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LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2001

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 2000

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 9:36 a.m., in room SD-116, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert F. Bennett (chairman) pre-
siding.

Present: Senators Bennett and Feinstein.

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE
STATEMENT OF JIM SAXTON, VICE CHAIRMAN
OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT BENNETT

Senator BENNETT. The hearing will come to order. This is the
first in a series of four hearings that the subcommittee will hold
on fiscal year 2001 budget requests. We are doing our best to com-
ply with the desire of the leadership here in the Senate, both the
committee leadership in the form of Senator Stevens and the Sen-
ate leadership in the form of Senator Lott, to see to it that we get
the appropriations process done as rapidly as possible this year,
and more rapidly than we have done in the years gone past.

So our next hearings will be February 22 and February 29. And
our final hearing, we hope, will be on the 7th of March.

And today we will hear testimony from two agency budgets, the
Joint Economic Committee and the Congressional Budget Office.
And our first witness, whom we welcome very warmly, Congress-
man Jim Saxton, who is the vice chairman of the Joint Economic
Committee and, all going well, the chairman during the time this
particular budget will be in place.

So I am a member of that committee and appreciated working
with Mr. Saxton. He has been chairman of that committee and now
is the vice chairman.

From that perspective, Mr. Saxton, I look forward to your testi-
mony. We understand you have requested $3,315,000, which is a
3.6-percent increase over last year. That is to cover staff COLAs.
And before we hear from you, I want to extend formal congratula-
tions to the JEC on being designated one of the top three House
websites by the nonpartisan congressional management fund. I pay
attention to things like that. I wish I could get my website up to
that standard. But we will be having conversations with my staff.

Thank you for coming, and we look forward to your testimony.
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Mr. SAXTON. Well, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for hold-
ing this hearing this morning. Let me return the kudos to you, be-
cause I remember, about 1 year ago having been here and having
you raising the issue of Y2K well in advance of the turn of the cen-
tury. Subsequent to that, you became the chairman of a special
committee or task force to take care of Y2K. And the first year
went by without a glitch. So congratulations on a job well done.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you. Let me just interject. It went by
without some reported glitches. We now know there was a fairly
widespread number of problems around the world, which other gov-
ernments, for their own reasons, decided not to tell anybody about,
because they did not want to be embarrassed.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I have a written state-
ment which I would like to ask be included in the record.

Senator BENNETT. Without objection, it will be included.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET REQUEST AND COMMITTEE RESEARCH

Mr. SAXTON. And I have with me today our chief economist,
Chris Frenze. He is actually the chief economist to the vice chair-
man.

And also, Howard Rosen is with us from the minority staff. We
are pleased to be here to speak as a bipartisan team.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, it is a pleasure
to be here once again to express my strong support for the fiscal
year 2001 budget request of the Joint Economic Committee, as set
forth, of course, by this year’s chairman, Senator Mack.

As you know, the JEC is essentially Congress’ own in-house
think tank. We examine a wide variety of economic and related
issues. This budget request will support the JEC’s focus on quality
research and economic analysis required by Congress and the pub-
lic. The committee’s research is widely cited. And as you men-
tioned, our website has been given a top rating by the Congres-
sional Management Foundation.

Committee research covers a broad array of fiscal, monetary and
international economic issues. One case in point that I might like
to mention is the research and analysis that we have done on Fed-
eral Reserve policy over the last several years. This policy has fo-
cused on keeping inflation in check, and subsequently has resulted
in relatively low interest rates. And so we have been pleased to be
able to do research and pass along that information to Members of
the House and the Senate and the public who are interested.

We also have spent a fair amount of time in examining the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, how it operates, the cloak of secrecy that
the IMF seems to keep itself shrouded in, and issues that have to
do with the effects of IMF policy around the world. Mr. Frenze and
I were part of a codel last year that went to Russia to examine in
some detail the IMF policies and their effect or lack of effect on the
Russian economy, and have subsequently made some recommenda-
tions about how IMF policy in our opinion ought to be changed.

Most recently, we have spent the last couple of days reviewing
oil prices in the northeast, and the resulting economic problems. As
I was saying to you before the hearing started, Mr. Chairman, just
a few weeks ago, the price of home heating oil was in the neighbor-
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hood of 80 cents. Today it is around $2. And the reasons for that
are not clear at this point.

As you have mentioned, Mr. Chairman, we have requested a 3.6-
percent increase. And I might just say, by way of history on the
budgetary sides of the JEC, in the early 1990s, in fact in 1992, our
budget then was just over ‘$‘4 million. By 1995, because of cost sav-
ing efforts, our budget was shrunk to about $2.75 million. And so
we are in the year 2000 just over $3 million and have requested
no increase except for a cost-of-living adjustment for our staff.

PREPARED STATEMENT

So with that, Mr. Chairman, if you have any questions, I will be
more than happy to try to respond.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JIM SAXTON

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, it is a pleasure once again to
express my strong support for the fiscal year 2001 budget request of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee (JEC).

As you know, the JEC is essentially Congress’ own in-house think-tank examining
a wide variety of economic and related issues. This budget request will support the
JEC’s focus on quality research and economic analysis required by Congress and the
public. The Committee’s research is widely cited, and our website has been rated
one of the top three committee websites on Capitol Hill by the nonpartisan Congres-
sional Management Foundation. Committee research covers a broad array of fiscal,
monetary, and international economic issues.

A case in point is our intensive examination of Federal Reserve monetary policy
over the last three years. Through hearings with Chairman Greenspan, and a series
of research papers, the Committee analyzed the specific content of the most success-
ful monetary policy in U.S. history. Our research concluded that Federal Reserve
policy in recent years has essentially been one of informal inflation targeting. In our
hearings Chairman Greenspan has agreed that informal inflation targeting is the
essence of his Federal Reserve policy.

Since this monetary policy has proved so effective and beneficial to our economy,
it is important to provide Congress with an explanation of inflation targeting and
how it works. I also believe it would be beneficial to set more formal inflation tar-
gets and institutionalize this procedure so it is not dependent upon individual per-
sonalities.

Inflation targets are ranges setting permissible changes in some broad price
index. For example, one might choose to set a formal inflation target of 0 to 2 per-
cent. Monetary policy is then geared to achieve this inflation target over the des-
ignated time frame. As documented in JEC research papers, many other nations
have adopted inflation targeting, and the results have been very positive. Our re-
search has also explained how inflation targets can be achieved through use of for-
ward-looking price indicators that reflect signs of potential future inflation.

Another focus of the JEC has been the two-year research program on the Inter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF). The IMF plays an important role in international
economics and finance, but its own financial operations and policy actions had not
been transparently presented to policymakers and the public. The JEC review of
IMF operations raised a number of important questions about the IMF that could
not be answered by public documents. Thus we began to raise the issue of the lack
of IMF transparency.

Our research had permitted us to draw a number of conclusions about IMF oper-
ations, but many of these could not be confirmed through publicly available informa-
tion. The Committee’s research repeatedly was hampered by a lack of IMF trans-
parency that veiled detailed financial information. With the assistance of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, the JEC was able to gain access to this information and
make it readily available through public hearings. We now know that the U.S. pro-
vides over one quarter of the IMF’s usable funds, that the G-10 account for 77 per-
cent of these funds, and that most IMF members provide little if any of these funds.
Whe hzillve also found that the IMF interest subsidies are even greater than was first
thought.
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Our research has found that the IMF has gone far afield in making loans for a
wide variety of development and structural purposes unrelated to the appropriate
functions of the IMF. These loans are made to borrowers at extremely low interest
rates considering the tasks involved. For example, the IMF is lending to Russia and
Indonesia at interest rates below the cost of credit to the U.S. government. This
doesn’t make any economic or financial sense. By the way, these Russian and Indo-
nesian loans account for one third of the credit extended by the IMF.

Several policy implications follow from our research as well as the recent research
of others. The IMF should focus on crisis lending only, it should discontinue longer-
term development lending, and the pervasive interest rate subsidies should be dis-
continued. In other words, the IMF should make only short-term loans in economic
emergencies at market interest rates. This was the idea behind legislation offered
in 1998 that would have mandated use of market interest rates by the IMF. Al-
though its application was narrowed to apply only to some IMF loans, a version of
this legislation has become law. Further reforms related to the IMF became law in
1999. Moreover, last month Secretary Summers made an important speech in which
he argued that the IMF interest rates were too low, and that the IMF should focus
on emergency lending.

It is my hope that the emerging consensus on IMF reform will lead to a broad-
ening of the 1998 legislation curbing IMF interest subsidies. This 1998 legislation,
based on JEC research, has not been fully implemented by the IMF, in my opinion.
However, even a partial implementation of reforms leading to reform of IMF inter-
est rates will save billions of taxpayer dollars over time. If the applicability of this
legislation were broadened through future reform efforts, whether through legisla-
tion or consensus within the IMF, further savings would be achieved.

One reason I mention this point is to highlight the tangible results possible from
research in very abstract and difficult areas. Progress has been achieved in improv-
ing the way the IMF has operated, and more reform appears likely. Although the
amount of the resulting savings is hard to precisely determine, they would be suffi-
cient to cover the cost of JEC appropriations many times over.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you this morning.

Senator BENNETT. We have been joined by Senator Feinstein.
And let me formally, on this first hearing of the year, welcome Sen-
ator Feinstein and say how delighted I am that she is the ranking
member on this subcommittee. She has been wonderful to work
with in the past year. And I am sure we will have the same kind
of relationship this year.

Senator, we would be happy to have any statement you would
like to make.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I have been very pleased to be able to work with you. I have found
you just a pleasure to work with and very diligent and a great
chairman of this subcommittee.

If I may, I would like to put my statement in the record.

Senator BENNETT. Without objection.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I very much look forward to working again this year with Chairman Bennett in
developing the fiscal year 2001 appropriations bill for the Legislative Branch.

I am pleased to join you, Mr. Chairman, in welcoming our colleague from the
House, Congressman Jim Saxton, who will be presenting testimony during the first
portion of this morning’s hearing as Vice Chairman of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee. And, following that, I also look forward to hearing from our CBO Director,
Mr. Crippen.

Mr. Chairman, since this is our first subcommittee hearing on the Senate side,
I would ask that I be allowed this morning just a few extra moments for my per-
sonal comments before we get underway.

I would like to say that it has been such a pleasure to serve with you, Mr. Chair-
man, on the Legislative Branch Appropriations Subcommittee, and I very much look
forward to continuing our work this year to craft a funding bill for fiscal year 2001:
which sufficiently addresses the needs and concerns of this branch of government
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which is responsible for writing the laws of our land, which endeavors to preserve
some of the historic treasures associated with the Congress and our Nation’s Cap-
itol, as well as the Library of Congress; and which provides realistic funding for the
various support offices of the Congress, upon whom we depend so much for our re-
search and statistical data, investigative reports, and comprehensive budget anal-
yses that help us as legislators to make the best choices for our citizens; as well
as those whom we rely upon for our printing requirements, documents control, fa-
cilities management and security.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me these few extra moments to extend my
comments. I look forward to hearing the testimony of our two panelists this morn-
ing.

Senator FEINSTEIN. And, I do have a question of the Congress-
man. Is this the appropriate time?

Senator BENNETT. Surely. Go ahead.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Good morning.

Mr. SaxToN. Hi.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Why is this effort even necessary? I mean,
why is it not redundant or duplicative of things that are already,
or could be done, say, by CRS?

Mr. SAXTON. The fact of the matter is that the Joint Economic
Committee is Congress’ own think tank, as I indicated early in my
testimony. We have the luxury, if you will, of concentrating on
issues that can be dealt with in a fashion that permits us to do in-
depth research. For example, there has been a lot of discussion
among Members of Congress about the IMF. And I would like to
say that much of the basis of that discussion was research that was
done by the Joint Economic Committee.

When we started to research the International Monetary Fund
2% or 3 years ago, very few people in Congress knew how the IMF
operated. I remember the President not too long ago giving one of
his Saturday speeches or addresses to the country about the IMF.
And he started out by saying, “I'd like to talk to you about the
IMF, and it’s not a bowling machine.”

We have been able to shed a great deal of light on the IMF. The
understanding that exists today in both Houses of Congress to a
large extent is a result of JEC studies and reports on the IMF: how
it operates, its policies, and its effect, or lack thereof, positive or
negative, on many economies around the world.

The same is true in understanding Fed monetary policy. When
we began to look at fed monetary policy, we found that inflation
was used as a target, and the control of inflation did a great deal
to stabilize our economy and help it grow.

And we have issued a number of reports on inflation targeting
and other monetary issues. Not unlike the IMF, the institutional
knowledge that exists today in the Congress on inflation targeting
came to some extent, I would like to think to a large extent, from
the Joint Economic Committee.

And those, among other issues, are things that I think we have
done that are very important.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Let me just say something with great re-
spect. I have never received a report. I have been here 7 years. I
did not even know the committee did this report before today. And,
if it does great things, it sure keeps it to itself.

I mean, I will be very candid with you. I do not know why we
need a Joint Economic Committee. If I want to learn about the
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IMF, it would not occur to me to go here. I mean, there are think
tanks all over Washington. Why do we need our own think tank?
Mr. SAXTON. Well, let me say that we will be more than happy
to share the reports that have been done. On the House side, we
do send them out to each Member of Congress on a periodic basis.
Senator FEINSTEIN. Do we on the Senate side? Are they sent out,
Mr. Chairman?

Senator BENNETT. I am not aware of how that is done, and I am
a member of the Joint Economic Committee. So I had better find
out.

Mr. SAXTON. I am just reminded that the Congressional Manage-
ment Foundation has cited our website, the Joint Economic Com-
mittee website, as one of the three best committee websites on Cap-
itol Hill. This is another way that we have chosen to disseminate
the information and make it available.

Senator FEINSTEIN. But, have there been reports sent out on the
Senate side?

Mr. SAXTON. I would have to defer to Senator Mack, who is the
full committee chairman.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you very much.

[The information follows:]

LETTER FROM JIM SAXTON

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT EcoNoMIC COMMITTEE,
Washington, DC, March 7, 2000.

Chairman ROBERT F. BENNETT,
Subcommittee on Legislative Branch, Senate Appropriations Committee, S—125, The
Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for the recent opportunity to testify on the fiscal
2001 appropriation request of the Joint Economic Committee (JEC). After reviewing
the record, it became clear that there were some remaining issues that needed to
be addressed in writing. I would respectfully request that this letter be made part
of the hearing record. In addition, please include the attached research materials
in the printed record if you deem it desirable to do so.

During the hearing, questions were raised by another member of the sub-
committee that suggest some clarification about the functions of the Joint Economic
Committee may be useful. The questions raised the issue of whether JEC research
on the International Monetary Fund (IMF), for example, was really needed since a
member could request a memo on this subject from the Congressional Research
Service (CRS). My response essentially was that JEC research on the IMF, as well
as other topics, permits greater depth and thus provides much more information
than would be possible in even a very fine CRS memo.

My statement was a general one and since this question was unexpected I did not
have full supporting documentation available at that moment. Enclosed please find
the 8 JEC studies, together with printed and bound records of 5 JEC hearings on
the International Monetary Fund (IMF). Additional information is available on our
JEC website, rated one of the top three committee websites on Capitol Hill by the
nonpartisan Congressional Management Foundation. Those who follow issues re-
lated to the IMF are very aware of this JEC research and the effects it has had
on the institution and its reform. This research was the basis of IMF reform legisla-
tion passed by Congress in 1998 and 1999 that will save taxpayers many millions
of dollars over time.

As a former IMF research director recently wrote, “the Fund’s jerry-built struc-
ture of financial provisions has meant that almost nobody outside and, indeed, few
inside, the Fund understand how the organization works * * *” I believe that Con-
gress should understand how the IMF works because of the important financing and
policy making role played by the U.S. Congress has appropriated $50 billion for the
IMF, and thus has a responsibility to know how this money is being used.

The factual record shows that this research program has provided much more
original information on the financial structure and operations of the IMF to Con-
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gress and the public than any other source. I am pleased at the success of this re-
search program given the extremely challenging and difficult subject matter and the
lack of transparency of the IMF. Moreover, in response to this research program,
the IMF has moved towards more disclosure of its finance, and finally has com-
mitted to publicly releasing its budget. These results could not be obtained by a
memo reviewing already existing information.
I hope this letter clarifies some of these issues. Thank you again for the oppor-
tunity to testify.
Sincerely,
JIM SAXTON,
Vice Chairman, Joint Economic Committee.

