation process, the Department stood-up the Team, with
limited membership from the Office of the Chief of Operations and the
Uniformed Services Bureau (USB), as well as some mission support
organizations. This Team was charged with a very narrow charter, which was
related to the implementation of recommendations within the USB divisions.

Meetings were scheduled several times since the October 17, 2008, but due to
the planning meetings for the Inauguration, opening of the CVC, and other
mission requirements, they were all postponed.

However, during this same time period, the other bureaus and offices within the
Department were directed to review the findings and recommendations
contained within the Study that focused on their areas of responsibility. They
were also directed to implement those recommendations which they felt were
feasible, created efficiencies in implementing the mission and required no new
personnel or resources to implement.

Many of the changes made or that will be made to theses areas can be done by
optimizing the resources (staffing) that we have currently. For example, we are
realigning within the Capitol Division by optimizing the personnel we currently
have assigned. In addition, we are realigning the Civil Disturbance Unit (CDU)
and Hostage Negotiation Team (HNT) to the Mission Assurance Bureau
(MAB) in an effort to group mission responsibilities for efficiency. Neither
action requires additional resources to accomplish these recommended
efficiencies.

Although the Team has not met formally since its development, the Department
has implemented many ELS recommendations or taken actions in order
facilitate the future implementation of recommendations in both the USB and
other organizational elements throughout the Department.

These include:

Mission Efficiencies:

¢ Conducted load leveling of Operational units to ensure proportionate
staffing across the Department.
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¢ Standardized breaks across divisions to a 1 to 4 ratio.

Changed the CODEL footprint, so that roles are performed during
deployment in line with how they are performed on the Capitol Complex.
For example, MAB now operates the Command Vehicle when deployed
for CODELs.

¢ Reviewed the requirements for a podium camera program and are
working toward the implementation of the program.

¢ Restructured the Capitol Division in order to address the additional
threats resulting from the Capitol Visitor Center operations.

s Implemented the assignment of Protective Services Bureau
intelligence/threat agents traveling with the Speaker’s detail.

¢ Standardized the make up of leadership protective details with Dignitary
Protection Division to 7 agents, except for the Speaker’s detail,

e Audited the K-9 function. K-9 has undertaken a 4/10 work schedule for
better efficiency in meeting its mission set. The Chief of Operations is
evaluating K-9 stopping its search & rescue program and the patrol dog
program, implementing a vapor wake detection program to meet
emerging threats.

s Directed that all POAs and Operation Orders go through MAB and the
Office of the Chief of Operations to create a historical record of activities
and operational decision-making, as well as to standardize the process for
developing and implementing them.

¢ Trained over 1,000 sworn in x-ray security screening protocols and
podium training to better identify and address threats.

¢ Reviewed and revised the screening standard operating procedures and
training for barrier access, and entry points and doors, in order to
standardize the processes across the Complex. We have also reviewed
and revised the directive addressing screening and it is now being vetted
as a part of the Department’s directives modernization project.

* Purchased and installed computer x-ray image interpretation software on
division computers to enhance the officer's ability to detect threats in x-
ray images.

¢ Training all recruit classes in detecting surveillance techniques to
enhance officers” ability to detect individuals conducting surveillance, to
elicit information from the individuals during conversations, and to
determine what actions to take based on the information obtained.

Staffing Efficiencies:
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s Approved revisions to the CP-1301 system to better manage overtime
(OT) by improving how we draft and manage assignments. While the
CP-1301 process modification has been approved, the assignment of
overtime is currently being reviewed and negotiated as part of the
Fraternal Order of Police Union Contract.

o Established a standardized positioning of officers at security screening
posts (doors) to ensure the officer are optimally positioned for mission
effectiveness and officer safety reasons, and to ensure consistency of
operations.

¢ Included 76 new sworn officers in the FY 2010 budget request in order to
reduce overtime and increase capability to address threats.

+ Reassigned outside patrols to the House and Senate Divisions for better
efficiency and effectiveness in addressing threats.

o Audited the CERT function — the Assistant Chief has provided tentative
approval to restructure CERT.

¢ Audited the Hazardous Materials Response Team (HMRT) program -
Letters are being prepared for the Capitol Police Board’s concurrence to
reorganize this function to meet the current threats facing the Complex.

¢ Audited and reorganized the Truck Interdiction Program (TIPS), in order
to return officers to posts

e Directed TIPS midnights staffing reductions.

o Directed the integration of all divisions within the Patrol Mobile
Response Division (PMRD) into one holistic operation, rather than
focused units like heavy motors, mountain bikes, TIGER, etc.

» Increased the utilization of technology at the Offsite Delivery Center, in
order to return officers to other priority post requirements.

* Automated the Officer Voluntary Reassignment Program.

e Migrated the Security Services Bureau (SSB) to a 4/10 work schedule for
better efficiency in meeting their mission.

» Migrated the Mission Assurance Bureau to a 4/10 work schedule for
better efficiency in meeting their mission.

Interim Steps Necessary to Implement Recommendations:

» Incrementally increased the Dignitary Protection Division (DPD) to
reduce overtime utilization and better meet the mission. Although DPD
is not staffed to the ELS recommendation level, we are migrating to that
point based on threat analysis and evolving mission.

s Included the intelligence capability business case in the FY 2010 budget
request. (This was previously requested in FY 2009, but not funded.)
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Assigned recruit officers to USB directly from officer training for
distribution following their field training.

Implemented revised protocol, so that officers can transfer into Patrol
Mobile Response Division (PMRD) without a formal selection process.
This has added to better efficiencies in addressing emerging staffing
requirements in a timely manner.

Assigned HMRT to conduct random sampling of deliveries at the Offsite
Delivery Center to leverage their staffing and mission capabilities.

Work in Progress:

Completed the gap analysis template for the House Division. All other
divisions within the Uniformed Services Bureau, except for the LOC
Division, are due by June 1, 2009.

Conducted an assessment of applying a 4/10 shift to the Chambers, but
this analysis determined that there would be offsetting staffing needs, so
implementation has been suspended at this time.

Directed that a study be conducted to review civilization of the USCP
Command Center. To accomplish this effort we are looking at using the
Wounded Warrior program for this purpose.

Approved the movement of Civil Disturbance Unit to the Mission
Assurance Bureau (MAB). The Department is currently working on the
implementation.

Approved the movement of the Crisis Negotiation Team to MAB. The
Department is also working on this implementation.

Reviewing operational requirements for the staffing of the
Communications activities. Originally the Department considered the
civilianization of Communications, but based on additional analysis, we
decided to make Communications all integrated sworn activity. These
sworn officers will rotate between duties within Communications to
better utilize available resources and achieve efficiency in the delivery of
the mission set.

Implementing upgrades to version 8.3 of Workbrain, so we can adopt
electronic scheduling.

33. What deadlines does the ELS Team have to accomplish its work? If none,
how can the Committee expect this process to move forward since it has not
done so during the past 8§ months?
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Response: Over the next two years, we plan to manage three parallel processes
to achieve the overarching goal of determining the total full time equivalent
(FTE) requirements needed to perform our mission.

In the first year, we intend to continue our efforts to review the
recommendations contained in the ELS Manpower Study (the Study) and
validate the overall post requirements based on current conditions. As a part of
this effort, we plan to implement those recommendations that we determine will
enhance our mission capabilities and/or achieve staffing efficiencies.
Additionally, we intend to make another incremental step toward reaching our
optimum staff leveling through our Force Development (FD) budget
formulation process, which is described below. Concurrently, we plan to
undertake the analysis and validation necessary to determine the total Full-Time
Equivalent (FTE) requirements needed to meet the validated mission
requirements. In order to account for variances in performance and changing
mission requirements, we plan to develop and validate the additional FTE ratio
necessary to offset these factors. )

In the second year, we will use our annual threat assessment of the risks facing
the Capitol Complex to validate or revise the identified mission requirements.
We intend to make the necessary adjustments to our identified requirements for
use in formulating the annual budget request. Additionally, we intend to utilize
this assessment to validate or adjust the total FTE requirements necessary to
achieve our mission and decide how the Department intends to manage these
FTEs to meet the mission. This evaluation will determine the level and ratio of
staffing (sworn or civilian), overtime, outsourcing and technology to be used to
address each mission set within the total FTE ceiling.

In out years, these baselines will be adjusted based on the findings of the annual
threat assessment and identified changes in the mission. These documented and
validated changes will serve as the basis for our evaluation of budgetary
resource requirements.

In an effort to formalize the Department’s efforts to validate and utilize the
recommendations and methodology contained in the Study, the Department has
developed a muliti-tiered approach to institutionalize the processes.

ELS Manpower Study Recommendations Action and Tracking Matrix:
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To better document the Department’s ongoing efforts to utilize the Study’s
recommendations and methodology to determine the staffing and overtime
requirements necessary to meet the various subsets of our mission, as well as
achieve business process reengineering, we are implementing a formal tracking
matrix for the recommendations contained in the Study. This matrix will be
used to assist the Department in our evaluation and prioritization of initiatives
to be considered in our annual budget formulation.

We plan to catalog each of the recommendations contained in the Study on this
matrix, as well as add new recommendations based on emerging threat or
mission requirements. We also plan to capture the outcome of the feasibility
review conducted on each recommendation, the management decisions or
authorities governing the implementation, the preliminary list of resource
requirements, training and competencies required, and the status of the
implementation effort.

In order to utilize this matrix in the FY 2011 Force Development Process (a
budget formulation process described below), the Department plans to create
and populate the matrix by the end of May 2009.

Process 1 - ELS Implementation Team (the Team):

The ELS Implementation Team (the Team) was formed in October 2008 with
limited membership and focus to begin the implementation of the Study’s
recommendations within the Uniformed Service Bureau (USB. However, the
Team is being reconstituted to ensure that the appropriate senior management is
involved in the evaluation, prioritization, validation and utilization of the
Study’s processes and recommendations to determine staffing requirements
necessary to meet our mission in the most efficient and effective manner.

One of the first focuses of the Team will be the continuation of the systematic
review and validation of each of the recommendations for USB based on
current threats, Capitol Police Board standards for security, evolving mission
requirements and the ability of our infrastructure to support the efforts. We
expected that this effort will be achieved during May 2009.

As a part of this review, the USB Commander, Deputy Chief Thomas Reynolds,
will be asked to continue his review all of the ELS recommendations within his
purview with the USB Division Commanders, in order to determine the
feasibility and the necessary resources required to implement each action. This
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effort will result in a determination of those recommendations that can or
should be implemented, as well as those that cannot or should not be
implemented. Additionally, the Team will continue its formal review and
validation of the gap analyses being conducted on the Capitol, House and
Senate Divisions. The gap analyses are being conducted utilizing a
standardized template developed for this purpose. The results of the analyses
will be submitted to the Chief of Operations for review and concurrence, as
well as the approval of the Chief of Police.

The House Division’s gap analysis was recently completed by the Division, but
requires additional revision to align it to the Study’s future state staffing level in
order to ensure that we are utilizing a consistent methodology in our
implementation approach. The Senate and Capitol Division’s gap analyses are
due by June 1st to the Office of the Chief of Operations. The Department plans
to undertake a risk assessment of the Library of Congress (LOC) following the
transition of the law enforcement functions from the LOC to the USCP in
October 2009. Therefore, the LOC Division was not tasked with completing
the template mentioned above by June Ist.

This LOC review will include a threat analysis, as well as a facility security
survey, of the LOC’s facilities to determine the risk and threat levels requiring
mitigation. These findings will be applied to a gap analysis to determine the
appropriate staffing levels required to staff the LOC mission under the USCP’s
sworn staffing model, as well as potential alternate staffing models for Capitol
Police Board consideration. Based on the identified threats facing the LOC
facilities, the USCP may utilize its existing sworn staffing model or an alternate
model which best mitigates the identified and validated risks. We believe that
this threat analysis will be completed during the second quarter of FY 2010.

Similarly, the Capitol Division will undertake a staffing review and gap
analysis of the CVC to review the current sworn staffing pattern against the
identified threats and known mission requirements. Since opening to the public
in the fall of 2008, the CVC’s operating assumptions have changed and the
alignment of posts was altered from the original planning assumptions. To
address these changes — many of which resulted in new posts or
extended/expanded hours of operations, the Capitol Division has had to realign
staffing within the Division and utilize overtime to meet the mission. We
believe that this staffing and gap analyses will be completed by the end of June
2009.
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Both of these analyses are expected to generate additional recommendations for
consideration.

Upon operational approval of the identified implementation strategy, the USB
Division Commanders and the process owners within the divisions will be
responsible for developing the action plan for implementation of those
recommendations that require little to no additional resources. These action
plans and the Division’s progress in meeting these goals will be monitored by
the Team.

Those recommendations requiring significant resources will be prioritized for
consideration as a part of the USB Commander’s environmental assessment
during the Force Development (FD) Process described below.

Process 2 - Force Development Process:

To ensure a broad-based validation and implementation process, which
incorporates all aspects of the Department, the Study’s methodology and
recommendations will also serve a basis for the Department’s Force
Development Process’s Environmental Assessment. This process is used to
evaluate and prioritize the department’s overall resource requirements. The
process will begin in June 2009 as a part of the FY 2011 budget formuiation
process with a kick-off meeting of the Investment Review Board (IRB), which
is comprised of members of the Executive Management Team (EMT); an
environmental assessment that will build on the USB and other organizational
elements’ implementation components to date; and the completion of the USB
gap analyses. These recommendations, as well as other requirements necessary
to implement ELS recommendations will be prioritized and considered for
inclusion in the Department’s annual budget request. Likewise, the IRB will be
charged will review existing programs against threats and developing a list of
potential offsetting reductions in programs or resources.

We plan to issue a guiding document on how this integration will occur in June
2009, which will detail what elements of the Study should be focused on during
this year’s Force Development Process.

Following the Environmental Assessment (EA), the IRB will determine those
initiatives which will be developed further as a part of the preliminary planning
process. Each initiative will have a process owner assigned to develop and
present an issue paper for consideration. The results of the IRB’s review of the
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preliminary planning issue papers will be presented to the Executive Team
(ET). The ET will determine those initiatives that will be pursued further in the
budget formulation process. Additionally, programs that are identified for
revision or elimination as a result of the EA will be required to prepare an issue
paper for consideration by the IRB.

The process owners for those initiatives determined by the ET for further
consideration will develop business cases to fully explore all of the aspects of
the potential budget item. During the business case development process, the
process owners will be required to present their business case to a panel
consisting of members of the Senior Management Team (SMT), as well asto a
costing group who will fully evaluate the support and resource requirements
associated with each initiative. These intermediate reviews will assist the
process owners in further refinement of the business cases.

In prior processes, initiatives were removed from consideration, because they
were determined to be unfeasible during the business case process.

Once the process owner has completed their work in developing and vetting
their respective business case, the process owners will present their business
cases to the IRB for final consideration. The IRB will rate and rank each
initiative and the final prioritized list of recommendations and initiatives will be
presented to the ET. The ET will then determine those items that will be
included in the Department’s FY 2011 budget formulation and submission.

Training Working Group:

The Training Working Group (TWG) will be charged with working with the
process owners in developing the training requirements associated with each
business case under consideration. Additionally, the TWG will continue to
work with bureaus and offices to integrate competencies and training
requirements into their recommendation implementation process.

Process 3 - Overall Mission Requirements:

In order to balance the sworn staffing requirements versus the need for
overtime, the Department must validate the total number of sworn FTE
necessary to achieve the Department’s mission. To do so, we plan to use the
ELS Manpower Study data as a baseline for reviewing each post against current
threat and mission requirement. This validation will determine the total number
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of staff hours necessary to achieve the mission and the best methods for
achieving these requirements, such as the appropriate ratio for sworn staffing,
overtime, outsourcing, and the utilization of technology. We expect this effort
to take two years to complete. To accomplish this effort, the Department is
reviewing its need for a dedicated analyst and evaluator for this role.

We are addressing staffing requirements, overtime management and the
implementation of ELS recommendations as a priority this year and have
reassigned some of our key staff to help us reach the objectives we have
outlined above. If circumstances beyond our contro! dictate that we divert any
of these staff into other priorities we will need to adjust our schedules and plans
accordingly.

Building Screening Activities

34. The Committee understands that the ELS study recommended changes to
the way that building screening, and pre-screening activities, are conducted.
Please explain what changes are going to be implemented, if any, and the
timeframes for implementation. Will we see any changes during the current
fiscal year, or are any funds requested in FY 2010 for these activities?

Response:  We have already implemented many changes to our security
screening to buildings:

» We revised our standardized operating procedures (SOP) to
ensure a standardized security screening program across the Hill. We
also included industry best practices in this area to provide the optimal
level of protection to the Capitol Complex.

« We have trained over 1,000 Uniformed Services Bureau officers,
sergeants, lieutenants, and security aides on the new security screening
SOP, which included training on screening equipment.

« InFY 2008, we purchased a computerized x-ray image
interpretation program, which will serve as a training tool and testing
program. We believe that this will increase the officers' ability to detect
threat images (guns, knives, and bomb parts) in x-ray images.

» We have recommended the implementation of the Security Training
Evaluation and Assessment (STEA) Program to the Capitol Police
Board. This program will assess the operational readiness of our officers
at Building Entrances.
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« We have recommended the implementation of the Threat Image
Projection System (TIPS) to ensure the operation readiness of our
officers at Building Entrances, and to increase the officers’ ability
to detect threat images in x-ray images.

+ We have established a standardized positioning of officers to ensure they
are optimally positioned to detect and mitigate threats, and to enhance
officer safety.

« We have placed pre-screener officers on the exterior of the doors of the
Capitol Building. These pre-screener officers are responsible
for allowing only authorized individuals to enter through the
doors, directing pedestrian traffic in the area of their doors, and
conducting a threat assessment of individuals and objects in the area of
their doors. The goal of the pre-screener officers is to detect and stop
threats outside of the Building before they can enter. At this time, we
cannot put pre-screener officers at every door, because we do not have
the overtime budget or FTEs available to do so. Instead, we have placed
as many as we can at the highest priority doors- at the Capitol Building.

» To improve screening and security efficiencies, all Capitol Building
visitors enter thru the Capitol Visitor Center unless they have an
appointment.

To better document the Department’s ongoing efforts to utilize the Study’s
recommendations and methodology to determine the staffing and overtime
requirements necessary to meet the various subsets of our mission, as well as
achieve business process reengineering, we are implementing a formal tracking
matrix for the recommendations contained in the Study. This matrix will be
used to assist the Department in our evaluation and prioritization of initiatives
to be considered in our annual budget formulation.

We plan to catalog each of the recommendations contained in the Study on this
matrix, as well as add new recommendations based on emerging threat or
mission requirements. We also plan to capture the outcome of the feasibility
review conducted on each recommendation, the management decisions or
authorities governing the implementation, the preliminary list of resource
requirements, training and competencies required, and the status of the
implementation effort.

In order to utilize this matrix in the FY 2011 Force Development Process (a
budget formulation process described below), the Department plans to create
and populate the matrix by the end of May/early June 2009.
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35. Please explain the significance of adding this extra layer of security in terms
of personnel requirements.

Response: There are multiple aspects to the significance of adding this extra
layer of security in terms of personnel requirements, primary among them the
added security and safety of all USCP, Congress, and visitors to the Capitol
Complex, as the goal of the pre-screener is to detect and stop threats outside of
the buildings before they can enter. The second impact is the potential
additional posts that would be created and staffed, generating additional sworn
FTE’s and/or overtime costs.

Pre-screeners are another layer in the concentric rings of security around the
Capitol Building and the Capitol Complex. These pre-screeners are responsible
for allowing only authorized individuals to enter through the doors, directing
pedestrian traffic in the area of their doors, and conducting a threat assessment
of individuals and objects in the area of their doors. The goal of the pre-
screener is to detect and stop threats outside of the Building before they can
enter. At this time, we cannot put pre-screeners at every door, because we do
not have the overtime budget or FTEs available to do so. Instead, we have
placed as many as we can at the highest priority doors—at the Capitol Building.

Currently, we do not have the overtime or the FTEs to staff pre-screeners at
each door. Here are potential costs associated with the prescreener posts:

« For a post staffed 7 days a week, 24 hours a day, 1 pre-screener post would
cost
o $512,191 if we staffed it with 100% overtime.
o $529,038 if we staffed it with an FTE and overtime
» For a post staffed 5 days a week, 16 hours a day, it costs:
o $243,900 if we staffed it with 100% overtime.
$252,324 if we staffed it with an FTE and overtime

This is calculated on an average officer's (grades 1-6) base salary of
$71,930.22, a benefits base of 33.01%, an overtime rate of $55 per hour, and
overtime benefits rate of 7.2%.

Civilianization Effort
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36. The Committee understands that the USCP is conducting an internal review
to determine how many positions currently filled by officers can be filled by
civilians, thereby freeing up officers to work in front line law enforcement rolls.

a. What is the status of the civilianization effort?

b. How many positions do you expect will be impacted by this study, and when
you do expect to be able to transfer these officers to other positions?

Response: The Assistant Chief of Police has directed that a study be
conducted to review civilization of the USCP Command Center, which is
ongoing. Therefore, we will not know if this civilianization concept is
feasible until the review is completed and what the resulting sworn
reallocation might be from the effort. Should we decide to undertake this
effort, we are looking at the possibility of using the Wounded Warrior
program for this purpose, because of the command structure experiences
these individuals have from their previous military careers.

The Department is also finalizing the positions that may be civilianized
in order to support the transition of the Library of Congress sworn to
civilian employees. The positions being considered are:

o LOC Dispatchers (Currently a sworn assignment.)
= (Call Takers
» Computer Emergency Notification System (CENS)
Messengers
s Deaf Pager Notifications
* Fire Panel Monitors
o Firearms Range Instructors (Currently a USCP sworn
assignment)
o LOC Exit Inspections (Currently a sworn assignment. Two
positions and one relief position)
»  CVC Exit Inspection Post
=  Cannon/Madison Tunnel Exit Post
o LOC Division Support

We plan to have decisions on the civilianization of these positions by

mid-June, 2009. These employees will transition into civilian positions
on October 11, 2009 in accordance with the merger statute.
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Recruitment

37. The FY 2010 budget states that the USCP is requesting funding to support 6
recruit classes.

a. Who determines the class size, and the number of classes, USCP or FLETC?

Response.: In February of each year, FLETC requests a projection for
training (both advanced and basic) from partner agencies. USCP
training needs, along with all other participating agencies’ needs, are
analyzed by FLETC and FLETC then advises us if our annual training
requests based on our February projections are approved in terms of
numbers and size of classes needed to meet our annual hiring projections.

The approval typically comes by August of the preceding fiscal year we
are requesting. For example, USCP received final approval on the FY
2009 classes fairly late in summer of 2008. FLETC prioritizes Basic
Training and Criminal Investigator training above advanced in-service
training at Brunswick, Georgia, because there is such a high demand for
Basic Police (UPTP) and Criminal Investigator classes.

USCP can request classes by quarter or by whatever frequency we desire,
but the class sizes are limited to a maximum of 48 or a minimum of 24.
If sufficient time is allotted, the balance of class space is given to other
agencies should the USCP not fill each seat for a total class size of either
24 or 48 (depending on what size class was scheduled). FLETC, in
recent years has worked to honor the scheduling requests of the USCP to
the extent possible.

The USCP’s annual appropriation, projected attrition and new mission
requirements are deciding factors as to the uitimate size and number of
the classes the USCP hires and ultimately sends to FLETC.

b. Would FLETC have the ability to absorb more than 6 USCP classes per year?
Response: We project the number and size of classes each February
based on our budget request, which accounts for our projected attrition
and mission requirements. If the USCP requested more than 6 classes in
a timely manner, FLETC would likely be able to accommodate the
request. There are USCP instructor and space limits to the number of
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students that the USCP Academy in Cheltenham can facilitate, so that is
a deciding factor in our decision-making as well.

c. Is 48 the maximum number of officers that can be included in any given
class?

Response: Yes. FLETC uses 48 or 24 as the Student/Instructor ratio
for class size, class space, equipment issue, supplies, vehicles, role
players, housing space, meals, etc. Scheduling of classes is built around
the 48 model and modified for 24. Classes are broken down into halves,
so that smaller classes of 24 have their own set of schedules versus the
48, but the conceptual instruction design is built around 48 recruit
officers.

38. The Budget Estimate states that 229 recruits will be hired in 2010, but later
discussion implies that the number is actually 216. Is 216 the correct number of
recruits that you anticipate for FY 2010?

Response: The Department has requested a total of 229 recruits, 216 (140
projected annual sworn attrition, plus the 76 new sworn officers) of which are
to reduce overtime, and the remaining 13 of which are to enhance a
counterterrorism capability.

39. The Budget Estimate states that with an anticipated separation of 140
officers during FY 2010, the net increase of officers will be 89, with 76 officers
assigned in the field, helping to reduce overtime demands. However, there is
no discussion of the number of recruits who drop out before being sworn in as
officers. The recruit drop-out rate in FY 2009 was about 20%.

a. Why was the recruit drop-out rate not accounted for in the FY 2010 staffing
projections?

b. If 20% of the 216 recruits drop out before being sworn in, then that is a loss
of about 43 potential officers, which reduces the net increase to only 33 officers
for assignment in the field, not 76 as stated in the Budget Estimate, correct?

Response: The recruit drop-out rate so far in FY 2009 is 9.32% (15 of
161), not 20%. The 20% referenced reflects the number of attrited recruit
officers versus the total annual sworn attrition. The ten-year average for
recruit attrition is 12.21%, ranging from a low of 4.88% in FY 2005 to a
high of 30.83% in FY 2008. FY 2007’s attrition rate was second highest
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at 18.90%. This year’s recruit attrition is tracking very similarly to FY
2006, which ended at 9.30%.

The number of officers who are projected to drop out of classes (our
“non-completion” rate) was built into the projections for FY 2010. The
2010 request was based on actual position data from FY 2008 and 2009.

40. What are the reasons for such high drop-out rates?

Response: Recruits separate for a number of reasons. There are academic
failures that cannot be predicted. While grades and transcripts are examined
prior to hiring a recruit, regular high school or college transcripts do not easily
translate into a success rate in a police academy.

Attrition for injuries sometimes occurs because of the physical demands of the
academy. Often, Performance of Injury cases are recycled into later academy
classes. While the Department continues to move toward placing a physical
abilities test in the hiring process, which will minimize the amount of physical
problems, our newly instituted sworn selection panels currently focus on
selecting the most qualified personnel based on the Capito! Police Board Hiring
Standards.

Further, several candidates per year realize that police work is not what they
expected and decide to leave for other types of work or other law enforcement
positions.

Although recruit drop-out data for police academies is closely held information,
we have general indications that our average ten year rate (12.21%) is fairly
consistent with most other agencies. Further, there are several of our annual
recruit attrition rates in the last ten years that are well below that ten year
average. Our FY 2008 rate was clearly an anomaly due to 15 of the 41 total
drop-outs being released for background investigation issues discovered after
appointment. Had this issue not occurred, the recruit attrition rate would have
been 19.54%. The Department’s recruit attrition rates for the last five years are
shown below:

FY2004: 7.59%
FY2005: 4.88%
FY2006: 9.30%
FY2007: 18.90%

47



87

FY2008: 30.83%

Attrition

41. Please provide a table showing attrition rates by rank for the sworn side
from FY 2005 — FY 2009 year to date.

Response: Attrition rates by rank for FYs 2005-2009 are shown below:

Aftrition By Rank and Flscal Year
FY2005 FY2008 FY2007 FY2008 FY 2008 {as of PPY)
% of % of % of % of % of
Grade Total J Total i Total} S i Total{ § Total] Separations
[Chief of Police .00% .80% [l .00% .00 .00%
lAssistant Chief of Police .00% .80% 1 .75% ,00% .00%
22% .00% .00% A .00
.00% 80% .00% 7. X}
22% B0% .75% 4 .00
.22% 4.00% .26% 3 51
10.98% 1 .60 i I .8 4 .02
2.44% . 40% 50 4 .92 .00%
244% .20% .01 0 . 00% .00%
3 47.56% 57 45.60% 89 51.88% 66] 48.18' 34 59.65%
2 2561% 26] 2080% 877% 10; 7.30% 3.51%
8| 7.32% 12 9.60% 3 23.31% 41 29.93% 1 26.32%
az! T56.05% 26| SO is] 10000% ] 157 X 5T T |

Workbrain

42. Page 9 of the FY 2010 budget request notes that the Office of Information
Systems (OIS} is requesting an increase of $283,000 for Workbrain Scheduler.
On page 67 of the budget, USCP notes that $814,000 and $267,000 were

transferred from the Office of Human Resources to OIS for Workbrain in FY
2009.

a. What is the total FY 2009 funding for Workbrain?
Response:  The FY 2009 total funding for Workbrain is $799,000. This
amount includes $239,000 for time and attendance system programming.
The Office of Human Resources continues to require customized
software enhancements to ensure the Department’s ability to update the
Workbrain application to reflect congressional mandates regarding pay,
holidays, work schedules, overtime reporting and associated benefits
affecting the timekeeping/payroll system. An additional $560,000 had
been planned to fund upgrades to the Workbrain system, but the
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Department was able to negotiate a better price schedule with an existing
vendor who bundled the upgrades into the package they provide us, and
we were able to save $250,000 in FY 2009 which we plan to reallocate
into a critical agency shortage.

b. What is the total budget requested for Workbrain in FY 2010, and what will
be accomplished with that funding? What improvements will this provide the
USCP?

Response: The total budget requested for Workbrain in FY 2010 is
$1,310,000. This amount was comprised of $814,000 for the Workbrain
scheduler to complete the second of two phases for this component, and
$267,000 to maintain the Workbrain software, in addition to the
development and programming funding discussed in c. below. These
funds will provide the USCP with a fully functioning scheduler
component.

However, we are currently in the process of evaluating new pricing
options with AVUE, who has a business relationship with Workbrain,
and may be able to provide the scheduler module at a reduced rate, in
addition to the savings we achieved in FY 2009 for the upgrades to
Workbrain itself.

c. Is all funding for Workbrain requested in the OIS budget line?

Response: No. Approximately, $229,000 still remains in the Office of
Human Resources budget for annual time and attendance report
development and programming, which is handled directly by OHR.

43. What is the status of the Workbrain upgrade and Scheduler module?
Are those being purchased with FY 2009 funds? What is the timeframe
of the project? What activities will be taking place during the remainder
of FY 2009 with regard to upgrading this system?

Response: We are in the process of procurement of the upgraded Workbrain
version in 2009. The Scheduler module is planned for implementation with
2010 funding. The upgrade is necessary to support the scheduling module. FY
2009 funding will be used for the upgrade; FY 2010 funding will be used for
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the scheduler. Once we are done with procurement and have awarded the
contract the upgrade should take approximately 3 months from start to finish.
We do not have a timeframe on the implementation time for the scheduler
module, but rough estimates from vendors are for a 6-month total timeframe
from the time of funding obligation and contract award or modification. The
remainder of 2009 will be taken up with securing a contract for the upgrade and
implementation of such.

Dignitary Protection Division

44, The Dignitary Protection Division (DPD) expends a great deal of
overtime each fiscal year, growing from about 303,364 hours in FY 2005
t0 479,173 hours in FY 2007 then about 378,328 hours in FY 2008.
Given that the FY 2010 budget states that the USCP expended upwards
of 405,000 hours of overtime in FY 2008 to meet core mission
requirements, what steps is the Department taking to reduce the use of
overtime in DPD during FY 20107

Response: A number of initiatives have been taken to control and minimize
DPD overtime expenditures. DPD staffing has been increased to offset staffing
shortfalls. DPD has recently identified areas where further efficiencies can be
realized. Specifically, DPD is in the process of transferring the “duty desk”
operation to the Command Center. This will increase the agents available to
work leadership protection assignments and helps to reduce DPD overtime.
Further, DPD is building on its relationship with local law enforcement
agencies to conduct joint protective taskings.

45, The budget document notes that the USCP is evaluating the
requirements for DPD. Is the USCP evaluating the number of protectees
and the hours and level of protection for each? Is USCP evaluating the
analysis of threats for protectees and other members?

Response: The Department continually assesses and reassesses its protection
model for all protectees and provides recommendations to the respective
sergeant-at-arms for consideration. Part of that assessment includes an in depth
analysis of all threats and direction of interest cases. The Department currently
implements the protective services staffing standards as determined by the
Capitol Police Board. The Department has recently transferred an additional 12
sworn officers into the Dignitary Protection Division to meet staffing
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requirements for leadership details, which had previously been met by utilizing
overtime.

Intelligence

46. The Department is requesting funding to support 14 new positions in
the Intelligence section, including 11 new privates, 2 new Sergeants, and
1 new research specialist

a. How many officers and civilians are currently performing these
activities?

Response: There are currently 14 officers assigned to the Intelligence
Section including three vacancies. A vacancy announcement has been
published and interviews of the candidates from within the existing force
are in progress. Two agents are assigned to the FBI’s Joint Terrorism
Task Force and the FBI’s National Joint Terrorism Task Force. The nine
remaining agents are deployed on a daily basis.

The Office of Intelligence Analysis consists of 10 civilian Intelligence
Research Specialists of which there are two current vacancies. A
selection process has just been completed with only one highly qualified
candidate being identified with all the required technical knowledge,
skills and abilities and the selection is pending Committees’ approval. A
new job announcement is being prepared by the Office of Human
Resources to fill the remaining position.

b. What additional capabilities does the Department expect from these
new hires?

Response: The new positions we are requesting in the Intelligence
Section in our FY 2010 budget request will provide the Department with
a more robust Counter Surveillance Detection program. Currently, the
agents assigned to the Intelligence Section provide coverage at all major
events, investigate all Truck Interdiction violations/breaches and provide
counter surveillance coverage around the primary USCP Jurisdiction.
These officers also monitor demonstration groups and gather information
that assists operational commanders in planning for these events.

The additional 11 intelligence officers would be primarily assigned to
provide counter surveillance and surveillance detection capability which
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is limited by current staffing levels. These officers would provide
coverage surrounding the campus with a focus on detecting hostile
surveillance against the Congress by terrorist and or extremist groups.
The two new sergeants will provide oversight to the Intelligence unit.

The additional Civilian Intelligence Research specialist assigned to the
Office of Intelligence Analysis will provide additional coverage for
domestic and international analysis of events, classified intelligence and
threat assessments for congressional delegations.

c. Are there currently any vacancies within the Intelligence sections? If
so0, what are the vacancies, and how long have they been vacant?

Response: There are two civilian vacancies within the Intelligence
Section as described in Section a., which have been open at various times
for five to eleven months. Although it can be difficult to identify
candidates in such a highly technical field, a candidate was recently
selected who is awaiting committee approval. Because no additional
technically qualified candidates were identified in the applicants for this
vacancy announcement, the Department is reposting the vacancy
announcement to refill the remaining position.

There are currently 14 officers authorized for the Intelligence Section,
which includes three vacancies. A vacancy announcement has been
published and interviews of the candidates from within the existing force
are in progress. Two agents are assigned to the FBI's Joint Terrorism
Task Force and the FBI’s National Joint Terrorism Task Force. The nine
remaining agents are deployed on a daily basis.

Capitol Visitors Center

47. Now that the Capitol Visitors Center (CVC) has opened, the
Committee is interested in what impact, if any, the CVC has had on
staffing for the Capitol itself.

a. First, have there been any problems with the flow of visitors through
the CVC to the Capitol?
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Response: There have been minor issues with the flow of visitors
through the CVC into the U.S. Capitol. The establishment of frequent
communications and partnerships has provided the opportunity for
multiple entities (i.e., CVC Visitor Services, House and Senate SAA and
Gallery personnel, etc.) to resolve any pedestrian flow issues before they
become problematic. Most issues dealt with establishing the appropriate
posts and flow patterns under varying circumstances (i.e., during special
events in the U.S. Capitol, late sessions of Congress, etc.)

b. How has staffing changed inside the Capitol now that the CVC has
opened?

Response: The escalators leading to the U.S. Capitol from the upper
level of the CVC are the major pedestrian/visitor access point between
the two buildings. As such, in order to ensure the security of the U.S.
Capitol Building and prevent unauthorized access into the building,
additional officers were assigned in this area, which were not originally
planned. Specifically, during business hours, special events and late
sessions of Congress, it is necessary to post a minimum of five additional
officers- two in the area of the CVC upper level escalator base, one at the
Crypt/top of the escalators, one on the second floor of the
Capitol/Rotunda entrance, one on the third floor East Front Corridor. In
addition, during operating hours and highly attended after-hours events in
the CVC, it is necessary to ensure adequate staffing for life
safety/evacuation elevators and fire doors which were not originally
planned. There are a total of eleven life safety/evacuation posts within
the CVC.

48. The budget request notes on page 7 that the Department is reviewing
staffing needs related to the CVC after the facility has been in operation
“for a period of time.”

a. What is the current staffing level?

Response: There are 358 officers assigned to the Capitol Division, which
includes the Capitol and the Capitol Visitor Center.

b. When is the CVC review planned, and when will it be complete?
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Response: In addition, the Department is currently conducting a gap
analysis between what staffing we have currently and what is actually
required. This analysis will determine staffing shortages and adjustments
that may be necessary as a result of the CVC opening. This analysis
includes the staffing within the U.S. Capitol, inclusive of the CVC. This
gap analysis will be completed by June 1, 2009.

c. Is a concurrent review of staffing at the Capitol being planned, since
the opening of the CVC has changed tourist traffic at the Capitol?

Response: The Capitol Division staffing has recently been restructured
to adjust for the early opening hours of the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC)
and subsequent need to have assets available prior to the CVC opening to
ensure CVC tour operations remain on time, Prior to the CVC opening in
the Fall of 2008, the Capitol Division had three separate sections of
officers that staffed the CVC. These separate CVC sections were
providing security during the construction phases of the CVC. During
this time, a total of eleven sections were staffing the Capitol and CVC.

In order to provide unity of command and allow better utilization of
staffing resources after the CVC opening, the Capitol Division recently
restructured and consolidated its staffing resources from eleven sections
to eight.