SELECTED JEC PUBLICATIONS ON THE IMF AND MONETARY POLICY

1. Can IMF Lending Promote Corruption? (December 1999)

2. Research Findings Regarding the Costs of U.S. Participation in the IMF (Octo-
ber 1999)

3. JEC Statements Before the International Financial Institution Advisory Com-
mission (September 9, 1999)

4. IMF Gold Sales in Perspective (August 1999)

5. Transparency and the Financial Structure of the International Monetary Fund
(Hearing, July 21, 1999)

6. Transparency and U.S. Dollar Policy (July 1999)

7. An International Lender of Last Resort, the IMF, and The Federal Reserve
(February 1999)

8. Compendium of Studies on International Economic Issues (December 1998)

9. U.S. Dollar Policy: A Need for Clarification (November 1998)

10. IMF Reform: Proposals to Stabilize the International Financial System (Hear-
ing, October 7, 1998)

11. Financial Crises in Emerging Markets: Incentives and the IMF (August 1998)

12. The Transparency and Financial Structure of the IMF (Hearing, July 23,
1998)

13. The International Monetary Fund and International Economic Policy (Hear-
ing, May 5, 1998)

14. IMF Financing: A Review of the Issues (March 1998)

15. The International Monetary Fund and International Policy (Hearing, February
24, 1998)

16. Transparency and Federal Reserve Policy (November 1997)

17. A Response to Criticisms of Price Stability (September 1997)

18. Establishing Federal Reserve Inflation Goals (April 1997)

19. The Importance of the Federal Reserve (March 1997)

20. Lessons from Inflation Targeting Experience (February 1997)

Senator BENNETT. In this same category, let me comment on
what I think was a significant contribution of the Joint Economic
Committee last year. And I think that because I was involved. That
is always the criteria, I think, that many have used.

We held a high-tech summit where we had Bill Gates and Lou
Gershner and Alan Greenspan and a whole series of high-tech
CEOs come in and discuss with us the impact of high tech on the
economy as a whole. It ran over a 3-day period. And we attracted
enough attention that one of the freshman Members of the House
came over. And I was visiting with him, thanking him for coming.
And he said, “My wife was watching this on television and said to
me, You'd better get over there and be part of that committee, be-
cause this is the best thing that has come out of the Government
in a lot of years.”” So at least one Congressman’s wife responded
very favorably to it.

I think, Senator Feinstein, your point is well taken in that there
are other venues in which some of this work could be done. And
Senator Mack and I looked at that very carefully when he was the
chairman of the subcommittee. And he has been chairman of a sub-
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committee of the Banking Committee that covers many of the
issues that the Joint Economic Committee looks at.

And an argument could be made. There is duplication, for exam-
ple, in Alan Greenspan’s appearance before this committee, which
is mandated by law. The chairman of the Fed must make an an-
nual report to the Joint Economic Committee. He is also required
to make an annual report to the Banking Committee. So as a mem-
ber of the Banking Committee and a member of the JEC, I get to
hear him twice. It is good for me. I am beginning to break the code.
After 7 years I am beginning to feel that I can understand Alan
Greenspan.

But the decision of the Congress in 1995 was to continue the
Joint Economic Committee rather than assume that these functions
could be done other ways. It was a relatively close call with a num-
ber of members urging that the JEC be done away with. But the
decision was made, and it has gone forward. And I must say that
under the chairmanship of Congressman Saxton and then Senator
Mack, and they alternate each Congress, the JEC, since it had its
near death experience, has been much livelier and, I think, much
more productive.

So the issue you raise is not a new one, but the response from
the vice chairman here indicates that at least that message has
been heard.

I have no further questions.

Senator FEINSTEIN. If there are reports, could I ask to see them,
please?

Senator BENNETT. For sure.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Could someone see that I get some?

Senator BENNETT. Sure.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I would appreciate it very much.

Senator BENNETT. We will do that.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I have no further questions.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your service on
this committee. And thank you for your testimony here today.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much.



CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE

STATEMENT OF DAN L. CRIPPEN, DIRECTOR

ACCOMPANIED BY BARRY ANDERSON, DEPUTY DIRECTOR

Senator BENNETT. Our next witness will be Dan Crippen.

Mr. Crippen, the Director of the Congressional Budget Office
(CBO), we welcome you here. I understand you have created a new
position, the Executive Associate Director, which has been filled by
Mr. Steven Lieberman.

Mr. ANDERSON. I am Barry Anderson. I am the Deputy Director.

Senator BENNETT. Barry Anderson. Okay.

We welcome Mr. Lieberman to the fold, even though he is not
here at the table.

Mr. CrIPPEN. He is working.

Senator BENNETT. And we will submit for the record a copy of
his résumé, as well as your new organizational chart, because there
has been some interest in your organization and in that activity.

CBO has requested $28,493,000 for fiscal 2001, which is a 9.1-
percent increase over your previous level. And we look forward to
hearing your description of the increase and your other activities
with respect to this budget.

[The information follows:]

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF STEVEN M. LIEBERMAN

In 1999, Steven M. Lieberman was named to the newly created position of Execu-
tive Associate Director of the Congressional Budget Office (CBO). He is also the Act-
ing Assistant Director for CBO’s new Long-Term Modeling Group. Mr. Lieberman
has a background in federal budgetary and health care issues. Before joining CBO,
he was health partner in the EOP Group, a Social Security analytic consulting firm,
and vice president of government programs and marketing at Intergroup Healthcare
Corporation, a managed care company. Before that, he spent 16 years at the Office
of Management and Budget, focusing on Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid;
he then served as assistant director for general management, with oversight of 10
federal agencies.

9
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Congressional Budget Office

DIRECTOR
Dan L. Crippen

DEPUTY DIRECTOR
Barry B. Anderson

EXECUTIVE ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR
Steven M. Lieberman

Associate Director
Management, Business,
and Information Services

Associate Director General Counsel

Long-Term Modeling

Associate Director
Communications

Susan Tanaka Steven M. Lieberman Gail Del Balzo William J. Gainer
(Acting)
Assistant Director Assistant Director Assistant Director Assistant Director

Budget Analysis

Robert A. Sunshine

Macroeconomic
Analysis
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Y2K SUCCESS

Mr. CRIPPEN. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, first I wanted to report, as your previous witness
did and as I am sure all of your subsequent ones will, that through
your good efforts we made it through the passing of the millennium
with nary a hiccup, as near as we can tell.

I would also like to report that our website is up to about 5 mil-
lion hits a year now. So it was up and running throughout that pe-
riod—not that a lot of people were hitting it that night—but it was
running.
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RELIEF FOR SALARY COMPRESSION

Before I get into next year, Mr. Chairman, we want to thank you
for the pay raise you granted me and Barry, not only on our behalf
but, more important, on behalf of all of my present and future col-
leagues who are effectively capped by our statutory limits. Our two
salaries are included in the Budget Act legislation.

The salary compression that CBO was experiencing is one of the
reasons we have had difficulty recruiting and retaining personnel.
I also want to thank you for giving us limited bonus authority for
the first time—bonuses that will go largely to our nonmanagerial
staff on the basis of performance and also to help recruit new em-
ployees.

IMPROVED STAFFING LEVEL

Mr. Chairman, I first appeared before you not quite 1 year ago
and reported that in 1998, CBO lost many more staff than we were
able to replace. The level of actual full-time equivalents (FTEs) in
1998 was 205, down from an actual level of 227 in 1997 and an au-
thorized level of 232. I am happy to report that we have made some
progress. We were able to employ 215 FTEs last year and expect
to reach 225 by year’s end. Our request for next year would allow
us to reach 228, just 1 more than in 1997 and 3 more than this
year. We hope to reach our full complement by the end of 2002.

In particular, raising the pay levels for our executive and senior
staff, which was made possible this year with the support of this
committee, has allowed us to provide more competitive beginning-
salary offers to top-quality Ph.D.s in economics, as well as to public
policy and health experts.

FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING SHORTFALL

Last year your counterpart in the House, Mr. Taylor, asked us,
after we submitted our budget, whether we could reduce our re-
quest for 2000, given your tight allocation and the attempt to live
under the cap. After analyzing the time it would take us to recruit
and hire the people we hoped to add, and after assessing our abil-
ity to reprogram some 1999 funds, we agreed to a funding level for
fiscal year 2000 that was $600,000 below our initial request.

Then we, along with everyone else, saw a further reduction—in
our case, about $100,000—through the across-the-board cut. As a
result, CBO’s appropriation for fiscal year 2000 provided an in-
crease of less than 2 percent. Combining the funding for 2000 with
the request that is before you now, CBO’s funding would increase
by 11 percent over the 2-year period, which is far below that of any
of our sister agencies. Both their requests and their subsequent ap-
propriations have far exceeded ours.

I hope you are not surprised to know that I believe in budgets
and budgeting—for planning, setting priorities, and establishing
real resource constraints. That is why, Mr. Chairman, I agreed to
reduce our request for this year, because I thought we could make
some adjustments and live with the reduction. And we have.
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FISCAL YEAR 2001 INCREASE

But now we need to regain some ground. This is a well-con-
structed and easily defensible budget. It was built from the ground
up; it is not simply an extrapolation from prior budgets. For exam-
ple, Mr. Chairman, we carefully reviewed our telephone needs and
found that we could change equipment and do away with about 50
percent of our telephone lines. We are moving to less expensive
data processing. Our library is becoming more virtual. All of these
savings are explicit in our request and are not subsumed in in-
creases elsewhere.

Like most of your bill, most of our budget is people and com-
puters—86 percent people and 8 percent computers. We need to
build our strength back toward our authorized FTE level. Our re-
quest gets us back to where we were in 1997. We are adjusting pay
schedules to help us compete with organizations such as the Fed-
eral Reserve and the World Bank. And we are rewarding perform-
ance and recruiting heavily. While we are happy to be able to re-
port, Mr. Chairman, projected surpluses for the Federal budget as
a whole, I assure you that there are no surpluses built into this re-
quest.

PREPARED STATEMENT

By the way, I am also happy to report that your monthly budget
review remains a best seller, at least in the budget world.

Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAN L. CRIPPEN

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to present the
fiscal year 2001 budget request for the Congressional Budget Office (CBO). The mis-
sion of CBO is to provide the Congress with the objective, timely, nonpartisan anal-
ysis it needs for making decisions about the economy and the budget and to furnish
the information and estimates required for the Congressional budget process. CBO
does not make policy recommendations; instead, it presents the Congress with op-
tions and alternatives in a wide range of subject areas, all of which have economic
and budgetary impacts.

The Congressional Budget Office is requesting $28,493,000 for its operations in
fiscal year 2001, a 9.1 percent increase over the agency’s fiscal year 2000 appropria-
tion. The funding increase is largely necessitated by our need to compensate for a
significant funding shortfall in 2000—our appropriation increase for fiscal year 2000
was only 1.8 percent, or $450,000. That was much less than the $1.5 million that
would have been needed to cover increases in pay and benefits for our 232 author-
ized positions. The 1.8 percent increase was also well below the nearly 7 percent
average increase that other Congressional support agencies received. If we view fis-
cal years 2000 and 2001 together, our request implies an 11 percent cumulative in-
crease, which is below the analogous amounts for other Congressional support agen-
cies.

Impact of the Shortfall in Fiscal Year 2000

Because 94 percent of our funding goes to salaries, benefits, and computer tech-
nology, the resulting $700,000 shortfall from our request was impossible to absorb
without negatively affecting our staffing and technology. To cope with that situation,
in fiscal year 2000:

—We will hold actual staffing to 225 positions, well below the 232 authorized,
even though additional staff are clearly needed in a number of areas. Our staff
resources will therefore be stretched thin in both fiscal years as we endeavor
to support major new investments in our long-term modeling and analysis of
the Social Security and Medicare programs, and to maintain essential functions
such as scorekeeping, budget analysis, and economic and revenue forecasting.
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—We will also greatly reduce our spending on computer technology and informa-
tion resources this year. Because we reprogrammed funds for computer hard-
ware in 1999, we can survive this cutback for one year, but we will also have
to delay purchases of needed software and certain network hardware.

—Finally, we must tightly control most other spending and find offsetting savings
or reductions.

Summary of the Request for Fiscal Year 2001

The request for fiscal year 2001 would allow us to fund the 228 positions we plan
to fill by the end of fiscal year 2000. By early in fiscal year 2002, we hope to reach
our authorized staff ceiling of 232 positions. The requested funding also:

—Provides a pay adjustment of 3.7 percent and merit increases of $269,000—both
of which are down from fiscal year 2000 to reflect the cumulative cost-of-living
increases of January 2000 and January 2001 that will help mitigate the pay gap
we still suffer relative to pay in the private sector.

—Contains a $588,000 increase in spending for computer technology and systems,
data, and model development, bringing this category back to its historical path
after the major cutback in the current year. That amount includes $150,000 to
begin the transfer of costly mainframe applications to a more economical plat-
form—a move that could save several hundred thousand dollars each year—and
$100,000 to purchase new software for tracking appropriations.

—Supports an increasing workload of 11 studies and mandated reports, 25 papers
and memorandums, 2,000 legislative cost estimates and mandate cost state-
ments, and a growing number of testimonies before Congressional committees
(estimated at 30 to 35 appearances for both 2000 and 2001).

Even with this request, we continue to be concerned about our ability to offer the
salaries and benefits needed to attract and retain staff in today’s tight labor market.
We lost a number of very good analysts and senior managers in 1999, and we expect
a significant number of senior staff to retire in the next 12 months. In fact, roughly
half of our managers and more than half of our top executives are currently eligible
to retire, and several more will become eligible in the next three years.

Related to these concerns, I would like to take this opportunity to thank the Com-
mittee for its support last year in providing CBO with the authority to give lump-
sum performance and recruitment bonuses and to raise the pay of our executives.
Although we are just beginning to use these new authorities, we are already finding
the bonus authority to be a valuable tool for immediately rewarding extra efforts
by our employees. The enactment of the new pay levels for my position and that
of the deputy director has eased and will continue to ease the salary compression
we have been experiencing. It has also allowed us to raise the pay rates for our ex-
ecutive staff, and in turn, we have become somewhat more competitive in our hir-
ing.

Finally, we will do everything we can with the available funding to strengthen
our recruitment and retention efforts, which I will discuss in greater detail later.

Cost Savings

Price inflation in our nonpersonnel budget has been quite high, particularly in
such areas as subscriptions and software. To help offset that inflation, we have iden-
tified a number of operating-cost savings. In fiscal year 1999, for example, we com-
pleted moving a portion of our timesharing services to the Library of Congress,
which will save roughly $175,000 per year beginning this fiscal year. In addition,
we have identified ways to reduce spending on software, timesharing, and commu-
nications. Those efforts, which should save another $100,000 per year, will be
phased in during this fiscal year.

Accomplishments in Fiscal Year 1999

Budget issues were in the forefront of Congressional debate in fiscal year 1999,
as the Congress struggled to stay within the caps on discretionary spending, sought
to avoid an on-budget deficit, grappled with the question of what to do with the
budget surpluses projected over the next decade, and dealt with major policy issues
in a number of significant areas.

CBO’s January 1999 baseline projections of growing surpluses, described and doc-
umented in The Economic and Budget Outlook: Fiscal Years 2000-2009, framed
much of the debate that followed. Those estimates were revised in July, when CBO
prepared a comprehensive update of economic developments and its baseline budget
projections, reporting that better-than-expected economic conditions were likely to
result in even larger surpluses. Those reports provided accurate estimates of the
outlays, revenues, and surplus for fiscal year 1999. For example, in January, we

rojected a 1999 surplus of $107 billion, and in July, we revised that estimate to
5120 billion. Both figures were very close to the actual result of $124 billion.
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The appropriation process lasted until November and culminated in an omnibus
appropriation act encompassing five of the regular appropriation bills and a number
of other pieces of legislation. Throughout that process, CBO prepared estimates for
numerous versions of each appropriation bill and for a variety of proposed amend-
ments. With the intense focus on the discretionary caps and the on-budget surplus,
CBO was called upon to provide frequent tabulations of discretionary spending to-
tals, including amounts designated as emergency requirements, with and without
scorekeeping adjustments specified by the Budget Committees. The task was com-
plicated by the need to assess the impact of various obligation delays, advance ap-
propriations, and across-the-board cuts. CBO also published a letter report in Octo-
ber that explained the key issues surrounding the appropriation process, as well as
an end-of-session summary of the outcome.

In the course of the debate and discussion on the wide array of authorizing legis-
lation addressed by the Congress, CBO provided hundreds of formal cost estimates
and even more informal estimates to committees and individual Members. Those es-
timates addressed a variety of proposals, options, and bills, including the Medicare,
Medicaid, and SCHIP Balanced Budget Refinement Act; the Defense Authorization
Act; the Ticket to Work and Work Incentives Improvement Act; the Water Resources
Development Act; and bills dealing with veterans’ health care, banking reform, pa-
tients’ rights, crop insurance, and education initiatives. All formal estimates were
promptly posted on CBO’s World Wide Web site so that Members and other inter-
ested parties could have rapid and easy access to the budgetary figures.

CBO also actively supported the Congress’ consideration of the long-term prob-
lems facing Social Security and Medicare. We prepared detailed analyses of pro-
posals by the President and others to reform Social Security and Medicare. We testi-
fied on Social Security and Medicare before five Congressional committees, and we
issued numerous reports and cost estimates. To enhance our ability to analyze the
long-term prospects for those programs and the impact of proposed changes, CBO
has established a new Long-Term Modeling Group, staffed with experts in demo-
graphics, statistics, and modeling.