Library of Congress Transition

49. What is the timeframe for the threat analysis that is being done for
the Library of Congress (LOC)?

Response: The Department plans to undertake a risk assessment of the Library
of Congress (LOC) following the transition of the law enforcement functions
from the LOC to the USCP in October 2009. Therefore, the LOC Division was
not tasked with completing the gap analysis template mentioned in the answer
to Question 33 by June 1st.

This LOC review will include a threat analysis, as well as a facility security
survey, of the LOC’s facilities to determine the risk and threat levels requiring
mitigation. These findings will be applied to a gap analysis to determine the
appropriate staffing levels required to staff the LOC mission under the USCP’s
sworn staffing model, as well as potential alternate staffing models for Capitol
Police Board consideration. Based on the identified threats facing the LOC
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facilities, the USCP may utilize its existing sworn staffing model or an alternate
model which best mitigates the identified and validated risks. We believe that
this threat analysis will be completed during the second quarter of FY 2010.

OFR (from hearing): What is the USCP’s optimum staffing level to reduce
OT and secure your mission?

Response: The Department’s FY 2010 request for additional sworn and civilian
positions is a continuation of our efforts to incrementally achieve a balance
between the staffing, overtime and technology necessary to achieve our
mission.

During the FY 2011 budget formulation process, we plan to consider additional
prioritized manpower study recommendations along with other critical mission
requirements for inclusion in our budget submission. Likewise, in an effort to
find offsetting reductions, we will review our programs to determine areas for
potential reduction or program elimination. Therefore, our FY 2011 budget
request may include a request for an incremental increase of personnel or
resources to achieve additional ELS recommendations.

Our goal is to have completed the analysis and evaluation necessary to
determine the proper balance of staffing, overtime and technology necessary to
achieve our core mission by mid-calendar year 2011. However, in order to add
personnel beyond our current staffing strength, we will have to evaluate our
ability to provide the infrastructure necessary to support these personnel,
Currently, our facilities capacity for additional personnel beyond our FY 2010
requested level may be limited.
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THURSDAY, APRIL 23, 2009.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
WITNESSES

STEPHEN T. AYERS, AIA, ACTING ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

TERRIE S. ROUSE, CEO FOR VISITOR SERVICES FOR THE CAPITOL VIS-
ITOR CENTER, ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

OPENING REMARKS ON AOC—CHAIR WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Good afternoon. I would like to call
this hearing of the Legislative Branch Subcommittee of the House
Committee on Appropriations to order. We have a two-part hearing
today. First we will hear from the acting Architect on the Architect
of the Capitol’'s FY 2010 budget request. And then we will hear
from Dr. Elmendorf on the Congressional Budget Office’s budget
request.

So we will begin with the exciting accomplishments that we have
been through in the last several months. Mr. Ayers, your agency
is requesting $645 million next year. That is a 22 percent increase,
following on the 28 percent increase from last year that we were
able to grant you. And those are large increases. But let me just
say that I completely understand why you are asking for that kind
of an increase, given the backlog of deferred maintenance and the
programs and projects that you are responsible for. In spite of that,
though, we are not expecting, although I am certainly hopeful, that
we will have quite as large an allocation as we did last fiscal year.
But I am going to continue to urge the Chairman to consider how
much of a backlog we have, particularly in light of the Architect
of the Capitol’s needs. We also have a big energy reduction require-
ment that we are very focused on moving forward on.

I basically want to hear from you, as we always do on, what your
top priorities are and make sure that we understand the order that
we need to consider your top priorities and go through the got-to-
haves versus the nice-to-haves, although I know increasingly we
have fewer and fewer nice-to-haves and we have a whole lot of got-
to-haves in the Architect of the Capitol’s budget.

I know one of those is the impending renovation of the Cannon
Building, which is 100 years old. We have a deteriorating—I am
sure Mr. Ayers will cover it—but we have a deteriorating garage,
and all the garages are deteriorating, but we will really risk having
the building become unusable if we don’t start addressing the ren-
ovations of the garage. So we have some tough choices that we are
going to have to make.

And I also want to make sure that we go over the operating
budget of the Capitol Visitor Center. At the end of the day, we need
to make sure that we can preserve the legacy of the infrastructure

(95)
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that we have and make sure that it is preserved for generations
to come.
So with that, Mr. Aderholt, do you have any opening remarks?

OPENING REMARKS ON AOC—CONGRESSMAN ADERHOLT

Mr. ADERHOLT. I join you in welcoming Mr. Ayers. Thank you for
being here and thank you for your work that you do as the Archi-
tect of the Capitol, and your staff. And as I have mentioned to you
before, this subcommittee is new to me, but I have enjoyed being
on it the last few months since the beginning of the 111th Con-
gress. I quickly came to understand the vast challenges you have
as Architect of the Capitol and all those that are under your lead-
ership. So I look forward to your testimony and look forward to
working with you.

SPECIAL RECOGNITION

M?s WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And do you have a special introduc-
tion?

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yes I do. I have my daughter with me today,
Mary Elliott. Today, as some of you all may not know, is go to work
with your——

4 Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Take our daughters and sons to work
ay.

Mr. ADERHOLT. And she reminded me of that last night and so
here she is today. And in addition to that, it is her tenth birthday
today. So she is celebrating her tenth birthday as well.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And my son is here as well, but he is
right now wrapped up with the national championship Gator foot-
ball team. It was a really difficult decision, Gators or Legislative
Branch Subcommittee hearing. It was a tough call. So I told him
I was a little bit hurt.

Mr. ADERHOLT. He made the right choice, Madam Chair.

Ms. WASSERMAN ScHULTZ. With that, Mr. Ayers, your statement
will be entered for the record. Please proceed with a 5-minute sum-
mary. Welcome.

OPENING STATEMENT—STEPHEN AYERS

Mr. AYERS. Thank you and happy birthday, Mary Elliott.

Madam Chair and Congressman Aderholt, I thank you for the
opportunity to testify today regarding our fiscal year 2010 budget
request. And of course joining me at the table is Terrie Rouse, our
Chief Executive Officer for Visitor Services.

I would like to first thank the Chair and the entire subcommittee
for the support in our 2009 budget, and that increase that the
Chair talked about will go a long way in making the Capitol Com-
plex safer, greener and more efficient.

AOC ACCOMPLISHMENTS

It has been an extraordinary time here in the Capitol Building
as we once again serve as the Nation’s stage. On December 2 we
opened the doors to the new Capitol Visitor Center and, just 6
weeks later, hosted the historic 56th Presidential Inauguration. As
we worked to accommodate the inaugural, we stayed true to our
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daily mission to protect and preserve the national treasures en-
trusted to our care. To do this effectively, we must continually
manage the backlog of deferred maintenance and capital renewal
projects, and we have to put in place a process by which to
prioritize these projects.

Not only do we face the challenge of maintaining aging buildings,
we also need to keep pace with new building technology as well as
increased security requirements. We must look forward, prioritize
and plan for the leading edge of new requirements and eliminate
surprises in our budgets.

FY 2010 BUDGET REQUEST AND PLANNING

Madam Chair, as you noted, we are requesting $644 million in
fiscal year 2010, and we again utilized our overarching program de-
velopment process in structuring this budget request. Throughout
this process, we assess a project’s requirements, determine the best
way to implement this project, prioritize all of the projects to as-
sure that those with the greatest urgency are addressed first.

We also took into consideration the need for fiscal restraint and
the challenge of executing the required programs efficiently
throughout this process.

Our assessments continue to show that immediate and high-ur-
gency deferred maintenance and capital renewal projects will in-
crease dramatically over time. If these conditions are not ad-
dressed, they will continue to deteriorate to the point where they
can and will impact congressional operations.

ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL INITIATIVES

We are also aggressively working to reduce the Capitol Complex’s
overall energy consumption and environmental footprint. In fiscal
year 2008, energy conservation efforts resulted in reducing the
Congress’ energy consumption by 10.7 percent, exceeding the fiscal
year 2008 goal of 9 percent. This is the third year in a row that
Congress has met their energy reduction goals. While this is sig-
nificant in the Capitol Complex, the hard work is yet to come on
our energy reduction goals.

To better identify and evaluate energy-saving opportunities, we
use energy audits. We are also implementing energy savings per-
formance contracts, which we continue, and we continue to pur-
chase renewable energy credits. In addition, we are installing en-
ergy meters across the Capitol Complex to better measure energy
consumption. Because the Capitol power plant plays a critical role
in our long-term strategy, we are continually working to improve
and upgrade operations there. We anticipate achieving a fuel ratio
of 75 percent natural gas and 25 percent coal for this fiscal year.
This significant decrease in coal use compared to fiscal year 2008
will reduce carbon dioxide levels by 6,700 tons.

FY 2010 OPERATIONS BUDGET REQUEST

Our 2010 annual operating budget request for $423 million pro-
vides funding for continuing the routine activities of operating and
maintaining the infrastructure which supports the Congress and
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other leg branch agencies. This request also focuses on manage-
ment and caring for the AOC workforce, our greatest asset.

Another asset in our portfolio is the Capitol Visitor Center. And
as you know, in 2010, construction costs are no longer part of the
CVC budget. We are requesting $24.6 million for CVC operations
and administration. Since December 2nd, we have successfully wel-
comed guests to the Capitol. And to date, more than 800,000 visi-
tors have enjoyed the CVC’s amenities and exhibits since we
opened the doors on December 2nd.

We are committed to being good stewards of the Capitol Com-
plex, and in that regard we have accomplished much and had many
successes this last year. Our achievements are directly attributable
to the talented and dedicated professionals that make up our team.
It is really an honor for me to work alongside them day in and day
out.

That concludes my statement, Madam Chair. Ms. Rouse and I
are happy to answer any questions the subcommittee may have.

[Mr. Ayers’ prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF STEPHEN T. AYERS, AIA, LEED AP
ACTING ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

Regarding Fiscal Year 2010 Appropriations
For the Office of the Architect of the Capitol

Subcommittee on Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropriations
U.S. House of Representatives

April 23, 2009

Madam Chair, Congressman Aderholt, and members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity to testify today regarding the Office of the Architect of the Capitol’s (AOC’s) Fiscal
Year 2010 budget request. I’'m joined here today by Ms. Terrie Rouse, Chief Executive Officer for

Visitor Services for the Capitol Visitor Center,

I want to thank the Subcommittee for your support of our FY 2009 budget request and the programs
and priorities we set out in that submission, as well as for your guidance as we continually work to

achieve our goals to serve Congress with a commitment to excellence.

The past six months have been an extraordinary time for the AOC as the U.S. Capitol once again
served as the nation’s stage. On December 2, the doors to the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC) were
opened to the public for the first time. Since that day, we have seen record numbers of daily visitors
- just two weeks ago we saw our first day of more than 18,000 guests. Over the past four months,

we have seen visitation at the Capitol double over the number of guests received last year.

Just six weeks after the CVC opened, the eyes of the world again turned to the Capitol Building for
the historic 56™ Presidential Inauguration. The AOC’s involvement dates back to the 1860’s when
the Presidential Inauguration became a decidedly public event, and arrangements were made to
allow the President to be closer to the people when taking the oath of office. We are honored to
shoulder the responsibility for making all the infrastructure arrangements that are necessary to

accommodate this event every four years.

Given the magnitude of this event, we knew there was no room for error — the President-elect must

be sworn-in at noon on January 20. Our capable team rose to the challenge; working countless
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hours to ensure that the Presidential platform was constructed, the seats on the West lawn were in
place, and all of the final details were completed to ensure that the ceremony was successfully

supported.

As we worked to accommodate modern technologies into the Inaugural ceremonies, we also ssayed
true to our daily mission, which is to protect and preserve the national treasures entrusted to our
care. Standing on the Inaugural platform, 1 couldn’t help but think of the responsibility we have to
ensure that the President-elect will be able to take his or her oath of office on January 20, on the
West Front of the U.S. Capitol — the iconic symbol of our representational democracy — for

generations to come,

With this in mind, the AOC has developed its budget request for the past several years to reflect the
massive challenge of addressing the need to preserve the historic infrastructure on Capitol Hill,

while recognizing the need for fiscal responsibility.

In fact, our Fiscal Year 2010 budget has been structured around four focus areas. They are:
o Solving the Deferred Maintenance and Capital Renewal backlog;
+ Following the Capitol Complex Master Plan process;
e Meeting Federally-mandated and Leadership energy goals;
e Managing and caring for the AOC work force,

As 1 have discussed with this Subcommittee at prior hearings, we must continually manage the
backlog of Deferred Maintenance and Capital Renewal projects, and have put into place a process

by which to prioritize these projects.

Not only do we face the challenge of the upkeep of aging buildings, we need to keep pace with new
facility maintenance and building technologies, as well as increased security requirements. Last
year, the Cannon House Office Building reached its 100™ anniversary, and just last month, we
celebrated the 100 anniversary of the Russell Senate Office Building. These buildings are historic
and iconic, and require extensive maintenance in order to preserve them, as well as ensure that they

continue to serve as functioning, professional working environments for years to come.
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The following chart — the “bow wave” chart — clearly shows that ongoing facilities requirements
and new mandates have created a significant increase in resource requirements. Our FY 2009
budget request, and subsequent appropriation, was a significant step in buying down a portion of the
bow wave. This includes addressing stringent, modern-day fire and life-safety standards, and
abating Office of Compliance citations to improve safety conditions throughout the complex, Life-

safety projects are very high priorities for our Agency.

However, we must continue to work on and to inyest resources in projects that will prevent our
critical facilities from further deterioration and failure. I we continue to defer these projects, the

bow wave will move out and costs will increase over the long run.
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Therefore, we are requesting $644.6 million for FY 2010, We again utilized our program

development process, which relies on the recommendations in the Capitol Complex Master

Lok
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Planning process, in structuring this budget request. This process assesses all the requirements of a
project; determines the best way to implement these projects, including the option of “phasing™
large projects over several years to manage costs and schedules; and prioritizes projects so that
those of the greatest urgency are addressed immediately. We also took into consideration the need
for fiscal restraint, and the challenge of executing the required programs efficiently throughout this

Process,

FY 2010 Project Request: by Classification
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As the above chart demonstrates, we continue to invest our resources in the areas that have an

“immediate” urgency rating: Deferred Maintenance and Capital Renewal projects,

We continue to refine the data on which our planning is based. For example, for the past five years
we have conducted independent Facility Condition Assessments throughout the Capitol complex.
These assessments identify the most critical issues in the facilities, and the objective data collected
during this process helps us to identify the urgent needs that must be addressed expeditiously.
Specifically, the data continues to show that “immediate” and “high” urgency Deferred
Maintenance and Capital Renewal requirements will increase dramatically over the next several
years. [f these conditions are not addressed within a reasonable amount of time, they will continue

io deteriorate to the point where they can, and will, impact Congressional operations,
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The Facility Condition Assessments also are used to determine a Facility Condition Index based on
the backlog of Deferred Maintenance work. The Facility Condition Assessments and Facility
Condition Indexes are used to predict the positive effect of investment and the negative effect of
deferring work. Our assessments are showing that, at current funding levels, Capitol complex

facilities are trending toward a “poor” rating.

Tied into the overall planning process is the Line ltem Construction Program. During this process,
projects are evaluated based upon an objective set of criteria.
These criteria include:
s Preservation of historic or legacy elements or features of buildings or entire historic
structares;
e Fire and life-safety, code compliance, regulatory compliance, and statutory
requirements;
¢ Impact on mission including client urgency, and accommodation of new or changed
missions;
* Economics, including value, payback, life cycle costs, and cost savings;
o Physical security, including protection of facilities and people;

¢ Energy efficiency and environmental aspects.

The projects are further evaluated based on the conditions of the facilities and their components,

and the urgency to correct the deficiencies.

As we developed our FY 2010 budget, we considered more than $350 million worth of projects, and
are requesting $168.8 million for Line Item Construction Program projects. This prioritized list
includes 36 projects; 32 of which are categorized as being of “immediate” urgency. The remaining

four are categorized as “high.” An additional 85 projects remain on the deferred list.

Of particular note are two “high” urgency renewal design projects: the Whole Building Renewal of
the Cannon House Office Building ($5 miilion to determine requircments), and the Interior

Renovation of the East House Underground Garage ($37.6 million).
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The Cannon House Office Building renewal project is planned as a multi-year renovation project
and will correct issues raised by the Facility Condition Assessments, including plumbing, electrical,
heating/ventilating/air conditioning (HVAC), fire and life-safety systems, ADA, elevators, building
envelope, and historical preservation efforts, while also improving the energy efficiency of the
building. Each phase of construction will be designed as a stand-alone project in terms of facility
infrastructure and operations to minimize disruption to occupants and operations. The design will
incorporate temporary occupancy plans. If the major deficiencies in the 100-year-old Cannon

Building are not addressed expeditiously, system failures could render the facility non-usable.

The House Underground Garages have been identified by the Facility Condition Assessments as
having serious deficiencies. They are rated “poor” in terms of their Facility Condition Index, and
they are nearing the end of their useful lives. The renovation is designed to prolong the life
expectancy of the structures by replacing concrete floor slabs, reinforcing expansion joints, and

upgrading mechanical, electrical, and fire prevention systems.

Other key capital projects included in the AOC’s FY 2010 budget request are:
e Interim Painting of the Capitol Dome (part of ongoing rehabilitation project);
e Sprinkler System Design, Thomas Jefferson Building;
s Various egress, fire door, and ADA restroom improvements for Library of Congress
buildings;
+ Independence Avenue Repaving;
»  Replacement of Rayburn House Office Building roof;
e Upgrading physical security at the Capitol Power Plant;
o Taft Memorial Renewal Design;
e Purchase Hazardous Device Unit and Vehicle Maintenance Facility for U.S. Capitol Police;
« Invest in Capitol Power Plant infrastructure;
e Construct Book Storage Module 5 for Library of Congress;
+ Energy Conservation projects, such as computer server closet cooling, HVAC controls

replacement, and other projects identified by energy audits.



105

Madam Chair, I would like to call to the Subcommittee’s attention one project that has benefited
from our comprehensive planning process — the Utility Tunnel Improvement Program. Last year,
we requested $126.6 million for the program based on preliminary studies so that we could meet the
five-year completion schedule per the agreement with the Office of Compliance. After submitting
the FY 2009 request, we re-evaluated the program, examined phasing and contract options, and

employed innovative new construction technologies to increase the pace of the work,

Based on the excellent progress made during the ongoing engineering work, we also evaluated and
re-validated our approach to the project work, and refined our budget projection accordingly. We
downsized our FY 2009 request to $56.4 million. In FY 2010, we are requesting $45.8 million to
maintain our aggressive schedule to meet the settlement terms by 2012, All told, we were able 1o
reduce the total projected cost of the Utility Tunnel Improvement Program from $235 million to
$186.4 million — more than a 20 percent decrease. And, we remain on schedule to meet the

settlement agreement terms by June 2012,

This past year, we have repaired and expanded the existing communications system o ensure
continuous communications capability in the tunnels. As a result, the Office of Compliance

approved the closure of this citation in January 2009,

We also are engaged in an aggressive program to
abate friable asbestos pipe insulation from steam,
condensate, and chilled water lines in the tunnels.
Completion of this work is anticipated in 2010. In
addition, the removal of spalling concrete is on
schedule. With regard to tunnel temperatures, we

have re-insulated all steam and condensate lines, the

major cause of high heat conditions in the tunnels;

Concrete Repairs in Progress

improved the existing ventilation system to further
reduce temperatures, and designed a new ventilation system to further improve temperatures. In

addition, we’ve upgraded existing egresses, and we are installing new egresses where needed.
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Energy Conservation and Sustainability Programs

The AOC has been aggressively working to reduce the Capitol complex’s
§ environmental footprint, and #ts overall energy consumption. In 2008, the
AQC increased its use of natural gas: purchased renewable energy; and
installed more than 14,000 compact fluorescent light bulbs.  According to
our analysis for FY 2008, these efforts resulted in the Congress reducing its

energy consumption by 10.7 percent; exceeding the FY 2008 requirement of

a nine percent reduction as compared to the FY 2003 baseline. For Fiscal
Year 2009, the AOC is required by law to meet a cumulative 12 percent reduction under the Energy
Independence and Security Act of 2007; the Green the Capitol Initiative requires a 16,5 percent

reduction,

To meet these requirements to further reduce energy consumption, we have requested $17 million in
FY 2010 for Energy Program management, metering, and design and development of energy
conservation projects. In addition, we have requested more than $11 million for capital projects that
were submitted and considered because they implement sustainability practices and/or contain

projected energy savings.

However, the FY 2010 request is only a down payment on the investment needed 1o meet the
requirements of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (two percent per year for a total of 20 percent by
2015); Energy Independence and Security Act (three percent reduction per year for a 30 percent
reduction by 2015); and the goals of the Green the Capitol Initiative {50 percent energy reduction
for the House Office Buildings, Capitol Building, and CVC, and 31 percent reduction at the Capitol
Power Plant by 2017).  Based on what is known today, to meet the Energy Independence and
Security Act goals, we estimate current and future funding requirements of more than $320 million.
To meet Green the Capitol Initiative goals, we estimate a current and future funding requirement of

more than $460 million.

To better identify and evaluate energy savings opportunities in Capitol complex facilities, we have
been using energy audits since FY 2007, To date, the AOC has invested nearly $2.5 million toward

these audits, and the data collected will help us realize better cost-benefit results,
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We also are implementing alternative funding strategies such as Energy Saving Performance
Contracts. Under these contracts, companies invest their own capital to complete energy saving
construction projects, and are then reimbursed from the savings generated by the installed projects.
The AOC plans to use seven Energy Saving Performance Contracts across the Capitol complex to
include individual contracts for the Capitol Building, House Office Buildings, Senate Office
Buildings, Library Buildings and Grounds, Capitol Power Plant, Botanic Garden/Office of Security
and Police Buildings, and Capito! Grounds.

However, the Energy Saving Performance Contracts alone will not be able to achieve the energy
reductions goals mandated. We continue to purchase Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) and have
requested an increase in FY 2010 funding to purchase the equivalent of 100 percent of our
electricity in RECs. In addition, we are continuing our efforts to complete the program to install
steam, electricity, natural gas, chilled water, potable water, and condensate meters across the
Capitol complex. This is a key effort in terms of being able to measure current consumption, look

for improvement opportunities, and measure energy savings results.

Because the Capitol Power Plant plays a critical role in our long-term energy conservation strategy,
we are continually working to improve and upgrade operations there. For example, we are
developing a Strategic Energy Plan, with the assistance of the National Academies of Science,
which will influence our future Energy Program planning. Another step we took was to move

toward maximizing the use of natural gas at the Capitol Power Plant.

In February, following the direction of House and Senate Leadership, we took immediate steps at
the Capitol Power Plant (CPP) to further reduce the production of carbon dioxide, and we are now
refining the engineering strategy for equipping the CPP to meet peak steam demands using only

natural gas.

Specifically, I directed the CPP staff to begin its seasonal conversion 1o natural gas operations
immediately. In previous years this conversion did not occur unti! late May. Assuming the weather
remains mild and we do not experience any major equipment issues, we do not expect to burn coal

for the remainder of this fiscal year.
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As a result of this action, we anticipate achieving a fuel ratio of 75% natural gas and 25% coal for
Fiscal Year 2009. This significant decrease in the amount of coal used compared to Fiscal Year
2008 will reduce carbon dioxide levels by approximately 6,700 tons. We plan to fund the purchase

cost for the additional natural gas in Fiscal Year 2009 from available appropriations.

We are also looking at various options for continued energy efficiencies that have emerged
throughout the development of the draft Capitol Power Plant Strategic Energy Plan, which we plan

to share with this Subcommittee and Congressional Leadership in the coming weeks.

Over the past several years we have been working to create a healthy and productive workplace
where environmental awareness and sustainability are the normal ways of doing business in the
Capitol complex. There are a number of initiatives that the AOC has been engaged in, and we

continue to see results in our efforts to improve energy efficiency.

The following is a list of just a few of our ongoing energy-saving/susiainability initiatives,

e We opened an ethanol (E-85) fueling station to Legislative Branch Agencies in October
2008, for use by official flex-fuel vehicle fleets.

»  We replaced more than 14,000 conventional incandescent light bulbs with compact
fluorescent lamps (CFLs) across the Capitol complex.

s We implemented a policy requiring the purchase or leasing of alternate fuel vehicles when
replacing aging vehicles in the AOC fleet.

»  We instalied dimmable ballasts in 21 Senate/Committee office suites. The program typically
saves 11,400 kilowatt hours per week or 40 percent of lighting energy used in an office
suite.

»  We installed a renewable, solar energy source for lighting in Lot 18 in fall 2008, These new
solar-powered lights save approximately 1,825 kilowatt hours per year.

s We launched our energy awareness program:
Power fo Save in October 2008,  We are
providing tools and tips on our Power fo Save
Web site to encourage Capitol Hill offices to
CONSEIVE eNergy. Www,aoc.gov/powertosave.

e We more than doubled total tonnage of recycled waste from 1,400 tons to 3,100 tons from
FY 2002 1o FY 2008, Contamination rates remain at zero.

10
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s We recycled 100 percent of all AOC computer and electronic
waste which includes monitors, kevboards, computers, printers,
laptops, and other types of computer hardware over past three
years,

e We are using food waste, garden clippings, and other green
waste, and repurposing it as compost for flower beds and to
sustain other plantings throughout the Capitol complex. Food waste repurposed into

composi is used in flower beds.

Annual Operating Budget Request

Our FY 2010 annual operating budget request for $423.6 million provides funding for continuing
the routine activities of operating and maintaining the infrastructure which supports the Congress,
other Legislative Branch agencies, and the publie, as well as other AOC essential mission support
services, Some of these services include financial management, safety, human resources, project
and construction management, planning and development, communications, information

technology, procurement, and central administration.

As I mentioned earlier, one of our four focus areas is the managing and caring for the AOC work
force ~ our greatest asset. A budget priority for FY 2010 is providing the proper training for our
people. Unfortunately, the AOC lags behind the industry standards in terms of automated facility
management tools. Receiving the requested funds in this area would bring us closer to that

standard, and increase our ability to manage facilities utilized by Congress and the American public.

Other operating cost increases lie outside the control of the AOC. Utility rates have risen, the cost
of leases has increased, recycling and bulk waste removal coniracts are now more expensive, and
mandatory pay raises combined with the increase in transit subsidy benefits have added to the cost

of our day-to-day operations.

Additional funding is being requested for development and technical skills training for staff) to
provide uniforms for employees of our Construction Division to ease recognition of staff and reduce
potential security issues within the Capitol complex; to provide training, equipment, materials, and
services in preparation for and response to emergency events; and to purchase necessary safety
apparel such as hard hats, safety glasses, gloves, steel-toe shoes, and hearing protection for project

management staff.
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Capitol Visitor Center Operating Budget Request
Our past budget requests for the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC) included funding for its construction.

Madam Chair, it will please you to know that in FY 2010, construction costs are no longer part of
our CVC budget. We are requesting $24.6 million for CVC operations and administration, to
include payroll for the Capitol Guides, who have been integrated into our organization, and are an
integral part our team. We also are requesting an additional 25 FTEs to support CVC full-year
operations to include additional staff to coordinate greater than anticipated requests for use of the
CVC rooms and restaurant services, and specialized maintenance personnel to perform furniture

repairs and sheet metal repairs in the coat check rooms and the Congressional auditorium.

The mission of the Capitol Visitor Center is to provide enhanced security for all persons working in
or visiting the United States Capitol, and a more convenient place in which to learn of the work of
Congress and about the Capitol. Since December 2, 2008, when the CVC was officially opened to
the public, we have been very successful in achieving our goal to make the visitor experience at the

U.S. Capitol one that is safe and enjoyable for all who come here.

Instead of standing in line for hours, visitors now pass through security quickly and are able to
enjoy the amenities and the exhibits housed in the CVC. To date, we have welcomed more than
750,000 visitors. Earlier this month, we hosted more than 18,300 guests in a single day, and thanks
to the efforts of the U.S. Capitol Police and our Visitor Assistants, the average wait time to enter the
facility was six minutes. In addition, every staff-led tour request during this time was

accommodated.

As we continue this next year in “test and adjust” mode, Ms. Rouse and her team continue to adapt
to changing situations and make accommodations for Members of Congress as necessary. For
example, they have made improvements to the tour schedule and various policies to help Members
accommodate constituents who visit their offices who may not have tour reservations. She also has
initiated “Congressional staff listening sessions” where staff may share ideas and thoughts about

Capitol tour operations.

The Congressional Historical Interpretive Training (CHIP) Program has also been updated since last

fall based on feedback from Members’ offices. Ms. Rouse’s ongoing review of the pilot program’s

12
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curriculum since its implementation in fall 2008 has allowed it to grow and improve to meet
participants’ needs. Thus far, more than 2,000 Congressional staff have participated in the program.
We’re happy to report that the CHIP Program has greatly enhanced the tour experience for
Members’ constituents, and that staff-led and Capitol tours have worked in parallel, thereby
reducing security risks and optimizing safety concerns of visitor flow within the Capitol Building.
Most importantly, the training has successfully met its goal to aid in the accuracy and consistency of
the information provided to all visitors.

As a point of interest, | would like to add that on April 13, we introduced 50 new documents into
the CVC’s Exhibition Hall. The new items, which include the December 11, 1941, resolution
declaring war against Germany, one of only two printed drafis of the U.S. Constitution discussed
during the 1787 Constitutional Convention, and a list of supplies requisitioned by Meriwether

Lewis prior to his historic Lewis and Clark Expedition, will be on display through October 1, 2009,

AOC Accomplishments
Madam Chair, as I discussed earlier, the past year has been one full of significant achievements for

the AOC, in addition to the public opening of the Capitol Visitor Center and supporting the
Presidential Inauguration. I would like to sum up my testimony by listing a few of our many
accomplishments.

* We conducted our annual Building Services Customer Satisfaction Surveys, and in FY
2008, we maintained more than 90 percent customer satisfaction rating. Customer
satisfaction continues to increase annually.

e We completed House Office Building moves for the 111" Congress in less than one
month’s time. We moved 184 House Offices and two House Committees and achieved a
customer satisfaction level of 96 percent. Senate Office moves are ongoing.

GAO

» The Government Accountability Office Roview R

provided the AOC with 67 N
recommendations to help improve its
strategic management since  2003.
Nearly 75% of those recommendations
have been fully implemented, closed, or
incorporated into new recommendations
(as of February 2009).

Open & Closed Prior to FY0B m Closed in FYO8 :
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We continued to improve our cost accounting procedures and internal controls, and
received our sixth consecutive clean audit opinion on our financial statements, The
Capitol Visitor Center also received a clean audit opinion.

We conducted employee focus group sessions in April 2008 to gather observations on
topics ranging from customer service and internal procedures to our mission and our
work environment.,

o Participants noted that the AOC has made tremendous progress over the past few
years. Specifically, 54 percent of participants responded that they were satisfied
or very satisfied with their jobs versus 35 percent in 2004. Those who said they
were very dissatisfied with their jobs dropped from 21 percent in 2004 to just
four percent in 2008.

o We decreased our Injury and
AQC Injury and liiness Rate Hiness Rate for 9™ year in a row.
We dropped to 4.06 cases per
100 employees in FY 2008; the
lowest rate the AOC has ever
sustained.

e  We closed 71 of 99 items from
Office of Compliance citations
(80%), as of February 2009, and
we have submitted a request to
close seven additional items.

2000 2002 2004 2008 2008
Fiscal Year

United States Botanic Garden (USBG) has achieved accreditation from the American
Association of Museums (AAM), the highest national recognition for a museum. Of
several hundred public gardens in North America, the U.S. Botanic Garden is one of
only 19 that have been awarded accreditation.

The West Refrigeration Plant Expansion project at the Capitol Power Plant was selected
as 2009 Craftsmanship Award Winner in the mechanical category for HVAC-Piping by
the Washington Building Congress.

The Washington Building Congress also recognized the AOC’s Painting and Plastering
team in the “Specialty Painting” category for relocating the Statue of Freedom model
from the Russell Senate Office Building to Emancipation Hall in the CVC.

Our stone mason team that worked to restore the marble floors in the Jefferson Building,
while installing electrical conduits to support the new Visitors Experience project was
also recognized by the Washington Building Congress with a 2009 Crafismanship
Award.

14
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Conclusion
Every brick, every floor tile, every element of the U.S. Capitol is saturated with our nation’s art,

history, and politics, and coming here is one of the best ways Americans can see and understand

themselves, their country, and their government.

We are all part of the brick and mortar of our nation, and this Capitol belongs to each and every one
of us. For that reason, it is imperative that we do everything we can to succeed in our mission to
protect and preserve our nation’s icon and a symbol of representative democracy for generations to

come.

The AOC is committed to being good stewards of the Capitol complex, and in that regard, we have
accomplished much and experienced numerous successes. These achievements can be directly
attributed to the dedicated, professional individuals that make up the AOC team. In my role as
Acting Architect for the past 26 months, I have been honored and privileged to work along side
them. Because of their efforts and commitment to excellence, we continue to provide exceptional

service to Congress and the visiting public.

Once again, thank you for this opportunity to testify today. Madam Chair, we look forward to
working with this Subcommittee, the Senate Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, and our
Oversight Committees to address the backlog of maintenance and repair projects, and continue to

protect and preserve the U.S. Capitol for generations to come.

Ms. Rouse and I would be happy to answer any questions you might have.
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DEFERRED MAINTENANCE

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Ayers.
Based on your statement and what we allocated for you last year,
I know we went a significant way into the backlog of deferred
maintenance projects. And I also know that there is a lot more to
do. And I know our infrastructure challenges are significant and
every year more are added, more is added to that list. So it is real-
ly important that we start to try and shrink the list.

What is the long-term solution to this problem? I know you gave
us that bow wave chart that suggests a much larger base budget
is needed. If you receive a large boost in your base funding, would
you be able to execute it without causing construction fatigue? How
much should we really be funding you to chew off those priorities?

Mr. AYERS. Well, if you recall that bow wave chart, in the middle
of that chart is a gray bar. That gray bar represents an investment
in maintenance or deferred maintenance and capital renewal
projects.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. That would be above the line and
below the line?

Mr. AYERS. Correct. And I must admit, in the legislative branch
our work in our budgeting process is unique. In most facility man-
agement organizations, we really don’t submit projects line by line
for deferred maintenance and capital renewal work. It is simply
one number; this is your maintenance budget. Typically that num-
ber is 2 to 4 percent of your plant value.

Today, we invest less than 1 percent in our plant value. So that
bar, you will see, gets us up to—we budgeted at the 2 percent and
escalated that for inflation over time. So we think that is the right
number. That has been studied ad nauseam by the Federal Facili-
ties Council and others.

Ms. WASSERMAN ScHULTZ. Would your budget request get you
there? The budget request that you submitted now, would that get
you to 2 percent?

Mr. AYERS. No, it would not.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Where would it get you?

Mr. AYERS. I don’t know the percentage, but I will get that for
the record.

[The information follows:]

Question. Regarding deferred maintenance and capitol renewal, if funding at 2 to
4 percent of the plant value is the industry-recommended standard, what percentage
is reflected in the AOC’s Fiscal Year 2010 budget request? At what pace should Con-
gress be funding the AOC? What do we need to get there, taking into account items
such as construction fatigue and ability to execute?

Response. The AOC’s Fiscal Year 2010 Line Item Construction Program request
includes $105.56 million in Deferred Maintenance (DM) and $20.09 million in Cap-
ital Renewal (CR). This total of $125.65 million in Deferred Maintenance and Cap-
ital Renewal is less than two percent of the replacement value of the facilities that
the AOC maintains.

The AOC has implemented a robust planning and investment Program Develop-
ment Process that includes the Facility Condition Assessments, Capitol Complex
Master Plan, the Five-Year Capital Improvements Plan, and the Line Item Con-
struction Program prioritization process. The AOC has completed Facility Condition
Assessments on nearly all major facilities. These Facility Condition Assessments
catalog the existing condition of each facility, assign an urgency rating based on the
required timing for repair or replacement, and provide an initial cost estimate. The
AOC’s Capitol Complex Master Plan and the Five-Year Capital Improvements Plan
provide overarching roadmaps for successful future planning. Currently, the Capitol
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Complex Master Plan is in various states of stakeholder review, and the Five-Year
Capital Improvements Plan is in draft. These tools will enable the AOC to plan
timely construction efforts, and develop appropriate and cost effective solutions,
while preventing system breakdowns and outages.

In addition, the AOC is performing a comprehensive study to develop reinvest-
ment strategies under various funding and cost scenarios. As part of this study, the
AOC is re-examining execution capability and construction fatigue to ensure that
the AOC continues to request integrated budgets that maximize facility mainte-
nance while minimizing the impact to Congress, staff, and the public.

Ms. WASSERMAN ScHULTZ. I interrupted you. I am sorry.

Mr. AYERs. That was it. Let me add, if I could, obviously it takes
funding to do that, and we are considering lots of options. You will
see in our legislative proposals we are trying to find some unique
ways to get money to return back to the Architect’s Office; for ex-
ample, when we lease facilities to others, which we have a couple
of those, we are looking for flexibilities to get that money to return
to us.

We have considered fee-for-service kind of operations. I don’t
think that will work in the Congress. We are looking at a variety
of public-private partnerships to leverage that. There is certainly
some viability there, but I think we all know the cost of money in
entering into those agreements is significant. In the long term, ob-
viously, you pay far more than you would with appropriated dollars
up front.

CAPITOL COMPLEX—STATUS UPDATE

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Can you just walk us through the cur-
rent condition of the Capitol Complex? What facilities are in the
most dire straits, and what are in particularly good shape, and how
are we prioritizing the backlog?

Mr. AYERS. Sure. One of the great tools that we put in place to
do that in recent months is, what we call, a Facility Condition
Index, and this comes out of the body of research on facilities as
well. That is the ratio of the amount of deferred maintenance com-
pared to the replacement value of your building. And that equation
gives you a number, that number equates to a chart that you will
see there: The buildings are in poor, fair or good or excellent condi-
tion. We have included that chart in our budget binder.

The worst facilities you will see on that chart are the the Sum-
mer House Grotto on Capitol grounds. You will see the East and
West House Underground Garages. You have to do no more than
walk into those buildings to understand how deteriorated they are.
The Cannon Building, that group of buildings is towards the poor
end of the scale. Obviously the newer buildings are on the better
end of that scale.