CBO’s estimating responsibilities extend beyond the bounds of the federal budget.
They include the review and analysis of hundreds of reported bills to identify and
estimate the cost of mandates imposed on the private sector and on state, local, or
tribal governments. We determined that legislation included one or more mandates
in more than 100 cases and estimated the cost of those mandates. CBO staff has
worked closely with the National Governors’ Association, the National Conference
of State Legislatures, the League of Cities, the National Association of State Budget
Officers, and other private, governmental, and tribal organizations to ensure that
mandates are identified and their impacts are projected on the basis of the best pos-
sible information.

We believe the quality of our estimates and their relevance to the budget process
resulted in more requests for CBO to testify before Congressional committees and
to provide quick-turnaround answers on budget questions in the waning hours of
the budget process. During the year, I and other CBO officials testified 32 times,
up from 16 in fiscal year 1998, and did so for a wide variety of committees, includ-
ing several appearances before the House and Senate Budget Committees, House
and Senate Appropriations Committees, Senate Finance Committee, House Rules
Committee, House Ways and Means Committee, and a variety of other House and
Senate committees.

In 1999, CBO also resumed the publication of its “budget options” report, which
details hundreds of possible methods for reducing spending or raising revenues.
That volume was made available in an interactive version on CBO’s Web site
(www.cbo.gov). Finally, as a result of our Year 2000 renovations and preparations,
the infrastructure of CBO’s information technology and its systems were fully oper-
ational on January 1, 2000.

Priorities for Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001

Efforts to reform Social Security and Medicare are expected to continue to be a
priority for the Congress. To support those efforts, we will complete the development
and documentation of actuarial and microsimulation models for estimating Social
Security over the long term (75 years), including a benchmark-estimate comparison
with the estimates of the Social Security Administration. We will also begin pro-
ducing long-range cost estimates and impact analyses of Social Security for both
current-law and reform proposals, and we will continue to develop long-range mod-
els for the Medicare program.

CBO staff will also devote a substantial amount of time to analyzing the effects
of Social Security reform on aspects of retirement and disability policy, interactions
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between proposed changes in Social Security and the Supplemental Security Income
program, and interactions between Social Security and private pensions.

CBO also anticipates significant Congressional interest in analyses and estimates
of legislative proposals relating to commercial, environmental, and trade regulation;
the effect of technical progress on the national economy; expanded Medicare bene-
fits; improved federal student-aid programs; the adequacy of funding for defense
plans; and federal debt management.

CBO will also continue to focus resources on improving its economic forecasts and
integrating its economic and budget forecasts.

In addition to focusing on its mission-related work, CBO, like any effective and
highly successful organization, must devote some resources to attracting talented
people, developing their skills, and properly equipping them with the needed tech-
nology. We must also organize our work to be as efficient as possible. Our goals for
strengthening CBO’s internal operations follow.

Human Resources Priorities to Enhance Recruitment and Retention

During the next two years, CBO will expand on the initiatives undertaken in 1999
to identify, hire, and retain a highly talented and diverse workforce by strength-
ening our recruitment strategies, investing more in training and staff development,
and reconfiguring our space so that it better meets the needs of our staff. In par-
ticular, we will:

—Strengthen Our Recruitment Strategy.—Our goal is to focus our efforts and re-
sources on quickly filling key vacancies, particularly in hard-to-attract dis-
ciplines, while building a more diverse workforce.

In 1998 and 1999, CBO experienced an unusual number of vacancies. Unfor-
tunately, because of a tight labor market, we were unable to quickly replace the
individuals who left. By the end of 1999, we were therefore still short of our
staffing needs. Although we were able to meet our mandates, that shortfall cre-
ated a hardship for many of our staff, and it meant that our ability to produce
major studies suffered somewhat.

Our efforts have already begun, and a recruiting task force recently presented
me with recommendations on how to improve our recruiting system. We plan
to target a more diverse set of schools, develop better recruiting materials, cap-
italize more on our summer internship program, and devote more staff and
travel resources to recruiting. We will also consider a more formal orientation
and mentoring program for new employees.

—Improve CBO’s Training Programs.—Our goal is to improve management and
job skills by investing in our people through training, education, and profes-
sional development and to take greater advantage of existing technology in our
operations.

CBO has always invested in the development of its staff, but the amount we
spend on job training and professional development is far less than is spent by
world-class firms and other high-impact organizations and much less than the
amounts recommended by management and training experts. CBO spent less
than 0.5 percent of its personnel costs on training in 1999, compared with as
much as 6 percent for high-performing professional firms. During the next two
years, we hope to shift some resources to training, education, and professional
development, and we are now working on a new training policy to carefully tar-
get those resources.

—Modernize and Revitalize Our Working Environment.—Our goal is to recon-
figure and, where necessary, renovate offices to better use our space and to pro-
vide a quality work environment for new employees and those currently in inad-
equate space.

Most of CBO’s space was configured shortly after the agency’s creation 25
years ago in a building originally designed to house files, not people. At that
time, there were no desktop computers, a much larger number of support staff,
less specialization among employees, and an employment marketplace that was
not nearly as competitive. Consequently, a significant percentage of the space
is configured for clerical staff, while many analysts have work space that is in-
adequate and much less desirable than that of our competition.

If we are to be competitive in the employment marketplace and attract and
retain employees who are highly sought after, our facilities-related problems
must be addressed. In cooperation with the staff of the Architect of the Capitol,
we have developed a range of strategies to address those problems, and we be-
lieve that we can make substantial progress during the next three years with-
out significantly increasing our current spending on equipment and facilities.
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Communications Priorities

The value of CBO’s work to the Congress and the public is directly related to the
quality, readability, and easy availability of our written products. Over time, the
electronic versions and electronic delivery of our analyses have increased in impor-
tance, and the demand for our electronic products continues to grow. Our Web site
currently receives more than five million hits per year, and that activity is expected
to continue to grow. At the same time, however, the demand for printed copies of
our reports remains very strong.

—Enhance CBO’s Web Site—Our goals are to respond to the demand for CBO
products in electronic form and expand the number of relevant past publications
that are available electronically.

In fiscal year 2000, we plan to add more “best selling” publications from ear-
lier years to our Web site and expand the use of interactive products such as
the “budget options” report. Such interactive versions of our publications re-
spond to users’ demands for more targeted information that will enable them
to quickly locate the portions of the report that are relevant to their interests.

—Centralize Report Production and Modernize Report Format.—Our goal is to
achieve a consistent, high-quality product and standard “corporate” look for
studies, reports, papers, memorandums, testimony, and other products while
achieving efficiencies.

We plan to centralize final production of our publications with our editorial
staff. That should save analysts’ time, improve the appearance and consistency
of our documents, and make production more economical.

Internal Management Priorities

As noted earlier, highly effective organizations must build a skilled staff and then

provide the technology and work processes necessary to support that staff.

—Maintain Our Technological Edge.—Our goal is to continue to provide the best,
most affordable technology systems to support the agency’s mission while con-
stantly improving the performance of those systems and employees’ satisfaction
with them. That effort focuses on desktop hardware and software, reproduction
equipment, communications, data processing, access to the Internet, and analyt-
ical modeling.

CBO has invested steadily in its technology over the past few years. As a re-
sult, every employee has up-to-date hardware and software, and our internal
network, Web site, and communications are among the best in government.
That allows us to accommodate a tight budget in 2000, but we must restore
spending in fiscal year 2001 to remain effective and to adequately support the
Congress.

Our objectives for fiscal years 2000 and 2001 are to (1) continue to upgrade
our network and communications hardware; (2) provide additional training to
employees using our current technology and software; (3) identify and imple-
ment operating-cost savings; (4) improve network security; and (5) support the
reengineering and automation of key work processes.

—Streamline Procurement.—QOur goal is to modernize our procurement process to
emphasize a streamlined, paperless process with greater emphasis on competi-
tion in purchasing.

During fiscal year 2000, we will investigate processes and software used by
other organizations and begin redesigning our procurement process. In 2001, we
hope to implement a new system for processing purchase requests, issuing pur-
chase orders, and tracking obligations, orders, and payments.

—Reengineer Key Work Processes.—Our goal is to rethink and redesign all major
administrative processes to reduce staff burden and costs.

During the next two years, we will survey our key administrative processes
to identify targets for redesign. We will then appoint redesign teams to develop
processes that are more efficient and less paper intensive, which will reduce the
staff time necessary for performing and recording transactions.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, CBO’s recent budget requests have been modest. Our actual in-
crease for fiscal year 2000 was only 1.8 percent, well below what was needed to
maintain current services and make modest investments for the future. We are op-
erating a sophisticated enterprise in a highly competitive environment. Other agen-
cies, organizations, and businesses offer more attractive compensation packages
than we do, and many offer a more attractive work environment. Not only do we
find it increasingly difficult to attract highly qualified personnel, but a large cadre
of our senior staff is nearing retirement age. Indeed, over the past year, we have
lost some key personnel whose absence is keenly felt at the operational level. At the
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same time, the Congress is placing ever greater demands on CBO to provide a wider
range of assistance than in the past. If we are to continue meeting the needs of the
Congress, we must have adequate resources. Although our request may appear sub-
stantial, it would essentially bring us even with other Congressional agencies over
the two-year period and ensure our ability to maintain the existing level of service.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much. I particularly appre-
ciate the attitude toward the budget, which is a build from the
ground up kind of exercise, rather than an extrapolation from the
previous year. You do not have to do that every year, but you have
to do that more often than people often do.

Mr. CrIPPEN. This was our first budget since we arrived at CBO.
L};ast year’s budget had already been submitted by the time we got
there.

A POSITIVE OUTCOME FOR THE Y2K SCARE

Senator BENNETT. Right. You made a reference to Y2K. And I am
going to respond by focusing on an aspect of the Y2K thing that
we have not talked about before, that I think may have some inter-
est in your area. A number of people have told me that while they
got through the Y2K problem without any difficulty, and that was
a major accomplishment, the long-term impact of what they did
with respect to Y2K will be the experience of having inventoried all
of their computers and actually finding out how many they had and
what they did and how they were connected, and that they have
made fairly significant changes as a result of that inventorying
process. Even if they did not find Y2K problems, they got an in-
vestment. Alan Greenspan said to me he feels that will be the most
significant long-term benefit from the Y2K experience to the Amer-
ican economy.

In this morning’s news we are hearing that the productivity rate,
at least through the fourth quarter of last year, was simply stun-
ning, astronomical, an annual rate of 5 percent productivity
growth. I do not recall any time in history when they talked about
productivity growing at that rate.

Whether that had anything to do with the Y2K inventory phe-
nomenon or not is immaterial. The fact is, I think, that we are see-
ing a new phenomenon by virtue of the information revolution in
terms of productivity increases that simply have no historical
precedent. And I would like to, with that buildup, ask a question
of you as to how much of your time and resources and attention
are being focused on an attempt to understand the impact of that
phenomenon and put it into your forecasts.

Would you care to comment?

Mr. CRIPPEN. Sure. Let me say before I respond, though, that I
think the preparations for the Y2K problem had benefits even be-
yond the one you cited—inventorying. Those preparations also al-
lowed people to upgrade a lot of old software, which will not only
run more efficiently but will also probably allow them to make
more efficient use of computers. In addition, preparing for Y2K in-
volved the training of a lot of personnel in the information tech-
nology field who will now be employed in other endeavors, thereby
increasing productivity. So Y2K was about more than machines. It
was, as you suggested, people and software that we put in place.
In the past 4 years, we have seen average productivity growth of
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about 2.6 percent compared with 1.6 percent for the previous 20
years. So we finally——

PRODUCTIVITY GROWTH IN THE ECONOMY

Senator BENNETT. Let me get that. The last 10 years?

Mr. CRIPPEN. In the past 4 years, productivity has been 2.6 per-
cent. In the prior 20 years or so, it was 1.6 percent.

Senator BENNETT. Okay.

Mr. CRIPPEN. So that 1s a full percentage-point difference in the
average for the past 4 years. We have been able to identify several
factors that have contributed to that difference. A good piece of it,
frankly, is simply the manufacture of computers, which is becoming
more efficient, and we are getting more power for less money. That
is about 25 percent of the increase in and of itself.

We have also had some change in accounting in the national
product accounts, which, by definition, changed some of the under-
lying numbers. But there is a piece of this that is very real and
not fully understood. We believe it has to do with the greater cap-
ital investment that we have seen in the past several years, and
that increase, of course, will pay off.

What we have incorporated in our forecasts—and one of the rea-
sons that our surplus estimates increased between last year and
this—is that we took about 0.6 of the 1 percentage-point increase
and assumed it was going to continue. That will yield average pro-
ductivity growth of a little more than 2 percent over the next 10
years. That estimate may be low, but we were a little concerned
that we only have 4 years of information on the increases and are
not quite sure we know exactly where it is coming from. But we
are pretty comfortable with saying that a little more than half of
the recent productivity increase is permanent and is going to con-
tinue. There is no reason to think, for example, that the computer
efficiencies—the more power for less money—are going to slow
down. We are not reaching physical or theoretical limits yet. So we
expect a good piece of this increase to continue.

PRODUCTIVITY UNCERTAINTY AND THE SURPLUS

Senator BENNETT. This is not the forum for this kind of discus-
sion, but I will comment in case you missed it. In his presentation
to the Banking Committee last week, Alan Greenspan was asked:
Are your numbers real? That is, are the CBO’s numbers real? Par-
ticularly with respect to the surplus. And he said, “Well, we don’t
know, because we have had such a short period of time in which
to evaluate what is causing the river of revenue to come in to the
Federal Treasury.”

And he said if it’s permanent, then the CBO numbers are way
low. The surplus will be substantially bigger over the next 10 years
than the $4 trillion that CBO is projecting. On the other hand, if
it is temporary, the surplus could disappear. So he said what CBO
has done is just pick a number somewhere in the middle that
seems prudent. And he said all of the other forecasters have done
the same thing, but nobody really knows, because we have not had
a long enough period of time.

And of course, if it turns out we have had a very fundamental
change in the way things work so that the 2.6 percent number
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stays constant for the next 10 years, then yes, the $4 trillion figure
will be low.

Now you are confirming——

Mr. CRIPPEN. Yes. Absolutely. I think we know a bit more about
where the revenues are coming from; that is to say, from capital
gains realizations and upper-income taxpayers and from more peo-
ple being pushed into the upper brackets because of real growth in
wages and other income. But that is not to say we know the
sources of the income.

And that is what I think the chairman was referring to with pro-
ductivity. He has been talking longer than we have about a new
economy and the implications for the future. But again, after 4
years of reality hitting us in the face and of underestimating the
flow of revenues, we thought that it was useful to incorporate some
of the things that we do know. And we do know about computer
production and some other factors that we are convinced will con-
tinue to have an effect.

Our latest report, “The Budget and Economic Outlook: Fiscal
Years 2001-2010”, included a chapter on the uncertainty sur-
rounding our projections, which goes through the many things that
could be worse or better than we think. We have a pessimistic al-
ternative that combines a number of bad events, if you will, and
an optimistic alternative that suggests much larger surpluses if the
productivity increases continue at their recent rates.

So whenever anybody is talking about the next 10 years, as we
do in these reports, they are talking about projections, not esti-
mates. Projections are an educated guess. By the end of about the
sixth or seventh year, all of the numbers drive back to a steady-
state forecast that says we believe the economy can grow at about
3 percent a year, by the end of the decade. But that is a guess.

Senator BENNETT. Senator Feinstein.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I have a question. It is not really on the sub-
ject, but it has to do with this. It is really a California question,
because our GDP is very good. And about 25 to 30 percent of our
jobs are involved in the global marketplace. And yet, the wage gap
is becoming profound. I do not have the exact figure, but it is some-
thing like a drop of $2,900 per worker in the lower fifth in wages.

California will shortly be a minority/majority State. I have very
deep concerns about classes kind of war, rich versus poor kind of
war. It is also a high cost of living State. And, I would suspect
there is some of this wage gap existing all across the United
States, except perhaps not as profound as we are finding it in Cali-
fornia.

Do you have any insight as to the reasons or what could be done
to correct it?

DISPARATE GROWTH IN INCOME

Mr. CRIPPEN. I agree wholeheartedly with you that a profound
public policy issue for the next few years is probably going to be
dealing with disparate income growth among people in this coun-
try. Despite the way the economy is growing and will probably con-
tinue to grow, there is at the moment a group of people who seem
to be stuck, whose income is not growing.
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We need to be careful about how we frame the issue. If, as I have
seen recently in some of the popular literature, we are talking
about families, for example, the picture is perhaps partially dis-
torted, because the families in the top income quintile tend to be
married, two-worker households—maybe mostly professional—
whereas families in the lowest income quintile tend to be house-
holds headed by a single mother. When we talk about families, a
lot of socioeconomic characteristics go along with the numbers. So
we have to be careful about defining the issue.