CANNON BUILDING RENOVATION

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. What is the plan for the Cannon
Building renovation? Your budget calls for design funding of the
renovations of Cannon, right?

Mr. AYERS. Yes it does.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And what year would the Cannon ren-
ovations begin if we stay on the track of the plan?

Mr. AYERS. Let me clarify that. Actually we have requested $5
million in our 2010 budget for the planning process.
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Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Right.

Mr. AYERS. After that we will go into the design process. We
have not requested money for that. I think that is a really impor-
tant lesson learned from the Capitol Visitor Center is that the suc-
cess of any job like that is going to lie on how well your plan is
laid out and how well you have defined the scope of the project up
front. So I think it is really important that we spend the time and
money up front to do that. After that we go into the design process,
and ultimately we think construction would start no earlier than
2014 and likely last 4 to 5 years.

Ms. WASSERMAN ScHULTZ. Okay. That is just for Cannon. My
time has expired. Mr. Aderholt.

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION

Mr. ADERHOLT. I want to follow up with the Cannon Office House
Office Building question. I think it is labeled as a high-urgency re-
newal design project. What goes into those decisions as far as mak-
ing it a high-urgency designation?

Mr. AYERS. As we prioritize projects, we look at project impor-
tance. That is made up of energy conservation measures, mission
and statutory requirements, life-safety and code requirements.
Then we also look at the condition of the building. That condition
comprises the dollar value of deferred maintenance. Deferred main-
tenance is something that is already broken but is yet to be fixed.

So Cannon Building, for example, has about $40 million in de-
ferred maintenance and another $90 million in capital renewal,
which means if you don’t invest in that capital renewal within 2
years it becomes—it breaks and becomes deferred maintenance. So
basically the dollar value of things that are broken and things that
are about to break goes in to determine whether it is an immediate
requirement, high urgency, medium urgency or low urgency.

Mr. ADERHOLT. I have always been in the Longworth Building so
I have never actually been in

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I am in Cannon.

Mr. ADERHOLT. What are the main concerns? Do you have Mem-
ber complaints about things or is it just more of the structural as-
pect of the building that you are concerned about?

Mr. AYERS. We don’t have many Member complaints other than
maybe the windows are leaky and drafty and inefficient. But other
than that we don’t have significant Member complaints. Our staff
does a really good job at keeping the building looking good. It is
really the work behind the scenes and the infrastructure behind
the scenes that has not been renovated in 70 years or 80 years. The
mechanical systems, the roof drains, the plumbing and electrical
systems throughout the building are really what need to be re-
pailtied. Similarly, the exterior stone is in serious need of repair as
well.

BARTHOLDI PARK

Mr. ADERHOLT. One last question, I just want to touch base with
you about the Bartholdi Park. What is the current situation there
with the fountain, and what do we expect to see on that and when
that will be completed?
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Mr. AYERS. The fountain, of course, has been removed and taken
to a foundry to be repaired and restored. And I get, regularly, pho-
tographic updates from the founder, and that renewal process is
moving along apace. We are currently repairing the concrete basin
of the fountain now and expect that work to be done in about 1
year. Then the fountain comes back. So I think it is about 18
months before it is all up and back in operation.

Mr. ADERHOLT. So in 18 months, or about approximately 2 years,
it should be functioBartholdining again?

Mr. AYERS. Yes, sir.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Great. That is all I have.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. Cole.

BUILDING INFESTATIONS

Mr. CoLE. Thank you, Madam Chair. Just from the sublime to
the distasteful, can you give me an update on the rodent popu-
lation? I just know, we moved from Cannon to Rayburn, and I
thought the rodent situation would get better than it has. So I am
just curious what we do and are not doing in that regard.

Mr. AYERS. I must admit I am completely unaware there is a ro-
dent problem. Is that what you said?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Do you mean rats?

Mr. CoLE. Yes. Rats and mice. We found six in our office so far.
That seemed to be an unusually high level.

Mr. AYERS. I would agree. That is an unusually high level, cer-
tainly, and it is our responsibility for pest control and rodent con-
trol as well, and obviously we are going to have to redouble our ef-
forts there.

Mr. COLE. So far it has been good. They have hung around the
staff office. We have preserved the inner sanctum pretty well. But
we would like a visit with you about that item. No further ques-
tions.

CVC OPERATIONS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Just a couple of things I wanted to
ask you about. First of all, I am thrilled that there is not a request
for funds for construction of the Capitol Visitor Center, that we ac-
tually are done funding the construction of the Capitol Visitor Cen-
ter and we stuck to the $621 million figure. So that was really ex-
citing.

On the operational side of the Capitol Visitor Center, you have
asked—and, Ms. Rouse, you will probably need to speak to this.
Capitol Visitor Center operations in 09 were funded at roughly $19
million, and now you are requesting $24.5 million for the same pur-
pose. I know that now you are dealing with a full year of oper-
ations, but we want to make sure that you are aiming for the right
funding level.

How much of your increase is tied to the annualization of your
request and how much is for new items?

Ms. RouskE. We are going from about 19

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And what are the new items?

Ms. ROUSE. About 19 million for fiscal year 2009, to 24 million
for fiscal year 2010. Most of the new items are for additional staff-
ing. Staffing is the biggest portion of our budget, as you can imag-
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ine. We know from this year, that getting the number of Visitor As-
sistants and Guides in place is key and being able to handle the
call volume is key. So we want to be able to get our position in
place where we have enough people, 20 additional people for Vis-
itor Services; 15 Visitor Assistants, 5 Guides. We have learned the
value of having our staff right there on the floor, able to help Mem-
bers. That has worked out a lot better. We are calling them our
ambassadors, and we learned a lot from people recently on that
topic.

As it relates to special events, the demand for the bookings of our
rooms is unbelievable, so there will be additional staff back there.
It sometimes goes from 8 until 11 o’clock at night. The Gift Shop
generates extremely robust activity for us. There needs to be addi-
tional people there to manage that. Of course with that comes our
typical IT and AV needs and financial, so we want to be able to
be in a better position to staff those.

CVC STAFFING

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. The 25 additional FTEs, the 15 Vis-
itor Assistants and 5 Guides, how did you settle on that being the
right number of people and does that count the people that we
talked about you hiring to shore up the staff-led tour process?

Ms. ROUSE. The congressional liaison type FTE is a number out-
side of those numbers, that we are able to put in our temporary
numbers. We did a little self-analysis. We are still trying to work
up to the 99 Visitor Assistants we have now. The demand is over-
whelming. We saw, last year, 1.4 million visitors here at the Cap-
itol. We will reach 1 million in about 2 or 3 weeks. So we know
that effort is amazing and the demand is there. We believe we will
be fine with that number. We always have a little cushion for tem-
porary, seasonal work.

STAFF-LED TOURS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And then the only other item I want-
ed to cover with you is staff-led tours. I understand you were able
to accommodate all the staff-led tour requests during the spring
break Cherry Blossom Festival period. Can you walk us through
the changes that you have made based on the private office meet-
ing that we had with the bipartisan House Administration and Leg
Branch leadership?

Ms. ROUSE. We were able to fortunately accommodate almost all
of those requests that were made in that meeting. We put addi-
tional people on the floor, additional hours; created a separate line
for staff-led tours when people came up. We were also able to have
our staff have side conversations with people during staff-led tours.
The dedicated ticket line worked extremely well. We also were able
to facilitate more on the phones. We put through more resources
at answering the telephone. We continue to get 400 calls a day
from Members’ offices. So we were able to add two additional tele-
phone lines. We are going to readjust our call center ideas for next

ear.

So all of those activities worked, what we were able to do is sim-
ply put more people in front of staff-led tours to help them do what
they had to do. We saw about 11,000 staff-led tour participants
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over that 2-week spring vacation period, with roughly 200,000 peo-
ple. So we were able to incorporate just about everything, and it
was very helpful.

STAFF-LED TOUR CALLING CAPACITY

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. In terms of the changes that you
made to accommodate staff-led tours based on the concerns that
were raised dealing with Members’ offices and the difficulty that
Members have had in getting someone on the phone when they
call, how have you been dealing with those concerns?

Ms. RoUsE. We have two additional telephone lines in place. We
are going to have to address the need for more of a call center ac-
tivity as we go through the next year because the call volume is
still very heavy. So we are able to at least try to get back to people
through more resources added.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. People shouldn’t have to listen to a
ringing phone or get a voice mail. What happens when you don’t
have someone, when you don’t have enough people to handle the
call volume?

Ms. RoUSE. What happens is the calls go into voice mail and
someone has to return calls. With the two additional telephone
lines we put in place on Tuesday, that is happening a little less
now. We are able to answer more calls. And we have been able to
work with the House Office Call Center and may be able to adapt
some of their software to our needs as well. Our call volume is ex-
tremely high. And some of that will begin to

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Do you have an average wait time?

Ms. ROUSE. For the phone, no, I don’t. But I can get that for you.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Can you find out what that is?

Ms. ROUSE. Sure.

[The information follows:]

Question. What is the average customer wait time when calling the CVC’s Visitor
Services Office?

Response. As of the week of April 20, 2009, when a new system was installed to
measure call times, the wait time before a call was answered by an operator was
11 seconds. The average wait of a caller before he/she abandoned the call (did not
wait for voice mail) was 37 seconds. The CVC Visitor Service’s staff is continuing

to test and adjust the system as necessary to meet all call demand in a timely and
responsive manner.

ADVANCE RESERVATION SYSTEM

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I know you have requested funding to
make improvements to the advance reservation system. Is that
funding to address the concerns raised by Members that the system
is very slow and that it is difficult to use and not compatible with
some of the upgrades to Firefox and Internet Explorer?

Mr. AYERS. Firefox and Internet Explorer we have already done.
We have had that done. The modifications to the advance reserva-
tion system is an accumulation of comments since last October. So
we gathered a number of those and that will be upgraded.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Do you gentlemen have anything else?
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STAFF-LED TOUR IMPROVEMENTS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me add from our last meeting we had,
Madam Chair mentioned with the bipartisan leadership of the
House Administration and Appropriations, we had voiced concerns
about that. And I will say that during the spring break it seemed
like things were moving much more fluid with the tours. I was up
here for a couple of days during the break to get some school
groups in and it seems to be going a lot more smoothly, so I think
you all are on the right track as far as addressing those issues.

Ms. Rouske. Thank you. We appreciate it. We had our highest
day ever this past Monday, April 20, 2009, so it was quite robust.
We definitely know people are interested in being here. So thank
you.

UTILITY TUNNEL UPDATE

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. The only other thing I wanted to ask
you about was the utility tunnel progress, the abatement of the as-
bestos. How is that going? Where are you? My understanding is
you are ahead of schedule.

Mr. AYERS. We are ahead of schedule and we are under budget.
We are down to what we think is a total program cost of $186 mil-
lion. And if you recall, we started out at $295 million and we are
significantly under that. It has been a great year for that project.
We have completed asbestos abatement in the Y tunnel, the V tun-
nel, the G tunnel and the B tunnel. We are significantly through
the R tunnel as well, and we will have that done this year. I am
sorry, we will have it done within a year from now.

The other issue in the tunnels was the delaminating concrete,
and we have made significant progress there, over halfway done,
eliminating those hazards in the Y tunnel, and more than one-third
done in the R tunnel. All of the exposed piping that was previously
exposed has now been insulated. We have got a great team in place
that is effectively managing that project.

PRAISE FOR THE ACTING ARCHITECT

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. I don’t have any other
questions at this point. Let me just tell you, Mr. Ayers, that it is
an absolute pleasure to work with you and to work with the em-
ployees in your agency. We have been through an evolutionary
process since the committee was reestablished. We struggled at the
beginning with the bringing-in-for-a-landing process of the CVC. I
really want to commend you and your staff, who I think have come
a long way since the days of Alan Hartman, no offense to Alan
Hartman, but I think there has been dramatic improvements at the
Architect of the Capitol. And you have been incredibly responsive
to the membership. The Members that I talk to really feel like you
are doing an excellent job. And I do as well, so I want to commend
you.

GREENING OF THE CAPITOL

Mr. ADERHOLT. I would like to follow up on one question about
the greening of the Capitol and your work there. And I know that
a lot of it is being done on the House and, of course, the Capitol
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and the CVC. But it is not campus-wide; is that correct? There are
portions of the Capitol Complex that are not really under this en-
ergy independence? Is that correct and what is the——

Mr. AYERS. No, sir.

Mr. ADERHOLT. So it is the entire Complex?

Mr. AYERS. The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007
established objectives of reducing energy intensity by 3 percent per
year for 10 years, and that law is applicable not only to executive
branch but also to leg branch agencies. So it is applicable to every
building on Capitol Hill, and every building on the Hill is actively
working to reduce energy consumption as well as reduce their car-
bon footprint.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you.

ADDITIONAL ASSIGNMENT FOR AOC

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. Mr. Ayers, I am going to
assign you some homework, which is traditional in the Legislative
Branch Subcommittee, as you know. We have noted the work of the
Architect of the Capitol, what you have been doing and have done
to make the Capitol Complex a more energy efficient and environ-
mentally responsible place. That is under the Speaker’s leadership,
and we appreciate that effort.

Supporting that work has been one of the key accomplishments
of this subcommittee since it was reestablished in 2007. And in line
with that, if you can give us a brief report by Monday, May 4th,
describing your efforts in this regard at the Capitol Power Plant.
The report should describe what actions have already been taken
to make the plant a more energy efficient and environmentally re-
sponsible operation, and also discuss how your fiscal year 2010 re-
quest furthers the achievements of these ends, including a detailed
explanation of your plan for shifting the Power Plant fuel mix away
from coal. And if you could also include a brief description of the
strategic review being done on the future of the Power Plant, with
a summary of the various options being explored.

Mr. AYERS. I would be happy to do that.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you for your time. And we ap-
preciate it and look forward to continuing to work with you.

Ms. RoUSE. Thank you.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you.
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FY 2010 Budget Submission
April 23, 2:00 PM
Capitol Building ~ Room H-144

Questions for the Record from
Committee on Appropriations Legislative Branch Subcommittee
U.S. House of Representatives

Question. Mr. Ayers, you've noted the work the Architect of the Capitol is doing and has done
to make the Capitol Complex a more energy efficient and environmentally-responsible place.
Supporting that work has been one of the key accomplishments of this subcommittee since it was re-
established in 2007. In line with that, I would like a brief report describing your efforts in this regard
at the Capitol Power Plant. The report should 1) describe what actions have already been taken to
make the Plant a more energy efficient and environmentally-responsible operation, and 2) also discuss
how your FY 2010 request furthers the achievement of these ends-including 3) a detailed explanation
of your plan for shifting the Power Plant fuel mix away from coal. Please also include 4) a brief
description of the Strategic Review being done on the future of the Power Plant, with a summary of the
various options being explored.

Response.
1) Recent Accomplishments

Over the past few years, the Office of the Architect of the Capitol (AOC) has implemented various
projects and operational changes to improve the efficiency and minimize the environmental impact of
the Capitol Power Plant (CPP). A significant accomplishment was the West Refrigeration Plant
Expansion (WRPE). As part of this project, the AOC installed three high efficiency chillers in the
expansion space and converted the chilled water distribution system from a primary to a more efficient
primary/secondary pumping system. This project has resulted in significant energy savings and has
helped the AOC meet the annual energy reduction requirements of the Energy Independence and
Security Act of 2007. A list of other recent CPP energy-related accomplishments is included in an
annex at the end of this report.

2) Fiscal Year 2010 Energy and Environmental CPP Requests

The following items included in the Fiscal Year 2010 budget request are related to CPP energy savings
and environmental improvements:

= CPP Infrastructure Investment ($10 million) — This project will convert one coal-fired
boiler to operate on 100% natural gas using fuel oil as an emergency back up to natural gas.
The project will allow the CPP to operate efficiently and reliably on natural gas year-round.

= Replacement of Existing WRP Switchgear Design (3740,000) — This project is part of the
West Refrigeration Plant modernization to replace the 30-year-old chiller systems to
provide continued reliability and improve overall refrigeration plant efficiencies.
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* Mechanical System Survey and Retro-Commissioning Study ($250,000) — This project
will evaluate steam and chilled water systems, and develop new operating sequences to
maximize efficiencies.

= CPP Annual Utilities ($7.5 million) ~ This increase is requested to cover utility rate
increases, burn 100% natural gas and to purchase 100% Renewable Energy Credits
(electricity) for the entire Capitol complex.

3) Strategy to Shift Fuel Mix away from Coal

On February 26, 2009, the AOC received a letter from the Speaker of the House and Senate Majority
Leader regarding a shift from using coal to natural gas in the CPP boilers. Upon receiving the letter,
the Acting Architect directed CPP staff to cancel all coal shipments, and within a week, the CPP had
ceased all coal-burning operations.

The AOC also initiated short-term and long-term projects to increase the Plant’s capability to burn
natural gas. In the short-term, this summer during the non-peak load season, the AOC will perform
repairs on Boiler Number 3. These repairs will restore capacity to the boiler while it is operating on
natural gas. The AOC will also test and tune all boilers to improve efficiencies and increase natural
gas-fueled capacity as much as possible. The AOC’s Fiscal Year 2010 budget request also includes
funding to burn 100% natural gas, in lieu of a coal-natural gas mix.

For the long-term, the AOC has requested authority to use $1 million in Fiscal Year 2009 Minor
Construction funds to design a project to convert one coal-natural gas boiler (Boiler Number 2) to burn
100% natural gas. The estimated construction cost for this project is approximately $9 miilion, and is
included in the AOC’s Fiscal Year 2010 request.

4) CPP Long-Term Strategic Energy Plan

In order to balance the need for continued reliable and secure energy services, lessen the environmental
impact, and sustain highly efficient, cost-effective operations, the CPP master plan must be revised to
ensure that these long-term requirements are addressed. The CPP Strategic Long-Term Energy Plan is
currently at the 70 percent draft stage

On March 12 and 13, 2009, a panel of industry experts assembled by the National Academy of
Sciences (NAS) met to review and comment on the CPP’s 70 percent draft Strategic Long-Term
Energy Plan. The NAS panel is currently preparing an independent analysis of the plan and will issue
an evaluation report by late May.

The CPP will incorporate comments and recommendations from the NAS report to finalize its
Strategic Long-Term Energy Plan. Upon completion of the CPP Strategic Long-Term Energy Plan,
the AOC will present the information to its Oversight Committees.
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ANNEX: Recent CPP Energy-Related Accomplishments

Utility Services and Energy and Water Resource Conservation

INITIATIVE

Description

West Refrigeration Plant Expansion
Project

The AOC constructed the WRPE with chillers and
pumping systems that are 20% more efficient than
previous equipment.

Steam Trap Repair and Replacement

The AOC improved the efficiency of the steam system by
replacing over 600 steam traps throughout the campus
and tunnel systems.

Steamn Condensate Return

Implemented system improvements so that all buildings
return condensate to the CPP to recycle water that is
generated when steam condenses. The AOC continues to
maintain the system so that over 95% of buildings can
return condensate except during periods of scheduled
repairs.

CPP Chilled Water Discharge

Established an operating protocol to increase chilled

Temperature water temperatures (used for cooling) from 39°F to
approximately 45°F, when appropriate.
CPP Free Cooling Pilot ‘When appropriate, outside air is used to help cool the

buildings. The initial implementation was a manual one
and the AOC is now working to install digital controls.
All buildings have enthalpy controls to monitor
temperature and humidity to enable this savings when
possible.

Upgrade of Boiler Feed Water Pumps

New CPP feed water pumping system will increase pump
efficiency. Installation is in progress.

Seasonal Shutdown of Redundant Steam
Distribution

Shutting down redundant sections of the Utility
Distribution System during the summer season reduces
thermal losses and saves energy.

Complex-wide Metering System

Completed House buildings, Capitol, and CPP; includes
electric, steam, chilled water, natural gas, fuel oil,
domestic water and condensate; will expand to entire
campus with funds requested in FY 2010.

Renewable Energy Credits (RECs)

Contracted with General Services Administration (GSA)
to purchase 3% of annual electrical usage as Renewable
Energy Credits. In addition, purchased 107,365,000
KWH of wind generated RECs for FY 2008. Requested
funds for 100% of electricity as RECs in FY 2010.

Renewable Fuel

The use of biodiesel at the CPP could reduce carbon
emissions and lower the plant carbon footprint. The CPP
conducted a successful test of a B-20 biodiesel blend in
December 2008, and is evaluating test results and
possible implementation.
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FY 2010 Budget Submission
April 23, 2:00 PM
Capitol Building — Room H-144

Questions for the Record from
Committee on Appropriations Legislative Branch Subcommittee
U.S. House of Representatives

Questions for the Record for Mr. Stephen Ayers, Acting Architect of the Capitol
Submitted by Congresswoman Betty McCollum

Question. The National Arboretum is a treasure in Washington, D.C,, especially this time
of year with the blossoming of the Cherry Trees and Azaleas. Many of my constituents who enjoy
the United States Botanic Garden would also enjoy visiting the National Arboretum. However,
the Arboretum is difficult to visit without a car. Has there been any examination of the feasibility
of a public shuttle to link the Botanic Garden and the National Arboretum for visitors to
Washington, D.C.?

Response, Two years ago, the AOC met with representatives from the U.S. National
Arboretum at their request. The Arboretum was considering implementing a “green” bus program
to transport visitors between gardens that are not readily accessible by Metro, such as the U.S.
Botanic Garden, the National Arboretum, and the National Park Service’s Kenilworth Aquatic
Gardens and Marsh. The AOC is not aware of any current plans to implement such a program;
however, it will develop cost estimates and forward them to the Subcommittee for its
consideration.

Questions for the Record for Mr. Stephen Ayers, Acting Architect of the Capitol
Submitted by Congressman Steven C. LaTourette

Question. You stated that you have both a Capitol Complex Master Planning process and
that you regularly conduct independent Facility Condition Assessments and that one of your goals
in fiscal year 2010 is “Solving the Deferred Maintenance and Capital Renewal backlog.” What is
the total amount of the backlog in the Capitol complex?

Response. At this time, the AOC estimates that, over a 10-year period, Deferred
Maintenance is greater than $600 million and Capital Renewal requirements are in excess of $1
billion. These estimates are based on completed and nearly completed Facility Condition
Assessments. Just as in the Fiscal Year 2009 budget request, the AOC has submitted Fiscal Year
2010 funding requests for its most immediate needs: $105.56 million in Deferred Maintenance
projects, and $20.09 million in Capital Renewal. The AOC will continue to manage and plan the
best means to accomplish Deferred Maintenance and Capital Renewal, taking into account project
executability, construction fatigue, and fiscal constraints, and will seek the appropriate funding in
future fiscal years.
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Question.  You clearly have significant building maintenance and rehabilitation
responsibilities under your jurisdiction. I understand that in order meet these responsibilities you
have both a full time staff and employ outside contractors to manage building projects. How do
you determine whether to use staff or outside contractors for the work?

Response. Making a decision to use in-house personnel or to use contractors to perform
construction projects is contingent upon a number of factors. These include the requirement (size,
scope, cost, schedule, complexity, and urgency), resource availability (in-house expertise, in-house
availability, availability of tools and equipment, and funding type), and risk assessment (lead-time
for contract document preparation and award, assessment of competition, and whether it would be
appropriate to contract the work based on documentation and schedule.)

Based on the assessment of these various criteria, the AOC Acquisition Strategy Board and
Superintendent staff determines whether it will be more efficient and effective to execute the
requirement with in-house personnel (either from within the jurisdiction, or using AOC
Construction Division personnel) or with a contracted construction firm.
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DOUGLAS W. ELMENDORF, DIRECTOR, CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OF-
FICE

OPENING REMARKS—CHAIR WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Ms. WASSERMAN ScHULTZ. Dr. Elmendorf, you are up.

We are going to turn to the Congressional Budget Office’s fiscal
year 2010 budget request. The Office is requesting $46 million next
year, which is about a 5 percent increase over fiscal year 2009.
Leave it to the Congressional Budget Office to be fiscally respon-
sible and frugal. It is not surprising at all. It is actually the small-
est requested increase of any Legislative Branch agency this year,
in spite of the clearly growing demands that you have on CBO’s al-
ready well-utilized resources. And I really want to express our ap-
preciation, Dr. Elmendorf. The Members really are well served by
your employees. It is an incredibly valuable service that you pro-
vide. Getting that analysis is extremely important. And we appre-
ciate your restraint as well.

Mr. Aderholt.

Mr. ADERHOLT. We had a chance to visit a little bit earlier in the
day, and thank you for coming by. I appreciated having a chance
to visit with you personally. And I look forward to your testimony,
so thank you for being here.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Congratulations on your new position.
And your statement will be entered into the record. You can pro-
ceed with a 5-minute summary.

OPENING STATEMENT—DR. ELMENDORF

Mr. ELMENDORF. Thank you very much, Madam Chair, Ranking
Member Aderholt, Representative Cole, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to testify today about CBO’s budget request for fiscal year
2010.

Let me begin by noting that today CBO is celebrating Take Your
Children to Work Day. The unusually young-appearing aides be-
hind me are my daughters Laura and Caroline. The children of
CBO came to see what their parents do for work. And one of the
things

Mr. ADERHOLT. I have my daughter as well.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I had my son too, but he is with the
Gators. He threw Mom over.

Mr. ELMENDOREF. I like the chance to bring them to see one of the
things I do, which is to have the chance to testify to Congress. As
you know, I became CBO Director just 3 months ago. And I am
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honored to have this position and to be making the case today for
CBO’s proposed budget.

CBO MISSION OVERVIEW

Let me begin by briefly reviewing our mission as was laid down
by Congress more than 30 years ago and continues today. And I
will focus on the ways in which the demands we face are evolving
and how our budget is designed to meet those evolving demands.

Since CBO’s launch in 1975, our mission is to provide Members
of the Congress and their staffs the information you need to make
effective budget and economic policy. And we are committed to pro-
viding information that is objective, representing not our personal
opinions, but the consensus and diversity of views of experts from
around the country; information that is insightful, applying the
best new evidence and innovative ideas as well as the lessons of
experience; information that is timely, responding as quickly as
possible to the needs of Congress; and information that is clearly
presented and explained so that policymakers and analysts under-
stand the basis for our findings and have the opportunity to ques-
tion our assumptions.

CBO STAFF

In providing this information, CBO’s most important asset has
always been its staff. We are about 240 people, mostly with PhD.’s
in economics or master’s degrees in public policy. I was an analyst
at CBO about 15 years ago, and both that experience and my cur-
rent experience, two characteristics of the CBO staff that im-
pressed me most:

First is their very high level of knowledge, knowledge of the re-
search literature in relevant fields, knowledge of cutting-edge ana-
Iytic techniques, and knowledge of the institutional aspects of pub-
lic tax and spending programs.

The second striking characteristic of CBO staff is their commit-
ment to public service. Like many other congressional staff, CBO
analysts are not paid as much as they might be in private-sector
jobs requiring comparable qualifications or intensity of work. But
CBO staffers believe, passionately, that determined efforts on our
part can help you to make a better world. In a cynical age, it can
be difficult to say that with a straight face. But it is a very real
belief at CBO.

We have operated with about 235 staff members for the past dec-
ade. And CBO seems to be only a little undersized since its found-
ing more than 30 years ago. Last year, my predecessor director,
Peter Orszag, proposed to you a 2-year plan to increase the CBO
staff from 235 to about 260, an increase of 10 percent. Peter quan-
tified the increasing number of testimonies and the formal cost es-
timates prepared by CBO and described the growing amount of in-
formal communications between Hill staff and CBO staff. He ar-
gued in particular that CBO needed to increase significantly its ca-
pacity to analyze policy changes regarding health-care delivery and
financing.
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BUDGET PRIORITIES

We are very grateful that you and your colleagues approved the
first leg of that increase, and our budget for next year requests ad-
ditional funding to move closer to that goal. Because of the Con-
tinuing Resolution this year, however, we were not able to begin
hiring when we had hoped, and we don’t want to rush the process
and end up with the wrong people. So our budget for next year re-
quests 254 FTEs rather than the 260 envisioned a year ago.

The analysts we have hired in the health area are playing a crit-
ical role in our current work on health reform. Reforming such a
large and complex part of our economy is a daunting challenge for
policymakers, and predicting the effects of a particular reform is a
daunting challenge for us.

Despite the extensive analyses we have done in the past few
years, current proposals require us to build new models and de-
velop assumptions that affects the behavior we have not addressed
before.

In addition, Members are increasingly exploring alternative pol-
icy changes with us on an informal basis. And we encourage that,
but it increases our workload. Moreover, many relevant committees
justifiably want their questions answered quickly. As a result, all
the health analysts we have already hired are working flat out to
meet the demands we face. And still, we are always adding to the
crucial list of questions that we should be analyzing. Therefore, our
budget includes funding for additional staff members in the health
area.

FINANCIAL AND HOUSING MARKETS

Our budget also asks for funding for additional staff to analyze
the financial system and housing market. The financial crisis and
the government’s responses to it have greatly boosted the demand
for CBO’s work. The legislation authorizing the TARP requires
CBO to review the administration’s reporting on the TARP. In ad-
dition, our budget projections must include assessments of the cost
of the TARP, of dealing with Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, and of
the dramatically expanded activities of the FDIC and Federal Re-
serve. More generally, our assessment of the impact and costs from
alternative financial and housing policies requires us to monitor
and model the financial system to a degree we have not done be-
fore.

Beyond the health and financial areas, we are also requesting
several additional staff in the editorial and IT functions, which are
critical to our ability to produce and disseminate our findings in re-
ports and testimonies and so on. As we expand analytic staff, we
need to expand the support functions as well. I should mention,
too, that additional people will need some place to sit, as Peter
Orszag discussed last year. We have begun discussions with your
staff about how to accommodate those needs.

I want to emphasize that CBO has also been responding to rising
demands in some areas by shifting staffing positions away from
topics that have become less central for the Congress. However, our
scope for doing so is limited by the breadth of Congress’ needs.
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In addition to the topics I have already mentioned, in just the
few months that I have been director, CBO has testified twice
about the effects of legislation to limit greenhouse gas emissions,
and embarked in estimating the impacts of new climate and energy
proposals of significantly greater scope and complexity than the
Lieberman-Warner bill we analyzed last year.

The national defense area, we put the finishing touches on stud-
ies examining missile defenses, modernization of the Army’s com-
bat forces, shipbuilding for the Navy and Coast Guard, and the
next generation of fighter planes. We repeatedly updated our out-
look for the economy and for Federal spending and revenues to in-
corporate rapidly changing economic conditions and the effect of
the massive fiscal stimulus package and, of course, worked in many
other areas as well.

In closing, let me just thank the members of the subcommittee
for your strong support of CBO’s work in the past. Your support
of our budget request for next year would help us continue to do
our job to the high standard that you and we expect.

Thank you. My colleagues and I are happy to answer any ques-
tions that you have.

[Dr. Elmendorf’s prepared statement follows:]
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Madam Chair, Ranking Member Aderholt, and Members of the Subcommittee,
thank you for the opportunity to present the fiscal year 2010 budget request for
the Congressional Budget Office (CBO).

CBO’s mission is to provide the Congress with timely, objective, nonpartisan
analyses of the budget, the economy, and other policy issues and to furnish the
information and cost estimates required for the Congressional budget process. In
fulfilling that mission, CBO depends on a highly skilled workforce.
Approximately 88 percent of the agency’s appropriation is devoted to personnel,
with the remaining 12 percent for information technology (IT) and other
equipment, supplies, and purchases of other items.

The proposed budget for fiscal year 2010 totals $46,365,000, a $2.3 million or
5.2 percent increase over the funding for fiscal year 2009. The net increase is the
result of offsetting factors:

m  An additional $2.2 million for rising mandatory pay and related costs for
existing staff;

s An additional $1.4 million to expand CBO’s staff by 12 full-time-equivalent
positions (FTEs), from 242 to 254; and

& A reduction of $1.3 million in nonpay resources, partly because CBO plans to
use some of its additional FTEs instead of contractors to analyze the Troubled
Asset Relief Program and other government actions in response to turmoil in
the financial markets.

Growing Demand for CBO’s Analyses

The substantial budgetary and economic challenges facing the nation, both short-
term and fong-term, and the major policy issues currently before the Congress
have created a growing demand for CBO’s analyses. Some of the issues—Ilike
health care and climate change——are very complicated and require intensive
analysis involving many staff members. Often, committees and Members seek
CBO’s analyses very early in the process of developing legislation and then
engage in an iterative process to refine the legislation in light of its projected
budgetary impact. For significant legislation, simultaneous work may be required
on multiple proposals—for example, ones by both the majority and the minority,
the House and the Senate, or multiple committees of jurisdiction.

The 12 additional FTEs (representing a 5 percent increase) that CBO requests for
fiscal year 2010 would be used to help meet increased demand for analyses in
several areas:
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Health Care Issues

Growing costs for health care continue to be a key contributor to the nation’s
fiscal imbalance, and major health care legislation is on the agenda for the 11
Congress. However, the agency’s current staffing in this area is insufficient to
provide all of the analyses sought by the Congress, which are often needed on a
very compressed schedule. CBO is increasing its work on options to expand
health insurance coverage, long-term trends in the growth of health care costs, and
potential argas of cost savings. It anticipates substantial work analyzing the
impact on the federal budget and on health care spending generally of several
broad proposals to modify federal heaith care programs and the broader health
care system,

l(h

Four of the additional FTEs would continue an expansion of the agency’s
capabilities to analyze health care issues. That expansion began in fiscal year
2009, but because of the duration of the continuing resolution, CBO was not able
to increase its staffing at the rate originally anticipated in the fiscal year 2009
budget request. As a result, CBO is reflecting these FTEs as new in the fiscal year
2010 budget request.

Financial and Housing Markets

CBO will continue efforts begun in fiscal year 2009 to analyze the financial and
housing markets, including analysis to meet requirements under the Economic
Stabilization Act. That law authorizes the Treasury, through the Troubled Asset
Relief Program, to acquire or insure up to $700 billion in financial assets. The law
stipulates that CBO report semiannually to the Congress with the agency’s
assessment of reports compiled by the Office of Management and Budget,
including a discussion of the costs of purchases and guarantees of troubled assets;
the information and valuation methods used to calculate such costs; and the
impact on the federal budget deficit and the debt. In addition, the Federal Reserve,
the Treasury, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Fannie Mae, and
Freddie Mac are engaged in a variety of complex financial transactions aimed at
stabilizing the financial markets, the banking system, and the housing market.
Those transactions involve trillions of dollars, and CBO does not currently have
the capacity to fully monitor and assess the impact of those activities.

Analyzing complex financial transactions with a sufficient degree of rigor
requires supplementing the agency’s current staff with several analysts with
expertise in financial modeling, some of whom will probably also have previous
experience with institutions in the financial sector. Given the wide array of assets
that may ultimately be purchased or guaranteed by the government and the
difficulty of attracting highly skilled financial market analysts at government
salaries, specialized outside consultants with experience in particular financial
markets may also be necessary.
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Five FTEs would be devoted to this additional work on the financial and housing
markets, including the requirements associated with the Economic Stabilization
Act. Some of that work was, of necessity, done by contractors in fiscal year 2009
because of the lead time that it takes to hire experts in the financial arena.

Related Mission Support

CBO’s editorial and publications staff are important in making the results of the
agency’s analyses readily usable by the Congress and the public. With more
output, additional staff in this area will be required to maintain the timely
production of reports, testimonies, and other published materials. In addition, with
the expansion of the agency, additional [T resources are required to meet greater
needs for operational support.

Therefore, to support the expanding analytic staff and mission, three additional
FTEs would be devoted to providing editorial and publishing services and
meeting IT requirements.

CBO’s Work

CBO assists the Congress in exercising its responsibilities for the budget of the
U.S. government and for other legislation. Under the 1974 Congressional Budget
Act, the agency’s primary duty is to support the Committees on the Budget of
both Houses. The agency also supports the Congressional budget process by
providing analyses requested by those committees; the Committees on
Appropriations; the House Committee on Ways and Means; the Senate
Committee on Finance; other committees; and, to the extent that resources permit,
individual Members. In particular, CBO:

m Reports on the outlook for the budget and the economy to help the Congress
prepare for the legislative year;

s Constructs baseline budget projections to serve as neutral benchmarks for
gauging the effects of spending and revenue proposals;

® Prepares long-term projections of federal spending and revenues to help the
Congress assess the impact of rising health care costs and an aging population;

m  Assists the Committees on the Budget in developing the Congressional budget
resolution by providing alternative spending and revenue paths and estimating
the effects of various policy options;

=m  Analyzes the likely direct effects that the President’s budgetary proposals will
have on outlays and revenues, their economic implications, and any effects
that those economic changes will have on the budget;
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Provides estimates of the cost of all appropriation bills at each stage of the
legislative process, including estimates for numerous amendments considered
during that process;

Reports on all programs and activities for which authorizations for
appropriations were not enacted or are scheduled to expire;

Provides estimates of the cost of many legislative proposals, including formal
cost estimates for all bills reported by committees of the House and Senate
and detailed explanations of components of cost estimates and the estimating
methodology;

Estimates the cost of intergovernmental and private-sector mandates in
reported bills and other legislative proposals;

Conducts policy studies of governmental activities having major economic
and budgetary impacts;

Provides testimonies on a broad range of budget and economic issues,
addressing the agency’s budget projections as well as specific issues related to
national security, health care and climate change policy, alternative means of
financing infrastructure spending, economic and financial conditions, and
numerous other program areas,;

Helps the Congress make budgetary choices by providing policy options, but
not policy recommendations, for how it might alter federal outlays and
revenues in the near term and over the longer term;

Analyzes federal spending and revenue totals each month; and

Constructs statistical, behavioral, and computational models to project short-
and long-term costs and revenues of government programs.

Some Details of CBO’s FY 2010 Budget Request

CBO’s request would allow the agency to build on current efforts. Specifically,
the request would fund the following:

m A workload of roughly 700 formal cost estimates (most of which include both

estimates of federal costs of legislation and assessments of the cost of
mandates included in the legislation that would affect state and local
governments, Indian tribes, or the private sector) and hundreds of informal
estimates, approximately 100 analytical reports along with other publications,
and a heavy schedule of Congressional testimony;
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254 FTEs, an increase of 12 (4 to continue the expansion of the agency’s
capabilities to analyze health care issues; 5 to devote to CBO’s additional
analyses of the financial and housing markets, including new requirements
under the Economic Stabilization Act; and 3 to support the expanded mission
of the agency);

A projected 8 percent (or $2.3 million) increase in base pay, of which

$1.1 million would support the 12 new FTEs and the balance of $1.2 million,
a combination of across-the-board increases, promotions, performance
bonuses, and merit increases for current staff (the across-the-board increase is
budgeted at 2.9 percent for staff earning a salary less than $100,000, which is
consistent with the pay adjustment requested by other legislative branch
agencies);

A projected 14.7 percent (or $1.3 million) increase in the cost of benefits, of
which $0.4 million would go toward the 12 new FTEs and the balance

($0.9 million), toward existing staff and employees who will fill vacant
positions;

The replacement of obsolete office equipment, desktop computers, and
network servers, at $0.9 million—a decrease of $154,000, made possible
because start-up requirements for the new staff are funded in fiscal year 2009
and do not recur;

Expert consulting, at $0.7 million—a decrease of $1.3 million, which is made
possible in part by shifting from contractor support to full-time staff to meet
new requirements under the Economic Stabilization Act and to conduct other
analyses in the financial and housing markets;

Purchases of office supplies and subscriptions, at $0.6 million—a decrease of
$138,000, made possible because some costs in fiscal year 2009 are
nonrecurring;

A contribution toward the activities of the Federal Accounting Standards
Advisory Board at a normal operating level of $0.5 million—an increase of
$58,600 based on inflation, as projected by the Government Accountability
Office;

The acquisition of commercial data necessary for CBO’s analyses, at
$352,000—an increase of $7,000;

Financial management services, including support for payroll and financial
systems, at $318,000—an increase of $39,900, primarily because of
anticipated price hikes when renewing option-year contracts;
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m [T system development, at $304,000—a decrease of $10,500 based on
anticipated requirements;

= Essential software purchases, at $268,000—an increase of $8,000;

m Equipment maintenance, at $237,200—an increase of $2,000 based on current
contracting data;

m Travel, at $229,800—an increase of $56,000, including costs to support new
FTEs and added training;

m Telecommunications and telephone services, at $203,600—an increase of
$8,100;

® Management and professional training, at $170,000—an increase of $21,500,
of which $14,000 would be for the new FTEs, with the balance restoring
training to roughly the fiscal year 2006 funding level;

m The completion of the redesign of the agency’s Web-based information
services and platforms, at $125,000—a project to update the agency’s obsolete
external and internal Web sites to enhance their usefulness, with
improvements in content, functionality, and the timely delivery of various
work products to the Congress; and

= Independent audit services, at $1 02,900-—5n increase of $4,900, which is
based on contract award data.

I am pleased to report that CBO received its fifth consecutive clean opinion in the
latest audit of its financial statements. The agency’s sixth audit (of fiscal year
2008 financial statements) is ongoing.

Finally, I would like to thank the Committee for the funding provided this year to
carry out the important tasks that CBO must accomplish.
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TARP RESPONSIBILITIES

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much Dr. Elmendorf.
You covered the questions that I had pretty thoroughly in your re-
marks. But just a couple of things. One of the things I wanted to
ask you about is your responsibilities under TARP and how you are
dealing with those challenges, and the FTEs that you are asking
for I assume are in part related to your expanded responsibilities
there. What work are you doing now or do you plan to do in the
coming year on all of those issues surrounding TARP, the state of
the economy, the financial situation, the housing crisis, et cetera?

Mr. ELMENDORF. Several—I think of several pieces of our work
in those areas. One is in our estimate of budget revenues and out-
lays and surplus, we need to estimate the cost of all of the financial
entanglements that the Federal Government has now taken on. For
the TARP legislation, that means under the law we need to esti-
mate the expected losses over time, discounting the future returns
from selling off some of these assets by the risk involved in them.

So we do a risk-adjusted present value calculation. This is a very
complicated bit of financial calculations. I can’t do it. Many people
trained in economics can’t do it. There are people with specific
training in financial issues who can do it. We have a few of those
on staff. When the TARP came along and we needed to do much
more right away, we turned to a consulting firm to help us with
the immediate crunch, but that is a very cost-ineffective way to
proceed over the longer run. So that was a short-term contract to
get us through that crucial period. But now we are trying to hire
additional people to do that.

And it is not just the TARP. We also estimate the cost of the con-
servatorship of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. We have to think
about the much greater activities that the FDIC is taking on and
the outlays and later premium collections that will come with that;
and the much greater activities of the Federal Reserve, and the ex-
pansion of their balance sheet to such a high level and the effect
that that might have on the amount of money that they pay over
to the Treasury. So there are all of these estimates that are around
the cost in the Federal budget.

But we also are analyzing the effects of alternative policy. This
is one of the first testimonies I gave in my first week as director.
It was to assess some of the options for financial stabilization. That
sort of analysis requires us to follow developments in the financial
system, have more institutional understanding of the financial sys-
tem and the various pieces that CBO has needed in the past. And
we have hired several people who will be starting in the next
month or 2 to help us do a better job of that.

And the same thing with housing policy. We spent time esti-
mating the cost of some of the housing proposals, but also not just
the Federal budget cost, but the question about what that would
do to the housing market and the broader economy, and we are
working on that as well.

I think beyond that, beyond the immediate crisis, there are the
questions you will confront about how to restructure Fannie Mae
and Freddie Mac for the future; what sort of housing support the
Federal Government should and should not be providing over time;
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more generally, what our housing policy should be. So I think we,
like you, look to beyond the crisis and being able to set in place
a more robust system going forward.

DIVERSITY CHALLENGES

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you.

And then the only other question I had was, if you could—and
we talked about it in my office when you came earlier—how are
you dealing with the challenges that your office perennially faces
to deal with diversity?

Mr. ELMENDORF. That is a very important topic for us in all of
the hiring and promoting that we do. At the level, I think, of initial
hiring, we work very hard to be sure that when we are looking for
people, we are looking not just in perhaps traditional places, but
we are looking very broadly. And everybody who we hire, the per-
son doing the hiring has to report on the interviews they have con-
ducted. And we in the central office, our Human Resources people,
look at that list and we are sure people have, in fact, cast a wide
enough net and are interviewing people that seem to reflect rough-
ly the demographic composition of the pool from which that person
might be hired. That demographic composition of the pools we hire
from differs, depending on who we are trying to hire and what par-
ticular areas of expertise. But the system we use for that is, I
think, very appropriately demanding on people doing that direct
hiring.

There is also the very important question of how we promote and
how we hire someone from inside and someone from the outside for
more senior positions. And, again, we take great pains to cast a
wide net. In addition to publicizing job openings in all of the places
that we can think of, we reach out directly, personally, to our panel
of economic advisers and our panel of health advisers. For the sen-
ior appointments that I have been responsible for, I have called a
large number of people I know with expertise in various areas for
suggestions of people, and that is partly for people with talents of
certain sorts and partly to be sure we are looking for the most di-
versity we can. And we are also doing our part, or more than our
part, to try to build more diverse pools in the future.

We have an extensive internship program. And we try very hard
to have a diverse group of people in that we hope that more of
them will go on to become economists or to get masters’ degrees in
public policy. I am actually scheduled to go out this summer to the
American Economic Association’s minority program, which is held
in California, to talk with them. These are students who, again, are
at a point where they might or might not go on to become profes-
sionals of the sort that we could hire. And I think we think—it is
not something that I started at CBO, although I am enthusiastic
about doing it—we think that by showing people how much fun we
think it is to have the jobs we have, a few more of them will be
persuaded to go and do that. And we are not—this is not a task
that we have completed or a task that we will complete on my
watch. But it is a task that we will pursue very aggressively.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. That question was asked in the spirit
of Taking Our Daughters to Work Day.
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Mr. ELMENDORF. I don’t think my daughters have been sold that
they want to come to Washington, unfortunately. But we are work-
ing on it.

NEW FTES

Mr. ADERHOLT. In regard to FTEs, you mentioned that you want
to make sure you get the right ones to fill those roles. Did you say
that, as of right now, that you have not hired any of those at this
%cr)liﬁt? Or, would you please clarify what you were saying about

S.

Mr. ELMENDORF. Last year in our budget we requested 250—you
all approved, Congress approved, 250 FTEs for this year. But be-
cause of the Continuing Resolution, those weren’t made available
to us until just a couple of months ago, well into the fiscal year,
so we couldn’t begin hiring for them. And we have high standards
for whom we will hire. So when we started to look—and we are
looking very vigorously now, but we don’t think we can bring on
board that full number of the right people on this time frame.

So our sense is that for this year, we are more likely to have
about 242 FTEs rather than the 250 we hoped to have, just be-
cause of the slow start because of the Continuing Resolution.

Mr. ADERHOLT. And making sure you get the right person in
there.

Mr. ELMENDORF. Absolutely. And we need people with a lot of
skills, as I said. And then we also need to teach them and train
them, people who come out of master’s programs or Ph.D. pro-
grams, who have a lot of skills, but still won’t know everything
about how we do our job. So we need to make sure that we pair
our latest hires with more experienced people as they learn the
ropes. So it is also a matter of how many people we can effectively
bring on board at once.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. Cole.

SALARY DIFFERENCES

Mr. CoLE. Thank you, Madam Chair. First, thanks for the great
job you do. Frankly, we always get wonderful service. But we are
clearly now asking you to do a lot of things that you haven’t done
in the past. And I am going to focus first on this personnel issue,
the problems that you have outlined in getting the right people.

What are the issues in terms of salary differentials in terms of
what you can pay versus bringing people with different skill sets
in and people that have high market value potentially in the pri-
vate sector? Are you comfortable you are going to be able to pay
people what you want to get the people you need?

Mr. ELMENDORF. No, I am not comfortable. I think we will man-
age. But it is a problem. Naturally the topics that are of great in-
terest to you, and thus to us, are also of interest to other people
in the world. So as we try to hire in health care and in finance,
we are competing against very strong demands from elsewhere in
the policy world and elsewhere in the world more broadly.

Finance is a particular issue. I spent a number of years with the
Federal Reserve Board, which pays higher salaries than we can
pay at CBO. And that was something that the Federal Reserve
adopted to try to capture more of the top financially trained people.
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Now, the collapse of many financial institutions has this very,
very small silver lining for us, which is there are more people look-
ing for jobs. So one of the people we have hired, is starting very
shortly, was working for a private firm, and the firm is reducing
its size. But notwithstanding that, we are paying him a fraction of
what he can make other places. I think he is coming for the chal-
lenge of being in the policy world. But it does make me nervous to
rely on that.

We try to run an agency that people want to work in. We have
surveyed the people who work at CBO. They seem mostly happy,
despite the demands we put on them. And the areas they are con-
cerned about, training and communications, we are working hard
to address. So we think we are doing everything we can to make
the place as appealing to work. And obviously people recognize it
to be a very important role in public policy, and that is the ulti-
mate trump card in the hiring. But I do worry about salaries.

I think I just was handed a relevant note here which says the
top 10 university economics departments are paying new Ph.D.s
$134,000. That is a lot more than we can pay new people. It doesn’t
have to be hedge—it is not just the hedge funds. It is some other
government agencies, like the Fed, and it is some of the academic
institutions as well.

Mr. CoLE. What is the salary differential between what you are
able to offer and what you just cited?

Mr. ELMENDORF. We would pay new people a little less than
$100,000.

TARP ISSUES

Mr. CoLE. I may be dragging into areas that you don’t want to
go, just because I want to talk a little bit about the analysis of the
TARP program. Probably the most questions I got from my home
town meeting is enormous confusion between TARP, stimulus, om-
nibus, budget. And let’s just start with the simplest one which I
think is the most fundamental one.

TARP is effectively a purchase of either stock or assets, mostly
stock right now, and preferred versus common, as I understand so
far. So, one, is there a handy way you can get us the information
of what we have actually bought, institution by institution? That
is, where we have done preferred. I guess we are in the debate now
as to whether we are going to do common or not. And what return?
That is another thing that always astonishes my constituents is
that we actually own something and we actually get a stream of
income back off what we bought, like obviously more traditional
budgeting aspects on the thing like the budget or like the stimulus.

Mr. ELMENDORF. Yes, we can provide you with information about
at least some of the assets that are involved. The assets in the
TARP we know. The Federal budget has been mostly historically
on a cash basis. And that has in one way the virtue of trans-
parency. As the government moves into more financial activities,
buying more assets, cash calculations are less relevant. Unfortu-
nately, the alternative calculations are much less transparent. And
it is an important mission of ours.

We are in the process of hiring a senior finance adviser, actually
a very distinguished finance expert, who we just about signed up
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to come join us for a while. And she and I have discussed the cru-
cial importance of educating Members of Congress and their staffs
about the sorts of calculations that we do, what underlies them,
how we come up with the numbers we come up with. Right now
we estimate that of the $700 billion that can be laid out under the
TARP, that the cost, the ultimate cost will be about half that, and
in some sense that half of that money will end up being—the gov-
ernment will end up receiving through this stream of income or by
selling assets in the end.

TOXIC ASSETS

Mr. CoLE. Do you have any professional opinion on—in one of
the big debates we had concerning TARP was the last administra-
tion’s request was we are going to buy toxic assets. They got into
it and figured out they really didn’t have the personnel to do that
and manage it. And Congress, I think rightly, made the decision
to at least empower both the last administration and this adminis-
tration to look at stock purchases as opposed to—which I actually
felt much more comfortable with, because at the end of the day the
assets are worth something. We get to sort of be first in line if we
own stock, and I would rather people that actually bought the junk
or toxic in the first place manage it, as opposed to us. And I am
always—there are only two times we have taken this process, and
that is usually when we buy something and when we sell some-
thing. So I am much more comfortable owning stock that I can
price and I can decide where it is going to go, as to opposed to try-
ing to manage something thousands of miles away.

Do you think we made a good decision collectively as a Congress
in creating that option? Because the administration, again both of
them, appear to have fallen back toward where Congress wanted
to go as opposed to what the original proposals were.

Mr. ELMENDORF. So, CBO does not make policy recommenda-
tions. So I can’t endorse or refute that. There were some writings
a year or so ago by a private economist named Douglas W. Elmen-
dorf that encouraged

[Laughter.]

But I think the challenge that—I think it is extremely chal-
lenging to know how to proceed. We don’t have any experience in
this country like this, certainly not since the Depression. Other
countries have been through banking or financial crises but with
very different banking and financial systems.

So, unlike, if you get back to the fiscal stimulus, where we have
never done anything on the scale that you all have voted to do—
we have done things that are like it, but smaller—the financial
side really is quite different. And the savings and loan bailout, for
example, that was really all about how to sell off assets that the
government took on sort of automatically through the FDIC resolu-
tion process.

The question that you are confronting now is how to absorb as-
sets, in a way, to free up the banking system. And I think, in some
ways, the crucial question is how much of that needs to happen
and at what level will the private financial system be able to re-
gain its footing so as to provide support for the rest of the economy.
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I think everybody in the policy world has been very clear that
there is no justification providing help for the financial system for
the sake of the financial system. The question is all about the
international experience in which crippled financial systems lead to
economies that are in the ditch for potentially a very long time.
And trying to decide how much has to happen, how much of the
TARP should happen, how big the Federal Reserve balance sheet
should be, how much subsidies should be provided through Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac to support housing—those are questions that
analysts don’t really have answers to.

And I think most analysts who look carefully at this think that
you will all ultimately put more money in the financial system
than you have so far, because the problems are not becoming re-
solved or are not being resolved at the current level. That is not
a recommendation. That is just, I think, the consensus prediction
of people who have studied this carefully, is that more money will
be needed. That is going to raise the stakes on this question of just
how to do it.

PAY BACK DEBT

Mr. CoLE. There is already quite an emerging and, for a layman,
somewhat confusing debate that is starting to emerge as to wheth-
er—let me put it this way. There has been a lot of controversy
about some institutions being ready now to sort of return the
money, pay us off, get us out of their business, which is enormously
popular, I think, amongst—this is a business I certainly don’t want
to be in, and my constituents certainly don’t want me in it.

Do you have any—can you give us the pros and cons? I am not
trying to draw you into that policy place where you can’t go. But
the merits over whether or not we should—hey, if somebody wants
to write the check, fine, we are done, versus the administration has
advanced a position that they want to be careful that they are not
coming back, that they are afraid they will suck too much liquidity
out of the system and effectively defeat what we are trying to do.

Number one, should we have the option—or what is the merit of
the option of us retaining that option, in other words? I am a little
more comfortable, I guess, with private people. If they want to
write the check back, believe me, I am happy to take the money
back institution by institution where we can get out of that busi-
ness as quickly as we can get out of that business. I think that is,
frankly, where most people, no matter which side of the issue, are
most comfortable being.

So do you see any merit in just saying, “Look, any time you are
ready to pay back, we are ready to take the money,” versus saying,
“No, we don’t want the money now, we are afraid you are going to
overpay or pay too soon”?

Mr. ELMENDORF. I think the principal argument for letting peo-
ple pay it off is that it helps to distinguish the banks that are
thriving from the banks that are crippled, and that a lot of the
problems of the financial system over the last year and more has
been the uncertainty about who is holding the bag, who is really
in trouble and who isn’t.

And one of the accomplishments of many of these proposals for
dealing with the trouble is to actually bring the information to
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light. That is the point of the stress test, as well. So letting people
pay off who are in healthy shape does distinguish them from those
institutions that are sick. And there is a value in that.

I think the counterargument is that banks will be too eager to
pay it off in an effort to prove they are okay, perhaps in an effort
to get out from under the constraints that the Congress is imposing
as quid pro quos for the money. In that sense, the banks will pay
it back before they are really ready to do enough new lending,
which is what we want to have happen to spur the economy.

Mr. CoLE. Should we be making that decision, or should the
bank be making that decision?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. Cole, you are on round three of
5 minutes.

Mr. CoLE. Okay.

Mr. ELMENDORF. I think it is an appropriate question for policy-
makers to take up themselves.

Mr. COLE. One last question, Madam Chair.

Do you know of instances where we literally have refused to take
the money back when somebody wanted to write us a check?

Mr. ELMENDORF. I don’t know of that. We can check. I don’t
know.

Ms. WASSERMAN ScCHULTZ. The gentleman’s time having long
since expired, thank you very much.

Mr. CoLE. Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Any other questions?

Mr. ADERHOLT. I just would say thank you for bringing your
daughters here today. We were glad to have them here.

Mr. ELMENDORF. Thank you very much, sir.

ADDITIONAL ASSIGNMENT FROM THE CHAIR

Ms. WASSERMAN ScCHULTZ. Welcome to the Legislative Branch
Subcommittee. We are, in the spirit of tradition, going to assign
you some homework as well. With your expanded responsibilities
for the TARP program, you obviously have additional demands for
your services due to the turmoil in the financial sector and the
housing sector and the overall economy.

So if you could by Monday, May 4th, give us a brief report on
how your office is addressing those new responsibilities while still
responding to your existing workload. And if you could highlight in
the report how the additional FTEs that you have requested in fis-
cal year 2010 will facilitate your efforts in this regard.

Mr. ELMENDORF. Yes, I will.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much.

And with that, thank you very much, and the committee stands
in recess until Tuesday, April 28th, at 1:00 p.m., when we will con-
sider the Office of Compliance’s FY 2010 budget request, as well as
GAO and GPO. Thank you.
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CBO’s Responsibilities Under the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of
2008 and Other Financial Analyses

The Economic Stabilization Act, in section 201, specifies the following additional
responsibilities for the Congressional Budget Office (CBO):

(b) REPORTS BY THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE.—Within 45
days of receipt by the Congress of each report from the Office of Management
and Budget under subsection (a), the Congressional Budget Office shall report to
the Congress the Congressional Budget Office’s assessment of the report
submitted by the Office of Management and Budget, including—
(1) the cost of the troubled assets and guarantees of the troubled assets,
(2) the information and valuation methods used to calculate such cost, and
(3) the impact on the deficit and the debt.
(c) FINANCIAL EXPERTISE.—In carrying out the duties in this subsection or
performing analyses of activities under this Act, the Director of the Congressional
Budget Office may employ personnel and procure the services of experts and
consultants.

In addition to the reports directly mandated by the Economic Stabilization Act, the
turmoil in the financial and housing markets has required extensive research and analysis
in order to provide testimony and policy studies to the relevant Congressional committees
and to accurately reflect in CBO’s budget projections the costs of the greatly expanded
financial activities of the government (including those of the Federal Reserve, the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Fannie Mae, and Freddie Mac, as well as the
Troubled Asset Relief Program).

To address those new responsibilities, CBO requested and received $2.3 million in
additional resources in its fiscal year 2009 appropriation. Those additional resources
coupled with support from existing staff (representing roughly 11 full-time-equivalent
positions [FTEs]) enabled CBO to address the immediate needs of the Congress, while
still allowing the agency to carry out its normal responsibilities—but only over the short
term.

Specifically, McKinsey & Company provided the contractor support needed in
November and December 2008 and January 2009 to assist with the initial valuation of the
programs under the Troubled Asset Relief Program, which enabled CBO to complete its
first report required by the Economic Stabilization Act.

Under the existing FTE cap for 2009, one additional staff member has already been hired,
and CBO has extended an offer to a second (in an arrangement that allocated currently
empty positions to that purpose). The first staff member is expected to start this summer,
and the second, in October 2009. CBO intends to hire for an additional three positions.
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Resources Allocated to Financial Analysis in Fiscal Year 2009

Macroeconomic Analysis Division. In fiscal year 2009, the Financial Studies Unit in the
Macroeconomic Analysis Division has devoted all of its staff—until recently, four
principal analysts and a manager—to analyzing the implications of the financial crisis for
the economy and to the financial modeling necessary to construct CBO’s baseline
estimates for the government’s financial programs. In addition, the Assistant Director of
the division has spent a large portion of his time on those issues.

The division has recently hired an additional senior analyst for the Financial Studies Unit,
using a previously allocated slot. That analyst will assist both in financial modeling and
in the analysis of conditions in the banking industry. One more previously allocated slot
remains open, for an analyst who will focus on the banking industry.

In the division’s Projections Unit, one principal analyst and a manager spent a significant
amount of time analyzing the housing industry, producing a background paper that is the
basis for CBO’s forecasts of house prices.

Budget Analysis Division. CBO’s Budget Analysis Division has also devoted additional
staff resources to financial analysis. Within its allocation of FTEs for fiscal year 2009, the
division has carved out a staff slot for additional housing analysis within the Natural and
Physical Resources Cost Estimates Unit. CBO filled the slot in November 2008 and
shifted responsibilities among analysts to allow the newly hired person to devote most of
her time to analyzing the activities of the Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. She constructs
and maintains CBO’s baseline estimates of the subsidy costs for operating those
government-sponsored enterprises under the federal government’s conservatorship and
will prepare cost estimates for any legislation related to their operations in the future,
legislative proposals affecting outstanding mortgages, and other housing initiatives.

In addition, the Budget Analysis Division has created the position of financial market
analyst within its Projections Unit, again using an existing staff slot within CBO’s overali
FTE allocation. CBO just filled that slot. The new analyst will have primary
responsibility for estimating the net effects of the Troubled Asset Relief Program on the
federal budget. That work includes constructing and updating models to calculate CBO’s
estimate of the subsidy cost of the program and writing CBO’s statutory reports on the
program, as well as portions of the agency’s annual reports. In addition, the analyst will
track other actions in response to financial market turmoil and work on CBO’s products
related to such actions.

Several other staff members of the Budget Analysis Division devote a significant amount
of their time to housing and other financial analyses. Four analysts spend all or most of
their time to that work, and five managers devote a substantial portion of their time to it.

Tax Analysis Division. The Tax Analysis Division has devoted a significant portion of
the time of two senior staff members—the assistant director and a principal analyst—to
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review and report on how the actions taken by the Federal Reserve System to contain the
economic damage from the financial disruptions relate to the federal budget. Profits of
the Federal Reserve System are counted as revenues when they are remitted to the
Treasury. Profits typically depend primarily on interest earned on the portfolio of
securities held by the Federal Reserve, adjusted for any gains and losses from holdings of
foreign-denominated assets, whose value changes as exchange rates change. Recent
actions by the Federal Reserve could have budgetary impacts if it realizes gains or losses
on those new activities. CBO is preparing a report describing how the Federal Reserve
operates and how its actions in response to the financial turmoil could affect the federal
budget.

Office of the Director. CBO’s general counsel devoted a considerable portion of his time
to financial analysis tasks. Using his experience as a securities lawyer, he analyzed the
structure of mortgage-backed securities contracts. He also provided advice on the likely
legal consequences of the Treasury’s investments in financial institutions and proposals
regarding deposit insurance and bankruptcy. In addition, he assisted with the
development of the baseline for the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. Over the past
few months, he and CBO’s chief acquisition officer have been heavily involved with
negotiating consulting and data-use agreements.

Consultants and Data Acquisition. The requirements of the Economic Stabilization Act
have increased CBO’s need for additional financial data. The Public-Private Investment
Program (PPIP) is intended to purchase various financial securities and whole loans from
financial institutions. In order to evaluate the possible subsidy cost of those purchases,
CBO needs the prices of similar assets. In cases where such comparables do not exist,
CBO needs to know the specific characteristics of the assets in order to approximate the
assets’ values. The prices and characteristics of the assets that the PPIP may buy are
available from several firms, and CBO is in the process of evaluating the services offered
by those firms.

Determining the potential cost of efforts to assist mortgage borrowers requires data on the
mortgage market and the financial characteristics of them. CBO is in the process of
acquiring such data. In addition, to provide some capacity for rapid-response requests
from the Congress, CBO also is contracting with two consultants for support. Once CBO
has improved its capability and capacity for analyzing the mortgage data, the contracts
with those consuitants will be terminated.

New Financial Positions Filled and Open in Fiscal Year 2009

In the Budget Justification for its Fiscal Year 2010 Request for Appropriations, CBO
requested five additional FTEs for its financial work, at least some of which would be
filled this year from the agency’s existing FTE allocation. Two of those positions have
already been filled, and CBO is recruiting for the other three.

Macroeconomic Analysis Division. The new position of financial modeler is due to be
filled this summer. That analyst will work with existing staff on the valuation of
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portfolios of securities held by the various financial programs (including those of the
Federal Reserve). Those valuations will assist CBO in constructing its budget baseline, in
providing the reports mandated under the Economic Stabilization Act, and in providing
information to Congress on the workings and implications of the financial programs of
government.

The new position of securities market analyst is not yet filled. That analyst will be
responsible for reporting on activity in the markets for mortgage-backed securities,
related derivatives, and interbank loans. That information will assist CBO in
understanding the state of financial markets, in valuing security portfolios, and in
providing information to the Congress on financial markets and the workings and
implications of the financial programs of government.

Office of the Director. Senior adviser on financial analysis is a new position that has
been tentatively filled, and the person is expected to join CBO in October 2009. The
senior adviser will play a key analytical oversight role in CBO’s efforts to assess the
federal government’s evolving responses to the interventions in and direct assistance to
financial markets.

A legal assistant in the Office of the General Counsel is a new position that has not yet
been filled. By carrying out some of the more routine responsibilities of that office, that
person will enable the general counsel to provide additional support to CBO’s analysis of
complex financial instruments involved in the financial crisis and to obtain the data and
contractor support necessary to complete analyses in a timely way.

Microeconomic Studies Division. A market structure analyst is a new, as-yet-unfilled
position. That analyst will help evaluate the design and implementation of the market and
institutional mechanisms used by the federal government to revive and restructure
financial markets, and the implications of those institutions for the cost of the economic
recovery plan to the government. That staff member will need to have a background in
industrial organization, with an emphasis on auctions, bargaining, and market design, as
well as knowledge of financial markets and institutions.

Support to the Congress

In order to respond to its existing workload and address new responsibilities for financial
analysis, CBO will continue to prioritize requests received from the Congress. By law,
CBO gives priority to committees—and even then, it sometimes has to ask committees to
prioritize their requests because CBO cannot do all of them quickly. The agency’s
priorities are also based on the imminence of legislative action: Estimates that are needed
for legislation that is being considered on the floor of the House or Senate or that is about
to be marked up by a committee or subcommittee generally take priority over other types
of estimates.
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GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE (GPO)

WITNESS
ROBERT C. TAPELLA, PUBLIC PRINTER OF THE UNITED STATES

OPENING REMARKS—CHAIR WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I would like to call this meeting of the
Legislative Branch Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropria-
tions to order.

This is our third budget hearing for fiscal year 2010. Today we
will hear from the Government Printing Office; the Government
Accountability Office; and the Office of Compliance, OOC. I think
of them in acronyms now, which is really not good.

We will hear first from Bob Tapella, the Public Printer, who will
be GPO’s only witness. GPO is requesting $166 million next year,
which is a $26 million or 18 percent increase over fiscal year 2009.
This is an increase that is due almost entirely to a request in the
revolving fund for investment in GPO’s technology and physical in-
frastructure.

The fiscal year 2009 bill provided you with a pretty significant
boost, one which allowed you to absorb the congressional printing
shortfall, so although I know your needs are great, an 18 percent
increase will be virtually impossible to sustain. So I look forward
to hearing from you about your priorities, as we discussed in my
office, and what your absolute must-haves are versus the “I would
like to have these.”

Your statement has been received, and we will enter it for the
record.

Mr. Aderholt do you have any remarks?

OPENING REMARKS—MR. ADERHOLT

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yes, thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you for being here today and giving us testimony. We
want to welcome the Public Printer. We very much enjoyed our
tour a few days ago, and it was a great experience to have a chance
to visit. It was my first time over there. The Chair, I think maybe
she has been before.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. No, it was my first time, too.

Mr. ADERHOLT. It was a great time to see what goes on over
there and so much of the work that takes place we on a daily basis.

I am glad to have my wife, who is visiting with us for a few min-
utes today, Caroline. I am glad she was able to join us today for
a little bit as well.

Anyway, we look forward to your testimony and also to discuss
your 2010 budget request.

(151)
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Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Your statement will be entered into
the record, and you can proceed with a 5-minute summary.

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. TAPELLA

Mr. TAPELLA. Thank you. Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt and Mem-
bers of the Subcommittee, I appreciate you inviting me to be here
today to discuss GPO’s appropriations request for fiscal year 2010.
I have submitted my prepared statement for the record, and with
your permission, I have just a few brief remarks.

First, Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, thank you for taking the time
out of your busy schedules to visit GPO and see first hand the
great work of the dedicated men and women that serve you every
day. It is the first time in my memory that our appropriators have
paid us a visit. We were delighted to have you come by and look
forward to having you visit again.

And to the other members of the Subcommittee, I extend a very
warm welcome to please come to GPO and see what we do.

Second, I want to thank you all for your support for GPO’s appro-
priation for fiscal year 2009. This funding eliminates the shortfall
in congressional printing and binding, allows us to undertake a
number of valuable projects supporting electronic information dis-
semination to depository libraries and other users, bring FDsys
closer to completion, repair our roof, and begin to renovate our ele-
vators.

Third, now that the shortfall has been repaid, for fiscal year 2010
we are able to request a reduction in the appropriations for con-
gressional printing and binding of approximately $3.5 million. For
the salaries and expenses of the Superintendent of Documents, we
are seeking a modest increase of $2.2 million to continue trans-
forming the Federal Depository Library Program into a predomi-
nantly electronic basis. For our revolving fund, we are seeking an
increase of $18.5 million to complete the development of FDsys and
carry out a number of critically important IT infrastructure
projects.

And quite frankly, Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, if a picture is
worth 1,000 words, I sure hope a site visit to our factory is worth
$13.6 million for necessary building maintenance and repairs.

Now I understand there will be limitations on what the Sub-
committee can recommend for us. And so I will be happy to discuss
our priorities for this funding with you today.

And finally, as I have discussed earlier with many of you, the
GPO, like many other agencies and businesses these days, is facing
a very different business climate this year, in our case a direct re-
sult from a significant reduction in the demand for passports from
the Department of State. We are tightening our belts, evaluating
all costs and proposed projects, and taking all available measures
to ensure we stay within our budget. I won’t kid you, though; this
is going to be a really tough year for us. With your understanding
and support, our objective is to complete this year on a sound fi-
nancial basis.

Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, members of the Subcommittee, this
concludes my opening remarks, and I would be happy to answer
any questions you may have.

[Mr. Tapella’s prepared statement follows:]
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Madam Chair Wasserman Schultz, Mr. Aderholt, and Members of the Subcommittee on
Legislative Branch Appropriations:

It is an honor to be here today to discuss the appropriations request of the Government
Printing Office (GPO) for FY 2010.

Resuits of FY 2008

Building on our continuing transformation, GPO recorded another year of positive
performance in FY 2008, Much of this was attributable to the production of passports. The
State Department’s requirement for these documents grew significantly during the year,
rising by nearly a third—from an estimated 18 million to approximately 24 million—by
year's end. By mid-year FY 2009, however, passport production had decreased significantly
due to reduced demand from the State Department.

GPO'’s support for Congress during FY 2008 was highlighted by work on products required

for the Joint Congressional Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies, including invitations,

maps, signs, programs, tickets, and other products, most notably secure credentials for G x)
law enforcement personnel associated with this event. During the year GPO also began 7
producing the new edition of the U.S. Code, and delivered a number of other important

congressional products, including Black Americans in Congress, 1807-2007. For Federal

agencies, GPO began procuring work to support the upcoming 2010 Census, built its smart

card business to help support State Department and Homeland Security travel documents,

and with the Office of Management and Budget GPO coordinated the electronic delivery to

Congress of the official version of the Budget of the United States Government for FY 2009,

which we authenticated by digital signature.

GPO's electronic transition efforts proceeded apace as we readied our Federal Digital
System (FDsys) for its first public release, which occurred in January 2009. This system will
replace and improve on the services of GPO Access, which has provided the public with
online access to Government information since 1994; funding for FDsys operating costs

in the future will be derived from the appropriated funding sources currently supporting
GPO Access. FDsys will also serve as GPO’s digital platform, with a planned capability to
provide for the intake, storage, processing, and output of Government publication content
in a variety of forms and formats. With a state-of-the-art search and retrieval capability,
FDsys is uniquely positioned to support the new Administration’s commitment to providing
greater openness and transparency in Government information. During the year GPO also
expanded its authentication capabilities. In addition to the Budget, GPO completed work
on authenticating selected congressional bills for the 110th Congress and is extending this
capability to all bills in the 111th Congress.

Over the past several years, GPO has implemented a variety of green initiatives in its
operations: for more than a decade, for example, printing papers used by GPO have
met the requirements for recycled content contained in the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act of 1989, as amended, and corresponding Executive Orders. The printing

Prapared Statement Bsfore the Subcominittes on Legisiative Brapch Ap igth G on Appropriations, U.S. House of Reprasentatives, 1
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inks used by GPQ and its contractors comply with the requir of the Vegetabl

Ink Printing Act of 1994, GPO works with the Environmental Protection Agency and the
District of Columbia to meet the standards for emissions of volatile organic compounds
established by the Clean Air Act.

However, there is more that GPO can do in this field, and during FY 2008 sustainabie
environmental stewardship was the focus of a concentrated effort at GPO. In my view,

the future of sustainable environmental stewardship means being proactive and making
changes so that GPO becomes a more efficient operation that makes better use of the
resources under our control. During FY 2008, we articulated a vision for the entire lifecycle
of what GPO produces, from how we source the raw materials to how we produce our
products, to what happens to the products when consumers are done with them.

For GPO, this means a variety initiatives, including development of a plan for moving from
web offset presses to digital equipment to reduce paper consumption; accelerating the re-
engineering of business processes in production, procurement, documents dissemination,
and administration to take advantage of the efficiencies offered by digital technology;
conducting energy audits throughout our facilities to reduce our energy demand; using more
environmentally responsible paper; reducing hazardous waste through solvent recovery
systems, and reducing the total amount of waste generated by our operations; and installing
a “green” roof on our building, in targeted areas, to double the life expectancy of the roof
and reduce heating demands in the building. During FY 2008, GPO made significant progress
in these fields and laid the groundwork for continued sustainability improvements in the
coming year.

FY 2010 Appropriations Request

For FY 2010, we are requesting a total of $166,307,000, to enable us to:

# Meet projected requirements for GPO’s congressional printing and binding and
information dissemination operations during FY 2010;

# Provide investment funds for necessary information dissemination projects in the Federal
Depository Library Program;

1

u Complete the development of FDsys and imp
information technology infrastructure; and

other impro to GPO's
= Perform essential maintenance and repairs on GPO’s buildings.

Congressiona! Printing and Binding

FY 2009 Approved $ 96,828,000
FY 2010 Request $ 083,296,000
Change ($ 3,532,000}

Change includes:

Price level changes $ 2,362,000
Volume changes $ 3,273,000
Elimination of shortfall $ 9,167,000
Hetore the on Legistative Branch Approp! . Commitize on Ap sati U.S. House of

n the Appromriations Rogust of the Governmant Punting Office For Fiscal Year 2010



156

We are requesting $93,296,000 for this account, representing a decrease of $3,532,000 from
the level approved for FY 2009,

Funding for FY 2010 congressional printing and binding requirements includes price
level changes averaging 2.7% that are attributable primarily to existing wage contracts,
as well as estimated volume changes in certain workload categories based on historical
data. GPO projects an increased volume for the daily Congressional Record, busi and
committee calendars, miscellaneous printing and binding, hearings, document envelopes
and document franks, and Congressional Record indexers. These workload increases

will be offset by reductions in volume for committee prints, miscellaneous publications,
bills, resolutions, and amendments, committee reports, and other workload categories.
The funding provided for FY 2009 eliminated the shortfall in this appropriation that was
accumulated in FY 2007 and FY 2008,

S and Exp of the Super of D
FY2000 Approved  § 88,744,000
FY 2010 Request $ 40,911,000
Change $ 2,167,000

Change includes:
Mandatory Requirements  $ 1,094,000
Investment Requirements $ 1,073,000

We are requesting $40,911,000 for this account, representing an increase of $2,167,000 over
the level approved for FY 2009. The increase is to cover mandatory pay and price level
changes, and to continue improving public access to Government information in electronic
formats by implementing a series of projects and hiring additional program specialists.