The bottom quintile also includes a lot of people who move out
of that income group. But by definition, of course, because you cut
family income into five pieces, somebody is going to be moving in.
So there is a migration out and up that we also need to be con-
scious of.

A recent study concluded that people with less than $10,000 of
income (in current dollars) tend to get stuck—that is, they will not
move up and out. And it partly has to do with education. Most of
those people do not have anything beyond a high school education.
And so we need to concern ourselves with that group of people. I
do not know enough about the causation to say that it is merely
an education problem. But we are beginning, at least, to get a bet-
ter sense of who the people are and why they are stuck.

In the case of California, I have seen one study that suggests
that the disparities there are a little greater than average because
the State has a lot of entry-level workers and accounts for a large
share of the immigrants that this country accepts, many of whom
fall in the lowest income quintile. But many of them do get out of
the bottom quintile over the first few years. So California is one of
the places where people come into the country, have their first em-
ployment, have lower wages, and then move on.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Nationally, does that bottom quintile remain
static in numbers, or is it growing in numbers?

Mr. CrIPPEN. Well, no. Because we split income into five pieces,
the number of people in there tends to stay the same because it
is a fifth of our population, by definition.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Oh, I see. Oh, all right.

Mr. CRIPPEN. So that does not tell you much. You have to look
at the people in the group. And that is what some of the newer
studies are doing—looking at the people as they grow and move
into the second and third quintiles rather than stay stuck in the
bottom. So it is very much a changing group of people. And in that
sense, it is less worrisome as a policy issue than if that fifth were
the same people and stayed there forever. We are finding that is
not the case.

Senator FEINSTEIN. But, you see, my point is that we have a
growing number of people not making very much money and not
being able to get out of it. As a matter of fact, you know, parts of
California Bay are beginning to look like a third world country. To
be very honest with you, it’s a very serious problem; and because
everything is high tech and bio tech, our whole manufacturing base
has changed dramatically. And yet, as you say, we continue to ac-
cept about 50 percent of the nation’s migration. It is presenting a
huge social dilemma, which really could blow up in some major
ways.
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And, I do not know what really addresses it. For example, if you
have a single mother with two children, it costs her $15,000 a year
for the basic lowest rent, lowest food, lowest clothing, lowest child
care, which means she has to hold three minimum-wage jobs to be
able to pay that amount, as it all works out.

I mean, it is almost an impossible circumstance for people. And,
when you get large numbers, too, I think that it presents a deep-
ening social crisis. That is what I believe we are facing—how to di-
versify a work base, particularly when you have the affluence we
have. And, we have a 5 percent GDP.

I guess, for me, this deals with the whole minimum wage thing.
California’s minimum wage is 50 cents above the Federal minimum
wage. But, we have 37 cities in the United States now going for
living wages. Part of that is driven, I think, by this phenomenon.

So, I really think we have a brand new phenomenon of a huge
growth of a have-not class that the economy does not benefit at all.

SHARE OF TOTAL INCOME IN LOWEST GROUP

Mr. ANDERSON. One of the trends you may be citing is that not
only has the composition of that bottom 20 percent changed, but
over time that quintile’s share of total income has actually shrunk.
I do not know exactly what the figures are. I think it is

Senator FEINSTEIN. That is right.

Mr. ANDERSON (continuing). Down to 1 percent or 2 percent. By
contrast, people in the top 20 percent—the same number of peo-
ple—now have about 50 percent of the total income.

As the chairman said in his introductory remarks with respect
to productivity, we at CBO do spend some time looking at inter-
national comparisons. Y2K was not a problem unique to the United
States, nor were the solutions or computers that were applied to
try and fix the problems. But what is relatively unique to the
United States is our productivity growth, which is much higher
than that of other countries. And we ask, Why are we doing better?

The same thing applies to income distribution. We have a greater
share of total income in the upper-income quintile than do most
other, if not all other, developed countries. But as Dan points out,
we also have mobility; if we had a static group in the bottom 20
percent, I think the social problems would be much, much worse
than they are now. But fortunately, we do allow for a lot of mobil-
ity. That mobility works in both directions. The people in the top
20 percent—the ones with all that income—sometimes move down,
too. But we have that mobility with the people at the bottom.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Let me ask you: Are we sure, are you sure,
that such mobility is taking place as much now as it did?

WORKFORCE CONSTRAINTS ON THE ECONOMY

Mr. CRIPPEN. Actually, it looks like it has accelerated a little. I
mean, it is happening faster, except for this class. As I said, this
study suggests that people without a high school education are
stuck, that they are not moving up. But beyond that, there is a lot
of mobility up and out.

In your State, in particular, that phenomenon is driven by immi-
gration. And that is something that we are going to have to deal
with at the national level. For example, we assume that over the
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long run, our economy can grow at about 3 percent a year in real
terms. Two percent of that, roughly, is productivity. One percent is
an increase in the workforce.

We are becoming constrained, not just in the current low employ-
ment rate but in the number of people we can anticipate coming
into the workforce. If, for example, that 1 percent became 2 percent
because of immigration or some other policy change, you would ob-
viously raise the ability of this economy to grow dramatically.

And as we see in our numbers, the difference between 3 percent
and 4 percent, or 2 percent and 3 percent, is a lot. So we are going
to have to promote, allow, encourage immigration to help our fu-
ture economic growth. But at the same time, as you are pointing
out, there are certain consequences that the rest of the country
may not be feeling uniformly. And our ability to assimilate those
folks will depend on more than just the H-1B visa. Is that the——

Senator FEINSTEIN. That is it.

Mr. CrIPPEN. I was talking to Senator Bunning awhile back, and
Kentucky is having difficulty finding labor for the farm commu-
nity—not just migrant workers but labor, period. And so it is not
just high-tech companies that need help; it may be others as well.
Immigration writ large is going to be an important issue for our
economy to face.

Senator FEINSTEIN. If we could just talk for a minute. One of the
things that is also happening—and I have spent some time on this
now—is very bad farm labor contractors. They go out and bid on
something, and they outbid each other. And, the only way they can
outbid each other is by not paying the workers. So, increasingly,
there are groups of farm workers who are not getting paid even
what they should be.

And, I think, it is escalating in our State because we have a lot
of monolingual farm laborers in the workforce. In other words, they
do not speak English very well. I think there are some huge social
problems coming out of all of this affluence, which are masked by
the affluence, and the kind of glitz of this new economy.

On the way back yesterday, I sat next to a man on the plane.
He was so high tech that I did not understand him. It was like he
was speaking a whole different language. His interests were so re-
stricted, so narrow, so lack-of-caring for anything else around him,
that it really was kind of arrogant—you know, sort of the
sweatshirt and loud on the cell phone. It is a kind of arrogance that
is permeating our economic structure.

Mr. CRIPPEN. It used to be investment bankers. Now it is

Senator FEINSTEIN. Yes. Right. And it is really causing me con-
cern, because I can see what happens in California, both good and
bad. Then, it passes on to other States. So, it is serious.

MOBILITY OF WORKFORCE

Mr. CRIPPEN. One of the things that is notable in the U.S. experi-
ence is the mobility of our labor force—the ability to change jobs
or, maybe, the necessity to change jobs. That mobility distinguishes
us from Germany and other European countries in particular.

So Government intervention to help take care of some of the in-
come disparities and other things could be harmful if it interferes
with that mobility, which is an advantage in our economy. That is
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not to say one should not take notice of and design policies to ad-
dress disparities, but it has to be carefully done because the lesson
seems to be that labor mobility is really what is distinguishing our
current economy.

Senator BENNETT. Chairman Greenspan has made that point.
And as we look at Europe, if you cannot get a job in Italy, let us
say, in the European community, you are much less likely to move
to Belgium where the jobs may be, than, by comparison in the
United States, if you cannot get a job in California, you may move
to Utah. And we have seen a lot of that, by the way.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Yes.

Senator BENNETT. Utah’s growth, at least a few years ago, was
driven, if I may, by the anti-business attitudes that for a while
were in Logan, California. Our Governor used to say that the
greatest economic development agency in the State of Utah is the
State legislature in California.

And I was one of those. I lived in California and moved to Utah,
because we felt we could grow our business better in Utah. That
kind of mobility—my children grumbled a little, changing schools
and so on. But that kind of mobility is standard in the United
States. And in Europe, where you go to a whole new culture, whole
new language, you may have the same currency now in the Euro,
but you are much less likely to pack up and change citizenships.
Whereas in the United States, changing your citizenship from Cali-
fornia to Utah, or the other way, you have been the State that has
seen the most mobility going in that direction.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Bob, here is the main thing in all this: Our
figures predicated that, in the next 20 years, there will be another
15 million people in the State; so we will have 50 million people.
I mean, if most of this would go to Utah, if there was a spread,;
it would be great, because you could handle it. But, go into a
school, K through 6, with 5,000 students, 60 different languages;
who can ever learn anything? And, that is sort of what it is coming
down to without the basic infrastructure to deal with any of this.

Senator BENNETT. We are at our own level facing the same prob-
lem in Utah. We are looking at the growth that is coming and say-
ing, how in the world are we going to house all these people? How
in the world are we going to transport them?

Senator FEINSTEIN. Anyway——

Senator BENNETT. Anyway.

Senator FEINSTEIN. We are not going to eliminate CBO, right?

Senator BENNETT. We are not going to eliminate CBO.

Mr. CrIPPEN. I was waiting for that question.

USING THE HOUSE COMPUTER

Senator BENNETT. Here is a very minor, very technical question,
that we probably ought to have on the record. You include a re-
quest for $150,000 to study solutions for the transfer of mainframe
applications. Is this related to your pattern of sharing time with
the House computer system? And if so, will the House allow CBO
to continue to reimburse for this resource, or are you looking for
someplace else to go?

Mr. CRrIPPEN. The short answer to your question is, yes. We cur-
rently have about half a million dollars a year in the budget to pay
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House Information Resources (HIR) for computing services, largely
for our Budget Analysis Division. As of last night, HIR informed
us that they want us to migrate off their mainframe much more
quickly than we had anticipated. So we may actually have to begin
before next year.

Senator BENNETT. They want you to move from California to
Utah.

Mr. CRIPPEN. They do. We can do a lot of this stuff remotely,
from almost anywhere. We have already migrated a lot of our sys-
tems off the HIR mainframe, because HIR does not want anybody
using their computers. And, in fact, HIR will probably get rid of
their mainframe eventually and become a micro-park upstairs.

We have moved a lot of things to the Library of Congress and
have actually saved a fair amount of money by doing so. The Li-
brary charges much less than HIR.

So our dilemma is that we are going to move off the HIR main-
frame sooner than we had anticipated, but hopefully not until the
end of, roughly, 2002 or so, when we were planning to, rather than
by the end of 2000, which may be facing us. If it is 2000, we will
have to start this year to figure out how to move some of our sys-
tems.

Senator BENNETT. And will that involve increased costs, if you
have to move——

Mr. CRrIPPEN. No. Actually, the move should save us money once
it’s completed because we have already saved several hundred
thousand dollars in moving other applications from HIR to the Li-
brary of Congress, which is willing to give us a fixed-fee service
contract. We pay them $100,000 a year: about half of that goes to
licensing, and the other half is a fixed fee for as much computer
time as we need for our statistical analysis processing.

So it has saved us several hundred thousand already to migrate.
We need to. We want to. The question is how quickly we can make
that move.

The system, by the way, that is still on the HIR mainframe is
for our Budget Analysis Division, which does the true number-
crunching. When you report a bill out of another committee and
ask for a cost estimate, it is our BAD staff who do the work. So
it is not a system that we can blithely shut down, move, and try
to re-up. The move has to be made carefully. And there are not
many downtimes during the year in which to make that transition.

Senator BENNETT. I want to say thank you to your agency and
for your willingness to engage us today

Mr. CRIPPEN. Absolutely.

Senator BENNETT (continuing). In this conversation.

Mr. CripPEN. That is what we are here for.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator BENNETT. The hearing is recessed.

[Whereupon, at 10:26 a.m., Tuesday, February 8, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Tuesday, February
22.]
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Senator BENNETT. The subcommittee will come to order. I have
firsthand experience of what is happening downtown with respect
to the semis and the tractors, and expect that we will be having
other members of the subcommittee join us as that problem works
itself out.

We are happy to welcome Senator Campbell. While not a mem-
ber of the subcommittee, he is a member of the full committee and
has an interest in the subjects we will be discussing today. Senator,
we are delighted to have you here.

Senator CAMPBELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BENNETT. This is the second of four hearings that the
subcommittee is holding on the fiscal year 2001 budget request. As
I say, we have held one. The other two will be February 29 and
March 7.

Senator Feinstein will not be able to join us today. She has asked
thzliltdher statement be included in the record, which of course we
will do.

[The statement follows:]

(25)
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the fiscal year 2001
budget requests being presented to the Subcommittee today.

First, with regard to the Capitol Police Board’s budget, I believe that we need to
do everything we can to see to it that our facilities here in the Capitol complex are
as safe as they can possibly be—not just for our Members and staff, but for all our
citizens.

During the last two years, we have made major investments for enhancing secu-
rity. The additional funds provided to the Capitol Police in fiscal year 2000, along
with the emergency funds in the Fiscal Year 1999 Omnibus Appropriations Act,
have been of great benefit in bringing on board many new recruits, and in helping
to provide our sworn officers with the necessary up-to-date equipment, which they
need to effectively carry out their mission. And, during this process, we have identi-
fied other areas which will need to be addressed with additional resources or man-
power in the future. The Capitol Police Board still has a long way to go to bring
the department up to where it should be in terms of technology and training.

I congratulate Chief Abrecht and Sergeants at Arms Livingood and Ziglar for the
work and dedication they have put into the security enhancement program, but I'm
sure they would all agree that we still have much more to do. I look forward to re-
ceiving their testimony.

Mr. Chairman, on a personal note, I would like to take this opportunity to express
my gratitude to Chief Abrecht for his many years of service to the Congress. It is
my understanding that Chief Abrecht will soon retire, and I just wanted to extend
to him and his family my best wishes for the future. We will certainly miss him
here.

And, as always, I look forward to receiving the testimony of Dr. Billington, the
distinguished Librarian of Congress. The Library is constantly undergoing change,
not only to adapt to the way in which we operate in Congress, but to address the
fluid nature of the public’s demand for knowledge. I think that the Library has per-
formed remarkably in recent years, given the dynamics of today’s technology.

I also welcome the testimony of our other distinguished witnesses on behalf of the
Government Printing Office and the Joint Committee on Taxation.

I do have a few questions, which I would like to submit to several of today’s wit-
nesses for response; and, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, would like to have
those included in the record.

Senator BENNETT. Now, today we will hear testimony from the
Capitol Police Board, the Library of Congress and CRS, the Gov-
ernment Printing Office, and the Joint Committee on Taxation. So
we will start with the Capitol Police Board. The chairman of the
board this year is Wilson Livingood, the Sergeant at Arms of the
House of Representatives. Mr. Livingood, we welcome you on this
side of the Capitol, joined of course by Jim Ziglar, the Senate Ser-
geant at Arms, and the Architect of the Capitol, Mr. Alan
Hantman, and Chief Abrecht.

Chief, we notice, take appropriate official notice of your retire-
ment and want to make official comment for the record of thanks
for your service, recognition of your dedication in this assignment.
You have had an impact on helping make the Capitol Police more
professional. I particularly appreciate that and understand that.

I was here as a Senate staffer, began indeed as a Senate intern
in the 1950’s, and I remember when it was called “the campus
cops” because a Senator had the right of patronage for the police,
and some of Utah’s most prominent lawyers did all of their study-
ing while sitting behind a desk wearing a badge as members of the
Capitol Police. One of them who was a member of the State legisla-
ture in Salt Lake, who was here on my father’s patronage, said, if
anything had ever happened that would have required me to draw
my gun I would not have had the slightest idea how to do it or
what to do with it once I got it out of the holster; I was entirely
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a figurehead, going to law school at night and doing all of my
studying at my post.

We have come a long way since then. Unfortunately, we need to
have come a long way since then. You were part of the effort that
has brought that professionalism, and we want to thank you for it
officially and acknowledge your contributions.

Mr. ABRECHT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

BUDGET REQUEST

Senator BENNETT. Now, the Capitol Police have requested a total
of $110,858,000 for fiscal year 2001. For those who follow numbers
closely, this is an increase of 31 percent over last year. Everybody
is going to gasp at the 31 percent, but there are explanations for
that and offsets for it, and it is not really as big a jump as it would
appear.

So with that, Mr. Livingood, we look forward to your presen-
tation.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL

Senator CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I wonder——

Senator BENNETT. Yes, Senator Campbell, we would be delighted
to hear from you at this point.

Senator CAMPBELL. Well, first of all, thank you for letting me sit
on this committee. As you did mention, I am a member of the full
committee, but not this subcommittee.

I also want to extend my appreciation for the years of service the
Chief has given to our community here. I know he will be going on
to things that are considerably more fun than police work. As a
former deputy myself, I know it is not a bed of roses.