As GPO continues to perform information dissemination through the Federal Depository
Library Program (FDLP) on a predominately electronic basis, as mandated by the
conference report accompanying the Legislative Branch Appropriations Act for FY 1996,
we need to make continuing investments in this program’s technology infrastructure and
supporting systems, Included in our request for FY 2010 is funding to cover additional data
storage, the migration of legacy applications to updated service functions, miscellaneous
materials for digitization projects, survey and data analysis, legacy application integration
for the FDLP desktop, and hiring 10 additional full-time equivalents to perform
acquisitions, classification, cataloging and indexing, and related requirements.

Revolving Fund

FY 2009 Approved $ 4,885,000
FY 2010 Request $ 32,100,000
Changs $ 27,105,000

Change includes:
Investments in information technology ~ $ 18,500,000
infrastructure and systems development
Building maintenance and repairs $ 13,600,000

repared Statement Before the Subcommittes on Legisiative Branch < i on iath U.S. House of
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We are requesting $32,100,000 for this account, to remain available until expended, to fund
essential investments in information technology infrastructure and systems development, as welt
as needed maintenance and repairs to GPO’s buildings.

Our request includes $18,500,000 for investments in information technology infrastructure and
systems development. The key projects covered under this heading are $8 million to complete
the development of FDsys; $9.5 million to replace GPO's automated composition system, imple-
ment an automated manufacturing workflow system, continue implementing GPO’s Oracle
business systems, and fund related projects; and $1 million for continuity-of-operations (COOP)
improvements to GPO's presence at the legislative branch alternate computing facility.

The baiance of our request is $13,600,000 for necessary repairs and maintepance to GPO's
buildings, including continuing elevator replacement and renovation, window replacement for
energy conservation, and related projects. Our request includes $1.7 million for various green
and environmental initiatives, The funding provided for FY 2009 will pay for a new roof as well
as contribute to elevator repairs and FDsys development.

Madam Chair Wasserman Schultz, Mr. Aderholt, and Members of the Subcx j we look
forward to working with you, and with your support we can continue GPO's record of achieve-
ment. This concludes my prepared statement, and | would be pleased to answer any questions
the Subcommittee may have.

Prepared
G the Ap:

Before the i o Leg iver ranch iati G on Appropriat \ (1.8, House of Representatives.
Rogoest of the G Printing Office For Fiscat Year 2010
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TOP PRIORITIES FOR GPO

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much.

If you could, take us through some of your top-priority items so
that we know when we are trying to modify your budget request
what those are.

Mr. TAPELLA. Okay, top priorities: FDsys, the Federal Digital
fSys(tlem, there is an $8 million request for that in the revolving
und.

The composition system replacement project, $2 million we are
requesting, and that is the composition system that we use to pre-
pare all congressional material.

The third item that is a high priority is what we call GBIS,
which is the GPO Business Information System, our Oracle appli-
cations, which is all of our back-office functions, and for that we
are requesting $3 million.

The smallest item we are asking for is $200,000 for an R22
phaseout, which is an air-conditioning refrigerant, and the EPA is
requiring us to phase it out of use.

And finally, for our building, about $3 million in elevator repairs.

If only these priorities were funded, along with our request for
CP&B and the S&E, our increase over fiscal year 2009 would be
7 percent. And so that is my must-have list.

FINANCIAL SITUATION

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. Thank you.

Talk to us a little bit about the passport production situation. I
know only a small portion of your budget comes from appropriated
dollars, and most comes from services that you provide to other
Federal agencies. And the trend, as I have observed since we recon-
stituted this Subcommittee, is that your finances have, until this
year, improved dramatically, to the point where you were actually
making a profit, which I tried to appropriate. It is extremely entic-
ing to have an agency that is turning a profit.

But as you very rightly warned me, there are years like the one
that we are in now, where you maybe aren’t going to turn a profit
and have a downturn. So if you can walk us through the various
sources that you get funding from and how you deal with the ebb
and flow of that. Are you going to run in the black in spite of the
drop in passport production? And what happens if you don’t?

Mr. TAPELLA. First of all, for fiscal year 2009, we set GPO’s
budget at $1,020,000,000. That was based on estimates on what we
thought congressional work was going to be, on estimates given to
us by the State Department of the number of passports they were
going to require, and on past history from the printing we do for
Federal agencies, which we call printing procurement. At that
budget level, we were anticipating §2 million in retained earnings.
We use the terminology “retained earnings” not “profits” because
we are also actually not a business. We are a wholly-owned Gov-
ernment entity.

IMPACT ON BUDGET

In fiscal year 2008, our retained earnings were $46 million. That
was after we returned $51 million to the State Department in the
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form of over-recovery, and obviously, we follow the law that says,
if we are charging for a specific item, we only use that money for
that item. And we ran into a situation in fiscal year 2008 where
we produced 24.5 million passports for the State Department.
Going into fiscal year 2009, the State Department gave us an esti-
mate in the 17-18 million range. We budgeted for 16.5 million
passports, but just before Christmas, they changed the number to
10.5 million passports this year. So that means that we are facing
a $36 million operating gap at GPO.

As we look at our actual budget, this is the first month where
we are facing a deficit. For fiscal year 2009, as of the close of
March 2009, we had a net operating loss of $4.4 million. That com-
pared last year to a net operating income of $65,861,000.

We are looking at everything we are doing. It is my anticipation
that we will be in the black at the end of the year, but it is going
to be really tough. In fact, next week, I am gathering all of the sen-
ior managers of GPO together, and we are spending a complete day
going through everyone’s budgets and making certain of the things
that we can remove or hold off on.

And it sort of answers the question earlier which you resolved
last year in the budget about the retained earnings and what hap-
pens when there is a shortfall in the Congressional Printing and
Binding Appropriation. It means that we don’t have available cash
in the revolving fund. Fortunately, we do have cash in the revolv-
ing fund, and that helps tide us over when lean years occur.

EEO AND DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINTS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Last year we talked about the number
of EEO and discrimination complaints that GPO had pending at
that time. And in your weekly reports, I continue to see those com-
plaints being filed. While, in some cases, there may not have been
as many, you consistently, at least you seem to be one of the only,
if not the only, agency that has as many EEO complaints as you
do. So what steps are you taking to address the environment that
exists at GPO that is resulting in these complaints?

Mr. TAPELLA. At the end of last month, we had a total of 49 com-
plaints filed for the fiscal year to date. Of those, 21 were from a
group of employees in our Digital Production Center. I actually
don’t believe those 21 are really any EEO issue. It is a manage-
ment issue. And we are very seriously addressing a management
issue that came to our attention through that process.

During all of fiscal year 2008, we had a total of 45 complaints
filed. So if we discount the DPC case of 21, we are on par with
where we were last year at this time.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So there has not been a reduction.

Mr. TAPELLA. There has not been a reduction.

Now what we have done is, in our strategic plan, and in every
manager’s performance plan, EEO is now one of the issues in
which every single manager and supervisor is being rated on. We
have stepped up the number of classes and the training, including
frontline supervisor training, and we are requiring all the frontline
supervisors to take training in discrimination and EEO practices,
and we have been going as full-steam-ahead as we can trying to
bring it to the attention of folks.
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EEO GOALS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Before I turn to Mr. Aderholt, because
I was stalling until you came back, are you certain that you are
doing enough right now to make sure that GPO, throughout GPO,
that you have an environment that is, a work environment, that
is free from discrimination or discriminatory conduct?

Mr. TAPELLA. Let me put it this way, I believe that having a
workplace free of discriminatory practices is important. I have
made it paramount to those folks that report to me, and I have re-
quested that we work our way through the chain of command.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Is that a long way of saying, no, not
yet, but you are working it on?

Mr. TAPELLA. Yes, I think so.

We are running an agency of 2,351 people in a factory environ-
ment with a long history. And through the last few years, when we
have done the transformation of GPO, I think we have made some
significant changes, and I think we are seeing some results of those
changes.

But I don’t think it can change overnight. I wish it could, but I
don’t think it is going to happen. But we do have a plan. We are
working towards that plan. We have made it a priority. And I will
continue while I am Public Printer to make it a priority.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you.

Mr. Aderholt.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Madam Chair.

REPRESENTATION FUND

It is my understanding there is an authorization to use $5,000
in a revolving fund for representation and reception allowances.

Mr. TAPELLA. Yes.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Could you tell the committee a little bit about
what that is used for?

Mr. TAPELLA. Most Government agencies are not allowed to use
appropriated dollars for entertainment purposes unless specifically
authorized by law. And so there are what are called representation
and reception allowances.

In GPO’s case, it is not appropriated money. What we have is an
authorization to use revolving fund money for the same purposes.

Now, unlike most other Federal agencies out there, we operate
more like a business, and so we have to market our products and
services. We actually have 450 agency customers and over 5,000 in-
dividual agency addresses of folks that we do business with on a
daily basis. Last year, we procured about 135,000 individual print
jobs from the private sector on behalf of Federal agencies.

So we use that fund the same way that a business would use a
typical sales and entertaining fund, which is building relationships
with our customers, both here on the Hill as well as throughout all
Federal agencies. And up to this point, the fund has been $5,000.

I, personally, don’t think it is enough. And I personally—myself
and my predecessor—have been footing bills beyond the $5,000 to
make certain that GPO can continue its business. And that is part
of the reason why the turnaround has been so successful, because
we have been building relationships with our customers.
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The biggest functions that we typically do are a Fourth of July
celebration on the rooftop where people can watch the fireworks;
and a second one during the holiday season, an open house. We
also regularly invite folks in to see the Creative Services Depart-
ment and other activities at GPO, and to even pay for the coffee
and bottled water comes out of the rep fund.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. You need to invite your oversight
committee to the July Fourth event.

Mr. TAPELLA. In fact, we have. Every Member of Congress has
been invited to the Fourth of July, as have all of the staff on our
oversight and appropriations committees. And you are cordially in-
vited for this coming July Fourth.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Good point. I was thinking the same thing.

Mr. TAPELLA. Last year we had three or four Members attend.

Mr. ADERHOLT. So, with this revolving fund, you said the $5,000
you think is not sufficient.

Mr. TAPELLA. Correct, it is not sufficient.

Mr. ADERHOLT. What do you think would be more in line? I am
not holding you to a certain number.

Mr. TAPELLA. What I can tell you is, last year, last calendar year,
I spent just over $25,000 in what would be rep fund activities, and
the first $5,000 came out of the rep fund, and the remaining
$20,000 came out of my pocket.

My predecessor did about the same and actually more. He had
significantly deeper pockets than I do. And so I am not sure what
a reasonable number is for Congress. If we could get it up to at
least $7,500, that would be a big help to the next Public Printer,
so that we can continue to do the things that we do.

INCREASE IN CONGRESSIONAL RECORD VOLUME

Mr. ADERHOLT. In your statement, you indicate that there is a
projected increase in volume for the daily Congressional Record.
With the availability of the Web access, what contributes to this
added increase in the volume of the daily Congressional Record?

Mr. TAPELLA. I don’t have an answer for you on that. Are you
talking about the dollar increase or the volume increase?

Mr. ADERHOLT. The volume.

Mr. TAPELLA. I misunderstood. It is not the quantities that we
are producing. It is the size of each edition. Historically, at the be-
ginning of the new Congress, Congress talks a lot more. More bills
are introduced. That makes a larger volume for the particular edi-
tions. The number of printed copies of those editions is actually re-
ducing on a fairly regular basis. There is a trendline on that. And
we use historical data to make that determination.

ELECTRONIC ACCESS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Where are you on the, as far as on the Web ac-
cess right now? I always see the printed copies, but tell us a little
about what your plans are on that.

Mr. TAPELLA. First of all, when it comes to the Congressional
Record, the printed Congressional Record is delivered to the Cham-
bers typically at 9:00 a.m., at the beginning of each legislative day.
The electronic version is typically available at 6:00 a.m. on the
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Web. And we are in the process of the migration from the former
GPO Access, which we began in 1994, to what today we have,
which is called the Federal Digital System, FDsys. And we released
that in beta in January. We publicly released it on February 4th.

Electronically it is available, and it is available before the print-
ed copies are available to you. It is searchable. And with the
FDsys, and I am sorry, when you were over for the tour, we didn’t
have a chance to spend some time showing FDsys. It is now search-
able in ways that it had never been searchable before, by Member,
by subject heading, by types of bills. It is incredible. And we did
a lot of work with Congress, user groups in Congress and the li-
brary community to make certain it is as robust as possible.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Ms. McCollum.

Ms. McCoLLuM. First off, it is good to know that you are starting
to monitor the tapering down of the number of journals that you
are printing. They are great to take on the airplane and to read
while I am in the Cloak Room, where I don’t have Internet access,
so it is nice to be able to have them, but we don’t need a gazillion
copies of them. And that is not how we are going to store things
if we want to go back and look at them in the future. Just as you
can read a newspaper online and miss things, going through the
Record two different ways, you can catch different things.

EMPLOYEE RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION

But I am going to switch gears on you here. The Washington
Post had an editorial yesterday, perhaps you saw it; maybe you
were busy trying to figure out if the pig that was loose was swine
flu or something else. So let me highlight what it talked about. It
said that, in 4 years, there are 600,000 Federal jobs, close to one-
third of the government, that will need to be filled. And currently,
one-quarter of the Federal Government is under the age of 40, com-
pared to one-half of the private sector. So to put it another way,
three-quarters of the government workforce is over the age of 40.
And you know, loss of institutional memory, loss of expertise,
things like that can all be a result. Can you tell me what is going
on in your area and the Government Printing Office? And if you
are concerned about this, what you are doing for recruitment, and
what you are doing to bring on the next generation of people who
will serve the public in a very trusted way—that is keeping the
records?

Mr. TAPELLA. Thank you for the question.

It is actually an issue that is of concern to me. At present, we
are roughly, if we take our entire workforce, which is just under
2,400 employees, we have roughly, I am using slightly different
numbers than age 40, but we have roughly a quarter of our em-
ployees are age-eligible for retirement, and that is really what I am
concerned about are those that could walk out tomorrow as opposed
to somebody between the ages of say 40 and 55 or 50, depending
on which formula you use.

And I am particularly concerned because, in our back-office func-
tions, for example finance, more than one-third of our employees
are age-eligible to retire. And that is part of the reason why one
of my priorities, a top priority, is funding our back-office Oracle
project, because it is our general ledger, fixed assets, accounts re-
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ceivable, accounts payable, project accounting, work-in-process bill-
ing, everything that allows us to function on a daily basis. And that
is why that is one of my priorities.

Moving into our plant and the facility there, we are looking at
the transformation of GPO from running those large console Web
presses, which are the same things that newspapers are running,
to digital equipment that will allow us, as we have folks retire, not
necessarily need to replace them and instead take that head count
and use it in other areas of the GPO. And one of the areas, in fact,
in Library Services and Content Management, nearly half of our
employees are age-eligible to retire, and those are the folks that
work for the Superintendent of Documents operation.

We are out recruiting. We have spent time. We have started
what is called a Leadership Development Program, and it is a 2—
year rotational program. We are bringing in the best and brightest,
not necessarily young people, but from a mix outside the govern-
ment, inside the government and inside GPO, to make certain that
we have some folks that are prepared to step into leadership roles.

We have been doing college recruiting. This past year, I have vis-
ited I think seven or eight college campuses to work in the process
of recruiting candidates to come to work for the government. We
have also stepped up, and one of the major changes I made as Pub-
lic Printer is I created a new office, and it is the Office of the Chief
Management Officer. So I have three people that report to me, the
chief operating officer, who handles all of our revenue units, so it
is the production and the sales that we do; I have a chief of staff,
who handles all of the administrative and executive offices of GPO;
and I created a chief management officer, who owns human capital,
everything dealing with employees. And we have done a concerted
effort to make certain that we are working in that area.

Ms. McCorLLuM. Well, you kind of answered my question, so you
gave me the one quarter over all. What if you put in age, I don’t
want to make up an age, obviously you can go down, you can go
down another level, where are you overall?

Mr. TAPELLA. I am sorry, I would have to get you that informa-
tion because I don’t have that at the top of my head. I have been
focusing primarily on those that are age-eligible to retire.

Ms. McCoLLUM. Because you have to put that fire out first.

Mr. TAPELLA. Because I have to put that fire out first, absolutely.

Ms. McCoLLumMm. What I hear on your statistics, you are actually
more mature than the average of what currently is in the Wash-
ington Post, which is one-third of the government.

Mr. TAPELLA. Yes, and I think that is GPO historically has been
a very good place to work.

Ms. McCoLLuM. Thank you.

I think, Madam Chair, workforce issues and retention is some-
thing that this committee, maybe later on, should take a look at.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. My understanding is that article, cor-
rect me if I am wrong, was about government-wide, it is definitely
a problem.

Ms. McCoLLuM. We are the institutional memory of the govern-
ment for our branch. So it is important that we stay intact.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you for raising it.
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Mr. LaTourette. I am sorry, no, forgive me, Mr. Cole. He was
here first.
Mr. CoLE. We have this problem frequently.

STATUTORY PRINTING REQUIREMENTS

First of all, thank you for the great job you do. The quality of
the product we get in our office is very high. I am an old historian,
so I love what you do. The records you create across time are really
Valléable, not just for the body today but for other people down the
road.

How much of the printing that you do is required printing that
we have statutorily laid on you?

Mr. TAPELLA. Well, any printing that we do for Congress, we do
because Congress has requested it. When we look at the statutes,
Title 44 lists out some very specific things that GPO does print on
behalf of Congress.

Beyond that, I would have to go and figure out——

Mr. CoLE. Is it a very substantial percentage? I am just curious
about how much we do do that. And I guess a follow-up question,
which may be easier, do you think we ask for too much? Are there
things we should be reviewing and say, well, do we really still need
that any more?

COST OF PRINTING

Mr. TAPELLA. To be honest, sir, I don’t know how to answer that
question.

You know, we are printing just shy of $100 million worth of prod-
uct for you. One of the things that is interesting is, if you look at
the congressional printing and binding costs from 10 years ago,
even 20 years ago, it has been relatively flat. And that is because
we have been introducing new technologies to try to get rid of some
of the costs of meeting your needs. And we are sort of, our entire
industry is at a crossroads right now. And the question is, what
still should remain in print, and what should be in electronic re-
trieval systems?

And one of the things that is interesting, and a lot of the folks
don’t understand, when it comes to printing, those extra copies are
the least expensive copies. It is that first-copy cost. So producing
that very first copy, if you only printed one, would be X amount
of dollars. As soon as you start producing multiple copies, the cost
per unit drops significantly.

One of the reasons a top priority is the composition replacement
engine or composition replacement system for the work that we do
for Congress is to try to drive out some of those costs. We have a
concept of operations, and we are moving forward on that process
so that what we are trying to do is reduce that first copy cost.

As to what should remain in print or what shouldn’t, I leave that
to our number one customer for the House of Representatives, the
Clerk of the House. And so Ms. Miller puts in the requests, and
we produce the documents, as do, obviously, committees. I would
leave it to you folks to make a decision on what should remain in
print or what shouldn’t.

Mr. CoLE. Just to that point, just to get it into the record, I know
you do 820 copies of the House and Senate Journal. The people in
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my office love those things. They really don’t want that to go elec-
tronically. They tab them, and they do all sorts of things with them
and keep them, and they don’t disappear into binders, at least in
our office, over time, so, again, thanks for what you do. It is a great
work product.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. You are welcome.

Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I am the only one left.

And just a question of clarification, Mr. Cole was here before I
was, but we were all here when the gavel dropped. And so I just
need to know, because Mr. Dicks does this to me all the time with
Mr. Cole. Is it like a State of the Union thing where I get here at
4 o’clock in the afternoon for a 9 o’clock speech?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. It is order of arrival when you come
in the room.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Call me.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. That is how I have always done it.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I will follow any rule. I just want to know
what the rule is.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Even though we have accommodation
of Members as the meeting progresses, whoever is left here, still
it is order of arrival.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you for being here.

And just to Mr. Aderholt’s question about the volume business,
I have often thought we should have a cap-and-trade system for
Members in terms of minutes on the floor. You get like 600 min-
utes of time, and if you are from Texas you can trade those, things
of that nature.

ESTIMATING PASSPORT PRODUCTION

I just wanted to know, the money that you make from passports,
do you engage in a dialogue with the State Department? I know
you said 24 million and then 17, and they dropped it to 10. Is there
a discussion, or are you just a receiver of an order that says, no,
we don’t need 7; we need 10?

Mr. TAPELLA. We are in discussion with them fairly regularly. In
fact, we have working groups with the State Department. They are
obviously a very large and very important customer.

Over the last year, there have been a number of changes in the
management within Consular Services that are responsible for
passports. Just within the past 12 months, there have been two as-
sistant secretaries of State; there have been three deputy assistant
secretaries of State; there have been at least two managing direc-
tors of passport operations; and two just below that. So, yes, we try
to work with them. They try to forecast.

Now what is interesting when it relates to the passport, I don’t
think anyone was out there predicting the economic conditions that
we are today facing and what occurred at the end of the year. And
you know, if people don’t have enough money to pay their mort-
gages, they are probably not getting a passport to take that luxury
trip to Europe or the Caribbean.
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OTHER TRAVEL DOCUMENTS

Mr. LATOURETTE. Here is why I asked the question. You said
only 24 million before and only 10 this year. This is not your prob-
lem. This is the State Department’s problem. We have the second
part of the Western Hemisphere rule traveling the ships taking
them to places this year in June. They were wholly unprepared for
phase one, which just dealt with air and sea travel. Now they are
going to do land crossings to Canada and Mexico. And my question
is, did you chat with them about, hey guys, maybe you missed? Be-
cause we have people, regardless of whether they have enough
money to go; I will tell you the blue haired ladies in my district
can get on a Greyhound bus and go gamble in Niagara Falls. And
they are going to be upset if we have the same mess with passports
that we had a summer or so ago.

Mr. TAPELLA. What I can say, we are responsible for producing
the passport for the State Department, not the pass card. However,
we do produce the NEXUS and Sentry card for Custom and Border
Patrol. So, as a little pitch, I would recommend to those ladies in
your district to get the NEXUS card, which I believe will be al-
lowed, and that will be produced just down the Street on North
Capitol Street, and that allows you the access, the travel to Canada
and Mexico. NEXUS for the north; Sentry for the south. And we
do produce these.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you make money on them?

NEW BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

Mr. TAPELLA. We do. And in fact, I would like to see us pro-
ducing more. And that would also, one of the things we are work-
ing on in terms of our bottom line, we are spending a lot of time
in new business development. One of the areas that we are focus-
ing on is something called secure and intelligent documents. And
those are primarily secure Federal credentials. It is a newer busi-
ness. We have been producing the passport since 1926. We are in
our first year of producing the NEXUS and Sentry cards. This year,
for the first time, we are producing a Medicare card, and this is
for Puerto Rico.

We are working on HSPD-12 ID cards. We produced the creden-
tials for all the law enforcement officials for the Presidential Inau-
gural. That is an area where I would like to see GPO. I believe that
Federal credentials belong in a Federally-owned, Federally-oper-
ated production environment and not in the private sector. And I
think it is an inherently governmental activity. And it is something
that we have geared up for.

We have a secure production facility in Stennis, Mississippi,
where we are producing passports. We have secure facilities here
in Washington, D.C., where we are doing both the cards and pass-
ports. We have the capabilities. We have the trained workforce.
And it is an area that I would like to see us move steadily ahead
on.
Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you for that answer.

You just brought to mind, when we had a hearing on the Inau-
guration, I think it was the Secret Service testified that you print-
ed the tickets to the Inauguration in July of last year.
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Mr. TAPELLA. Yes, we took care of the printing of the tickets, on
the calendar that was given to us by our customer, the Joint Con-
gressional Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I am not saying you did it on your own. I want
to know when you did it. In July?

Mr. TAPELLA. That is the right answer, July.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thanks so much.

ADDITIONAL ASSIGNMENT FROM THE CHAIR

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Do any other members have any addi-
tional questions?

Before you go, I wanted to just assign some homework. We do
that here in the legislative branch. Last year, after your hearing,
we asked you to submit a report that detailed policies and pro-
grams in place that you had to ensure that discrimination does not
occur within your agency. And I would like to get an update on
where you are with a report by next Friday May 1. It should in-
clude an explanation of how many active EEO cases there are now
in GPO compared to last year; what these cases relate to; the sta-
tus of each case; how the number of cases compares to other agen-
cies; and what programs and policies GPO has in place to make
sure that discrimination does not occur within the agency. And the
report should clearly note wherever there has been a significant
change since the last report in March of 2008.

Thank you very much for your service and your time. We appre-
ciate it.

And again, thank you very much for the tour, especially the arti-
san that we got to see. That was extremely cool.

With that, we'll close out the GPO portion of this hearing.
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HOMEWORK

it’s important that Legislative Branch agencies do everything they can to
make sure employment discrimination does not take place within their
organizations. Last year, I asked GPO to submit a report detailing the policies
and programs it had in place to make sure discrimination doesn’t occur within
the agency.

I would like an update on that report by next Thursday, May 78, to include

an explanation of how many active EEO cases there are now at GPO as
compared to last year, what these cases relate to, the status of each case, how
the number of cases compares to other agencies, and what programs and
policies GPO has in place to make sure discrimination does not occur within
the agency. The report should clearly note wherever there has been a
significant change since the last report in March 2008,

473012009
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EEQ Complaints: Summary Analysis

The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) is the Federal agency responsible for
enforcing the Nation’s laws prohibiting discrimination. In accordance with the EEOC’s
regulations at 29 CFR §1614.103(b)(6), the U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO) is covered
by these regulations which dictate the discrimination complaints process.

GPO is the only legislative branch agency that is covered by the regulations issued by the EEOC
to the Federal Government establishing the EEO complaint process for individual and class
complaints of discrimination and retaliation. This process provides employees and applicants for
employment the right to pursue their complaints with an Administrative Judge at the EEOC,
which is an independent agency. The GPO continues to make strides to prevent discrimination
and to ensure that all employees are aware of the anti-discrimination laws and avenues available
to pursue alleged violations of these laws.

Last year at this time, there were 16 active EEO complaints in the FY 2008 inventory, with 33
overall by the close of the fiscal year. In comparison, this year there are 40 active complaints in
the inventory from those complaints filed in FY 2009. Of the FY 2009 complaints, the following
is noted:

¢ (Claims of harassment/hostile work environment are the most prevalent claim, following
by claims of non-selection.

¢ The most frequently cited basis of discrimination in FY 2009 active complaints is race
(35 - 32 Black and 3 Other).

e 21 of the complaints were filed by a group of employees in the same work unit alleging a
hostile work environment. The claim includes allegations regarding performance
standards and evaluations, position descriptions, staffing shortages, machinery, leave and
pay setting. Most of these issues were resolved informally by management.
Nevertheless, the employees opted to file formal complaints of discrimination.

e 12 of these complaints involved 4 employment decisions including rate of pay (4
complaints), non-selection for a position(4 complaints), performance rating and monetary
award (2 complaints), and cancellation of a vacancy (2 complaints).

e Several individuals in this number filed other EEO complaints during this same fiscal
year or previous fiscal year. For example 7 individuals filed 2 complaints each during
FY 2009 - 3 of whom also filed complaints in FY 2008, and 12 other individuals filed
previous EEQ complaints in FY 2008 or before. When compared to the Bureau of
Engraving and Printing, an Executive agency of similar size and mission, they had 28
formal complaints filed in FY 2009, with only 1 repeat filer.



170

The increase in formal complaint activity may be attributed to employees heightened awareness
of the EEO process. Over the past year or so GPO has publicized a lot of information about the
process and procedures for filing a complaint.

While GPO has seen an increase in the number of formal complaints filed, there have not been
any findings of discrimination issued by the agency or the EEOC. Additionally, there has not
been any increase in the number of settlement agreements entered into which could infer some
merit to the claims raised in these complaints.
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AcCTIVE DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINTS
FroM FY 2008 and FY 2009
As OF March 30, 2009

Case Date Basis(es) Issue(s) Status/Disposition
Ne. Filed
FY 2008 Acrive FORMAL COMPLAINTS
08-05 01/16/08 | Race/Color (Black), sex Proposed disciplinary Pending EEQC Hearing.
(m), age, reprisal, religion | action & Reassig
08-06 01/17/08 | Religion and sex (female) | Harassment Pending EEOC Hearing.
08-08 01/30/08 | Disability (P) and Position previously EEQC cancelled Hearing Request.
Reprisal occupied upgraded/filled. | Remand for Final Agency Decision.
08-09 02/05/08 | Disability (P), race Assignment of Duties EEOC Remand. Investigative stage.
(Black, and age
08-10 02/07/08 | Race/Color (Black) and Assignment to an Pending EEOC Hearing.
sex (female) blished position
08-11 02/07/08 | Sex (female) Nonselection Pending EEOC Hearing.
08-12 02/11/08 | Race/Color (Black) and Nonselection Pending EEOC Hearing.
age
08-13 02/14/08 | Race/Color (Black) Working conditions Pending EEOC Hearing.
08-14 02/15/08 | Race/Color (Black) and Nonselection Pending EEOC Hearing.
age
08-15 02/15/08 | Race (African American) | Reprimand and Investigative stage.
and sex {male)} h t (non sexual)
08-16 02/25/08 | Race (Black) Deemed ineligible for a Pending EEOC Hearing.
position.
08-17 03/06/08 | Race (Black) & Color Nonselection Pending EEOC Hearing.
(self identified Tan)
08-18 03/10/08 | Reprisal Reprimand and Pending EEOC Hearing.
Har {nonsexual)
08-19 03/14/08 | Race (Black) and Age Assignment of Duties Investigative stage.
08-23 05/05/08 | Race/Color (Black) and Disparate Treatment Pending Election (EEOC Hearing or
Sex (female) Final Agency Decision).
08-25 05/30/08 | Race (Black), Age and Nonselection Investigative stage.
Reprisal
08-26 06/02/08 | Sex (female) Nonselection Investigative stage.
08-28 07/02/08 | Race {African American) | Nonselection Pending EEOC Hearing.
and Age
08-29 07/03/08 | Sex (female) and Reprisa! | Harassment {(nonsexual), | Investigative stage.
nonselection & equal pay
08-30 07/08/08 | Race (Black) and sex Performance Evaluation Investigative stage.
(female) and Monetary Award
08-31 07/08/08 | Race/Color (White), sex Nonselection Pending EEOC Hearing.
{male) and Age
08-32 07/09/08 | Race (Black) and Age Monetary Award {nvestigative stage.
08-33 07/23/08 | Disability and Age Harassment (nonsexual), | Investigative stage.

Proposed S ion, etc.

Page 1 of 4
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ACTIVE DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINTS

FroM FY 2008 and FY 2009

As OF March 30, 2009

Case Date Basis(es) Issue(s) Status/Disposition
No. Filed
08-34 07/29/08 | Sex (female) Nonselection Pending Election (EEOC Hearing or
Final Agency Decision).
08-35 08/01/08 | Age Harassment (nonsexual} Pending Election (EEOC Hearing or
Final Agency Decision).
08-36 08/01/08 | Age Nonselection Pending Election (EEOC Hearing or
Final Agency Decision).
08-37 08/07/08 | Race/Color (White), Sex | Nonselection Pending EEOC Hearing.
{male) and Reprisal
08-38 08/21/08 | Age Nonselection Investigative stage.
08-39 08/21/08 | Race (Black), Sex Harassment {(nonsexual} Investigative stage.
{female) and Reprisal
08-40 08/25/08 | Race/Cir (Black), Nat’l Overtime and Assignment | Investigative stage.
Origin, Sex & Reprisal of Duties
08-41 09/04/08 | Race (Caucasian) and sex | Nonselection Pending EEOC Hearing.
{female}
08-42 09/09/08 | Age Training Investigative stage.
08-45 09/24/08 | Race/Clr, Nat’l Origin, Duty Assignments & lavestigative stage.
Sex, Age and Reprisal Change in position title
FY 2009 AcTIVE FORMAL COMPLAINTS
09-04 10/31/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
Envir
09-05 11/05/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-06 11/06/08 | Race (African American) | Hostile Work Under Review
and color (Black) Envi
09-07 11/06/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
onv
09-08 11/07/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-09 11/07/08 | Race (African American) | Hostile Work Under Review
Envir
09-10 11/07/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-11 11/07/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-12 11/07/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-13 11/07/08 { Race (African American) | Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-14 11/07/08 | Race (African American) | Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-15 11/07/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
Env
09-16 11/10/08 | Sex (female) and Age Harassment (nonsexual) Investigative stage.

Page 2 of 4
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ACTIVE DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINTS

FroM FY 2008 and FY 2009

As OF March 30, 2009

Case Date Basis(es) Issue(s) Status/Disposition
No. Filed
09-17 11/16/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-18 11/10/08 | Race (African American) | Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-19 11/10/08 | Race (African American) | Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-20 11/10/08 | Race/Color (Native Hostile Work Under Review
American) Environment
09-21 11/10/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-22 11/10/08 | Race (African American) | Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-23 11/10/08 | Race (African American) | Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-24 11/14/08 | Race/Color, Sex, Age, PIP and Proposed Under Review
Religion, & Nat’l Origin | Removal
09-25 11/18/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
Envir
09-26 11/18/08 | Race (Black) Hostile Work Under Review
Environment
09-27 11/20/08 | Race (Black) Nonselection Investigative stage.
09-28 11/25/08 | Race (Black), Age and Nonselection Investigative stage.
Reprisal
09-29 11/25/08 | Race {Asian) Nonselection Investigative stage.
09-30 11/26/08 | Reprisal Denied Overtime, Duties | Investigative stage
and Har
09-31 1/204/08 | Race/Color (Black) and Nonselection Investigative stage
Age
09-32 12/04/08 } Race (Black) Pay Under review
09-33 12/04/08 | Race (African American) | Pay Under review
09-36 12/05/08 | Disability Harassment (leave and Under review
working conditions)
09-37 12/08/08 | Race (Black) Pay Under review
09-38 12/08/08 | Disability and Race Harassment (nonsexual) Under review
(Black)
09-39 01/07/09 | Race (Black) Denial of Overtime Investigative stage
09-40 01/29/0%9 | Race (Black) Pay Under review
09-41 01/30/09 | Race/Color (Black), Sex Suspension Investigative stage

{male, and Reprisal

Page 3 of 4
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ACTIVE DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINTS
From FY 2008 and FY 2009
As OF March 30, 2009

Case Date Basis(es) Issue(s) Status/Disposition
No. Filed
09-44 02/19/09 } Age Nonselection Investigative stage
09-46 02/19/09 | Race/National Origin Termination Investigative stage
09-47 03/02/09 | Race/Color (Black), Sex, | T&A Issues Investigative stage
Age and Reprisal
09-48 03/03/09 | Disability, Race (Black) Hostile Work Under review
and Age Environment

Page 4 of 4
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U.S. Government Printing Office
Equal Employment Opportunity
Policies and Program Initiatives

Since the last report in March 2008, the U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO) has continued
efforts to ensure that employment discrimination did not take place within the agency, and that
all employees were aware of their right to work in a discriminatory and harassment free work
environment. The following are some examples:

o The EEO Director conducted semi-annual reviews with most Business Units. The
purpose of these reviews was to discuss EEO related issues or concerns specific to each
business unit, share information on the EEO Program, and to provide workforce
demographics to include the identification of any imbalances as it relates to women and
minorities. Additionally, complaint data was shared which identified potential patterns,
trends, or practices to provide managers with an opportunity to address possible areas of
concern, sometimes before the issues were raised in the formal complaints process.

¢ The GPO issued a new Directive containing the Procedures for Processing Complaints of
Employment Discrimination in December of 2008 (copy attached). The new directive
provides the GPO’s policy, procedures, and guidance for initiating and processing
complaints, and sets forth the rights and responsibilities of persons participating in the
EEO complaint process.

* A Directive notifying GPO employees of the agency’s policy on the prohibition against
discriminatory harassment in the workplace was issued in December 2008 (copy
attached). In addition to stating the GPO’s commitment to being a model employer and
that harassment is unacceptable conduct that will not be tolerated at any level, the policy
identified responsibilities for preventing and remedying discriminatory harassment.

* A Diversity Statement has been included in GPO’s Strategic Vision (Goal 6, at p. 9 of the
attached publication, GPO FY 2008 Strategic Results). An EEO specific goal “Continue
to establish diversity at GPO and to create an environment in which all its employees can
contribute to achieving the mission of the Agency” has been incorporated into the GPO
Strategic Results document and is monitored regularly through GPO’s Balanced
Scorecard.

® The Public Printer issued a policy statement on Equal Employment Opportunity which
emphasized his personal commitment to EEO and diversity, and his zero tolerance
approach to discrimination (copy attached).

e EEO Counselors were provided additional training to enhance their knowledge on a
variety of relevant subjects so that they could perform counseling functions more
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U.S. Government Printing Office
Equal Employment Opportunity
Policies and Program Initiatives

effectively and successfully. Some of the topics included mixed case complaints and
appeals, the merit promotion process, corrective actions, workers’ compensation and
collateral attacks, and the proper completion of agency specific informal EEO counseling
forms,

The GPO developed and distributed additional informational materials on various aspects
of the EEQ Program for employees and managers. Topics have included Management
Participation in the Investigative Process, EEO Counseling Guide — An Employee
Reference, EEO Counseling Guide — A Manager’s Reference, and Sexual Harassment —
Your Rights and Responsibilities

New entrants into the GPO continue to receive a briefing on various policies related to
EEO and are provided a copy of the policies related to Procedures for Processing EEO
Discrimination Complaints, Prevention of Sexual Harassment, GPO’s Policy Prohibiting
Discriminatory Harassment and Procedures for Processing Request for Reasonable
Accommodation.

The EEO Office has initiated focus group meetings with employees in order to identify
ways to improve the Program, and obtain employees perceptions as it relates to barriers
to equal opportunity in employment. Employees are selected randomly, and all
employees will be given the opportunity to participate in a session.