I am sitting in really just for one thing, as you know, Mr. Chair-
man, and I certainly appreciate the opportunity to ask a couple
tough questions when we get to it. But since the police are first up,
I want them to know that whatever I have to say and the questions
I ask do not reflect on my support for our police department. As
a former deputy, as the guy that was the prime sponsor of the Cops
on Schools program and the bulletproof vest bill and the national
museum bill we have in this year for a National Museum for Amer-
ican Policemen and as a person who was given a service award for
coming to the aid of a police officer a few years ago, you know that
I am on your side.

But I am really concerned about one specific thing and I talked
to the chairman about it and that is why I am here. That is the
buy-American provision that we have now in buying American
equipment. In particular it is the motorcycles that are in use for
the Capitol Police. I have talked to the Chief about this before, Mr.
Chairman.

But since 1994 we have purchased only 3 that I know of of Amer-
ican motorcycles out of the something like 75 that they have. The
little foreign bikes—I cannot understand this myself because we do
have a buy-American policy for all the other vehicles, the four-
wheeled vehicles you might say, and yet we buy these things that
break down and look like junk. One-third of them are not even op-
erable that the police have now.
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In 1994, that was the last time they purchased any American-
made motorcycles, and that was my prime concern. It seems to me
the intent of Congress last year, when you went to bat for the pur-
chase of six new ones, as Chairman Stevens did, the chairman of
the full committee—in fact, that is why the number six was in
there. I had recommended three to the chairman of the full com-
mittee and he said three simply will not do it, we need to put more
in that budget, and so we did.

It just seems to me the intent of Congress was somehow diverted
or there was an end run around it. I wanted to ask some questions
about that, because I have talked to a number of policemen that
are on the force, they are working policemen. There is no question
that they are not equipped now to make any traffic stops. They
have no lights, as you know. They are inadequate in my opinion.
They cannot be used for any escorts for foreign heads of state. We
have to keep calling on the Park Service to do that.

It just seems to me that we made it pretty clear last year that
we wanted some American heavier motorcycles that could take up
the slack, and they have not yet been purchased.

I was also told by one Capitol Police officer if he had spotted Rus-
sell Weston, the man that killed Officers Gibson and Chestnut a
couple years ago, if he had spotted him driving on the day that he
came through town and if he had even seen an open weapon on the
seat of the car, he would not have been able to stop him on one
of those little things that they ride now.

I think that is just totally unacceptable, to say nothing that I
hear from guests at the Capitol all the time, people who come here
as visitors, and they end up making sort of a laughingstock of our
officers that are riding those, those little throw-away machines,
those foreign machines, and I kind of resent that, that our officers
should be the butt of ridicule and jokes because of the kind of
equipment they are using.

So that was my primary reason for being here, Mr. Chairman.
With the 31 percent request on their increase of budget, I have no
opposition to that. I have always been one to try to come to the aid
of a policeman, whether it is budgetary or any other way. But it
seems to me we ought to take this up, and when I have the time
I would like to ask a couple of questions.

Thank you.

Senator BENNETT. I think your questions are anticipated, and we
welcome your being here and we salute you, Senator Campbell, for
your diligence in following up on this issue.

Mr. Livingood.

Mr. LIvINGOOD. Mr. Chairman and Senator Campbell: Thank you
for the opportunity to be here today to discuss the key points in
the U.S. Capitol Police budget request.

Before I begin, I would like to acknowledge the service of Chief
Gary Abrecht. As you are aware, Chief Abrecht has announced that
he will retire at the end of April. I would just like to say that dur-
ing his tenure he has led the department through significant
change. He is credited with raising the professional reputation and
recognition of the U.S. Capitol Police. This was accomplished in
large part through his vision, leadership and guidance.
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Chief Abrecht will always be remembered for the strength and
compassion he showed following the deaths of our two officers in
1998. On behalf of the board, I would like to thank the Chief for
his service to the department and to the Congress, and also to the
American people.

ANNUAL BUDGET

Mr. Chairman, the annual budget for the U.S. Capitol Police is
driven by a number of factors. Primarily, it is representative of the
staffing level required to provide Congress, the public, and the
buildings an adequate level of security in such an open environ-
ment. The threat to the Capitol complex, the Members, their staffs,
and the millions of Capitol visitors can never be discounted as hy-
pothetical. Such threats have been acted on only too frequently in
the past and continue to be made today.

In fact, it can be argued that the Capitol complex is threatened
now more than ever. In recent years, the White House and other
executive branch agencies and their facilities have acquired
strengthened security measures. As the most visible and accessible
symbol of the United States Government and American democracy,
the Capitol is arguably placed in a more exposed situation by the
additional precautions taken to safeguard the President and the ex-
ecutive branch facilities.

In contrast to the physical security provided to the White House
and other installations, the Capitol complex relies primarily on a
cadre of police officers to provide the barrier against terrorist at-
tack and criminal intentions. To repeat, the officers themselves are
the main line of defense and security for the U.S. Capitol.

Because of the open nature of the Capitol complex, the access
points to our buildings serve as both our first line of detection of
a threat and the first line of defense and protection against that
threat. It is for this reason that officer staffing at the entry points
is such a critical issue.

With regard to the number of sworn officers, a 1998 security sur-
vey concluded that, given the nature of our mission, we were se-
verely understaffed. This conclusion was supported by a separate
analysis conducted by an independent auditor.

Based on that report, the department was provided funds by the
Congress to hire a first increment of 215 additional officers over a
2-year period. Once fully trained and deployed, these officers will
allow us to increase our security posture. However, we will still not
be able to meet a critical recommendation of this report, to staff all
building access points with at least two officers. In order to fully
meet that recommendation, which will increase both officer and se-
curity for the complex, we will need to increase our sworn FTE’s
by an additional 100 officers.

The board has endorsed this figure and feels that it is justified,
given the security threat and the task force recommendations.
Therefore, we have requested funding for these additional officers
in our budget submission.

Recently the board and the department working in partnership
developed the first strategic plan for the U.S. Capitol Police. We
are committed to ensuring that every aspect of this plan is imple-
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mented and we will adhere to a structured time line to measure
our progress and success.

FACILITIES MASTER PLAN

I am pleased to represent that the Architect, working closely
with the department, has completed the United States Capitol Po-
lice facilities master plan. Done at the committee’s direction, the
master plan addresses three major facilities that are critical to the
mission of the department. They are the training facility, the vehi-
cle maintenance facility, and the offsite delivery center.

I am deeply concerned about the lack of adequate training facili-
ties for the department. Currently the department must train in a
suite of converted offices in the Ford House Office Building and a
small amount of borrowed space at Anacostia Naval Air Station.
Unlike other law enforcement agencies of a similar size and mis-
sion, the U.S. Capitol Police does not have outdoor firing ranges,
space and facilities for tactical, protective, or officer safety survival
training, or areas to support any kind of specialty training.

Clearly, training facilities are needed to support the important
and diverse missions of the department. Training is often cited as
one of the most important responsibilities in any law enforcement
agency. It serves three purposes: One, well-trained officers are bet-
ter prepared to act decisively and correctly; two, training results in
greater productivity and effectiveness; three, training fosters co-
operation, unity of purpose, and overall department morale.

The board has endorsed the facilities master plan and feels that
it is imperative that the Architect is provided with the funding he
requires to begin implementation before our ability to perform our
mission is compromised.

Finally, I would like to commend the men and women of the
United States Capitol Police for continually performing their duty
in a diligent and professional manner. We have come an awful long
way since the days of the campus cops. The level of support and
funding provided to the Capitol Police must be commensurate with
the level and quality of service expected by Congress and the
American people. The funds requested in this budget are intended
to meet that goal.

PREPARED STATEMENTS

I would also like to thank the committee for last year’s and the
year before’s support that you have given, particularly in the secu-
rity enhancement plan. It has been a tremendous increase for the
Capitol Police in both some personnel and equipment. It was need-
ed and I think this will help for the future security at the Capitol.

[The statements follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. WILSON LIVINGOOD

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am pleased to appear before you
to%ay to present the fiscal year 2001 Budget Request for the United States Capitol
Police.

Mr. Chairman, before I discuss our proposed budget, I would like to acknowledge
the service of Chief Abrecht. As you and the members of the Committee are aware,
Chief Abrecht has announced that he will retire at the end of April. During his ten-
ure, he has led this Department through significant change. The U.S. Capitol Police
is not the agency it was eight years ago when he took over as Chief. Our mission



31

has broadened, the threats we face have grown, and our capabilities have expanded.
Chief Abrecht is credited with taking us into the 21st century and increasing the
reputation and professionalism of the Department. The final phases of the
professionalization of the U.S. Capitol Police were accomplished, in large part, due
to his vision, leadership, and guidance. I will always be thankful for the strength
and compassion he showed after the deaths of our two officers in 1998. He led the
Department and the Congress through a difficult time and, most importantly, he al-
ways had the interests and needs of the surviving families and the members of the
U.S. Capitol Police foremost in his concern. On behalf of the Board, I thank the
Chief for his service to the Department, the Congress, and the American people.

The budget submission for the U.S. Capitol Police for fiscal year 2001 is
$110,858,000, which is an aggregate 31 percent increase. Of the total request,
$100,898,000 is for salaries and %9,960,000 is for general expenses. It should be
noted that the largest part of the increase is for the annualization of salaries for
the approved 260 officers and civilians.

In the past, we have testified before this and other committees regarding the se-
curity threat we face on a daily basis. The passage of time has only deepened our
concerns. The greatest strength of the United States Capitol Complex, its openness
and accessibility, is also its greatest weakness. We must stand ready to respond to
a wide-variety of violent acts ranging from a lone gunman, a terrorist bombing, and
a chemical or biological release. It is not a question of if a terrorist incident will
again occur on U.S. soil, it is now a question of when and where. The United States
Capitol was been the target of five attacks last century; three bombings and two
shootings. In the most recent event, which occurred in 1998, two U.S. Capitol Police
officers were murdered while defending the Capitol from a gunman. These and other
incidents prove that we must be prepared to meet a constant, underlying threat to
the Capitol Complex. All of these combined factors drive both our mission and our
staffing requirements.

In 1998, a comprehensive security survey was conducted of the entire Capitol
Complex. A blue ribbon task force, comprised of security experts from five federal
law enforcement agencies, was assembled to examine every aspect of our operations
and make recommendations for improvement. The final report was used as the basis
to request the additional personnel, equipment, and technology which were ulti-
mately approved and funded by Congress. The schedule for bringing these projects
on line is contained in the Security Enhancement Plan which was approved in Feb-
ruary, 1999.

I would like to inform the Committee on the progress we have made to date in
implementing the various initiatives contained in the Security Enhancement Plan.
With regard to our staffing increase, we have hired 167 new officers, the majority
of which are still in various stages of training. It should be noted that once an offi-
cer is hired, it takes six months of training before that officer can be deployed to
a field position. We will finish hiring the final complement of officers by the end
of this fiscal year. In addition, we have filled 10 new civilian positions, 17 positions
are presently being filled, and 18 positions are on hold pending committee author-
ization. Of the $25.2 million provided for this effort, we expended $1.7 million for
salaries and benefits and $7.1 million for overtime in fiscal year 1999. In fiscal year
2000, salaries, benefits, and the cost of living adjustment will amount to approxi-
mately $14.2 million.

We have also made significant progress in upgrading the equipment used by our
officers. The Security Enhancement Plan included approximately $9.7 million for
this effort. We have measured 1,200 personnel for custom-fitted soft body armor and
have issued the new body armor to 740 members. We are experiencing a 20 percent
return rate which is attributable to vendor error in measuring our personnel or in
the manufacturing process. The vendor is replacing this armor at no cost to the De-
partment. We anticipate finishing issuing all new body armor by the end of Feb-
ruary. Additionally, 406 officers have been trained with and issued the new GLOCK
22 .40 caliber pistol. These weapons are being issued to our front-line officers first.
We will finish the transition for all sworn personnel by the end of the year. We have
also expended funds for uniforms for our newly hired officers and we are in various
phases of purchasing eight new vehicles. We are currently examining emerging tech-
nology for our hand-held radios which meets both our requirements and Federal
Communications Commission standards which become effective in the year 2005.
We anticipate making a purchase of additional radios in the near future with the
ultimate goal of assigning a radio to every officer. Finally, we are in the final stages
of procuring bullet resistant podiums to be used by officers at building entrances.

In the past few months we have deployed a significant amount of security tech-
nology in the field which is used by our officers. I am pleased to report that 62 new
metal detectors have been installed at building entrances and we are awaiting deliv-
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ery of another 20 units. We have also deployed 16 new back-scatter x-ray machines
at various entrances. Additionally, 6 new large capacity back-scatter x-ray machines
have been purchased and installed at the Off-site Delivery Center. These machines
will enable us to more effectively screen deliveries to the Congressional buildings,
including the House Office Buildings which were recently brought on-line.

The Board and the Department have been moving expeditiously to implement the
various provisions of the Security Enhancement Plan and we have made significant
progress. However, many of these initiatives are long-term projects which incor-
porate emerging security technology or require capital improvements to our facili-
ties. We will keep the committees of jurisdiction apprised of our progress.

With regard to the number of sworn officers, the report concluded that, given the
nature of the Capitol Complex and the magnitude of our mission, we were severely
understaffed. This conclusion was supported by a separate analysis conducted by an
independent auditor. As previously stated, the Department was provided funds to
hire a first increment of 215 additional officers over a two year period. Once fully
trained, these additional officers will allow us to increase our security posture. How-
ever, we will still not be able to meet a critical recommendation of the report to staff
all building access points with at least two officers. In order to fully meet that rec-
ommendation, which will commensurately increase security and officer safety, we
will need to increase our sworn FTE level by 100 officers. The Board has endorsed
this figure and feels that it is justified given the security threat and the task force
recommendation. Therefore, we have requested funding for these additional officers
in our budget submission.

Recently, the Capitol Police Board and the Department, working in partnership,
developed the first Strategic Plan for the U.S. Capitol Police. This plan was built
from the ground up through a succession of workshops, consultations with all man-
agers, focus group input from all levels of the Department, and feedback from out-
side entities with a stake in the operations of the Department. This Strategic Plan
represents an evolutionary step in the Department’s development. In preparing this
plan, we took a hard look at the Department, objectively identified its strengths and
weaknesses, and plotted a course designed to ensure that it is a well-trained and
robust organization, prepared for the future, and able to provide the best possible
services to the community. One aspect of the Strategic Plan addresses the Depart-
ment’s financial management situation. We realize that there are major problems
in our current financial management operation and we are actively working with
the Committees and the General Accounting Office to rectify the situation.

The success of the Strategic Plan, or any plan for that matter, is entirely depend-
ent upon how well it is executed. The Board and the Department are committed to
ensuring that every aspect of the plan is implemented and will adhere to a struc-
tured time line to measure our progress and success. We believe this budget submis-
sion reflects the first phase of our effort to address the issues identified in the Stra-
tegic Plan.

Another issue that is very important to the Board and the Department is the con-
dition of several facilities used by the police. The Architect was directed by the Com-
mittees to perform a study of USCP facility needs and develop a master plan to re-
solve this pressing issue. I am pleased to report that the Architect has completed
this project and copies of the United States Capitol Police Facilities Master Plan
have been forwarded to the committees of jurisdiction for review. The Master Plan
addresses three major facilities which are critical to the mission of the Department.
They are the training facility, the vehicle maintenance facility, and the off-site deliv-
ery center.

Mr. Chairman, the capability, proficiency, and efficiency of an organization is de-
pendent upon the level of training, knowledge, and skills of its personnel. The U.S.
Capitol Police is no different. In fact, because of the complexity and diversity of its
mission, the U.S. Capitol Police relies very heavily on providing high-quality train-
ing to its personnel on a myriad of operational, administrative and management
functions.

Currently, the U.S. Capitol Police does not have training facilities that are ade-
quate to meet its diverse and important mission. All recruit and in-service training
is conducted in two converted offices in the Ford House Office Building and a small
amount of borrowed space at the Anacostia Naval Air Station. Unlike other law en-
forcement agencies of a similar size and mission, the Department does not have out-
door firing ranges, space and facilities for tactical, protective, or officer safety and
survival training, or areas to support any kind of specialty unit training. Clearly,
the current training facilities are woefully inadequate to support the mission of the
Department.

The vehicle maintenance facility, which supports the operation of over 100 police
vehicles, consists of a single vehicle lift in a shed which sits in a coal yard in south-
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east Washington. This facility suffers from vermin and insect infestation, poor air
quality, and lack of adequate space. These factors make this facility unsafe and
unhealthy for the personnel who are assigned there and unfit to meet our fleet vehi-
cle maintenance needs.

Likewise, the off-site delivery center is housed in a converted warehouse which
is inadequate to fully support the important nature of the security screening being
conducted. This situation has reached a critical stage now that the House has been
brought on-line for screening of deliveries which is intended to prevent the security
risk associated with an explosive device entering a building loading dock.

The Architect has been working diligently to address the facility needs of the U.S.
Capitol Police. The Board and the Department have been and will continue to work
closely with the Architect to resolve this important issue. The Board has endorsed
the Master Plan and feels that it is imperative that the Architect is provided the
funding he requires to begin implementation of the plan before our ability to per-
form our mission is compromised.

I would like to commend the men and women of the United States Capitol Police
for continually performing their duty in a diligent and professional manner. The re-
sponsibilities which rest on their shoulders are daunting. Each day, they must en-
sure the safety and security of the Congressional community and the thousands who
visit these buildings by protecting them from acts of violence. In doing so, they allow
the national legislative process to proceed unhindered. The level of support and
funding provided to the U.S. Capitol Police must be commensurate with the level
and quality of service expected by the Congress and the American people. This
budget, and the funds requested by the Architect, are intended to meet that goal.

In closing, I would like to thank the Committee for your approval and support
of the Security Enhancement Plan. Your efforts, and those of the other Committees,
have allowed us to make significant improvements to the level of security through-
out the Capitol Complex. The remaining recommendations in the Security Enhance-
ment Plan will serve as a blueprint for future improvements. A detailed budget for
the U.S. Capitol Police has been submitted to the Committee. I will be happy to an-
swer any questions you may have.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GARY L. ABRECHT

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am honored to appear before you
‘g)(}ay to discuss the fiscal year 2001 Budget Request for the United States Capitol

olice.

As you are aware, I have informed the members of the U.S. Capitol Police Board
that I will retire at the end of April. I am proud to have had the opportunity to
lead the Department for the past eight years. I am also proud that we have made
significant strides during that time to complete the professionalization of the United
States Capitol Police. That goal was set by Congress years ago and now, through
your unflagging support and the hard work of our personnel, it has come to fruition.
Together, we have met and overcome the challenge of transforming the U.S. Capitol
Police into the agency its mission demanded. The challenge which lies before us now
is ensuring the Department receives the continued level of funding and support re-
quired to sustain it.

In 1998, shortly after the tragic murders of two of our officers and the bombings
of the American embassies in East Africa, a comprehensive security survey of the
Capitol Complex was conducted by a task force comprised of several federal law en-
forcement agencies. The task force made 450 recommendations, including staffing
changes which would have resulted in over a 50 percent increase in our sworn per-
sonnel. Funding for the recommended security enhancements, which included a first
increment of 260 police personnel, providing upgraded equipment to our officers,
and obtaining state-of-the-art security equipment, was made available through Pub-
lic Law 105-277.

We have been aggressively recruiting qualified personnel for sworn positions and
I am confident we will have met our goal of attaining the additional personnel stipu-
lated in the Security Enhancement Plan by the end of this fiscal year, although a
substantial number will still be in training and not available for deployment.

The increase of officers we currently have onboard, as well as substantial usage
of overtime, has allowed us to begin to implement an increased security posture
throughout the Capitol Complex. Primarily, we have used the additional officers to
staff as many access points as possible with at least two officers, which was a sig-
nificant recommendation in the security survey. This level of deployment affords
greater security to those who work and visit within the Capitol Complex and also
enhances officer safety.
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However, even when we are able to fully deploy our total authorized sworn FTE
level, we will still need an additional 100 officers to staff all access points at the
recommended level. Therefore, we have included funding to hire that many officers
in our budget request. These additional positions represent the continuation of the
staffing increase which began in fiscal year 1999 and are crucial if the Department
is to fully satisfy a critical task force recommendation of staffing all building access
points with a minimum of two officers.

The requested increase for salaries reflected in the fiscal year 2001 budget sub-
mission is due primarily to these additional officers and to the annualization of the
260 FTE previously funded through the Security Enhancement Fund. The increase
will also sustain the revised longevity rates, and differentials for Sunday, holiday,
and evening shifts that were approved by the authorizing and appropriating com-
mittees in fiscal year 1999. The funding request for salaries will also cover the cost
of the anticipated CY 2001 COLA and comparability pay, annualization of the CY
2000 COLA and comparability pay, and the associated costs of personnel benefits.

Regarding general expenses, several issues have compelled us to request addi-
tional funding. Maintaining the proficiency and effectiveness of our operational and
administrative personnel has become a significant concern due to the constantly
changing environment and complexity of our mission. In order to ensure that they
are able to meet the requirements of their duties, they must receive the knowledge
and acquire the necessary skills through training. Also, in order for members to
maintain mandatory certification requirements, they must complete continuing edu-
cation and certification courses.

The financial management system currently used by the U.S. Capitol Police is an-
tiquated and has been a concern of the Board and the committees. Therefore, the
Office of Financial Management has entered into a cross-servicing agreement with
the General Accounting Office to migrate to the GAO accounting system. The GAO
has estimated that the cost of this agreement would be $200,000. If approved, we
will migrate to the GAO accounting system at the outset of fiscal year 2001.

As you are aware, the Department currently receives support for computers and
telecommunications from the Senate Sergeant at Arms. For the past several years
there has been discussion among the Board and committees as to whether the man-
agement and accountability for these functions would be better served by having the
Department budget for and administer these functions. If approved, the Department
would reimburse the Senate Sergeant at Arms for these services. I would like to
point out that should these amounts not be approved, they will need to be restored
to the Senate Sergeant at Arms fiscal year 2001 budget.

The final significant increase in the fiscal year 2001 budget is in the category of
life-cycle replacement costs. It is essential to the operation of the Department that
our officers utilize equipment that is modern and able to meet the demands of police
and security work. Therefore, we have requested funding to methodically replace
physical security systems, vehicles, and police equipment. The Department has been
unable to adhere to a life-cycle replacement program, particularly with regard to
fleet vehicle replacement, due to reprogramming and other funding restrictions in
previous budget cycles.

The final significant increase in general expenses is attributed to the need to mod-
ernize the information technology capability of the Department. This budget cor-
relates information technology activities with the USCP Strategic Plan, the Informa-
tion Technology Strategic Plan, and the IT Modernization Implementation Plan. We
are moving forward with seed money that was provided to us last year. The re-
quested increase will allow us to continue to address IT deficiencies and update our
system through cross-servicing agreements, outsourcing contracts, and use of in-
house personnel.

My concern regarding the inadequacy of several police facilities to support the
mission of the Department has deepened. Several facilities currently used by the
Department can no longer support our mission. Others are in need of repair or ex-
pansion or relocation to another site. Another critical area is our lack of training
facilities. I feel it is a testament to the commitment, resourcefulness, and dedication
of our personnel to have achieved such a level of training and ability given the lack
of any semblance of customary police training facilities. This issue strikes at the
heart of my earlier statement regarding ensuring the support necessary to sustain
our professionalization.

Last year, the committee provided funding to the Architect to develop a com-
prehensive facilities needs assessment and space plan for the Department. The re-
cently completed study, known as the United States Capitol Police Master Plan, ad-
dresses the long-term facilities needs of the Department in areas of training, admin-
istrative and security operations, and personnel support. I am pleased with the rec-
ommendations contained in the report and I request your favorable consideration of
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the Architect’s funding requests to begin implementing the study’s recommenda-
tions.

In closing, I would like to thank the Committee for the guidance and support you
have shown me. We each bear a significant responsibility to the public in deter-
mining what level of security should be afforded to the Legislative Branch. I am
proud to have led such a dedicated and professional group of men and women for
the past eight years. They provide a valuable service each and every day under dif-
ficult conditions. It is my hope that Congress continues to ensure the Department
remains strong and viable because to do so is in the best interest of both the institu-
tion of Congress and the American people.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much.

Does any other member of the board have any comment at this
point before we go to questions? Mr. Ziglar.

Mr. Z1GLAR. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to reflect on your
comments and the chairman’s comments with regard to Chief
Abrecht. The Chief's many accomplishments have been nicely out-
lined, but I would add that he is a man of great integrity and that
I have come to appreciate him both as a professional and as a per-
son, and I think that his integrity is going to be something that we
will remember for a very long time.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you.

Mr. Hantman.

Mr. HANTMAN. I certainly make that unanimous, Mr. Chairman.
Chief Abrecht has been a strong leader for us and really set the
tone, as you well pointed out earlier on, to change this into a really
professional police organization, and we are hoping to build on that
foundation.

Senator BENNETT. Very good.

You all heard Senator Campbell’s comment. Before I turn it over
to him for specific questions, does anyone wish to address the issue
that he raised in his opening comment?

Mr. ABRECHT. If I could just make a few other comments perhaps
to the chairman, and then I will be glad to address Mr. Campbell’s
concern

Senator BENNETT. Yes.

Mr. ABRECHT (continuing). Much of which I share.

First, I would like to thank you for your gracious comments, and
the board as well. It has been a great ride these past 8 years. I
do believe we have gotten some things accomplished, though not
everything we would have wanted to. But I would especially like
to thank you and particularly your staff for the support you have
given to the department during that time.

We have made mistakes and we have had to go to ask for help
from your staff in particular. We have always been well received
and given the assistance we needed to straighten out whatever
problems we have had, and a sympathetic ear. I will always re-
member the support that your committee has given to the depart-
ment.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you.

AMERICAN-MADE MOTORCYCLES

Mr. ABRECHT. To address Mr. Campbell’s question, we have in-
deed done the study of the availability of American-made motor-
cycles in the general size range that we are interested in. We really
do feel that the large Harley-Davidson type motorcycle, of which we
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have the three that you mention, is suited for part of our mission.
But we really have two missions up here. We have a road type of
mission, the escorts, but we also have a mission to patrol the little
parks around here, to get in and out of the garages to check them,
which is essentially, what we would consider a mobilized type of
foot patrol.

The ability to get in and out of those parks in a more rapid way,
to patrol parking lots, we do feel that those very large motorcycles
are not the most appropriate for that. So what we have been look-
ing for is an American-made smaller, but not small, motorcycle,
really nothing the size of the small 250 Hondas that we have a
large number of, but looking for something in between, shall we
say.

We have identified—it is brand new—a new American-made mo-
torcycle. It is about 800 cc’s. We have asked for one to be sent to
us for testing and evaluation, and we are hopeful that that will be
the ultimate solution to our motorcycle needs, sort of halfway, if
you will, between the small motorcycles and the very large ones,
which we do not think are suitable for driving on pedestrian walk-
ways in the parks, which are a pretty critical part of our mission.

The Senate side in particular has a lot of park area, a lot by Cap-
itol standards. They have quite a bit of ground that we have to be
able to cover, and a small motorcycle is very suitable for that.

We probably could use a small number of additional large bikes
for doing the roadway patrol as well and the escorts and that sort
of thing. So I do not think that there is great disagreement. I am
not sure we need a very large fleet of full sized pursuit type motor-
cycles that the State police might use, but we do need to modernize
our fleet of intermediate sized bikes.

Senator BENNETT. Senator Campbell.

Senator CAMPBELL. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Just so there is no misunderstanding, Chief, to my knowledge
there are 16 American manufacturers of American motorcycles, 16
of them. Of those, about four or five, including one that you are fa-
miliar with, Mr. Chairman, make lighter weight American-mades.
Some are composites, they are American made with foreign en-
gines. Some are all American. There are a whole bunch of them out
there to choose from.

But let me ask you——

Mr. ABRECHT. We really have not been able to identify. We keep
having this disconnect. If you could provide that information, we
would love to talk to you.

Senator CAMPBELL. I can. I will get a list of them in fact, so we
will be happy to do it.

AREA OF JURISDICTION

Let me just ask you a couple of a little more general questions.
Was the area of jurisdiction for the Capitol Police increased after
the tragic deaths of the two officers?

Mr. ABRECHT. No, sir.

Senator CAMPBELL. It was not. It covers now what, about a six
city block area? It goes down to New Jersey part way? What is it?
What are the grounds?



37

Mr. ABRECHT. There are basically two levels of jurisdiction. We
have a primary jurisdiction, which is shown in the red lines on the
map that Lieutenant Nichols is showing here. We are responsible
for providing police service, we are the sole responding police agen-
¢y, in that area.

kSenator CAMPBELL. You are the sole respondent in that area,
okay.

Mr. ABRECHT. Yes, we have the only jurisdiction in that area.
The green line, which is the area you are perhaps referring to, is
what we call our extended jurisdiction.

Senator CAMPBELL. And you cooperate with the D.C. Metro in
that area?

Mr. ABRECHT. Yes, the D.C. Metropolitan Police Department has
the primary responsibility for providing police service in that area.

Senator CAMPBELL. You act as backups?

Mr. ABRECHT. We support them to the extent that we can, and
we have a number of Congressional facilities located in that area,
so we have business out in that area on a fairly regular basis. But
we do not undertake to patrol that area for the prevention of crime.

Senator CAMPBELL. Well, the green area is certainly a lot bigger
than the red area, both of them are too darn big for a person on
foot or a bicycle to get to in a hurry; is that correct? Which means
you cover most of that area in a car whether you were backup or
the primary responding department.

Mr. ABRECHT. We cover that area with a wide variety of patrol
mechanisms. We do use bicycles quite a bit and have found those
effective. We use cars and we do have some officers on foot, but
most of the foot patrols are pretty localized around the buildings.

Senator CAMPBELL. And do you do some traffic stops? For in-
stance, I know and I think the chairman knows, too, every time
you step across the street to the Russell Building you are taking
your life in your own hands, because in this town yellow means go
like the blazes, not slow down, as you probably know.

Well, if there is a policeman standing there at the corner, he is
authorized, I assume, to do a traffic stop, is he not, if there is some
running of lights or some routine violations?

Mr. ABRECHT. Yes, foot men can stop a car to the extent that he
can do so on foot.

Senator CAMPBELL. How does a foot man stop a car if he does
not want to stop?

Mr. ABRECHT. We use the patrol cars primarily.

Senator CAMPBELL. The policemen I see out on the corner some-
times, they are on foot, most of them. Once in a while there will
be a motorcycle parked there, sometimes a bicycle. But most of the
time they are on foot when they are directing traffic.

Mr. ABRECHT. That is correct.

Senator CAMPBELL. If a car is going to run the lights, it would
seem to me pretty unlikely they are going to stop. I mean, what
do you do, run down the street and yell at them?

Mr. ABRECHT. The officer directing traffic should not leave his
post.

Senator CAMPBELL. Which means they are just going to keep on
going. You could not go after them if you wanted to generally.

Mr. ABRECHT. Generally speaking.
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FLEET EXPANSION

Senator CAMPBELL. Let me go on. Last year we had $103,000 in
existing funds put in the budget, as I remember, to expand that
fleet. What happened to that $103,000?

Mr. ABRECHT. That is this current fiscal year. There is no money
allocated for this purpose. We were allowed to expend from the se-
curity enhancement fund, it is my understanding, up to $103,000
for that purpose. We have not done so as of now. As I say, we have
just identified this potential vehicle. Obviously, if you have some
other ones that might work that would be even better so we have
a choice to go from.

We do hope to purchase some motorcycles this fiscal year.

MOTORCYCLES

Senator CAMPBELL. Let us talk about motorcycles again. Can you
tell me what, or the committee, what types of stops can a police-
man on a motorcycle do when he has no lights or siren? And those
little things you are using, I do not think they develop enough
power to fully equip——

Mr. ABRECHT. That is clearly not their primary purpose.

Senator CAMPBELL. The choice you have, you can have all the
equipment on them and it will not run, or you can run without any
ability to be able to make a traffic stop. So what kind of stops can
they make?

Mr. ABRECHT. We do not encourage the officers on the small mo-
torcycles to make traffic stops. That is not their primary purpose.
Their primary purpose is to patrol in the garages, in the parks, for
deterrence of crime and for visibility and that sort of thing.

We do have a fairly substantial marked fleet of cars and the
three large motorcycles, which do do traffic enforcement. Obviously,
there is a balance as to what our activities are. I am fairly com-
fortable that we are doing quite a lot of traffic enforcement, about
as much as we need to do for the situation up here, and that the
primary purpose of our force is to protect the Congress and the
Capitol against things like terrorism. So I really do look for them
to be out there observing, watching for criminal kinds of things.

Senator CAMPBELL. It has been my observation that whenever an
incoming head of state visits the Capitol we always call the Park
Service to escort. Is that correct?

Mr. ABRECHT. No, we do not call the Park Service.

Senator CAMPBELL. You do not call the Park Service.

Mr. ABRECHT. Heads of state are protected by the Secret Service.
They bring the motorcade to the Capitol. We typically put a vehicle
in front and a vehicle in the rear as they hit the Capitol grounds,
bring them onto the grounds. Or often we will meet them at their
last rendezvous location if they are coming from the White House
or the State Department.

Senator CAMPBELL. Meaning an automobile you put in the front?

Mr. ABRECHT. An automobile or a motorcycle—we use both.

Senator CAMPBELL. Well, do not put those little things.

Mr. ABRECHT. No, we would not use them. We would use the
Harley-Davidsons for that.
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Senator CAMPBELL. I would not want those foreign dignitaries
laughing at us, frankly.