EEQ staff continues to resolve workplace disputes that do not fall under the purview of
EEO or that do not enter the informal complaint process to resolve issues or concerns
before they escalate into a formal complaint.

To enhance employee retention and job satisfaction, the GPO Employee Mentoring
Program (GEM) was implemented as a six-month pilot program. During the pilot period,
20 participants were selected. This program was designed as a result of employee
feedback wherein employees expressed concern about limited developmental
opportunities.
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Gn:‘ US.GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE OFFICIAL GPO DIRECTIVE

Keeping Americe Informed { www.gpe.geoy

GPO Directive 650.18 12/8/08

SUBJECT CLASSIFICATION 1SSUE DATE

Procedures for Processing Complaints of Employment Discrimination
TITLE/SUBJECT

L Purpose. To provide the Government Printing Office’s (GPO) policy, procedures, and
guidance for initiating and processing complaints alleging employment discrimination, to
identify those officials responsible for the timely and judicious handling of Equal Employment
Opportunity (EEO) complaint matters, and to set forth the rights and responsibilities of persons
participating in the EEO complaint process.

2. Cancellation. This Directive supersedes GPO Instruction 650.1C, Equal Employment
Opportunity and Affirmative Action Programs in the Government Printing Office, dated
March 29, 1979; GPO Notice 650-29, Changes to Discrimination Complaint Process, dated
December 1, 1992; and GPO Notice 650-30, Procedures for Filing Discrimination Complaints
Based on Disability, dated May 5, 1993,

3. Policy. The GPO is committed to providing equal employment opportunity for all
employees and applicants for employment on the basis of merit. This commitment includes
prohibiting discrimination in employment; maintaining a system whereby decisions on all
aspects of employment are made without regard to non-merit factors such as race, sex, color,
religion, national origin, age, disabling condition, and/or sexual orientation; and promoting the
full realization of equal employment opportunity through a continuing employment program
that aims to eliminate discrimination based on factors which are irrelevant to job performance.
Within the GPO, every effort will be made to ensure that all employment decisions and
personnel actions, including recruitment, selection, training, promotion, reassignments, and
benefits are administered in conformance with applicable Federal statutes and regulations
governing equal employment and personnel management.

GPO managers and supervisors are charged specifically with ensuring the continued and
positive support of all EEO objectives. Management at all levels will ensure that questions and
complaints of alleged unlawful discrimination or harassment in violation of EEO statutes are
investigated promptly and thoroughly and resolved without threat or reprisal to the employee or
applicant.

4, Authority. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e, et seq. (Title VII); 29 U.S.C. § 621, et seq. (Age
Discrimination in Employment Act); 42 U.S.C. § 12101, et seq. (Americans with Disabilities
Act); 29 U.S.C. § 206(d) (Equal Pay Act); 29 C.F.R. Part 1614; EEOC Management Directive
(MD) 110; and 5 U.S.C. §2302(b)(10) (prohibited personnel practices).

5. Coverage. This Directive covers complaints of employment discrimination filed against
the GPO by employees, former employees, and applicants for employment who believe they
have been discriminated against on the basis of race, sex, color, religion, national origin, age,
disabling condition, reprisal, and/or sexual orientation.
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850.18
12/8/08

6. Background. Equal employment opportunity in the Federal Government is the law.
You have the right to use the discrimination complaint process if you believe you have been
discriminated against as an employee or applicant for Federal employment because of your race,
color, sex, religion, national origin, age, and mental or physical disability. In presenting a
complaint, an employee or applicant shall be free from restraint, interference, coercion,
discrimination, or reprisal.

Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 1614, establishes the procedures for
complaints processing in the Federal Government and charges the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) with administering this regulation. These regulations set
forth the procedures an aggrieved person must comply with to attempt resolution of a
complaint. The attached flowchart depicts the various stages of the EEO complaint process.

The following sections summarize the stages of the complaints process and the procedures as
contained in 29 CFR, Part 1614. Employees should consult the complete regulations for a more
thorough explanation of the EEOC’s complaints process and procedures.

7. Informal or Pre-Complaint Process. An employee or an applicant who believes that
he or she has been discriminated against on the basis of their race, color, religion, national
origin, sex, age, disability, reprisal (for prior participation in the EEO complaint process),
and/or sexual orientation may file an informal complaint of discrimination by contacting the
Counseling and Complaints Processing Division (CCPD) in the EEO Office.

The complainant must make initial contact with the CCPD within 45 calendar days of the date
of the alleged discriminatory event or personnel action. The Intake Specialist will assign the
matter to an EEO Counselor. The EEO Counselor will conduct an initial interview to ascertain
the alleged basis for discrimination and identify the issues involved. The EEO Counselor will
explain the steps in the process to the aggrieved person and conduct an inquiry into the
allegations sufficient to present information to management to attempt an informal resolution,

The EEO Counselor will provide written documentation explaining the complainant’s rights and
responsibilities regarding EEO and Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR). The EEO Counselor
will advise the complainant of his or her right to elect the ADR process or the traditional EEO
counseling process. EEO counseling ordinarily is completed within 30 calendar days from the
date of the initial contact with the aggrieved unless an extension of not more than 60 additional
calendar days is granted. If ADR is elected, the time frame for attempting resolution of the
matter is 90 calendar days.

8. Formal Complaint Process. If attempts at informal resolution are not successful, the
employee/applicant is advised of the results of the EEO Counselor’s inquiry and issued a
“Notice of Right to File a Discrimination Complaint” (NORF). A formal EEO complaint must
be filed in writing and signed by the complainant within 15 calendar days of receiving the
NOREF. The formal EEO complaint must be filed with one of the following designated officials:
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a. Director, Equal Employment Opportunity
732 North Capitol Street NW.
Washington, DC 20401

b. Assistant Director, Equal Employment Opportunity
732 North Capitol Street NW.
Washington, DC 20401

[ Public Printer
732 North Capitol Street NW.
Washington, DC 20401

The complaint will be forwarded to the Assistant Director, EEO, who will acknowledge receipt
of the complaint in writing. The acknowledgment letter will inform the complainant of the date
on which the complaint was filed. If the complaint is mailed, the date of filing is the
postmarked date, not the date the complaint was received in one of the above-referenced offices.

If the complaint is accepted, an investigation must be completed within 180 calendar days from
the date of filing. If the complaint is dismissed, the complainant is notified of the reasons for
the dismissal and the right to appeal the decision to the EEOC.

Once the investigation has been completed, the complainant is provided a copy of the
Investigative File (IF). Within 30 days of receipt of the IF, the complainant has the right to
request an EEOC hearing and subsequent decision by an Administrative Judge of the EEOC or
to request an immediate final agency decision (FAD) by the GPO. If the complainant does not
make an election for a hearing or a FAD within 30 calendar days, the Director, EEO, will issue
the FAD. I the investigation has not been completed within 180 calendar days from the date of
filing the formal complaint, the complainant has the right to request a hearing before an EEOC
Administrative Judge.

Upon receipt of a FAD, the complainant may appeal to the EEOC within 30 calendar days or
may file a civil action in an appropriate U.S. District Court within 90 calendar days.

The complainant may also file a civil action in an appropriate U.S. District Court if he or she
has not received a final decision within 180 days of filing a formal complaint; if no decision
from the EEOC has been received within 180 days of filing a notice of appeal with the EEOC;
or within 90 days of receipt of EEOC’s final decision.

9. Procedures for Related Processes
a. Mixed Complaints. A person who alleges discrimination in connection with a

matter that also is appealable to the Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB) may file an appeal
to the MSPB or an EEO complaint, but may not pursue both courses concurrently. Whichever
action the employee files first is considered an election to proceed in that forum. The
regulations governing mixed case EEO complaints are found at 29 CF.R. § 1614.302-310.

3
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b. Negotiated Grievance Procedures. When an aggrieved employee is covered by a
collective bargaining agreement that permits claims of discrimination to be raised in a

negotiated grievance procedure, the employee must elect to file an EEO complaint or a
grievance, but not both. If an employee first files a written grievance and thereafter files a
complaint of discrimination on the same claim, the complaint must be dismissed without
prejudice to the complainant’s right to proceed through the negotiated grievance procedure,
including the right to appeal to the EEOC from a final decision. The dismissal of the complaint
must advise the complainant of the obligation to raise discrimination claims in the grievance
process and of the right to appeal the final grievance decision to the EEOC.

10.  Other Bases/Types of Complaints

a. Class Complaints. An individual serving as an Agent, who wishes to file a class
complaint of discrimination based on race, color, religion, national origin, sex, age, disability,
and/or reprisal (for prior participation in the EEO process), must seek counseling and be
counseled. The complainant may move for class certification at any reasonable point in the
process when it becomes apparent that there are class implications to the claim(s) raised in an
individual complaint. If the complainant moves for class certification after completing the
counseling process, no additional counseling is required. An EEOC Administrative Judge will
make the determination as to whether or not the class complaint meets the prerequisites of a
class complaint. The regulation governing class complaints is found at 20 CF.R. § 1614.204.

b. Sexual Orientation. It is the policy of the GPO to prohibit discrimination on the
basis of sexual orientation. Currently, the EEOC does not have jurisdiction over claims related
to sexual orientation. Thus, employees and applicants for employment may not seek relief from
the EEQC. However, sexual orientation discrimination in Federal employment is a violation of
the Civil Service Reform Act (CSRA) of 1978. This law prohibits discriminatory action against
employees on the basis of conduct that is not job-related. OPM has interpreted this statute to
prohibit discrimination based upon sexual orientation. The GPO also has a Directive, GPO
Instruction 650.7, Policy on Discrimination on the Basis of Conduct Which Does Not Adversely
Affect Performance (1980), that mirrors the CSRA’s provisions regarding prohibited personnel
practices.

Employees who believe that they have been subjected to a prohibited personnel practice
involving sexual orientation discrimination may file an appeal with the MSPB (if the MSPB has
jurisdiction over the underlying claim) or may file a complaint with the Office of Special
Counsel. In addition, the GPO makes informal pre-complaint counseling available to interested
individuals who wish to seek informal resolution of their complaints. Please keep in mind that
an individual’s election to enter into counseling does not waive the time limits involved for
pursuing an appeal with the MSPB or a complaint with the Office of Special Counsel.

c. Disability Claims. The Rehabilitation Act and the implementing regulations do
not apply to the GPO, an agency in the legislative branch of the Government. However, Title
of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), 42 U.S.C. § 12101, et seq., does apply
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to GPO with respect to employment discrimination based on physical or mental disability. The
GPO has delegated partial adjudicatory functions over ADA complaints to the EEQC.

11.  Representation. At any state in the presentation of a complaint, including the pre-
complaint stage, the complainant shall have the right to be accompanied, represented, and
advised by a representative of his or her choosing, provided the choice of a representative does
not involve a conflict of interest or conflict of position. The representative shall be designated
in writing. EEO Counselors and other EEO officials may not represent a complainant at any
stage of the proceedings. Employees who act as representatives will be afforded a reasonable
amount of official time to act as a representative.

a. Official Time. The complainant and his or her representative will be granted a
reasonable amount of official time at all stages during the administrative processing of a
complaint, including the informal stage, to prepare and present his or her complaint if he or she
is otherwise in an active duty status. An employee who wishes to consult with an EEO
Counselor must obtain prior permission from his or her supervisor to leave the worksite.
Request for official time to prepare and present a formal complaint must follow the procedures
outlined in GPO Directive 650.15B, Official Time for EEO Complaints Processing, dated
April 8, 2008.

12.  Cooperation. All employees shall cooperate fully with EEO Counselors, EEO
personnel, and contractors in the processing and resolution of pre-complaint matters and
complaints within GPO.

13.  Inquiries. Inquiries may be directed to the EEO Office on 202-512-2014.

el 22

PAUL ERICKSON
Deputy Public Printer
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SUBJECT CLASSIFICATION 1SSUE DATE

Government Printing Office Policy Prohibiting Discriminatory Harassment

TITLE/SUBJECT

1. Purpose. This policy is intended to notify Government Printing Office (GPO)
employees of the GPO’s prohibition against discriminatory harassment in the workplace.
Additionally, this policy identifies responsibilities for preventing and remedying discriminatory
harassment.

2. Authority. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e, et seq. (Title VII); 29 U.S.C. § 621, et seq. (Age
Discrimination in Employment Act); 42 U.S.C. § 12101, et seq. (Americans with Disabilities
Act); 29 C.F.R. § 1614.102(a)(3); and 5 U.S.C. §2302(b)(10) (prohibited personnel practices).

3. Coverage. This Directive covers claims of harassment raised by employees, former
employees, and applicants for employment who believe that they have been discriminatorily
harassed on the basis of race, sex, color, religion, national origin, age, disabling condition,
reprisal, and/or sexual orientation.

4. Policy. The GPO is committed to being a model employer and ensuring that all
personnel maintain high standards of conduct. As such, harassment is unacceptable conduct
and will not be tolerated at any level. It is GPO’s policy to maintain a work environment free
from harassing conduct based upon a statutorily protected class; i.e., race, sex (including sexual
harassment), color, religion, national origin, age (40 and over), disability, and sexual
orientation. Harassment is prohibited in the workplace and in any location that can be
reasonably regarded as an extension of the workplace, such as any customer location, off-site
social business function, or any other non-GPO facility where GPO business is being
conducted.

5. Definition. Harassment is a form of employment discrimination that violates Title VII
of the Civil Rights Act, the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, and the Americans with
Disabilities Act. Harassment may also violate the GPO’s Standards of Conduct and the merit
systems principles.

Harassment is unwelcome conduct that is based on race, color, sex, religion, national origin,
disability, age, and/or sexual orientation. Harassment becomes unlawful where 1) enduring the
offensive conduct becomes a condition of continued employment, or 2) the conduct is severe or
pervasive enough to create a work environment that a reasonable person would consider
intimidating, hostile, or abusive. Offensive conduct may include, but is not limited to, offensive
jokes, slurs, name calling, threats, intimidation, physical assaults or threats, interference with
work performance, and offensive objects or pictures. Petty slights, annoyances, and isolated
incidents (unless extremely serious) will not rise to the level of illegal harassment.



184

650.19
12/8/08

6. Responsibilities

a All Employees. Each GPO employee is responsible for creating and promoting
an atmosphere free of discrimination and illegal harassment. All employees of GPO are
required to fully support this policy and to take immediate appropriate measures to prevent,
report, and eliminate all forms of harassment. Any employee who believes he or she has either
witnessed or been subjected to harassment should make it clear to the individual doing the
harassing that such behavior is unwelcome. The aggrieved employee should also immediately
report the incident to their immediate supervisor or to the Equal Employment Opportunity
(EEO) office. Incidents of harassing conduct must be reported promptly before it becomes a
pattern of misconduct so pervasive and offensive as to constitute a hostile work environment.
The GPO cannot correct harassing conduct if the conduct is unknown.

b. Managers and Supervisors. Managers and supervisors are responsible for
establishing and maintaining a safe work environment for their employees and for taking steps
necessary to promptly and appropriately prevent harassment of any type. Managers and
supervisors, working with the EEO office, are also charged with taking immediate and
appropriate action when an employee raises a complaint of illegal harassment. Managers and
supervisors are reminded that even if an individual’s behavior does not rise to the level of being
“severe or pervasive” it could still violate GPO’s Standards of Conduct.

7. Inquiries into Allegations of Harassing Conduct. All reports of harassment will be
explored thoroughly, promptly, impartially, and to the extent possible confidentially. A
supervisor or manager who receives an allegation or witnesses harassing conduct should
immediately notify the Director, EEQ, to seek guidance as to further actions. Actions must be
taken to stop any harassing conduct and prevent further harassment while the allegations are
being investigated.

All persons involved in the inquiry will be notified that the unauthorized disclosure of
confidential information could result in disciplinary action. Substantiated harassment
complaints will result in corrective action, which can range from reprimand to removal.
Retaliating or discriminating against an employee for reporting or cooperating with the
investigation of allegations of harassment is prohibited and will result in appropriate
disciplinary action.

8. EEO Complaint Process. Any employee, or applicant for employment, who believes
that he or she has been subjected to illegal harassment has the right to use the EEO complaints
process. The aggrieved person must contact the Counseling and Complaints Processing
Division within 45 calendar days of the date of the occurrence. Please refer to 29 C.F.R. part
1614 and GPO Directive 650.18 (Procedures for Processing Complaints of Employment
Discrimination) for further information about filing a complaint of employment discrimination.
Information can also be found on the EEO website at http://www.main.gpo.gov/EEQ/.

Although the GPO’s policy includes a prohibition against harassment based on sexual
orientation, the EEOC currently does not have jurisdiction over claims related to sexual
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orientation. Thus, employees and applicants for employment may not seek relief from the
EEOC. However, employees who believe that they have been subjected to harassment on this
basis may file an appeal alleging a prohibited personnel practice with the MSPB (if the MSPB
has jurisdiction over the underlying claim) or may file a complaint with the Office of Special
Counsel. In addition, the GPO makes informal, EEO pre-complaint counseling available to
interested individuals who wish to seek informal resolution of their complaints. Please keep in
mind that an individual’s election to enter into counseling does not waive the time limits
involved for pursuing an appeal with the MSPB or a complaint with the Office of Special
Counsel.

9. Inquiries. It is the goal of this policy to prevent harassing conduct before it becomes
“severe or pervasive.” If you have any questions regarding GPO’s commitment to a workplace
free of discriminatory harassment, or have any questions concerning this policy, you may
contact the EEO office on 202-512-2014.

(2.

PAUL ERICKSON
Deputy Public Printer
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GPO Directive 650.17 05/02/08

SUBJECT CLASSIFICATION ISSUE DATE

Public Printer’s Equal Employment Opportunity Policy Statement

TITLE/SUBJECT

N Purpose. To inform all GPO employees of the Public Printer’s policy with respect to
Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) diversity in the workplace.

2. Cancellation. This Directive supersedes previously issued policy letters.
3. Authority. 44 U.S.C. 301.

4. Action. All employees are strongly encouraged to read the attached letter from the
Public Printer, which sets out GPO’s EEO policy.

5. Sunset Review. One year from date of issuance.
6. Originating Office. Office of the Public Printer.

7. Inquiries. Should you have any questions regarding this policy, please contact GPO’s
office of Equal Employment Opportunity on 202-512-2014.

Lou .

WILLIAM H. TURRI
Deputy Public Printer



187

650.17,05/02/08

- U.S. GOVERNMENT
» " PRINTING OFFICE Robert C. Tapella
KEEPING AMERICA INFORMED Public Printer

April 8, 2008

To All GPO Employees:

As Public Printer I want to emphasize my personal commitment to equal opportunity and
diversity. It is imperative that we treat fairly all employees, applicants for employment,
and customers of the U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO). Employment actions must
be based upon merit principles and made without regard to an individual’s race, color,
religion, national origin, sex, age, mental/physical disability or sexual orientation.

Since becoming Public Printer at GPO, I have made it clear that I will not tolerate any
form of discrimination in the workplace. I firmly believe that every GPO employee is
entitled to work in an environment that is free of discrimination and harassment. [ am
committed to ensuring that every individual in GPO enjoys that right without regard to
non-merit factors. This environment is necessary for accomplishing our goal of attracting,
hiring, developing and retaining a quality diverse workforce that achieves our mission
and meets the expectations of our citizens and the visitors we serve.

It is the policy of GPO to provide equal employment opportunity for all persons in its
workforce, as well as applicants for employment and to prohibit discrimination in all
aspects of its personnel policies, program practices and operations. Every GPO manager
and supervisor is responsible for ensuring that we achieve that goal. I expect a “zero
tolerance” approach to this important area. [ take any confirmed violations of this policy
very seriously. Employees who violate the law will be held accountable for their
conduct. I encourage every level of management to maintain a high level of awareness
regarding these matters and to foster a steadfast commitment to equal opportunity for all
persons. I expect managers and supervisors to respond to complaints swifily and
appropriately, as they will be held accountable for taking steps to eliminate such behavior
and to ensure that the work environment is one where employees are treated fairly,
respectfully and with dignity.

As Public Printer, | will vigorously pursue these goals and I encourage all employees to
fully support our commitment in principle and in action to ensure that our equal
employment opportunity programs are successful. Each of you plays a part in creating
and sustaining a workplace that will provide all employees with a working environment
free from discrimination where individual differences are respected and vatued.

Sincerely, -

732 Nocth Capitot Street, NW Washington, DC 20401 202-512-1060 apella®gpo.gov
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE (GAO)

WITNESSES

GENE L. DODARO, ACTING COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED
STATES

SALLYANNE HARPER, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER/CHIEF FI-
NANCIAL OFFICER

GEORGE STRADER, CONTROLLER

OPENING REMARKS—CHAIR WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. GAO is up next.

We welcome you to the committee, Mr. Dodaro. It is always a
pleasure to have you here.

We are going to hear from you in a moment. But I know that
you have, in your fiscal year 2010 request, essentially asked for ad-
ditional FTEs, not surprising given the increase in your workload.
GAO is asking for $567 million, a $36 million, or 6.9 percent, in-
crease over the current year. I am not sure that we will be able
to do all of that, but you have put forward one of the more reason-
able, manageable, doable requests of the agencies, especially in
light of your increased workload.

And let me just say that, if you could please take back to the
GAO employees how much Congress appreciates the work that
they do, and really the work you do is the gold standard. It is
something that we all rely upon. I said the same thing to Mr. El-
mendorf. We can count on your expertise. This committee in par-
ticular relies on you on a regular basis, both when we were over-
seeing the construction of the CVC as well as a number of other
different things that we are trying to make sure that we can hold
accountable.

So please take our thanks back to the employees of GAO.

I am hopeful that this year we are going to be able to be respon-
sive again to your needs to increase the number of FTEs that you
have at the agency so that you can handle the workload. I know
that Members are going to want to ask you about the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act. We have just received the first of the
bimonthly reports that are legislatively required. And even though
we are just beginning, I know we are going to want to hear from
you about that.

And with that, Mr. Aderholt.

OPENING REMARKS—MR. ADERHOLT

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Madam Chair.
I would also like to join you in welcoming Mr. Dodaro for the
committee hearing today and to hear their request.

(189)
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GAO is an invaluable asset to the Congress and to the Nation,
and in particular, I want to thank you and your employees for your
dedication and support of Congress.

And this committee looks forward to hearing your testimony
today. Thank you.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you.

Do any other members have any other opening remarks? Okay.
We will enter your statement into the record and if you can proceed
with the 5-minute summary.

OPENING STATEMENT—MR. DODARO

Mr. DopARO. Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

I very much appreciate being here Congressman Aderholt, Con-
gresswoman McCollum, and Congressman Cole. I very much appre-
ciate your kind words.

I want to start out, first of all, thanking you and the committee
for your support for us for our fiscal year 2009 budget request.

And I will convey to the GAO people your appreciation and com-
ments on their hard work. I know they will value that very much.

Our request for 2010, as you mentioned, we think is a well justi-
fied and prudent request. Since we were here last year talking
about our fiscal year 2009 budget, we have been given additional
responsibilities by Congress.

First, as you mentioned, the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act assigned us a range of responsibilities, which include the
bimonthly reviews of selected States and localities. And we selected
16 States and the District of Columbia for us to do a longitudinal
study over the next 2 years as they receive the Recovery Act mon-
eys. I will be happy to talk about the results of that first report
as well as the range of other responsibilities that we have been
given under the Recovery Act.

We have also been assigned a number of responsibilities to help
in the financial institutions and markets area. The Economic Sta-
bilization Act asked us to report every 60 days on the Treasury’s
implementation of the Troubled Asset Relief Program, and we have
issued at least three reports in that area.

We have also been assigned a responsibility to be the auditors of
the Federal Housing Finance Administration, which oversees
Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae, and is now a conservator of those
agencies. And that is in addition to the expanded responsibilities
we now have auditing the Bank Insurance Fund, which, given the
number of bank failures over the past year and a half, has become
a much more complex audit.

GAO WORK COVERS A WIDE RANGE OF ISSUES

Now, in addition to these new responsibilities, we continue to re-
ceive hundreds of requests from Congress to deal with a wide range
of issues. In the future we will be focusing in on the operations of
the 2010 Census; a number of health care issues, including health
care to women in the military, as well as preparing and dealing
with public health emergencies. We also have a wide range of work
dealing with U.S. efforts in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan. We
are going to be spending a lot of time on efforts to help Congress
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modernize the financial regulatory system to help mitigate any re-
occurrence of the type and magnitude of the challenges that we are
facing right now.

We also have been dealing with cybersecurity issues that are get-
ting a lot more attention. We have been working on that for a
while. Contract management reform has been another area of
focus. So we have a full range of activities across the breadth of
the Federal Government’s activities, and we look forward to con-
tinuing to support the Congress in this regard.

Last year we testified before Congressional committees over 300
times, which is the second highest total in the last 25 years for
GAO. And I would expect us to similarly have our views sought in
this Congress as well.

So, with that, I would be happy to answer any questions. I know
this committee will give serious consideration to our request. I ap-
preciate the time and effort and careful review that goes into it. So
thank you all very much.

[Mr. Dodaro’s prepared statement follows:]
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Madam Chair, Ranking Member Aderhoit, and Members of the
Subcommittee:

1 appreciate the opportunity to be here today to discuss the .S,
Govemment Accountability Office’s (GAO) budget request for fiscal year
2010. At the outset, I want to thank the subcommittee for its support of
GAO. We appreciate your efforts to appropriate a fiscal year 2008 amount
that provides GAO with the resources that will better allow us to timely
assist the Congress in addressing the many difficult challenges facing the
nation. | also want to acknowledge the professionalism, talents, and
dedication of the GAC workforce in supporting the Congress and
improving government for the American people.

In fiscal year 2008 GAQ delivered advice and analyses to the Congress in
response to requests from all of the standing committees of the House and
the Senate and over 80 percent of their subcommittees. The hard work of
our staff yielded significant results across the government, including
expert testimony at over 300 congressional hearings, hundreds of
improvements in government operations, and billions in financial benefits.

1 submit for your consideration a request for a fiscal year 2010
appropriation of $567.5 million to support 3,250 full-time-equivalent (FTE)
staff. This request represents an increase of $36.5 million, or 6.9 percent,
over our fiscal year 2008 funding level, which supports a 3.5 percent
increase over our 2009 FTE level. Importantly, almost 70 percent of our
requested increase is needed for mandatory pay and uncontrollable cost
increases, While we will strive to make progress in responding to new
congressional requests sooner with our fiscal year 2009 funding level, our
fiscal year 2010 request would enable GAO to make more progress in
addressing the issues of greatest interest to the Congress and the
American public during these challenging times, which is my highest
priority. I am also requesting authority to use $15.2 million in offsetting
collections, as detailed in our budget submission.

GAO Delivers Results
on an Increasing
Range of Federal
Programs

The Congress continues to rely on GAO's nonpartisan, objective analysis
and advice and has placed new responsibilities and opportunitics with
GAO to play key roles in addressing a number of emerging issues. We are
addressing challenges in the financial markets and broader economy
throngh our work overseeing the Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP),
created in 2008. We continue to monitor and report, every 60 days, on the
status of the implementation of TARP, and plan to conduct an annual
financial audit of the $704 billion authorized for the program.

Page 1 GAL-DBRTT
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Additionally, GAO is carrying out a range of responsibilities overseeing
spending related to the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA)—including bimonthly reviews of how selected states and
localities across the country are using the billions of dollars of funds
provided-—and providing targeted studies in several areas such as small
business lending, education, and expanded trade adjustment assistance.

Over the next several years, our work will encompass critical areas,
including

reviewing progress in implementing key activities for the 2010 Census;

helping to support the Congress'’s consideration of changes in the
regulatory structure for financial markets and institutions, including the

establish and impl wtion of controls to help avoid a future

financial crisis of the .magm‘tude the nation faces today;

reviewing the revised governance structure for the housing market and
providing targeted analyses to inform decision makers working to restore
the functioning of the mortgage market and resolve the ultimate
disposition of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac;

supporting health care reform efforts and control of health care costs
through analysis of expenditures and payment structures in Medicare,
Medicaid, the State Children's Health Insurance Program, and other health

programs;

reviewing the impact of drawing down resources in Iraqg, providing more
resources in Afghanistan, and retooling operations in Pakistan;

providing balanced and objective assessments of technologies in the
context of federal programs and public policy issues, such as green
energy, energy efficiency, health information technology, homeland
security technologies, climate change, science and math education
programs, as well as the technical challenges of developing sophisticated

space and defense systems;

reviewing initiatives to enhance protection of cyber assets;

assessing contractor management, sourcing strategies, and contracting
reforms; and

Puge 2 GAO-09-687TT
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helping the Congress tackle new and continuing high-risk areas, such as
protecting public health through enhanced oversight over medical
products, food safety, and toxic chemicals.

Finally, as part of fulfilling our commitments under the Presidential
Transition Act, as amended, GAO is serving as a key resource for the
Congress and the Administration on major challenges needing the
attention of the 28 largest departments and agencies across government,
as well as 13 issues facing our nation that require urgent attention and
continuing oversight. In addition to those already mentioned, these include

preparing for public health emergencies,
improving the U.8. image abroad,
protecting the homeland,

caring for service members, and

defense spending and readiness.

Our studies receive great interest not only from the Congress but from the
American people. For example, while our reports routinely receive media
and public interest, in the first half of fiscal year 2009 12 GAO studies were
downloaded over 10,000 times each from our external Web site,
www.gao.gov, These studies covered an array of important issues,

including

veterans' health care and the challenges of recruiting and retaining
inpatient nurses,

Medicaid outpatient drug reimbursements and comparisons with retait
pharmacy acquisition costs,

private equity and the risk of leveraged buyouts,

the outdated financial regulatory system and the need for a modernized
framework, and

defense Ingistics and the need for better analyses and cost data to support
performance-based decisions.

‘Page 3 GAO.00.587T
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In addition to studies in response to congressional requests, GAO issues
products that provide agencies with guidance and best practices, or
otherwise support greater accountability and oversight in government. In
the first half of fiscal year 2008 13 of these products were downloaded
over 10,000 times each from our external Web site. The top 5 picks were
(1) special publications on the principles of appropriations law; (2) the
2009 High Risk Update; (3) updated guidance on government auditing
standards; (4) the GAO cost estimating and assessment guide; and (5)
highlights of our May 2007 health care forum focusing on steps needed to
meet future challenges.

I am pleased by the recognition GAO receives from ordinary Americans
and civil servants alike as a source of rellable, unbiased information about
how government operations can be improved.

High Congressional
Demand for GAO
Services

GAO is an invaluable resource for helping the Congress provide oversight,
accountability, and transparency in government. The demand for GAD
services continues to remain high as a direct result of the high quality of
our work, and is an indication of the Congress's desire for timely and
objective analyses and professional advice. In each of fiscal years 2007 and
2008, GAO received over 1,200 requests and di The ber of
congressional mandates, our highest-priority work, more than doubled
from fiscal year 2007 to 2008. In addition, as evidenced above, our studies
are covering more and more complex issues across a broad range of
federal programs, requiring more in-depth analysis to complete.

This congressional demand for GAO studies also has affected our ability to
respond promptly to congressional requests. For instance, in fiscal year
2008, GAO delayed starting work on 21 percent of the requests we had
accepted because of staff unavailability, The average time we took to
initiate congressionally requested engagements was almost 5 months in
the first haif of 2009, compared with less than 3 months in fiscal year 2005.

In addition, GAO executives are providing testimony at an increased
number of congressional hearings. The 304 hearings at which we testified
in fiscal year 2008 was the second highest number for GAQ in the last 25

years.

We expect to continite to receive a high volume of requests as the nation
faces new challenges such as the recent developments in the financial
markets and economy, and the many emerging initiatives of the Congress
and the Administration. Moreover, recent changes to House rules requires
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each standing committee or subcommittee to hoid at least one hearing on
issues raised hy GAO that indicate that federal programs or operations
authorized by the committee are at high risk for fraud, waste, abuse, or
mismanagement.

Our January 2009 issuance of the hiennial High-Risk Series: An Update,
which identifies federal areas and programs at risk of fraud, waste, abuse,
and mismanagement and those in need of broad-based transformations,
identified 30 at-risk federal programs. Issued to coincide with the sturt of
each new Congress, our high risk updates have helped to focus and sustain
attention to these programs from executive branch officials who are
accountable for performance and from members of the Congress who are
responsible for oversight. The report is available on our website at
hitp:/www.gao.gov.

GAO'’s Fiscal Year
2010 Budget Request

With the increased capacity included in our fiscal year 2010 appropriation
request, we can continue to assist the Congress with oversight overa
broad range of federal programs. As a knowledge-based organization,
about 80 percent of GA('s budget funds staff compensation and benefits,
with much of the balance of our budget funding mandatory operating
expenses, such as security services and other critical infrastructure
services necessary to support our ongoing operations. For this reason, the
significant majority of our requested funding increase is not discretionary.

Our requested increase for fiscal year 2010 of $36.5 million seeks funds to
cover

mandatory pay increases resulting primarily from annual across-the-board
performance-based increases and pay raises required by the GAO Act,
including the annualization of prior fiscal year compensation costs;

uncontroliable inflationary increases imposed by vendors as part of the
cost of doing husiness;

nonrecurring fiscal year 2009 costs resulting from program improvements,
which can offset about one-third of our mandatory and inflationary
changes;

strengthening our staff capacity to provide timely support to the Congress
in confronting the broad array of critical challenges facing the nation,
including

Page B GAO-09-08TT
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(1) helping to support the Congress's consideration of changes in the
regulatory structure for financial markets and institutions,

(2) providing targeted analyses to inform decision makers working to
restore the tunctioning of the mortgage market,

(3) supporting health care reform efforts and the control of health care
costs, and

(4) providing assessments of technologies in the context of federal
programs and public policy issues, and

program changes supporting critical investments to (1) provide employee
development and benefits, (2) implement technological improvements,
and (3) strengthen our infrastructure.

Figcal Year 2010 y of Req d Chang
{Dollars in thousands)
Cumulative percentage
of change from
Budget category FTEs Amount FY 2008 to FY 2010
FY 2008 actual 3,081 5498,548
FY 2009 ravised estimate 3,141 $531,000
FY 2010 requested changes
Mandatory pay $19.475 3.7%
infiationary cost increases 5714 4.7%
Nonrecurring FY 2009 costs {8,338) 3.2%
Staif capacity 109 16,826 6.3%
Program changes 10,407 8.3%
Increase in offsetting collections (7,587} 6.9%
Subtotal~requestad changes 109 $36,497
Appropriation 3,250 $587,497 6.9%
Sovrce: GAC.

Concluding Remarks

| believe that you will find our budget request well justified and targeted to
ensure that GAO has the necessary staff and resources to strengthen our
rapacity to provide timely assistance to the Congress to confront the
difficult challenges facing the nation and help improve government for the

American people.
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With your support of nur request, we will continue to reward the
confidence you place in us by maintaining a strong retum on this
investment as we help to improve services to the public, change laws, and
improve government operations.

We are grateful for the Congress's continued support of our efforts to help
improve government performance, accountability, and transparency. GAO
remains committed to providing accurate, objective, nonpartisan, and
constructive information to the Congress to help conduct effective
oversight and fulfill its constitutional responsibilities.

Madam Chair, this concludes my prepared statement. [ would be pleased
to respond to any questions that you or other Members of the
Subcommittee might have.

Page 7 GAOQ-08-68TT



200

INITIAL RECOVERY ACT FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Ms.WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Dodaro.

Can you just review with us, since I know a lot of Members, we
all need to talk about it in our districts when we are home, your
initial findings in the first report on the Recovery Act?

Mr. DODARO. In the Recovery Act, we had three objectives. One
was to track the uses of the money and the planned uses by the
States and localities. The second area of focus was how they were
preparing to assume their accountability requirements; how they
were going to monitor and track the money. And then, third, what
were their plans to evaluate whether or not the money was being
used to achieve the intended purposes of the legislation?

Now, the 16 States and the District of Columbia that we selected
were going to receive two-thirds of the Recovery Act money over
the time frame of which the money will be allocated. During fiscal
year 2009, there is a total of $49 billion that will be allocated to
the States and localities. Ninety percent of that is going to be in
health care, education, and transportation. And so there were real-
ly three programs that were receiving the bulk of the attention as
the initial implementation unfolded.

Through the Medicaid program, the 16 States and the District
that we looked at had received an allocation of $16.9 billion. As of
early April, they had drawn down $7.96 billion of that or about 47
percent of their allocation. Most of that was being used to help
meet and maintain eligibility requirements in the Medicaid area
and also to meet increased caseloads. Given economic situations,
obviously, more people become eligible for services.

The Federal share increased significantly in our sample States.
It ranged from a 7.09 percent increase in Iowa to an almost 11.6
percent increase in California. Because the Federal share went up
and included retroactive payments back to October 2008, this en-
abled some of the States to perhaps reduce their share of the allo-
cation. They used it to help offset, in some cases, layoffs and other
actions that would have been detrimental to economic recovery.

Now in the transportation area, most of the States were actively
planning. They had $15.5 billion allocated to them; about $3.3 bil-
lion have been obligated. Now, in this case, obligated means the
Department of Transportation at the Federal level and States
agreed on projects, but most of the projects were still in the com-
petitive bid process in the April or May time frame. So, aside from
Mississippi and Iowa, who actually let some contracts, not a signifi-
cant amount of Recovery Act funds have been spent yet, but it was
in the pipeline. They were moving forward. Most of them were fo-
cusing on construction and maintenance activities and to repair
roads and bridges.

Now a third major program was the State Stabilization Fund of
this program funding, 81.8 percent is supposed to be used for edu-
cational purposes, and 18.1 percent can be used for other public
services, including education. But before the States can spend that
money, which was allocated in early April, they have to submit an
application, and it has to be reviewed by the Secretary of Edu-
cation. Only two of our States had submitted and had their review
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approved by the Department of Education, so that is in process as
well.

Now, in the accountability front, we found that a number of
States were taking their responsibility seriously but were con-
cerned that they had, because of their own fiscal pressures, cut
back in a lot of areas, both on the management side and the audit
side. They were concerned about their ability to provide adequate
oversight over the money.

One of the recommendations that we made to OMB is that they
clarify how Recovery Act funds can be used for administrative pur-
poses so the States could strengthen their oversight ability to make
sure that the funds were spent adequately.