Mr. ABRECHT. Most of the escorts we do are to Andrews for
CODEL’s, outgoing CODEL’s.

Senator CAMPBELL. The ones that you are using are the three,
I guess it was, that we got in 1994.

Mr. ABRECHT. That is correct.

Senator CAMPBELL. Which ought to have about 50,000 miles on
them by now and ought to probably be turned in.

Mr. ABRECHT. I do not know what mileage they have on them.
One of the problems we have in our fleet in general is we have life
cycle replacement problems with our fleet. Funding has not kept up
with the aging of the vehicles.

Senator CAMPBELL. If I might add, that fleet you have got, we
call them throw-away motorcycles. You cannot get 10 cents out of
those things when they are done. That is the advantage of the
American ones. They cost more, but the return you get when you
resell them.

Mr. ABRECHT. That is true.

Senator CAMPBELL. American-made, as you probably know,
Chief, American-made police motorcycles, they sell 3 years later for
almost the price you pay for them brand new.

Mr. ABRECHT. That is correct.

Senator CAMPBELL. Those things are just I mean literally up for
grabs by collectors and people on the street, because they know
they have been maintained and they know they are American
made, I guess, because they always hold their value. You do not
have to throw them away.

SAFETY UPGRADES

Maybe just one last question, Mr. Chairman. That is, as I re-
member we did appropriate an additional $106 million last year for
safety upgrades that you mentioned. Did the majority of that go to
the 215 additional hires that Mr. Livingood talked about?

Mr. ABRECHT. No, about a quarter of it did. About a quarter of
it went for what is known as task one in the security enhancement
plan, which is manpower, additional officers.

Senator CAMPBELL. What percent went to rolling equipment, do
you know?

Mr. ABRECHT. None of it went to—mno, that is not true. There
were about eight additional vehicles, I believe is my recollection, in
the security enhancement fund, primarily specialized type vehicles.

Senator CAMPBELL. Emergency equipment, that type of stuff,
rather than just squad cars?

Mr. ABRECHT. Six of them were for K-9 vehicles because the size
of the K-9 force has been increased. Those have not yet been pur-
chased. Then there were vehicles for transporting anti-chemical
and biological warfare equipment and a specialized vehicle for the
technical security unit to do more work in terms of preventing ex-
plosives, things of that nature.

They are special purpose vehicles rather than routine patrol ve-
hicles, except for the K-9 vehicles, which are routine patrol type
vehicles.

Senator CAMPBELL. Well, thank you for that, Chief.
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Thank you for letting me sit in, Mr. Chairman. I want to tell you
that I am not going to let go of this thing, but I am going to rag
it until we get rid of those pieces of junk because I think they are
an eyesore for the millions of people that come to our Capitol. This
place is supposed to be the capital of the free world, not just this
country, and that means, it seems to me, that not only functional
use but appearance is important, too.

We have millions of visitors from all over this world come here.
I do not want our police laughed at, it is as simple as that.

So hopefully we will get it in the budget to buy American-made
equipment, just as we do cars, motorcycles too. If we do not, I am
going to be back here every year until we do, Mr. Chairman. And
I thank you for letting me sit in.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much. Your tenacity is well
known and I think appropriately noted here. We appreciate Sen-
ator Campbell’s calling this to our attention last year and his dem-
onstrated follow-up by being here this year.

One of the buzz items around the Capitol has to do with the tele-
vision program that ran on Channel 9, the story about the lack of
progress in implementing the $106 million worth of security up-
grades that was funded. I do not always believe everything I read
in the papers or everything I see on the television, but, being a pol-
itician, I have to respond because my constituents pay attention to
what they read in the paper and what they see on television, and
I think the constituents of the Police Board do the same.

So I raise that and ask if anyone would like to make a statement
about the Channel 9 story. I am sure I do not need to explain what
Channel 9 ran. I am sure you are all very familiar with it. So does
someone wish to?

Mr. ABRECHT. I guess I will.

Senator BENNETT. Yes, Chief.

Mr. ABRECHT. There were a number of tasks in the security en-
hancement plan. The one that drew the most attention was the hir-
ing of the 260 additional members of the department, of which 215
were to be sworn positions. We have actually made great progress
on that. The problem, of course, is that from the moment you start
hiring police officers until they are actually deployed in the field
takes a tremendous amount of time, as Senator Campbell well
knows. Training for police officers begins with 6 months just of
classroom training. We tack on 6 weeks beyond that of field train-
ing to make sure that the officers are fully familiar with the Cap-
itol complex.

We are on schedule for hiring those 215 sworn positions. By the
end of this fiscal year they will all be on board. They will not all
be deployed even then because a substantial number of them will
still be in training as they work their way through the pipeline.

We have deployed 64 so far, who are actually out supporting the
mission. There was also substantial funding in that portion of the
security enhancement plan for overtime, which we have been using
to try and get a visible presence out there, an additional presence
in the field in the interim as we bring the new officers on board.
So the program in that area is well along.
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PHYSICAL SECURITY IMPROVEMENTS

The other larger amounts in the security enhancement fund are
for physical security improvements, and many of those are moving
along. They are all on schedule and they are moving along right
along the schedule and time lines that have been provided to the
committee.

A lot of these things are quite complex and require a lot of design
and development before they are actually installed. That design is
on schedule and within the next few months you are going to start
seeing considerably more actual installed base that will make it
very clear to everybody that the program is in fact producing the
results that are anticipated.

Perhaps one of the other areas I could just mention is the equip-
ment for the officers. Another task, I believe it was task 7, provides
for new bulletproof vests for the officers and new firearms. Those
are also well along. Over 700 officers now have the new vests; 400
have transitioned to the new weapon. So we are well along, al-
though obviously we have not completed it yet, as it was antici-
pated it would take 2 fiscal years.

The funding was for 2 fiscal years for personnel, but for 5 or 6
years in fact for physical security improvements, and many of
those—as we know, building anything takes an awful lot of time
and planning to make sure it is done right, particularly in this
monumental environment around here. The Architect demands,
correctly so, that we not damage the majestic environment here,
that when we run things we do it with a great deal of care, and
we have to coordinate with him to make sure that none of the mon-
umental parts of the buildings are damaged by the work we are
doing.

Senator BENNETT. Anyone else want to make a comment about
the Channel 9 story?

Mr. ZIGLAR. Mr. Chairman, the Chief I think has laid it out very
well. As we all know, sensationalism sells, and there is a lot of sen-
sationalism in that. It frankly did not reflect the facts, nor was it
a very realistic understanding of what it takes to turn a battleship
or turn an aircraft carrier.

I think there have been things that we could have done more
quickly possibly. We could have spent maybe less time evaluating
the vest. But the fact is that we gave our officers an opportunity
to experiment with all the vests that were available out there and
they picked one that they thought was the best. From that, they
are quite happy with the new vest.

The new gun had to be evaluated in ways that, for example, you
do not have in a different environment. We have folks carrying
guns in the Capitol and accuracy and the kind of bullets that you
can use and things like that are quite important. So we had what
we think is a very scientific and thorough analysis of which gun
to use, and those have been selected and are being deployed.

As the Chief pointed out, the vest will be fully deployed by the
end of this month. We have new X-ray machines, new magneto-
meters, things that people do not notice, but they are by far more
sensitive; a number of other things, locking devices that will be put
up on the doors, are being deployed now.
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We are doing our best to hire as many qualified officers as we
can, and there is competition all over, but we are getting the best
and the brightest. It does take a long time to train these folks.

But all that said, Mr. Chairman, I think it is also important to
note that the staffing studies that were done with regard to secu-
rity in the Capitol recommended 776, I think was the number, ad-
ditional new officers to be hired. The Congress authorized 215; 215
when fully deployed, assuming that we have also replaced any offi-
cers that we lose on the basis of attrition, still will not get us to
the point where we can fully staff every entrance point with two
officers. We still will have to use excess overtime to do that.

That is why our budget request—I am probably getting ahead of
myself—our budget request this year is asking for 100 additional
officers, which will get us up to a complement that will allow us
to have two officers on every door by the time that they are fully
hired and deployed, and I think that is in 2002 best case.

I personally, Mr. Chairman, have a very active interest in this
issue. I do believe that any situation where you have one officer on
an entry point to a building is like having somebody there as a sit-
ting duck because you do not have any backup. I think that is a
high priority issue.

So I think the Bruce Johnson piece was distorted and unfair in
many respects, but sensationalism sells.

Senator BENNETT. Mr. Livingood.

Mr. LIvINGOOD. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to back up and
agree with what Mr. Ziglar said, and that, particularly in the secu-
rity enhancement plan, it has been a little slow because we had to
install and design infrastructure, meaning electricity, to certain
spots. There is cable installation and an awful lot of things that
you do not see immediate results. I think we are on track and mov-
ing ahead now, but there are quite a few things that we have ac-
complished.

MANPOWER

I'd like to just reiterate what Jim said, and particularly the man-
power situation. I come from an agency prior to this life, another
life, the Secret Service, where we looked at this very carefully all
the time, the number of people on posts and on assignments. I feel
very strongly that we are inadequately staffed to man some of
these posts and some of the doors, our first line of defense.

We do not have the fence that the White House has. We do not
have that luxury. Our first line of defense is right there at the
door, and one person cannot do it, as Jim said, and we need more
assistance for the officers and for the Capitol itself and the House
and Senate buildings at these locations.

That is why our request is more than in the past, and we look
for support for that area.

Senator CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one?

Senator BENNETT. Yes.

Senator CAMPBELL. When you get the full complement of the ad-
ditional officers that you need, what will be the total complement?
What will be the total number for the Capitol Police Department?

Mr. ABRECHT. About 1,500 sworn.
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Mr. ZIGLAR. Are you talking about with the additional 100 that
we are asking for today?

Senator CAMPBELL. Right.

Mr. ZIGLAR. Assuming we got those?

Senator CAMPBELL. Plus the ones that we have already author-
ized, what would it be? 1,500 sworn? When you have that many
more manpower, do you also need support paraphernalia, bigger
dressing rooms? I do not know.

Mr. ABRECHT. Yes.

b (Sienator CAMPBELL. Things that go along with just simply more
odies.

Mr. ABRECHT. Absolutely, and the security enhancement plan
provides that.

Senator CAMPBELL. It is factored into the security enhancement?

Mr. ABRECHT. Improving locker rooms. Indeed, we intended to
use some of the personnel—remember I said there are 215 sworn.
There are also 45 civilians in that 260, and that is because we well
understand that our administrative infrastructure in the depart-
ment is quite fragile. We have sought to use some of those posi-
tions to improve our financial management, improve our human re-
sources in particular, in order to support the men and women who
are out there doing the baseline job.

The Senate side has been very supportive of that initiative and
has approved the authorization of those positions and we are still
in considerable debate with the House committees to get them to
authorize those positions, which are really holding up the develop-
ment of our infrastructure unfortunately.

Senator CAMPBELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Z1GLAR. Mr. Chairman, could I comment on what the Chief
has just said?

Senator BENNETT. Surely.

Mr. ZiGLAR. We would greatly appreciate anything that any of
you folks on the committee could do to prompt the House to release
some of these positions on the administrative side. As you know,
I am a businessman by background and my focus primarily has
been at the police department on the management, financial man-
agement, human resources, and the technology side. And we have
some difficult problems over there in terms of the management
structure and the ability to do the job that is necessary.

We are being hampered by the House’s refusal to release some
very critical spots in order to do that. I have actually deployed a
number of people from the Senate Sergeant at Arms operation to
help with that. I have out of my executive staff, I have two people
that do nothing now but work on police issues over there helping
them. I do not mind doing that, but at some point that does not
make sense. You cannot bootstrap this.

So anything that you can do to urge the House to help us I think
would not only avoid embarrassing mistakes in a business context,
but also would do a great deal for the morale of the police officers
on the beat, who do not see the services that they deserve to have
in the human resources context or reimbursement, payroll context
that we all know in the business world are things that you pay at-
tention to when you have employees.

Senator CAMPBELL. The chairman will just go over and tell them.
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Mr. ZIGLAR. Will you?

Senator CAMPBELL. The chairman will.

Mr. Z1GLAR. I will tell you what, Senator. We will give you a Har-
ley and you ride over.

Senator CAMPBELL. With that, I better go to my next appoint-
ment, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BENNETT. Mr. Livingood, do you want to respond?

Mr. LivINGooOD. It started way back even before the increase in
the size of the Capitol Police. They needed assistance in the infra-
structure, particularly in the financial management area and some
in the human resources, as well as the information technology. And
we have been working toward that end for some time, with the
strategic plan and the study by the Booz Allen audit firm which
really brought this to light even more so, particularly with the in-
crease in the size of the Capitol Police.

We submitted it to committees and it is being discussed by the
committees, and we are working with them. But we need the peo-
ple. We need more people and we need experienced, experienced
people, and some training in security areas.

Senator BENNETT. Well, historically this committee, this sub-
committee, has been more generous than the House subcommittee
on all aspects of legislative branch appropriations, and I suppose
we will be again.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Thank you very much. We appreciate your testimony and appre-
ciate the information you have provided to us. If we have any fur-
ther questions, we will be in touch with you in writing.

Mr. LIvINGOOD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you. And again, Chief Abrecht, thank
you very much for your work.

Mr. ABRECHT. Thank you.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Board for response subsequent to the hearing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT
PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE MOTORCYCLES

Question. Please provide the Committee with a copy of the recently completed re-
port on the options available for the purchase of American-made motorcycles.

Answer. The Department is continuing its effort to identify an American made
motorcycle that meets its criteria for patrolling parks, garages and open spaces
within the Capitol complex. A final report has not been completed, as the Depart-
ment is awaiting the opportunity to test and evaluate at least one domestically man-
ufactured motorcycle that potentially meets its specifications. Additionally, the De-
partment is contacting sixty motorcycle manufacturers and dealerships identified in
consultation with staff. The results of this initiative will be incorporated into a final
report for Committee review.

PERIMETER SECURITY IMPROVEMENTS

Question. The Committee recently received a report on the status of the Capitol
Square perimeter security improvements project which indicated the construction
documents would be completed in May, with construction completed in 3 years. The
perimeter security improvements for the Senate office buildings was approved a
year earlier than the Capitol Square project. What is the status of that project?

Answer. The Request for Proposals for the Senate Perimeter Security project were
sent out the first week in February 2000. A pre-proposal site visit and walk through
with potential contractors occurred on February 16th. Proposals are to be delivered
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and opened March 9th, 2000. The proposals will then be evaluated, and after nego-
tiations, an award will be made. Assuming that no significant complications arise
during the evaluation or negotiation process, an award is scheduled to be made in
mid-April 2000.

Construction should begin on site at the first intersection (New Jersey and C
Street, N.W.) about mid-May, pending the receipt of the necessary documentation,
including bonds, and continue through the four phases of the project. There is
scheduled 365 day duration for the work. The $2.9 million preliminary estimate on
this project has been slightly revised in the final estimate from RTKL to $3,125,000.
We anticipate being able to award the work by using bidding options available in
our contract documents during the contract negotiation process.

TRAINING FACILITY

Question. The Police have recently completed their master facilities plan and their
strategic plan and seem to have a clearer picture of their needs now and into the
future. I understand that you were looking at the possibility of partnering with the
State Department for a training facility in Indian Head, MD. Could you explain
what has come of that proposal?

Answer. The Department continues its collaborative effort with the State Depart-
ment to locate a site conducive to satisfying the training needs of both agencies in
addition to the needs of the Library of Congress, Supreme Court and GPO police
forces. Discussion continues with representatives from the Indian Head Naval War-
fare Center, although it appears the site originally considered by the Board for the
joint training facility is no longer available. Other areas within the Indian Head in-
stallation are being examined, as are areas at the Anacostia Naval Air Station and
Quantico, Virginia.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS SECURITY AND MAINTENANCE

Question. Please provide status of security and maintenance for the LOC.

Answer. Consistent with Public Law 105-277, the Capitol Police Board exercises
its responsibility for design, installation, and maintenance through an oversight, ap-
proval and coordination process regarding all plans for changes in the physical secu-
rity systems and equipment for the LOC. The Capitol Police serve in an advisory
capacity for the LOC as outlined in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) be-
tween the USCP, LOC and AOC. As such, the LOC coordinates with the USCP
Physical Security Division (PSD) to maintain continuity and consistency of security
system design, procurement, installation and operation. The installation and main-
tenance of security equipment for the LOC is still the responsibility of the Architect
of the Capitol. I have included a copy of the MOU for the record.

Question. How does this relate overall to security on the Capitol grounds.

Answer. The support that the Capitol Police provides to the LOC ensures that the
equipment and systems purchased for the perimeter security at the Library of Con-
gress is compatible with the equipment purchased for the Capitol complex. It will
also allow for the future interoperability of physical security systems at the LOC
and with the physical security systems of the Capitol complex.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN
CAPITOL POLICE REVIEW OF SELECTED ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

Question. Booz-Allen conducted a management review of selected administrative
procedures of the Capitol Police a little over a year ago. They identified several
areas of deficiency in the administration and operation of the Capitol Police Board.
Would you update the committee on the status of the Board’s improvement plan
which stemmed from that deficiency report? Are there any critical functions of the
department which still have not been satisfactorily addressed?