We also made a recommendation that OMB modify the Single
Audit Requirement, which is the fundamental accountability mech-
anism at the State and local level to audit the funds, to have more
reviews done in fiscal year 2009 before most of the money the State
and local governments receive is going to be spent in 2010 and
2011 in terms of the spendout rates. And so if the auditors can get
in early and assess controls, it can better ensure that the money
will be adequately safeguarded. And so we made that recommenda-
tion.

And we also made a recommendation to OMB in the last area,
which is to evaluate the impact of the funds, and to provide assist-
ance on the definition of jobs preserved and jobs created that all
the recipients are supposed to report back. There is still a lot of
confusion about what methodologies will be used and accepted by
OMB. So we had a series of recommendations in those areas.

We also recommended better communication between the Federal
Government and the State and locals. OMB had really started out,
I think, with a good set of guidance. But they could build upon
those efforts and strengthen their abilities. Particularly, States
were concerned where Federal money was going directly to local-
ities and bypassing the States. What they were concerned about is
that since they were making their own decisions to allocate money
that they wouldn’t adequately coordinate, and so might be actually
double funding the same activity. And so we recommend that OMB
notify the States of all the money that is going into that State.

OMB agreed with the thrust of all our recommendations. And so
I think we got off to a good start in trying to make sure that ac-
countability issues are dealt with.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Absolutely. Thank you.

My time is expired.

Mr. Aderholt.

OVERSEAS PRESENCE

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yes.

It is my understanding that, back in September 2008, you estab-
lished an ongoing temporary duty presence in the International
Zone in Baghdad, Iraq, and that GAO employees are assigned there
for a 6-month period. What is the current number of staff present
in Iraq and what are some of the responsibilities that they have?

Mr. DoDARO. Sure. First of all, the presence is exactly as you
mentioned, Congressman Aderholt. We still have three people
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there. We just completed the 6-month tour with three individuals.
We have just assigned three new individuals over to Baghdad.

We do a range of activities over there. We have been focusing on
monitoring the security situation over there and regularly report to
the Congress on that. We also look at the reconstruction activities,
the contracting activities going on over there, and the efforts by our
military to train the Iraqi police and military.

And also, we look at the various sectors, whether it be the energy
sector, the electrical grid, water supply, et cetera. Another impor-
tant feature of what we look at is the efforts by the U.S. Govern-
ment to bolster the capabilities of the Iraqi ministries to carry out
normal government functions. And we also monitor their efforts to
pass some of the legislation that is really necessary and that was
agreed to previously as well.

Now, a big focus for us going forward will be the drawdown of
the troops over there. During the first Persian Gulf War in the
early 1990s, that drawdown took about 15 months. There were a
lot of issues, and we already issued a report on the status of plan-
ning activities at the Department of Defense. There has to be ar-
rangements made with other countries to move the equipment. The
equipment has to be cleaned. There has to be environmental res-
toration issues. So there are a whole lot of issues associated with
the drawdown. So we will be monitoring these areas that I men-
tioned as well as the drawdown activities.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Do you have any plans to have much of a Depart-
ment presence there for the long-term?

Mr. DoDARO. Not really. We used to have many overseas and
international presence during the, for example, the Vietnam War
and some other activities. We have closed all those activities. So I
don’t have any plans right now.

The only thing we have been thinking about is with the efforts
in Afghanistan, and we have also monitored some of the U.S. ef-
forts in Pakistan as well. We might move to a regional presence ac-
tivity to have something there that we can deploy people to and
from those locations. But I think it is not effective for us to have
a lot of brick-and-mortar presence in other places given modern
communications, modern technology, and transportation efforts.

ACTIVITIES UNDER THE PRESIDENTIAL TRANSITION ACT

Mr. ADERHOLT. I know the Presidential Transition Act specifies
that GAO is the source for the transition team when a President
leaves and another President takes over. Tell us a little bit about
this. I think the subcommittee as a whole would be interested in
what role you all play in that transition.

Mr. DopARO. Yes, I would be happy to.

As you mentioned, the Presidential Transition Act was amended
in 2000 to include GAO as a resource for new administrations so
that they could learn about their management risks and challenges
associated with making the leap from campaigning to governing.
But given this particularly challenging time for our country, we de-
cided not to be just reactive and wait for people to come to us and
seek our advice.

On November 6, 2 days after the election, we posted a Web site
that we had been working on for a number of months which dis-
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tilled all of GAO’s hundreds of reports and testimony down to 13
urgent issues that we thought the administration needed to focus
on from day one, which included financial institutions and markets;
U.S. efforts in Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan; dealing with pre-
paring for public health emergencies, which we are seeing some of
that right now; and military readiness and spending. And we also
listed for the 28 largest Departments and Agencies what we
thought needed to be done for each major Department and Agency
to assist the individual teams for the transition efforts as well.

We also listed cost-savings opportunities that were based on open
GAO recommendations that hadn’t been implemented. We talked
about the long-term structural deficit problems that the govern-
ment was confronting. And so all GAO’s advice was made available
24 hours to the transition teams.

We continue to update that site and continue to meet with new
officials as they come in to office. So I was very pleased; that tran-
sition material I know was used effectively. And we got some feed-
back on it. And I think we played a very important role on helping
the administration get up and running.

Mr. ADERHOLT. It appears the most recent transition went very
smoothly, so you played an important role in that.

Mr. DODARO. To the credit of the Bush administration as well,
I thought they put a good bit of effort into preparing for the transi-
tion as well.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yes, I think both sides.

Mr. DopARO. I think it was very well done.

Mr. ADERHOLT. That is all.

IMPROVING THE EFFICIENCY OF RECOVERY ACT ACCOUNTABILITY
MEASURES

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Ms. McCollum.

Ms. McCoLLuM. Thank you. I would like to thank you for the
work that you do and for coming over to brief me earlier on some
of the challenges that I see with the recovery package funds and
transparency and accountability, so I am going to follow up on
some of the discussion that we had before.

City, State and tribal governments, they all want to meet the re-
porting requirements. They are all very concerned that they do it
in a timely, correct, transparent fashion. But as we know, in this
economy we are seeing city, State, county and even the tribal gov-
ernments having to make cutbacks because of incoming tax rev-
enue and decreases in State budgets. So as we look forward to see-
ing the transparency and the accountability, they are very con-
cerned that with the best of intentions, an inadvertent error could
be made and something could not be reported in the right category,
and everybody would have a sad story.

I asked you what role the GAO is going to play in the process
so Congress and the administration have good, accurate, and time-
ly information; but we also have to audit how the reporting process
is working so we can make adjustments when they need to be
made.

One issue, after speaking with some tribal governments—and I
am going to meet with one of our Minnesota tribal governments
shortly—is in the area of housing. And especially in health care,
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they have the Bureau of Indian Affairs, they have NIH, they have
three or four agencies and categories they have to report to. Is it
going to be up to them to separate where all of the individual fund-
ing came from? Is each one of the agencies going to work together
so that the tribal government only has to fill out one form for
transparency and accountability, or are we going to make this a
nightmare for everybody?

What can we do legislatively or working with the White House
to make this work the way that everyone wants it to work in a
friendly, fair, transparent manner?

Mr. DoDARO. First, OMB is moving to try to have a central re-
porting system, and we have encouraged them to move along those
lines. One of our recommendations was that they put a working
group together—Federal, State, and local officials—to work on the
reporting requirements.

A number of State officials had written a letter to myself and Di-
rector Orszag and asked to meet and work through the reporting
requirements. I think there needs to be clarification. I was glad to
see OMB postponed the first reports until October 10, rather than
July 10, to provide more time for this type of coordinated activity
to take place, so there is greater clarity and it is an efficient and
effective process.

We are working with OMB to make sure that this is as efficient
as possible, but the only way to deal with it here is to have OMB
centralize it. Some agencies have their own reporting responsibil-
ities, but they are going to have to try and coordinate those activi-
ties together.

You also asked me about coordination with the National League
of Cities. We have coordinated with them. They testified at the
hearing that I testified on before the Senate Homeland Security
and Governmental Affairs Committee. So we are going to continue
to work with the various levels of government ourselves and try to
communicate with OMB.

Also, the one recommendation that we made about having some
of the money available for administrative purposes should help, if
OMB clarifies that, it should help in the reporting area as well so
they have some administrative support necessary to prepare the re-
ports.

PANDEMIC ISSUES

Ms. McCoLLuM. As the flu epidemic possibly could turn into a
pandemic—and there have been wonderful, wonderful steps taken
by the Bush administration, in moving forward and doing a lot of
good things. And the House of Representatives tried to put more
money forward, but we lost that battle. It looks like the money
might be coming now.

What, if anything, has GAO been looking at or doing, in the line
of preparedness, not so much in flu vaccines and public health, but
the inventory because we have crash carts in hospitals that have
30 drugs on them, and 29 of the drugs are imported from Canada,
China and perhaps Mexico and other countries, and we are more
and more dependent, especially in this economy, on an on-time de-
livery system?
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What oversight has there been and what direction has there
been, or haven’t we had the time or the resources to do what we
need to do to find out how the on-time deliveries in the private sec-
tor are affecting outcomes for food, water and basic supplies that
hospitals and public health infrastructures depend on?

Mr. DODARO. For the last 3 years, we have been focused on plan-
ning for a pandemic. We have issued 11 reports and testified a cou-
ple of times and made over 20 recommendations to build on the ef-
forts that were made previously over there. Some of them have
gone to the capacity issue, clarifying roles and responsibilities
throughout the intergovernmental system. So I think those are
very important issues.

In fact, we had suggested to the Bush administration that they
push the guidance forward to determine how the antivirals are ad-
ministered. Since you have limited numbers of them, what prior-
ities ought there be for distributing the amount of antivirals at the
State and local level? They did issue that guidance back in Decem-
ber, which we were encouraged by. But we still have some out-
standing recommendations.

But the other thing that we did was, we added to our high-risk
list this past year, better protecting the public through enhanced
oversight of medical products, which include manufacturers of
drugs, including vaccines, as well as medical devices. We didn’t
think that FDA really had the capacity, or had made the shift in
focus needed, because of the foreign production of drugs and med-
ical devices, to have the proper oversight over that area. So that
is a separate area. It is related to what you are talking about with
on-time deliveries, but it starts with the fundamental oversight of
safety to begin with.

So we made recommendations in both of those areas. I will look
more specifically to see if we dealt with real-time delivery systems
and provide it for the record if we have done more.

Ms. McCoLLUM. Thank you.

RECRUITING AND INTERNS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. Cole.

Mr. CoLE. I inadvertently stepped on my good friend Mr.
LaTourette’s toes when he asked a question, and I want to be very
sure that I ask his question because I think he wanted an answer
for the record.

During our visit in my office last week, we discussed the skill set
you need to carry out the various audits and projects you oversee
and how you find people with these skills. Would you please high-
light these skills for the subcommittee and discuss how you recruit
potential employees?

A?nd he had a follow-up: What role will interns play in this proc-
ess?

Mr. DoODARO. I am going to let Sallyanne explain our national re-
cruiting program, but basically the skill sets we need in GAO are
varied. We have a highly professional, trained workforce that has
multiple levels.

We have public policy analysts. We have economists. We have fi-
nancial auditors. We have computer scientists. We have a number
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of people in specialized areas. We have an actuary and we have
physical scientists. We have civil engineers, whatever we need.

When we were asked to help on the Capitol Visitor Center, we
had a trained civil engineer, and he was able to go in there and
really provide sound advice. And we do that with construction
projects across the Federal government.

The same thing with nuclear facilities or radiological devices or
biological information. We have a medical doctor who heads our
health care area.

So we have a wide range of skills and a very sophisticated re-
cruiting effort to obtain the skills that we need. I will turn the floor
over to Sallyanne to explain how we do it.

Ms. HARPER. Basically we want to stay in the market of always
recruiting, and so we build long-term relationships with places
where we are drawing these skill sets from. We really believe in
refreshing at the entry level and building from the entry level in.
So normally we are recruiting at the Masters and above level.

We also have a very aggressive intern program; 160 to 170 in-
terns come in, normally May to September. They try us out and we
try them out. We make offers to about 70 percent, on average, and
we get about a 70 percent acceptance rate. We found that they tend
to have retention benefits for us. They will stay longer because
they know what they are getting into. And so I think that combina-
tion has proven very successful.

Mr. DoDARO. Congresswoman McCollum, your question about
GAO retirement eligibility, at the end of 2010, only 17 percent of
GAO’s workforce is eligible to retire, and it is about 42 percent of
our senior executive corps. But Sallyanne and myself and a lot of
other people at GAO have been working for a number of years on
succession planning efforts to make sure that we not only retain
proper skills, but that we also develop the workforce for the future
because we are undergoing demographic changes just like the rest
of the country.

TARP ACCESS

Mr. CoLE. Mr. LaTourette’s question and mine dovetail well.
This is my question.

On the whole issue of TARP—and we talked about this with
CBO—obviously, we now have a huge expenditure that is not like
anything that any of us have done before. Have you been able to
get the kind and the number of people that you think you need to
have to get a handle on that?

Mr. DoDpARO. Yes. I feel very confident that we have the right
skills. What I am concerned with TARP is having the proper access
to get the information that we need. Let me explain a little bit
about that.

In order to do TARP, we pulled financial market experts. We
have financial auditors. We have attorneys who specialize in con-
flict of interest. We have procurement specialists who look at how
they contracted for the asset managers. And we have economists
who can track whether the effort is producing the desired effect in
the markets in terms of the credit rates and the interest rates. So
I feel very confident that we have the right team.
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We have been focusing to make sure that Treasury hires up the
right people to manage the program effectively.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. If the gentleman would yield for one
second, the $25 million that we appropriated, was that enough for
you to deal with all of the oversight that you need to deal with?

Mr. DoODARO. The $25 million was for the Recovery Act, which
will go through September 2010. TARP will get reimbursed from
the Treasury Department.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So oversight is reimbursed from
Treasury?

b Mll; DoDARO. And as long as the TARP money holds out, we will
e okay.

But the access issue is the big concern I have as to the TARP
program, because it has been leveraged with activities at the Fed-
eral Reserve and FDIC. At FDIC we have authority, and we have
authority at Treasury. But if the Federal Reserve uses monetary
policy discount window operations, which is what they are using for
most of these activities, we are statutorily prohibited from auditing
those activities at the Federal Reserve.

I have been vocal about this in testifying before Congress on
TARP programs and changes to the broader financial regulatory
system, which we added to our high-risk list. But if Congress wants
us to conduct effective oversight, they have to change the statute;
and a number of committees are considering ways to do that right
now, because the amount of money that is being leveraged at the
Federal Reserve outshadows the TARP funds.

Mr. CoLE. I hope you will do that, and I hope we give you that
ability. We would like to make sure we have a very good feel for
what is going on, and you are very transparent with the American

people.
TRIBAL RECOVERY ACT GRANTS

My last question is related to something Congresswoman McCol-
lum asked. In the stimulus package, there is a lot of money set
aside for tribes. My understanding, talking to some tribes, to ac-
cess, for instance, law enforcement money, they are required to
produce a set of statistics, criminal statistics, which are really set
up and work real well for States and localities, but don’t work well
for tribal governments. They collect statistics, according to the FBI,
which is not broken out for tribes.

They are having difficulty producing the data that is required for
them to literally go and compete. It is one of these things that I
would ask you to look at.

Over the last several years, we made it explicit in any grants—
and we did this on the Rules Committee—that States, localities
and tribal governments could compete for certain things; and yet,
we clearly had a set of requirements, sometimes with DOJ, where
literally the requirements are such that they are effectively denied
the eligibility that Congress clearly wanted them to have. This is
one of the area of special expertise, if you will, that is really hard,
because Indian law and sovereignty are difficult.

If you can look at that and see if there are areas where we clear-
ly are not giving tribes the ability to access money that Congress
set aside because they cannot meet the statutory requirements.
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Ms. McCoLrLuM. If the gentleman would yield, I think one or two
phone calls would probably clear it up, but with tribal nations they
have tribal courts. So how things are charged out sometimes are
different, and so the statistic gets reported differently.

Some of the restitution is done in a culturally significant way
where they have very good success rates, and some of the tradi-
tional western U.S. governments are looking at whether it is a trib-
al justice circle for restitution.

They are starting to adapt some of those into our system, but
they are not necessarily recognized as being the way to conduct
business as usual. So I think that tribal governments, because of
their different agency jurisdictions and because of their sov-
ereignty, we need to be sure that we are being respectful.

Mr. CoLE. I think this related to Byrne grants. That seems to be
where the problem is, the whole statistical issue, it is really a chal-
lenge because tribal courts have limited jurisdiction. Where the
crime was committed, which court they get referred to, whether it
goes to a Federal court or a State court or a tribal court are really
complex.

If we ask you to give us your statistics from the State of Okla-
homa, or Oklahoma City, that is a pretty easy job to do. It is really
tough with tribal government, just given the overlap in jurisdic-
tions and limitations of tribal courts.

Again, I think Congress has a clear intent, but we may not have
come up with a mechanism whereby they can literally go to DOJ
and say, here is our challenge, here are the grants we would like
to compete for.

Mr. DoDARO. The Byrne grants are on our list of 22 that we are
going to track, so we will take a look at this issue.

GAO WORKLOAD

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Before we wrap up—and I will check
with other members to see if you have additional questions, but
just three quick questions.

I don’t really have a sense, but do you think—and I am trying
to put this diplomatically. Do you think most committees have a
good understanding of the workload that accompanies their request
that they make of GAO or the cost associated with it? I get the
sense that most committees just view GAO as a bottomless pit that
has an army of workers that are experts and are standing by wait-
ing to have their particular requests for a report dropped in their
lap.

Would it make sense to let chairmen know the cost of their re-
quests that they are making, to maybe put the cost of a particular
report at the bottom of the report so the chairman would know, or
anyone would know, what it costs to produce a report?

And you actually have fewer employees than 10 years ago?

Mr. DopARO. Yes.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And you are trying to staff back up
because we are increasing our accountability, which is a good
thing. And I think you have made a good case for additional staff,
but—your statement asks for an additional 109 FTEs, but the
budget justification indicates that you plan to hire 319 additional
staff.
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Are you dealing with that difference through attrition?

Mr. DopARO. Right. That is to replace attrition and add addi-
tional people.

I think the way to deal with the workload issue is two things:
One—and we have been trying to work this with each committee—
is to set priorities.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And I am not suggesting that chair-
men are asking for reports that they don’t need. I am not sure that
they always prioritize.

Mr. DoDARO. I think the understanding is increasing. We are
working with each committee to set priorities. I think that is work-
ing effectively. The one area where we don’t have any control is
virlhen committees go into conferences and requirements are added
there.

We track every bill that is introduced that has a potential man-
date for GAO. And if we don’t think that it is something within our
scope of authority or competency or clearly stated, or gives us flexi-
bility, we try to work up front with the committee.

We also will be submitting again this year a list of mandates
that we believe have outlived their usefulness and can be elimi-
nated. And if we can find a way to somehow get conference amend-
ments referred to our oversight or appropriations committees as
part of a procedural matter, that might help a little bit.

Other than that, I think we are doing a good job managing prior-
ities, and I think that is the best way to deal with the issue that
you raised.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Great.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL ANNUITY

On the CG annuity issue, and I know you are contracting with
the National Academy of Public Administration per the language
in the bill from last year to review the issue of the lifetime annuity
of the Comptroller General, has that contract been finalized?

Mr. DODARO. Oh, yes. And the report is due by July and we have
set the contract in order to make that.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And how many previous Comptrollers
Genegal and/or their widows are currently collecting a lifetime an-
nuity?

Mr. DoDARO. Two, I believe. Two.

GAO PAY SYSTEM

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I don’t have any homework because 1
think you have enough work for you to do. You have enough on
your plate.

Just give us an overview real quick of the evolution of the pay
system and how you are dealing with that and the employees and
their reaction.

Mr. DoDARO. Recent history?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Yes, recent history.

Mr. DoODARO. The recent history is that the GAO Act of 2008 re-
solved those prior issues. We made all of the retroactive payments.
We appreciate the Congress’s enactment of that, and we raised the
pay-up for those people and made retroactive payments, so that
issue 1s resolved for the people currently here at the GAO.
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Now we have also reached tentative agreement—we reached
agreement quickly in 2008 on pay, with the union. We have ten-
tatively reached agreement with the union for 2009.

UNION RELATIONS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Speaking of the union, how are your
relationships going?

Mr. DODARO. I think very good, and I would expect them to give
a similar report.

We have an interim collective bargaining agreement. We have
reached agreement quickly 2 years in a row on pay. We are work-
ing on a longer-term agreement, the framework for that, for the
first master collective bargaining agreement. I have met with them
several times, Sallyanne and myself, to make sure that everything
is on track.

We have got good labor management people that we have hired
to work with them. They meet with them weekly to work through
issues. I think it is going well, and I am committed to make sure
that it stays that way.

Ms. WASSERMAN ScHULTZ. Wonderful. Thank you.

With that, thank you very much for your service and time. Keep
up the good work. Don’t forget to bring our message back.
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Questions for the Record - GAO
Chair Wasserman Schultz

Question. Congress provided $25 million for 2009 and 2010 for GAO’s oversight work
regarding the economic recovery program. Now that you have some better idea of the scope of
the work, is this amount sufficient?

Answer. We appreciate the funding provided to us by the Congress in the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act). Preliminary indications are that it will be a
challenge for us to keep the scope of this effort within the $25 million made available to GAO
for fiscal years 2009 and 2010. At this point, however, and absent any further action by the
Administration and the Congress, we do not intend to seek supplemental funds. A favorable
response to our fiscal year 2010 budget request would provide the support to meet current needs.

Included in the dozen mandates for GAQ in the Recovery Act is an ongoing oversight role for
GAO to conduct bimonthly reviews of selected states’ and localities’ use of funds made available
under the Act. Of the $787 billion included in the Recovery Act, approximately $280 billion will
be administered through states and localities over several years. GAO has selected a core group
of 16 states and the District of Columbia that we will follow over the next few years to provide
an ongoing longitudinal analysis of the use of funds provided in conjunction with the Recovery
Act. These states, which contain about 65 percent of the U.S. population, are estimated to
collectively receive almost two-thirds of the intergovernmental federal assistance funds available

through the Recovery Act.

With the funding provided by Congress, we plan to hire about 100 additional staff—most of
whom will be hired under a short-term, temporary appointment - to supplement the existing
GAO staff and leadership in order to enable us to meet the requirements of the Act. In the two
months since enactment of the Recovery Act, we have delivered the first 60 day report but are
continuing to assess and prioritize planned activities, much of which extend beyond fiscal year
2010. Furthermore, we are developing the protocols necessary to govern the required work, as
many of the areas that are being addressed in the Recovery Act overlap with GAO’s ongoing
oversight responsibilities.

Over time, the programmatic focus of Recovery Act spending will change. In fiscal year 2009,
health, education, and transportation programs are estimated to account for approximately 90
percent of Recovery Act funding in the states and localities. However, by fiscal year 2012,
transportation will be the largest share of state and local Recovery Act funding. Taken together,
transportation spending, along with investments in community development, energy, and
environmental areas that are geared more toward creating long-run economic growth
opportunities, will represent approximately two-thirds of state and local Recovery Act funding in
2012. Therefore, GAO will be providing oversight through 2012 and funds to cover this work,
will be built into our future budget requests.
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Question. Mr. Dodaro, your budget proposes to add an additional 109 FTEs to GAO’s current
staffing ceiling to deal with your increased workload. The budget documents describe this
increase in workioad as a result of getting more requests from Congress. Can you describe how
the level of requests has changed over the last several years?

Answer. The demand for GAO services remains high as a direct result of the high quality of our
work, and is an indication of the Congress’s desire for timely and objective analyses and
professional advice. In each of fiscal years 2007 and 2008, GAO received over 1,200 requests
and mandates, including work from all of the standing committees of the House and the Senate
and over 80 percent of their subcommittees. Since fiscal year 2005, the total number of
congressional requests, including mandates, has increased 17 percent.

In addition, our studies are covering more complex issues across a broad range of federal
programs, requiring more in-depth analysis to complete. In fiscal year 2008, our studies
included issues such as the progress of U.S. counterterrorism measures and efforts in Irag,
Afghanistan, and Pakistan; the need for stronger regulation over Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac;
modernizing the regulatory structure for financial institutions and markets to meet 21 century
demands; controlling escalating health care costs while reforming the system to improve the
quality of care and coverage; creating long-term energy development plans while addressing the -
implications of climate change, protecting critical cyber infrastructures; as well as rethinking
policies and investment strategies related to public health, education, infrastructure, housing and
broader economic development goals.

In fiscal year 2004, in order to address our workload and provide more transparency about our
decision-making criteria, GAO revised its Congressional Protocols to clarify our authority to
conduct work, delineate our priorities for initiating work, and identify the factors we consider in
accepting work. Before accepting requests, GAO considers factors, such as

® the subject matter of the request;

o GAO’s statutory audit and access authority, including whether the entity or program to be
evaluated receives federal funds or is carried out under existing federal law;

o GAO’s professional standards and core values;

® the amount of resources involved, including any related cost benefit considerations;

® the extent of backlog within the GAO team that would be responsible for the work;

o other ongoing work being conducted for the requester(s);

e whether any related audit or investigation, including a criminal investigation, is ongoing or
imminent by another governmental entity, including, but not limited to, agency

Inspectors General; and

@ whether the issue is pending before administrative or judicial forums.

GAO senior officials consult regularly and on a bi-partisan basis with senior congressional
leaders and committees to ensure that GAO’s work is prioritized in accordance with their
informational and timing needs and to help manage and minimize supply and demand
imbalances. We also monitor pending legislation with proposed statutory mandates for GAO.



213

Question. [ don’t think most Commitiee’s have a good understanding of the workloads
associated with requests for many of these studies. 1 know the cost of individual reports varies
widely but could you tell us how much money a typical GAO report costs?

Answer. In order to manage the workload and expectations, senior GAQ staff work with
committees to clarify and prioritize requests, and ensure that requests are reasonable and within
the scope of our authority and available resources. [ believe this process of working carefully
with the committees to discuss and set priorities to manage our workload is the most effective
way to communicate and manage this issue. It is difficult to define a typical GAO report and its
associated costs due to a number of factors. The results of GAO’s work are presented in a
variety of forms, including reports, testimonies, letters, briefings, and legal opinions. The
resources needed to conduct a GAQ engagement and issue a product vary significantly
depending upon the scope of the request, the complexity of the issues, and the extent of GAO’s
existing body of work related to the topic. In many instances, the data GAO collects and
analyzes when conducting its work and the knowledge sharing that occurs is used on multiple
engagements; as a result, it would not be cost-effective to accurately isolate the costs of
particular engagements. Because we routinely leverage data and knowledge sharing across
multiple engagements, we allocate staff resources and measure our performance by strategic goal
tather than by engagement. Our fiscal year 2008 costs are shown in the following table.

FY 2008 actual
Amount in

Strategic goal FTEs millions
Goal 1 - Provide timely, quality service to the Congress and the federal 1,132 - 5183
government to address current and emerging challenges to the well-being
and financial security of the American people.
Goal 2 - Provide timely, quality service to the Congress and the federal 981 145
government to respond to changing threats and the challenges of global
interdependence.
Goal 3 - Help transform the federal government’s role and how it does 853 136
business to meet 21* century challenges.
Goal 4 - Maximize the vajue of GAO by being a model federal agency and 115 41
a world-class professional services organization.
Total 3,081 $506

Until FY 2000, GAO measured its effectiveness and efficiency by counting the number of
outputs such as reports and testimonies. With the development of our strategic plan, we laid out
performance goals and objectives and identified outcome-based performance measures,
consistent with public and private sector best practice and the Government Performance and
Results Act. Thus, we now measure the financial and nonfinancial benefits of our
recommendations implemented instead of the number of reports we issue. GAO is in a unique
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position to provide the Congress with the professional, objective, fact-based, non-partisan
analysis it needs to improve the performance and ensure the accountability of the federal
government. We believe that investing in GAO produces a sound return and results in
substantial benefits to the Congress and the American people.
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Question. In terms of the human capital challenges, we have already discussed adding new
staff. What other changes are you considering to improve recruiting and retention of high quality

staff?

Answer. GAO depends on a talented and diverse, high-performing, knowledge-based workforce
to accomplish our work and carry out our mission in support of the Congress. Attracting and
retaining the best staff is a top priority and a key challenge as we look for opportunities to
improve our strategies and leverage what works well during this period of steadily rising
competition for talent among knowledge-based organizations. We have been highly successful
in attracting talent; however, we are beginning to see the impact of changing demographics and
workplace expectations. Younger staff appear to be less likely to make a long-term workplace
commitment, while at the same time mid- and senior-level staff with great institutional
knowledge are becoming retirement eligible. On the other hand, with the economic downturn,
we have seen a spike in the number of applicants for positions. Ensuring that we have efficient
and effective processes to screen, select, and make offers in a timely manner is a high priority.
To this end, we have a number of major initiatives underway under our Framework for
Management Improvements related to “strengthening recruitment and retention”. In addition, we
are updating our 2008 workforce diversity plan which will provide a progress report card,
establish a strategy for the future, and identify any new action steps needed.

Over the years, GAO has implemented a wide range of worklife employee benefits that help us
both attract and retain quality staff.. These include robust student loan repayment, telework, and
flexible schedule programs, along with transit benefits, on-site child care, credit union, health
unit and cafeteria, among others. We continuously review these programs with an cye on further
strengthening our recruitment and retention rates. For example, in fiscal years 2009 and 2010,
we plan to raise the basic and special category student loan repayment amounts for eligible staff.
In addition, we continuously review and update our staff development, mentoring, and leadership
programs to help our staff grow and progress in their career tracks. We have a number of new
learning programs we will be implementing.

The following provides an overview of our initiatives underway in recruiting and retaining a high
quality and diverse workforce.

s Increasing the agency’s diversity profile and expanding efforts to attract and retain a
diverse workforce. We have made gains in many areas. such as in the number of women
and African Americans at senior levels which exceeded the civilian labor force levels and
among our predominant occupations, where diversity exceeded the relevant civilian labor
force levels. We have also identified a number of priority action steps that are currently
underway around three goals: recruiting more Hispanics, African Americans, and staff
with disabilities; enhancing staff development opportunities that prepare staff for upper
level positions; and creating a more inclusive environment,

» Comprehensively evaluating our external recruitment and hiring activities to ensure that
we achieve maximum return on investment. We are reviewing our campus recruitment
program and schools we visit and our on-campus activities to ensure we are achieving our
goals in terms of yield, costs. and diversity applicant pool, as well as researching best
approaches for diversity recruiting efforts. In addition, we are evaluating ways to
streamline our hiring, improve responsiveness to applicants and selecting officials, and
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improve the job-candidate match. Interim improvements have already been put in place
and yielded positive results. All these efforts will dircetly contribute to our maintaining a

highly-skilled workforce.

Reviewing our compensation programs, including performance-based compensation
approaches and market-based pay to ensure that we retain our competitiveness for
knowledge workers and will be assessing ways to selectively implement the authority
provided by the GAO Act of 2008 to raise the cciling on pay ranges covering Band I
and equivalent positions from GS-185, step 10 when, and if, appropriate to do so.



217

Question. Your budget shows an increase in your travel budget of about 8 percent both for FY
2009 and another 8 percent for 2010. Our understanding is that travel costs are down nationally.

Are these estimates still accurate?

Answer. Yes, our estimates are based on a number of factors, including planned FTE growth,
increased travel costs, and enhanced oversight activities. Qur travel estimate represents a modest
growth per FTE of 6 percent from FY 2008 to FY 2009 and 4.5 percent from FY 2009 to FY
2010 to support our planned staffing growth from 3,081 FTE in FY 2008 to 3,250 in FY 2010.
Also, our FY 2008 budget does not include funds to cover our oversight activities in Iraq and
Afghanistan — funds were initially provided in FY 2007 to cover FY 2007 and 2008 — which
accounts for part of the growth in FY 2009 costs.

In fiscal year 2009, GAO has experienced a 9.4 percent increase in hotel rates for the
Washington. D. C. area. Also, rates for transportation between GAO field offices and
headquarters have increased approximately 10 percent over fiscal year 2008 rates. These rates
were negotiated by GSA last summer. GSA has not announced new negotiated rates for FY
2010. However, the Department of Homeland Security has announced that airport security taxes
are expected to increase in FY 2010. In addition, given the volume and complexity of
congressional requests, the number of trips by GAO travelers in fiscal year 2009 has increased
about 8% over fiscal year 2008.
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Question. Mr. Dodaro, does the change in U.S. deployment strategies in Iraq and Afghanistan
effect GAQ's requirements in that area of the world? How many GAO staff are typically in the
war zones at any given point in time?

Answer. Yes, the deployment strategies in Iraq and Afghanistan change GAO’s oversight
requirements. Our work has expanded considerably as we monitor the costly and complex
drawdown of U.S. forces in Iraq, the build up of forces in Afghanistan and the new and urgent
focus on security issues in Pakistan. Additional travel to Kuwait and Jordan is also expected.
Kuwait will serve as the primary transit point for U.S. forces and material withdrawing from
Iraq, while Jordan currently supports thousands of refugees who may return to Iraq in large
numbers in the near term.

For Afghanistan, GAO teams, averaging 3 persons per team, have completed nine trips over the
past 2 years and have focused on issues related to Afghan security forces, contract management,
road reconstruction, counter narcotics efforts and CERP (Commander’s Emergency Response
Program) funding. For Iraq, GAQ has a continuing presence of 3 staff stationed at the U.S.
Embassy. In addition, GAO teams, averaging 3 persons per team, have completed 10 trips over
the past 2 years and have focused on issues related to Iraqi benchmarks, private security
contractors, contract management issues, Iragi security forces, ministry capacity and budget
execution programs, ISR (intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance) capabilities, prevention
of sexual assault and CERP funding.

GAO works closely with the Departments of State and Defense to ensure that our presence in
these two war zones does not deter from the important missions of the departments. We
coordinate closely with the department inspectors general, SIGIR and SIGAR to avoid
duplication of effort and work closely with the defense, foreign relations, and government
oversight committees to ensure we are addressing the issues of highest importance.

Question. I know you have a small core staff in Baghdad. Tell us how large this core support
office is and what GAO’s total commitment is to the war effort in that area of the world?

Answer. GAO has three staff assigned to rotating, six-month temporary duty tours at the U.S.
Embassy in Iraq. They provide important on-the-ground oversight of U.S. efforts in Iraq and
support muitiple GAO teams completing Iraq related work.

GAO is committed to overseeing U.S. efforts to secure and stabilize Iraq; it remains one of our
highest priorities as the U.S posture in Iraq changes from a combat to an advisory role. Since
2003, we have issued over 130 Iraq refated reports and currently have 18 on-going engagements.
These engagements include reviews of the strategic and operational plans for the drawdown of
U.S. forces, the capabilities of Iraqi security forces, the management of U.S. contracts, the
readiness levels of active and reserve component forces and the reintegration of displaced Iragis.
We have successfully worked with U.S. military and civilian agencies, the intelligence
community, international organizations, and the governments of other countries to provide the
Congress with timely information on U.S. efforts to secure and stabilize Iraq.
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Question. Last year there was considerable interest by Members in expanding GAO’s ability to
Jo technology assessments. Could you talk about your current ability to conduct such studies and
what plans you have for this work in the future?

Answer. In December 2008, we delivered a report to the appropriations committees in the
House and the Senate that defined our operational concept for a permanent technology
assessment program at GAO. The operational concept discusses how technology assessments
would be initiated, how we would conduct them, the quality assurance process we would use to
ensure the accuracy and integrity of our work, and how we would identify the results of our
work. We also discuss the resources we need to permanently establish a technology assessment
function at GAO, specifically the addition of staff and the development of relationships with key
technical experts.

We are currently adding to our scientific and technical staff to support not only the technology
assessment program, but also to provide additional capabilities to conduct technical audits and
provide expertise throughout GAO on technical aspects of GAO audits. Examples of technical
audits led by our technical staff include examining issues associated with biosafety labs,
reviewing the security features on travel documents, and monitoring the Capitol Police’s radio
system project. Last year, we augmented our staff with the hire of a Chief Scientist and an
experienced engineer, and we expect to hire additional experienced engineers and scientists this
fiscal year. In addition, we plan to establish a science and technology advisory committee that
will help us mature our technology assessment program, as well as help us to identify key
scientific and technological issues that are of strategic importance to the nation.

In August 2008, we initiated a technology assessment examining the use of explosives detection
technologies to protect passenger rail. This topic was selected in consultation with several
congressional committees. The objectives of the assessment are to identify current and future
technologies that could detect the presence of explosives in the passenger rail environment,
determine the effectiveness of these technologies, and identify implementation and operational
considerations of using these technologies to detect explosives in the passenger rail environment.
We are in the planning and design phase of the job, during which we will determine the scope of
the assessment and clarify the engagement objectives. We issued a task order to the National
Academies to assist us in convening an expert panel to obtain input about the most relevant
explosives detection technologies, their implementations, and their policy implications, as
applied to passenger rail. The panel meeting is scheduled to occur in August.
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OPENING REMARKS—CHAIR WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Good afternoon. Our last agency for
the day is the Office of Compliance.

Ms. Chrisler, welcome back to the committee.

The Office of Compliance is asking for a $4.5 million budget, a
$400,000 increase from last year, which is about 10 percent. We ap-
preciate the work that you do making sure that we can deal with
the life safety issues that exist in the Capitol of which there are
a wide and varied assortment. They are a priority for me and have
been since I began chairing this committee.

But we are, as I have told every agency, in a situation where we
need to understand what your “got to haves” are versus your “nice
to haves,” so that is what we are going to be looking for during
your testimony and questions.

Mr. Aderholt.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Madam Chair. I want to welcome Ms.
Chrisler, and we look forward to hearing your testimony.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Your statement is entered into the
record. You may proceed with a 5-minute statement.

OPENING STATEMENT—MS. CHRISLER

Ms. CHRISLER. Thank you, Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, and dis-
tinguished members of the subcommittee. I am honored to appear
before you today in support of the Office of Compliance’s 2010 re-
quest for appropriations.

I would like to emphasize four major points from the written
budget submission and our written statement, which is authoriza-
tion and funding for an OSH program supervisor, funding for the
already authorized compliance officer position, contract dollars for
a fire safety specialist, and the Agency’s cost savings effort.

Initially, though, before we go on to the appropriations matters,
I would like to mention something that might be on everyone’s
mind, which is the swine flu. I want to share with you what the
Agency has been doing with respect to educating and informing the
legislative branch of what our efforts are.

(221)
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We have been working with the Office of the Attending Physician
and are currently collaborating with them on preparing a meeting
for tomorrow, a legislative branch-wide meeting that will inform
the campus and provide guidance on how to address pandemics in
general and the swine flu in particular. This meeting will support
the Agency’s preexisting efforts to address pandemics. We have fast
facts on our Web site, which are just publication information that
are helpful to the covered community; we will be posting that on
our Web site as well.

Before I move on to 2010, I would like to thank the subcommittee
for its support of our efforts in fiscal year 2009. Because of the sup-
port of the subcommittee, we were able to do our job with respect
to the Capitol Visitor Center. We were able to get in there and do
preinspections and ensure fire safety concerns were addressed, and
to ensure adequate accessibility issues were addressed for our visi-
ti)lrs. And we thank you for allowing us to do our job. We appreciate
that.

We also thank the subcommittee for the support that we received
for our budget request in fiscal year 2009. Because of the support
of the subcommittee, we have been able to improve internal oper-
ations. We have been able to compensate our staff at a level that
is equal to their performance, and we have been able to continue
with our technical assistance. We thank you for that.

For fiscal year 2010, we recognize the economic difficulties that
the government and the country face, and we refrain from renew-
ing certain unfunded requests from fiscal year 2009. I want to em-
phasize that. And I do want to emphasize that our request was
made with that in mind. So we present that to you for your consid-
eration.

Our most critical item is the OSH program supervisor. Currently,
that role is filled by a nonreimbursable detailee from the Depart-
ment of Labor. This individual has over 30 years’ experience. He
is a certified industrial hygienist. He provides technical expertise
to our general counsel. He works with outside OSHA experts. He
supervises the safety and health inspectors that we have, and he
is retiring in calendar year 2010 and we would like to replace him
with a position on staff.

We have been working with the Department of Labor for a non-
reimbursable detailee. I am not sure how that is going to pan out.
They have their own fiscal constraints and staffing issues as well.
We are hoping that the committee will fund a position for us, as
well as authorize a position for us, so that we can bring those du-
ties on staff to increase accountability, as well as provide some con-
sistency with our internal operations.

Second, funding for our compliance officer position that the com-
mittee graciously authorized for us in fiscal year 2008, but was not
able to fund for us, we are requesting funding for that this year.
The compliance officer position is necessary to ensure that none of
the hazards that we find fall through the cracks.

In the 109th Congress, there were about 13,000 hazards that
were identified. This past Congress, the 110th Congress, there
were less, about 9,000. But we want to make sure that we are on
top of monitoring the abatement of these hazards; and that is what
this position will ensure.
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Also, fire safety specialist. In fiscal year 2009, we requested an
FTE for that. Currently, we have reevaluated how to meet the
needs of the covered community, and we have withdrawn our re-
quest for an FTE at this time and we are asking for contract dol-
lars for that position.

We have also reevaluated how to provide some of the training
and outreach services that the Agency provides to the covered com-
munity, and we are not renewing our request for a trainer and om-
budsman.

In line with the fiscal constraints that are facing this sub-
committee, as well as the government as a whole, we recognize our
responsibility to reevaluate the way we do our business. So we are
engaging in best practices and shared services with sister agencies
to reduce our costs; and we continually strive to provide the needed
resources with minimal, though adequate, resources.

I thank you for the opportunity to appear before the sub-
committee today. I am happy to answer any questions that you
may have.

[Ms. Chrisler’s prepared statement follows:]
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PREPARED TESTIMONY
TAMARA E. CHRISLER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
SUBCOMITTEE ON THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

APRIL 28, 2009

Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, | am
honored to appear before you today on behalf of the Office of Compliance (“00C"). Joining me
today are General Counsel Peter Ames Eveleth, Deputy Executive Director Barbara J. Sapin,
Deputy General Counsel Susan M. Green, and Budget and Finance Officer Allan Holland.
Collectively, we present to you the agency’s request for appropriations for fiscal year 2010, and
we seek your support of our request.

Before | get to next year, though, | want to express our appreciation for your support of
our Office during FY 2009. Most notably, this Subcommittee assured that we were consulted
on safety and health and accessibility issues during the final stages of the Capitol Visitor
Center’s {“CVC’s”) construction. Thanks to the Subcommittee’s leadership, we conducted pre-
inspections of the CVC to ensure a safe workplace for legislative branch employees as well as
fire safety and equal access for visitors with disabilities. We value the opportunity to be of
service to our stakeholders, and assisting with the CVC early enough to ensure that health,
safety, and Americans with Disabilities Act {(“ADA”} issues were addressed prior to opening, was
our responsibility. Thank you for making sure that we could do our job at the CVC.

In addition, the Subcommittee’s support for the mission and efforts of the OOC was
reflected in the funding level authorized for the OOC in fiscal year 2009. Thanks to the
Subcommittee’s support in FY 2009, the agency is abie to increase its efforts to provide
technical assistance to employing offices and employees, both on Capitol Hill and in remote
offices; offer training programs tailored to the specific needs of the covered community;
improve its operational infrastructure; and provide its talented workforce with salary levels that
reflect their level of performance. We appreciate the continued support of the Subcommittee
and thank you for your assistance in ensuring a fair and safe workplace for our covered
community.



225

Your support has demonstrated results as recently as last week. During the April
Congressional recess, we completed safety and heaith inspections in Member offices in the
Cannon and Longworth House Office Buildings. OOC inspectors report a significant drop in
hazards in those offices compared to previous inspections. Of the 267 offices we inspected, 27
had no hazards, while 50 offices had just a single violation — which often was a relatively minor
infraction such as a “daisy chain” of surge protected power strips strung together. Over the
past five years, hazards in these offices have dropped by 75%. We attribute this impressive
resuit to your support for our collaborative efforts with the AOC/House Superintendent, the
Chief Administrative Officer, and their staffs. Thanks to your outstanding support, Member
offices are far safer today.

For our fiscal year 2010 operations, the Office of Compliance is requesting $4,474,475 -
an increase of $402,475 or 9.88% over our fiscal year 2009 funding level. Like afl of us in this
room, we are mindful of the economic difficulties confronting the country and the federal
government. We know that this Subcommittee faces real fiscal constraints. Accordingly, we
are not renewing our request for a number of items from our 2009 appropriations request:
namely, three FTEs — the fire safety specialist, the trainer, and the ombudsman. We recognize
our responsibility to make more efficient our operations to meet the government’s current
fiscal challenges while at the same time fulfilling our mission.

Despite our funding challenges, however, we continue to perform our statutory duty.
For example, we are working closely with the Office of the Architect of the Capitol (“AOC”} staff
to implement the Capito! Power Plant Utility Tunnel Settlement Agreement. Our full-time
tunnel liaison has an excellent working relationship with AOC officials. As a consequence, our
offices cooperate extremely well in ensuring that the life-threatening hazards that
characterized the tunnels in the past are being abated in a timely fashion. In particular,
asbestos has been removed from four of the tunnels and is being removed from a fifth.
Assuming continued funding, we anticipate that all asbestos will be removed from all tunnels by
the summer of 2010. Structural repairs are continuing. Emergency egress is being improved.
Heat stress is being reduced. We are very pleased with the progress so far, and look forward to
continued cooperation with the AOC until the Settlement Agreement is completely fulfilied.

We are also proud of our accomplishments in resolving employment disputes in the
legislative branch. In FY 2008, we processed more than 100 claims raised by covered
employees through our use of alternative dispute resolution, resulting in 18 formal settlements.
Some of these claims were resolved with monetary awards, but many were not. The 0OC
played a significant role in fostering creative settlements that included non-monetary terms
tailored to meet the needs of the disputants. This type of resolution is significant as it often
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results in a win-win situation for both parties, and it is also a cost-savings measure for the
government.

Looking forward, we want to continue to report accomplishments and meet our
statutory mandates, but we cannot accomplish our mission without adequate resources. In
light of the current economic situation, we are not requesting three FTEs that we asked for in
the last fiscal year. But changed circumstances have highlighted the need for us to add one
new position to our ranks.

Since 1997, the agency has benefited from the services of an employee on a non-
reimbursable detail from the Department of Labor. This long-time OSH program supervisor and
special assistant to the General Counsel is a certified industrial hygienist with over thirty years’
experience in occupational safety and health matters. His duties include supervising our safety
and health inspectors, working with outside OSH experts, and providing expert technical advice
to the General Counsel and guidance to OGC staff regarding the application of OSHA standards.
In short, he is critical to our operation. But this detailee plans to retire in January 2010, and it
may not be feasible to replace him with another non-reimbursable detailee. Moreover, these
types of duties are best performed by an employee on staff with the agency, who is
accountable to the very agency where the duties are performed. For these reasons, we are
requesting the authorization for and funding of an OSH program supervisor FTE. Because the
current supervisor will not retire until calendar year 2010, we have presented our request with
a prorated amount of funding.

In FY 2008, the Subcommittee authorized a compliance officer FTE. The Subcommittee
recognized the agency’s need to monitor the abatement schedules of employing offices and
ensure that employing offices have taken appropriate steps towards resolution of identified
hazards and violations. Because of financial constraints, however, the position was authorized
without funding in FY 2008 and remained unfunded in FY 2009. The agency requests in our FY
2010 submission funding for this very critical position. Receiving funding for this position will
allow the Office to perform its statutory duty by providing technical assistance to employing
offices in abating complex hazards, assuring timely abatement of OSH hazards identified in the
OSH biennial inspections and requestor-initiated inspections, and ensuring compliance with
OSH-related citations.

In our FY 2009 request, the OOC sought funding to support our “prevent and reduce”
initiative. This initiative was created to reduce the number of incidents giving rise to allegations
of violations of the Congressional Accountability Act (“CAA”). 1t was contemplated that three
additional FTEs - a fire safety specialist, a trainer, and an ombudsman - would provide technical
fire safety expertise, as well as assist employees and employing offices to resolve complaints at
the lowest possible level, resulting in taxpayers savings. The agency remains convinced that

3
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these FTEs would provide the covered community with essential technical assistance and allow
for early and amicable resolution of workplace disputes. However, given our current financial
situation, we have explored other ways of providing these services to the covered community.
Consequently, we have removed these FTEs from our FY 2010 request and only seek minimal
funding for contracted fire safety services.

We are all aware that fire safety continues to be a critical concern for the legislative
branch. Significant, long-standing fire hazards remain in House and Senate Office Buildings, the
Capitol, and Library of Congress facilities. These buildings present special challenges due to
their historic nature, innate beauty, and ongoing heavy usage. Through collaboration with the
AOC, the OOC has made significant progress in developing abatement plans to resolve fire
safety Citations that have been pending since 2000 and 2001. However, because of the
challenges presented by the beauty and history of these buildings, the efforts to abate the
hazards may continue for years before complete abatement is achieved. As our efforts at
accelerating abatement activity have increased, the demands on our fire protection engineer
and legal staff have significantly expanded.

As the agency is staffed with only one inspector with specialized expertise in fire safety
issues and one attorney who spends a large portion of his duties addressing matters other than
fire safety concerns, the agency is limited in its resources to address these critical hazards. We
recognized the need for additional resources in this area and requested an FTE in FY 2009.
Although the need for additional resources continues, the agency has reexamined exactly how
to meet that need. As a result, the agency requests FY 2010 appropriations for the contractual
services of a fire safety specialist. We expect that this Specialist will serve a function similar to
that of our tunnel liaison, and devote full-time efforts to resolving the very serious fire hazards
present in the legislative branch. Removing the request for an FTE results in a savings of almost
$25,000.

in an effort to reduce costs for our mandated dispute resolution program, the OOC has
entered into an interagency Memorandum of Understanding with the Merit Systems Protection
Board (“MSPB”). This Memorandum allows the agency to utilize MSPB mediators and hearing
officers to conduct proceedings that are required by the CAA. Further plans are being made to
enter into additional interagency agreements with other agencies. Such agreements allow the
0O0C to reduce costs because they typically provide for more favorable rates for contracted
services. The OOC realizes that our mediation and hearing services contain certain elements
beyond our control: the agency does not dictate the number of claims presented for mediation
or the number of complaints filed for hearing. We do have control over the costs for services,
however, and it is those costs that are continually working to reduce.
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CONCLUSION

The agency approaches FY 2010 with heightened fiscal responsibility and an
understanding that only minimal funding essential to meeting our mission may be available.
We have reexamined our programs in conjunction with our statutory mandates, and we have
made significant efforts to streamline our appropriations request to reflect the country’s and
the government’s current economic difficulties. With that understanding, we present to the
Subcommittee only those items necessary to meet our statutory mandates. There are a
number of items requested in our written budget justification that we submit for your
consideration. The ones mentioned today, though, are those that we would like to highlight
for the Subcommittee: an OSHA program supervisor, funding for the previously authorized
compliance officer FTE, and contractual funding for a fire safety specialist. Funding for these
items will allow the agency to continue to provide needed services and technical assistance to
the covered community.

On behalf of the Board of Directors and the entire staff of the Office of Compliance, |
thank you for your support of this agency. | would be pleased to answer any questions.
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STAFFING INCREASE REQUESTED

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much.

Let me focus in on the OSH program supervisor, because I cer-
tainly understand the logic behind wanting to bring that person on
staff. But if you can get it from the Department of Labor, since
that model has worked so far, we would strongly encourage you to
do that. We are all dealing with bottom lines here, and my strong
preference would be not to have to fund that as a permanent posi-
tion if you can get it from the Department of Labor.

Do you know when you will know whether or not you can?

Ms. CHRISLER. We have spoken with them as recently as January
of this year, and have really understood from them that they are—
a lot of their senior level staff have been retiring as well, and those
positions have not been refilled. So they are dealing with a limited
pool of staff that they would be able to share with us at the experi-
ence level and credential level that our program needs.

So looking realistically at filling the needs of our agency with a
detailee from the Department of Labor, it doesn’t look like it is
going to come to pass.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Because they don’t have the experi-
enced personnel that they detail to you?

Ms. CHRISLER. Yes, that they can detail to us.

It is not that they don’t want to, it is that they can’t.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And if you are choosing between a
compliance officer and the OSH program supervisor, which is the
higher priority?

Ms. CHRISLER. The OSH program supervisor.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So if we can’t do both of them, you
could live without the compliance officer?

Ms. CHRISLER. The duties that the compliance officer will fill
need to be done, so—living without the position is what we have
been doing, and it is draining our resources. What we are doing is
really having our inspectors fill the role of what the compliance of-
ficer would do. That is taking away hours and time from the in-
spectors.

So, yes, we could do it. We have been doing it, but we would be
more productive if we weren’t having to do that.

RETENTION OF STAFF

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. In the reports that you submit to us
on a biweekly basis now, on your organizational chart you have a
lot of vacancies. Are you having retention issues? You only have 20
employees, but you do seem to have a lot of vacancies.

Ms. CHRISLER. We have had some retention issues in the past.
The support that we have received from the subcommittee with re-
spect to fiscal year 2009 in allowing us to increase our salaries, I
believe will address some of that. We are working with our over-
sight committees to address some of the benefits issues that we
have, tuition reimbursement, student loan reimbursement.

The subcommittee helped us in fiscal year 2008 with respect to
internal promotion, allowing our staff to be promoted into one of
the appointed statutory positions. That was very helpful, and that
has helped us as well.



230

EEO COMPLAINTS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Two other questions: When GPO was
here earlier, I asked them about their EEOC and discrimination
complaints. They don’t seem to be abating, and they continue to
have each week about the same number of discrimination com-
plaints. It seems unusually high to me compared to the other legis-
lative branch agencies. Have you worked with GPO? Or have any
of those complaints come through your office, and what steps might
you be taking to address them?

Ms. CHRISLER. We don’t work with GPO. Our statute specifically
does not give us jurisdiction over GPO with respect to these claims.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Why not? Does anyone have jurisdic-
tion over them?

Ms. CHRISLER. EEOC does. And so all of those complaints go to
EEOC, and they are not processed through our office.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Whereas a complaint within the
House of Representatives or any of the other legislative branch
agencies would go to you?

Ms. CHRISLER. With the exception of GAO and LOC. The GAO
has their personnel appeals board, and the Library of Congress
uses them as well.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I am concerned that this continues to
be the one agency that has dinosaur-like qualities that don’t seem
to be changing. I don’t think it is for lack of a desire to change;
it is just that it is going more slowly than I think it should.

Ms. CHRISLER. Although our statute doesn’t give us jurisdiction
over their claims, we have outreach services that we would love to
offer GPO. If they chose to seek our assistance, we would be happy
to help them.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. That is good to know.

UTILITY TUNNELS MONITORING

The utility tunnels: The abatement process, from what has been
described by AOC, is ahead of schedule and is going well. It is cost-
ing far less than they originally predicted. Do you agree with that
assessment?

Ms. CHRISLER. Yes. Progress is steady, and it is ahead of sched-
ule. And from what they have shared with us, it is under budget
as well. And if funding continues to go along as anticipated, we ex-
pect that progress will continue.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. That is what I like to see: ahead of
schedule and under budget.

I am going to end on a high note.

HAZARDS IN MEMBER OFFICES

Mr. ADERHOLT. Your testimony states that hazards in Members’
offices have decreased by 5 percent in the past 5 years?

Ms. CHRISLER. Yes.

Mr. ADERHOLT. What efforts have been made by your office that
have attributed to this decrease?

Ms. CHRISLER. I think it is working collaboratively with the Of-
fice of the Architect of the Capitol, as well as the AOC House Su-
perintendent, along with the outreach efforts that we have made.
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The fast facts that we publish on our Web site are very practical.
A lot of the employing offices and employees find them very useful,
as well as the employee representatives. So it is our education ef-
forts and our outreach efforts, along with our collaborative work
Witllll the AOC and the Superintendent—and the CAQO’s office as
well.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Regarding caseloads, how many cases do you cur-
rently have open?

NII?S CHRISLER. With respect to safety and health or just in gen-
eral’

Mr. ADERHOLT. In general.

Ms. CHRISLER. I would not be able to pull that number off the
top of my head.

Mr. ADERHOLT. We talked a little bit about this earlier, but what
seems to be the most prevalent among the cases that you see?
What comes before your office?

Ms. CHRISLER. We see a lot of minor safety and health violations,
the daisy chain cords that are plugged one into the other.

We see a lot of retaliation cases with respect to the workplace
rights area, the dispute resolution program, the EEOC-type of
issues.

We see a mixture of age and race and gender claims. Not to say
that this is running rampant among the legislative branch agen-
cies, but looking at the types of claims that we see, these are the
cases that we see.

There are, of course, significant, long-standing more serious haz-
ards that we see with respect to fire and safety issues, as well as
the utility tunnel concerns that are progressing as well. So there
?re a number and mixture of claims that are presented to our of-
ice.

ADDITIONAL OFFICE SPACE

Mr. ADERHOLT. When you came into my office a few days ago,
one thing that you mentioned was that you need more office space?

Ms. CHRISLER. Yes.

Mr. ADERHOLT. On this request for the 2010 budget, does that
take into account additional, trying to accommodate that?

Ms. CHRISLER. Thank you for the question.

The 2010 appropriations request does not include our need or
continued request for additional office space. That is something
that we have been working on with our oversight subcommittees,
as well as staff from this committee. We are very grateful for the
assistance.

We have looked at the need for the person power, and will ad-
dress the space as it comes along, performance and work needs to
be done.

So we have prioritized the need for the additional resources and
will continue to work on getting the additional space. And that is
something that has prevented us from moving forward in the past
with filling certain positions. But certainly we are at the point now
where the resources need to be filled and the space issues continue.
And we continue to address them. Thank you.

Mr. ADERHOLT. That is it for me. Thank you.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you.
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Ms. McCollum.
UTILITY TUNNEL WORKERS

Ms. McCorLLuM. I would like to follow up with the issue of the
settlement with the workers in the tunnel, realizing some of it
might be an ongoing process and can’t be discussed openly here.

\{Zho is taking the lead on that, you or the Architect of the Cap-
itol?

Ms. CHRISLER. Our office is. With respect to the utility tunnels
and the issues entered into the settlement agreement of the Office
of Compliance and the Office of the Architect of the Capitol, we
have a tunnels liaison who works with the AOC’s liaison. They
have a very collaborative working relationship, and the process and
the lines of communication are open and progress is going very well
with them.

With respect to individual complaints filed by workers, that is
something our office is not at liberty to discuss, and it is not in-
volved in that process.

Ms. McCoLLuMm. So if someone signed an agreement, and later
on other things come to light through you, you have the ability to
have their issues addressed?

Ms. CHRISLER. Yes. Within our procedural rules, as well as the
statute, there is a process for claiming an allegation of violation of
a settlement agreement. Those allegations do come through our of-
fice and to my attention.

Ms. McCoLLuMm. Madam Chair, I know from serving in the Rules
Committee at the State level, and serving on the city council, that
you can go into closed session to discuss things that are personal.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Yes.

Ms. McCoLLuMm. I would like at some point a closed session,
working with our friends on the other side of the aisle, to find out
what is really going on. Because on my watch, I don’t want to say
I just didn’t know if at some point things weren’t settled in a way
that we as Members of Congress would want to see them handled.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. In particular, youre talking about
with the tunnel workers?

Ms. McCoLLUM. Yes.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So that we can get feedback from
them?

Ms. McCoLLUM. In a closed session, not in a public session, be-
cause I think with all of that, we read press articles, we hear dif-
ferent sides of the story, and we don’t have a chance for a robust
discussion.

I'm not saying that I want to get into the middle of negotiating
or opening discussions up, but I want to know for myself whether
or not, in my mind and in my set of personal values, if things were
handled in a way—without reopening some of the issues, knowing
what we know now—that is the most expedient and to the highest
moral standards as to how we should treat one another?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. Aderholt and I will talk about
how we might approach a hearing like that. Thank you for the sug-
gestion.

Mr. Cole.

Mr. CoLE. Thank you, Madam Chair.
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PREVENTION AND EDUCATION

Mr. Aderholt gave a description of the 100 or so employment dis-
pute cases that you have had to deal with or probably a fallout cat-
egory, in terms of categories. When you look at it broadly, were
these things that could have been avoided for the most part?

I guess what I'm trying to get is, I'm trying to remember through
the haze of my orientation, what we were actually told. We now
have a fairly considerable body of experience, and certainly chiefs
of staff and probably Members themselves ought to think about be-
fore you stumble into a problem that is always a challenging prob-
lem to work through at the end of the day.

So given that, are there things that we ought to be doing as an
institution or as individual Members so these problems don’t get to
you in the first place?

Ms. CHRISLER. Sure. That is what the focus of our education and
outreach programs is all about. It is educating, reaching out to
Member offices and employing offices so we can share with you
best practices, so we can share with you and educate on where a
violation might exist so you can prevent it, because we certainly be-
lieve that prevention is going to save money in the long run. And
everyone wants to do that.

So one of the major focuses that we will be—we have a new stra-
tegic plan that we are going to be developing come the beginning
of fiscal year 2010. And one of the major focuses of that plan will
be increasing our education and outreach efforts and educating the
Member offices and employing offices so that we can prevent a lot
of the hazards, a lot of the workplace differences.

Sometimes it is just miscommunication. Sometimes it is not
knowing what the responsibilities are or the rights are under the
statute, and that is our responsibility. That is something that we
are going to be looking at.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much.

I don’t have anything else.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you.

ADDITIONAL ASSIGNMENT FROM THE CHAIR

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. The homework I want to ask you for
relates to the lingering health and life safety problems that we
have and will have for the foreseeable future, and that I am really
committed to trying to get a handle on and take a bite out of every
fiscal year that goes by. And both you and the Architect of the Cap-
itol have testified that these are problems that will take years and
large amounts of funding to address.

But before you can solve a problem, you need a complete and
total picture of what the problem is. So if you can please submit
a brief report by Friday, May 8, describing the Office of Compli-
ance’s view on the current scope of those problems and the level
of effort that would be required to fully address them. Please in-
clude in the report a brief explanation of the number of infrastruc-
ture citations currently on the books, as well as the number of in-
frastructure citations as dated today.
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With that, thank you to everyone for coming today. The sub-
committee stands in recess until tomorrow, April 29, at 1:30, when
we will hear from the Library of Congress and Open World, on
their fiscal year 2010 budget requests.
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advancing safety, health, and workplace rights in the legislative branch

TS
Office of Compliance

May 8, 2009

The Honorable Debbie Wasserman Schultz
Chairman
House Appropriations Subcommittee

on the Legislative Branch
United States House of Representatives
The Capitol, H-147
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Ms. Wasserman Schultz:

I am writing in response to the "Homework" that you assigned us during the April 27" hearing
before the House Appropriations Subcommitiee on the Legislative Branch, as well as in response
to Mr. Aderholt’s question regarding the Office of Compliance’s caseload. You noted that the
Capitol Complex has a significant number of lingering health and safety problems, and asked the
following:

Please submit a brief report describing the Office of Compliance's view
on the current scope of these problems and the level of effort that will be
required to fully address them. Please include in the report a brief
explanation of the number of infrastructure citations currently on the
books as well as the number of infrastructure citations abated to date.

Current and Abated Infrastructure Citations (to date):

To date, the Office of Compliance (OOC) has issued 23 citations concerning significant
infrastructure issues affecting the Capitol Complex. Twelve of these citations have been abated.
Eleven citations remain open. We expect that two of these open citations will be fully abated in
the near future (Citation 20 — Rayburn HOB fire doors and Citation 57 — lead in LOC drinking
water). Accordingly, we do not expect that substantial additional resources will be required to
abate these two citations. Another two open citations concern the Capitol Power Plant Utility
Tunnels (Citations 24 and 59); their resolution is subject to the Settlement Agreement between
our Office and the Architect of the Capitol (AOC). What follows is a discussion of the
remaining seven citations plus two additional major infrastructure issues.

Significant Infrastructure Issues:

L. Citation 16: United States Capitol (issued March 2000) — The Capito! was cited for
containing unenclosed exit stairways. Because the stairways are not protected from fire
or smoke and toxic gas infiltration, occupants of the Capitol’s upper floors are at greater
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risk. Exit travel distances therefore do not meet OSHA standards. The Capitol contains
other significant fire hazards, including dead-end space and insufficient exit capacity.

2. Citation 17: Longworth HOB (issued March 2000) — The Longworth HOB was cited
Jfor containing unprotected exit pathways (e.g, unprotected exit stairs). Because the main
stairways are not protected from fire or smoke and toxic gas infiltration, occupants of
Longworth’s upper floors are at greater risk. Exit travel distances therefore do not meet
OSHA standards. Further, Longworth has inadequate exit capacity, thus compromising
occupants’ ability to evacuate safely in case of emergency.

3. Citation 18: Cannon HOB (issued March 2000) — The Cannon HOB was cited for
containing unprotected exit stairs. Because the stairways are not protected from fire or
smoke and toxic gas infiltration, occupants of Cannon's upper floors are at greater risk.
Exit travel distances therefore do not meet OSHA standards. Cannon also has
inadequate exit capacity, thus compromising occupants’ ability to evacuate safely in case
of emergency.

4. Citation 19: Russell SOB (issued March 2000) - Like the Cannon Building, whose
design is very similar, the Russell SOB was cited for containing unprotected exit
stairways. Because the stairways are not protected from fire or smoke and toxic gas
infiltration, occupants of Russell’s upper floors are at greater risk. EXxit travel distances
therefore do not meet OSHA standards. Russell also has inadequate exit capacity, thus
compromising occupants’ ability to evacuate safely in case of emergency.

5. Citation 30: LOC-Adams (issued March 2001) — The Adams building was cited for its
unprotected exit pathways, including unprotected stairways. Because the stairways are
not protected from fire or smoke and toxic gas infiltration, occupants of Addams’ upper
floors are at greater risk. Exit travel distances therefore do not meet OSHA standards.
Adams also has inadequate exit capacity, thus compromising vccupants’ ability to
evacuate safely in case of emergency.

Citation 30 also noted that the Adams building contained vertical openings in the floors
of the book stacks — a significant fire hazard. This hazard has been abated by the AOC.

6. Citation 31: LOC-Jefferson (issued March 2001) — The Jefferson Building was cited
Jor containing several egress deficiencies, including unprotected exit stairways,
inoperable fire doors, and vertical openings in the floors of the book stacks. Because the
stairways are not protected from fire or smoke and toxic gas infiltration, occupants of
Jefferson's upper floors are at greater risk. Exit travel distances, therefore, do not meet
OSHA standards. Jefferson also has inadequate exit capacity, thus compromising
occupants’ ability to evacuate safely in case of emergency.

OOC understands that ihe fire-stopping of the vertical penetrations in the book stacks is
nearing completion. The AOC has also completed maintenance of all the fire doors
within Jefferson and continues to monitor the doors to ensure that they function as
designed.
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7. Citation 29: LOC ~ Jefferson, Madison, Adams (issued March 2001) -~ The LOC
Buildings were cited because the book conveyor system penetrates vertical fire barriers,
thus permitting smoke and toxic gases to infiltrate the buildings. Occupants of the upper
levels are especially vulnerable.

8. Inspection # OSH-0811: Capitol Power Plaut ~ The OOC was asked to investigate a
September 2008 electrical explosion at the Capitol Power Plant. Our investigation
revealed that much of the Plant’s infrastructure has exceeded its operational life or will
do so shortly. The AOC plans to implement a new preventive maintenance program {0
ensure that critical infrastructure (water chillers and boilers for campus-wide climate
control, high voltage equipment, etc.) continues to function properly. Given the age of
these devices, it Is not clear to the OOC how long they can remain in service even with
aggressive preventive maintenance programs in place.

9. Deferred Maintenance: The QOC has found a number of safety and health hazards that
arise principally from deferred maintenance. These hazards range from the life-
threatening conditions in the Capitol Power Plant utility tunnels (Citations 24 and 59) --
which are being corrected pursuant to the Settlement Agreement between the AOC and
the OOC - to deteriorating asbestos tile in certain LOC facilities, to complaints about
poor air quality in legislative branch buildings. While not complete, this list is meant to
highlight the health and safety implications of the deferred maintenance backlog
identified by the AOC. The OOC anticipates continuing discussions with the AOC as
hazards of this sort come to light.

Discussion:

We recognize that the projects described above present many challenges. These projects are
designed to correct critical safety and health hazards that confront Members, employees and
visitors. The buildings affected are historic structures with powerful symbolic importance that
must simuitaneously accommodate ongoing legislative work, supporting services, and visitor
access. And, of course, securing adequate funding given many competing demands is always a
knotty problem. These factors complicate the OOC’s already-difficult task of evaluating the
effectiveness of hazard abatement proposals offered by the AOC.

The AOC’s task is more challenging still. While (in this context) the OOC is charged “only”
with enforcing the safety and health protections of the Congressional Accountability Act, the
AOC also must consider other priorities: building maintenance, historic preservation, initiatives
such as “Green the Capitol,” and many more.

In light of these many important and sometimes-conflicting missions, it is difficult to answer
with specificity the Chair’s request for “the level of effort that will be required to fully address”
the longstanding health and safety problems in the legislative branch. Accordingly, we outline
below the approach that our Office is pursuing to evaluate this complex matter. This assessment
is ongoing and entails close cooperation with the AOC and other stakeholders, as well as
continuing consultations with our Appropriations and Oversight Committees.

Given the time and expense of permanently abating the infrastructure hazards listed above, a
comprehensive risk analysis is needed. We will work closely with the AOC to identify projects
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where temporary adjustments can minimize life safety risks until permanent structural
corrections can be made. Together, our offices have begun by pinpointing interim measures for
the House Page School in the Thomas Jefferson Building. Those measures are designed to
ensure that students and faculty have evacuation routes that minimize the risk of injury until an
enclosed exit stairway is constructed. We will continue to work with the AOC to identify other
infrastructure hazards whose risks can be reduced by interim abatement measures.

We are also examining AOC’s fire prevention programs, which include the installation of
sprinklers in legislative branch facilities. Fire prevention is particularly important in historic
structures, where repair or reptacement is difficult if not impossible. These programs reduce but
cannot eliminate the risk that a fire may occur. Accordingly, to protect lives, it is essential to
correct permanently hazards such as inadequate exit capacity, stairways not protected from fire
and smoke infiltration and the like.

Effective interim measures may not be feasible in every facility. Even the best fire prevention
programs cannot guarantee safe evacuation from a structurally-deficient building in case of fire.
Significant, permanent alterations to existing facilities will be required in order to ensure that
Capitol Complex occupants may escape a fire safely. No credible risk analysis can overlook
these facts. We look forward to continued cooperation with the AOC, the Committees and other
stakeholders to develop an analysis that accounts for these and all other relevant concerns.

OOC Current Caseload as of April 28, 2009

With respect to the OOC’s mediation and hearing program, there are currently 10 open cases in
counseling, 41 open cases in mediation, 4 open cases pending at the hearing stage, and 3 open
cases pending before the Board of Directors at the appellate stage. With respect to our safety and
health program, there are 27 open requestor-initiated inspection OSH cases, 17 open OSH
citations (as referenced above), 7 open labor management relations cases, | ADA case, 1
complaint (Utility Tunnels), 5 open technical assistance matters, and approximately 6,500 open
hazard findings.

Respectfully Submitted,
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Tamara Chrisler
Executive Director
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OPENING REMARKS—CHAIR WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Good afternoon. I would like to call
this meeting of the Legislative Branch Subcommittee on the House
Committee on Appropriations to order. This afternoon we will hear
from the Librarian of Congress, Dr. James Billington, both on the
Library’s budget request as well as the request for the Open World
Leadership Center. We will also hear from Ambassador John
O’Keefe, the Executive Director of the Open World Leadership Cen-
ter.

Dr. Billington, it is wonderful to be here with you once again.
Thank you very much for all the work that you do. The Library is
an absolute jewel in the crown of the Congress and our best foot
forward, in my opinion, of the democracy that we represent and the
information that we have made accessible through your efforts and
your vision to the entire world. It is just absolutely incredible.

I know you have asked for a $658 million appropriations request
for 2010. If you adjust for the transfer of the Library police officers
to the Capitol Police, we are at about a 10 percent increase over
the comparable amount for the current year. That would, if ap-
proved, result in about a $100 million increase over 2 years.

We were able to do quite a bit to address the needs of the Li-
brary in fiscal year 2009, and we are quite proud of that. I don’t
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imagine that we are going to be able to do quite as much this fiscal
year, and so it would be helpful if you identify your main priorities.
I know your technology initiative is one of those priorities. So I look
forward to hearing about that. But I know you have life safety
issues that you need addressed and, quite frankly, when we get to
the Open World portion, because you have competing priorities, we
are going to need to examine what those are as it relates to Open
World as well.
So with that, Mr. Aderholt.

OPENING REMARKS—MR. ADERHOLT

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well, thank you, Madam Chair. Thank you, Dr.
Billington, for being here and everybody from the Library of Con-
gress for your dedication to the Library and all that you do. And
again we want to thank you for the tour that we had back a few
weeks ago. That was very helpful. So we thank you for all that you
do.

So I look forward to hearing your testimony this afternoon.
Thank you.

Ms. WASSERMAN ScCHULTZ. Dr. Billington, your full statement
will be entered into the record and you can proceed with a 5-
minute summary.

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE LIBRARIAN

Dr. BILLINGTON. Thank you, Madam Chair. It is an honor to be
here, Madam Chair and Mr. Aderholt and members of the sub-
committee, to present to you the fiscal 2010 budget request.

I want to first of all thank you again, Madam Chair, for your ac-
tive interest in and support of the Library. For complete funding
of the 2009 budget, we are particularly grateful. We are honored
also that you chose to be sworn in this year with a Bible from our
collection, the first Bible printed in Hebrew in the United States
in 1814.

Mr. Aderholt, we appreciated very much the time you spent with
the curators and staff this last month. We look forward to working
with you and with all of the members of the subcommittee. We had
the privilege of meeting all the others here as well. So we really
look forward to it.

Now in fiscal 2010 we are requesting actually an increase of 8.1
percent, of which 4.6 percent represents funding for mandatory pay
and price level increases. 0.4 percent is for discrete investments
necessary to sustain continuing projects, and the remaining 3.1
percent will support a critical investment in updating and enhanc-
ing the Library’s technical infrastructure. That is the major new
element that we are presenting today.

TECHNOLOGY INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIREMENTS

We have moved from traditional business systems of personnel,
finance, cataloging, and management of information systems to an
environment where we now take in and are managing fast-chang-
ing digital formats that include e-journals, e-books, digital TV,
websites, digital images, digital audio and video, and the like, even
whole broadcasts from the web.
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Each of our program areas—CRS, Library Services, the Law Li-
brary, the Office of Strategic Initiatives, and the Copyright Office—
must now deal with all aspects of digital works: acquiring, pre-
serving, and providing access to them. Over the past 15 years, sep-
arate systems have been built to meet these individual program
needs as they have emerged and been identified. The Library has
been very successful in delivering the new services Congress and
the American people have asked of us. Some of the systems are
new, like the Copyright Office’s online registration system. Others
rely on what has become very dated technology.

The Library has not sought any increase in base funding for
technological infrastructure since the year 2000. We now have a
pressing need to modernize our underlying Library technology in-
frastructure so that we support our diverse and vastly increased
digital activity more efficiently, and with more unified library-wide
systems that can be adjusted and scaled up economically to sustain
services and meet new user demands as technology changes.
Scalability, in other words, is an important component.

We are now providing far more services, and I say far more serv-
ices, with 1,000 less FTEs than we had in 1992, when we had bare-
ly begun the Library’s digital transformation. Our entire tech-
nology request builds upon successful results achieved and unique
experience gained with the variety of our digital initiatives.

We are now poised to develop core infrastructures that can be
used by all parts of the Library. The launch last week with
UNE