Answer. Booz-Allen made three overarching recommendations:

1. The USCP should reorganize and establish a new position of Assistant Chief
of Police for Administration.

—All infrastructure support functions have been consolidated under the Deputy
Chief of Police for Administrative Services to ensure a fully integrated adminis-
trative infrastructure to support the core mission.

2. The USCP should develop a strategic plan for infrastructure support.

—The USCP has developed and implemented an overall strategic plan that incor-
porates the necessary strategic elements for infrastructure support functions.
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3. The infrastructure support organizations of the USCP should develop and exe-
cute a plan for reviewing, documenting, and distributing policies and procedures for
all support activities.

—A complete overhaul of the Department’s system of directives and manuals will
be accomplished in conjunction with the execution of the strategic plan, includ-
ing those of the infrastructure support organizations reviewed by Booz-Allen.

Booz-Allen also made a total of 26 detailed recommendations in the areas of finan-
cial management, human resources management, and information technology man-
agement.

—Each of those recommendations was addressed in the Department’s overall stra-
tegic plan. In particular, we are prioritizing our attention on the need for im-
proved financial management through systems and personnel. We are on-track
with the planned migration of our accounting systems to the GAO and plan to
be operational at the outset of fiscal year 2001. As you are aware, the anti-
quated system currently in use has been unreliable and labor intensive and has
led to significant failures in our ability to manage funds. In addition, we are
in need of the five positions for financial management that were identified in
our staffing proposal for the Security Enhancement Plan.

—The overall strategic plan includes an implementation schedule that assigns re-
sponsibility for completion of tasks, completion dates, and review frequencies.

—With the exception of tasks related to the hiring of infrastructure support per-
sonnel, tasks outlined in the plan are on schedule and will be completed on or
before January 1, 2002.

—Those tasks related to the hiring of infrastructure support personnel were
scheduled to begin on November 1, 1999, and be completed by April 30, 2000.
Work on these tasks will begin as soon as the relevant positions have been re-
leased and will be completed within the six-month time frame originally sched-
uled.

ASSISTANT CHIEF OF POLICE POSITION

Question. Last year, you talked about creating a position for an Assistant Chief
of Police for Administration, with a strong managerial background in order to bring
énore? efficiency to the administrative functions for the organization. Has that been

one?

Answer. The administrative functions of the department have been consolidated
under a Deputy Chief for Administration. This has enhanced the Department’s abil-
ity to communicate more effectively with the operational units and has fostered effi-
ciency among the administrative units. Additionally, the department is currently
creating a separate budget office from the Financial Management Division which
will allow more attention to areas that have been understaffed in prior years.

ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL

Question. Do you feel that the current number of administrative personnel is suffi-
cient to meet the demand of providing support for an increased police force?

Answer. No, there is an urgent need to fill critical administrative positions. For
nearly a year, the department has been operating without the 14 administrative po-
sitions that were requested in the staffing proposal for the 260 positions authorized
in the Omnibus supplemental in 1999. We continue to work with the oversight com-
mittees in the House of Representatives to gain approval to fill these positions.

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT

Question. Last year’s Booz-Allen study described the administrative support of the
department as “fragile” and unlikely to be able to adequately support services in the
future without changes in strategy. Has this “change in strategy” happened?

Answer. As previously cited, the “overarching” recommendations of the Booz-Allen
report called for a strategic plan, policies and procedures, identification of skill sets,
and improved automated systems. Along with the organizational changes, each of
these recommendations has been addressed in the Department’s strategic plan with
milestones and time tables for completion.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

Question. The Booz-Allen report was also critical of the financial management as-
pects of the department, noting that they did not possess or have access to an effi-
cient and effective financial management system. This has caused serious problems
with being able to effectively manage and control funds. There continues to be con-
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cern expressed by members of the rank-and-file. What has been done in the past
year to improve the situation with your financial management?

Answer. The Department has been planning for several years to migrate its ac-
counting system to the GAO through a cross-servicing agreement. The Booz-Allen
recommendation endorsed this approach. During the past year, preliminary testing
was completed and a cross-servicing agreement with the General Accounting Office
established. A migration team comprised of personnel from both agencies has been
working toward a completion date of October 1, 2000. This effort has been slowed
somewhat by the lack of additional personnel as well as the impact of the workload
created by the omnibus supplemental appropriation of $106 million.

TRAINING PROGRAM

Question. Some of the department’s sworn personnel have recently expressed frus-
tration with the slow process of your training program. We realize that part of the
problem with that is the lack of adequate training facilities, and we hope something
can be done to address that problem in the near future. But, I would like to know
that steps the Board has taken itself to pursue temporary alternatives, such as the
use of independent contractors to provide training at outside facilities, or collabo-
rative efforts with other federal agencies who have similar training needs. Would
you share with the committee some of your ideas for addressing the department’s
training needs?

Answer. Frustration with the slow process of the Department’s training program
most likely refers to the on-going 40 hour in-service training program which in-
cludes, as a major component, firearms transition training to the new .40 caliber
Glock semi-automatic pistol. While more than a third of the Department has com-
pleted the transitional firearms program, inadequate firearms range space has con-
tributed to the slow process, as Department personnel must utilize the small, eight
point in-door range in the Rayburn House Office Building. The Capitol Police have
taken steps to expedite this program by running two shifts of training per week and
expect to complete the program by the end of this year. We would note that officers
who have completed the training program have been enthusiastic in their praise of
its content, delivery and rigor.

The Board has diligently pursued alternative firearms range sites that would per-
mit the Capitol Police to expedite its transitional training program. For the past ten
months, the Board has collaborated with the State Department to locate a site con-
ducive to satisfying the training needs (including firearms training) of both agencies
in addition to the needs of the Library of Congress, Supreme Court and GPO police
forces. Earlier attempts by the Board to secure firearms ranges at Fort Meade for
Department use were unsuccessful. Most recently, the Board initiated discussions
with the Marine Corps to determine costs associated with utilizing outdoor pistol
and rifle ranges at Quantico.

The long term solution to the Department’s training facility needs has been com-
prehensively described in the United States Capitol Police Master Plan which was
forwarded to the Committee for its review this past December. The ideal site for
a training facility would be land owned by the federal government within a reason-
able distance to the Capitol that provided sufficient space to build firearms ranges,
academic classrooms and practical exercise areas that could be shared by a number
of local federal law enforcement agencies. To this end, the Board has visited several
military installations in the metropolitan area to determine the feasibility of devel-
oping a multi-agency training facility.

BIOHAZARD TRAINING

Question. Does the department offer in-service training for such things as bio-haz-
ard situations?

Answer. The Department trains all of their personnel in bio-hazards in the Ad-
vanced Law Enforcement Response Training-1 (ALERT-1) program. This is an eight
hour block of instruction on weapons of mass destruction to include biological weap-
ons. The designated response teams receive a 40 hour block of instruction entitled
ALERT-2. This course provides more detail in the bio-hazard area to include detec-
tion, protection, and decontamination.

The Department also has a Blood-Borne Pathogen Exposure Control Plan which
involves a one hour block of instruction provided on a yearly basis.

NEW POLICE PERSONNEL

Question. Last year, Congress provided funding to hire the first increment of
about 260 new police personnel. I understand that you have not yet reached that
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number of new hires, but you anticipate to meet that goal by the end of the current
fiscal year. Are you experiencing difficulty in your recruitment efforts?

Answer. To date, 167 officers have been hired. The current status of hiring is not
inconsistent with our original expectations. As indicated in our original staffing pro-
posal, there is an approximate six month training “pipeline” associated with each
recruit class that is scheduled through the Federal Law Enforcement Training Cen-
ter (FLETC). The FLETC conducts training for all federal law enforcement agencies,
and as such, is limited in the number of classes that can be offered. We feel that
we have been able to recruit at a rapid pace without lowering any of the standards
that have been in place.

STAFFING AT BUILDING ENTRANCES

Question. There have been complaints about the lack of staffing at the building
entrances; although I understand that recent efforts have addressed this problem
to some extent. Is the staffing situation such that it becomes difficult to post two
officers at these building entrances?

Answer. We have requested an additional 100 FTE’s for fiscal year 2001 which
will enable the Department to post a minimum of two officers at each of the access
points to the Congressional Complex. Currently, the Department is not funded to
staff two officers at every access point.

NEW HIRES

Question. How many of the total number of new-hires in the last year have been
sworn officers (non-management personnel) and how many have been administra-
tive support personnel?

Answer. Sworn—167 officers have been hired.

Civilian:

—10 civilians have been hired.

—Of the 10 hired—9 are currently deployed and 1 has separated.

—17 civilian positions are in various stages of selection.

—18 civilian positions are on hold pending committee authorization.

Question. Of the new hires, how many do you estimate were hired as a result of
new positions and how many were a result of other personnel retiring (attrition re-
placements)?

Answer. The make-up of hires to the sworn ranks in fiscal year 1999 was as fol-
lows: (1) two recruit officer classes (totaling 47 hires) were held in October 1998 and
December 1998 to fill vacancies due to attrition during 1998, (2) the remaining three
recruit officer classes held in fiscal year 1999 (March, May, and August, totaling 120
hires) were in support of hiring goals under the Security Enhancement Plan.

There are two recruit officer classes scheduled in fiscal year 2000 which will again
begin to fill vacancies due to attrition that occurred during 1999 and 2000.

ADDITIONAL POLICE PERSONNEL

Question. How many additional police personnel do you think will be needed after
you have fully staffed to that 260 target number which we provided funding for last
year? Have you done a needs assessment for the out years?

Answer. We have requested 100 additional FTE’s for police officers in fiscal year
2001. This will allow the Department to staff each access point to the complex with
a minimum of two officers at all times. The 1995 and 1998 security surveys and
the 1998 Booz-Allen, Hamilton study identified the requisite staffing profiles. Con-
sistent with the last two fiscal year requests, we will identify our out-year needs
based on those surveys and contemporary developments and make the appropriate
FTE requests, as necessary, in lots of no more than 100 FTE’s per year.

LACK OF EQUIPMENT

Question. Some of the rank and file have also expressed concern that the depart-
ment is ill-equipped to appropriately perform its mission. There have been com-
plaints that there are insufficient numbers of radios, protective vests, and other
items issued to police personnel. Can you address this issue?

Answer.

Glock .40 caliber

—432 officers have been issued the Glock 22 .40 caliber pistol.

—All sworn members will have been qualified and issued the new weapon by De-

cember 2000.
Soft body armor
—940 members have been issued and are wearing the new soft body armor.
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—Another 87 vests have been delivered and are in the process of being issued.

—The balance of 188 vests have been returned to the manufacturer for re-fitting
and will be issued in the very near future.

Radios

—The Department’s inventory of portable radios was re-distributed last year to
provide each on-duty officer a radio during normal (non-special event) operating
conditions. A radio assessment panel comprised of members selected by the
USCP Labor Committee and USCP management will begin field testing a new
portable radio the first week in April to determine its suitability for Department
use. Should this radio meet the Department’s needs, a sufficient number of
units will be purchased to ensure every officer and security aide is personally
issued a radio.
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BUDGET REQUEST

Senator BENNETT. Our next panel is the Library of Congress. We
welcome Dr. James Billington, the Librarian of Congress, and his
Deputy, General Scott, and also Dan Mulhollan, who is the Direc-
tor of the Congressional Research Service.

The Library has requested a total of $461.7 million of appro-
priated funds. The total Library budget, including funds for build-
ing maintenance, is $622.4 million, which is a 10 percent increase
over the fiscal 2000 budget.

Dr. Billington, we will start with you and then perhaps Mr.
Mulhollan, unless you want to defer any of your testimony to Gen-
eral Scott, from whom we are always glad to hear.

Dr. BILLINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First let me present
the one new face among our witnesses, Teresa Smith, our new Di-
rector of Human Resources Services.

In this our bicentennial year, Mr. Chairman, our first pleasant
task is to thank you, thank the subcommittee, and to thank Con-
gresses past and present for being over the years the greatest sin-
gle library patron of all time. No royal house, no Medici, have ever
created or sustained anything that can match America’s oldest Fed-
eral cultural institution and to match the constancy with which the
Congress has enabled it to become the largest repository of knowl-
edge and creativity ever created on this planet and to become in
more recent times the leading provider of high quality free edu-
cational material in this revolutionary new world of the Internet.

(51)
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The Library brings before the Congress this year a budget de-
rived from a vision and strategy to secure the infrastructure and
put in place the personnel to perform the truly unique services that
it can and must provide for the Congress and the Nation in this
information age.

NATIONAL DIGITAL LIBRARY

Thanks to the Congress, the Library has built a platform for
leadership in this new digital world. Our pioneering 5-year Na-
tional Digital Library Program has been stunningly successful.
Just a few weeks ago, it was awarded the prestigious Global Infor-
mation Infrastructure Award for Education, the last in a long se-
ries of recognitions that it has received. We have now developed
over the past year a Digital Futures plan that will systematically
begin building a new kind of 21st century library for all Americans,
the National Online Library.

Now, as we all know, the Internet is creating a profound shift in
the way knowledge is stored and communicated. Projections now
suggest that by the year 2003, 80 percent of all business trans-
actions will be conducted over the Internet, to which nearly 100
million Americans are already connected. Further worldwide expo-
nential growth seems inevitable.

This new communications medium offers the Congress’ library
extraordinary opportunities to provide new and cost effective bene-
fits to Congress and the Nation. Almost all libraries and an esti-
mated 89 percent of our K through 12 public schools are now con-
nected to the Internet, and most of them have direct Internet ac-
cess into the classroom.

Demand continues to grow nationwide for the kind of high qual-
ity, interesting, and even inspirational primary materials of our
history and culture that the Library of Congress web site alone
provides free of charge through the Internet. By making it free, the
Library helps sustain the whole tradition of open access to knowl-
edge in the electronic age and it helps bridge the information gap
between the have’s and have-not’s by providing not only a free but
dependable vehicle for improving K through 12 education in Amer-
ica.

The Library also has an immediate national responsibility to do
what is being done nowhere else, namely to develop rapidly plans
and pilots for preserving and making accessible to the Congress the
rising flood tide of digitized materials that are created elsewhere
only in digital form, so-called “born digital.” These materials are
presently available only in highly impermanent electronic formats.

DIGITAL FUTURES BUDGET REQUEST

The main new request in our fiscal year 2001 budget is for an
increase of $21.3 million to systematically incorporate digital mate-
rials into the Library’s historic and enduring mission, which is to
acquire and preserve useful content, to provide free access to it for
Congress and the public, and to sustain the backbone of infrastruc-
ture that makes access to content possible.

We need, in short, $11 million for the backbone of an electronic
service that exploded from 20,000 transactions a day on our Amer-
ican Memory site in 1995, just 5 years ago, to 4 million a day for
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our expanded and diversified web site in the year 2000. $7.6 mil-
lion is for additional domestic and international content and $2.6
million is for outreach services that will maximize access and im-
pact nationally.

We realize this represents a significant increase, but the Library
has already severely strained its human and material infrastruc-
ture during this explosive expansion of the past decade to test and
determine these needs. Content, access, and infrastructure, more-
over, are interrelated. They are the core needs of any library. They
must be met for this new type of material if the Library is to pro-
vide relevant service in the years ahead.

There is little point having content without access and no possi-
bility of sustaining either without backbone, and there is no real-
istic possibility, Mr. Chairman, that we can continue even our
present level of services, let alone realize the extraordinary added
service potential of this Library, by further diverting resources
from our traditional services based on books, periodicals, and other
artifactual materials, whose volume also continues to rise globally.

This Nation’s library, Mr. Chairman, cannot be permitted to drift
into being either just a vast “museum of the book”, a vast museum
of past knowledge on the one hand, or on the other a mere elec-
tronic switchboard for providing current information. This institu-
tion has the world’s best staff of knowledge navigators and it has
a unique capacity for leadership in mixing in the world’s largest
collection of traditional material with an expanding electronic net-
work in ways that will advance both the creativity and the prac-
tical wisdom that will keep our legislature and our democracy dy-
namic.

Libraries in general—and you are celebrating them all in this bi-
centennial year, not merely the Library of Congress—are a link in
the human chain that connects yesterday’s memories and today’s
experience with tomorrow’s future possibilities, with the prospects
of a better tomorrow. That is the American dream, that whatever
the problems of today, tomorrow can always be better than yester-
day, if we do not forget the lessons of yesterday and if we are able
to digest the flood of information that we are receiving daily.

PREPARED STATEMENTS

So I ask the committee’s support in order for the Congress’ li-
brary to have the material and human resources to sustain its
leadership role in the digital age and to modernize its services to
the Congress and the Nation as we enter our third century.

[The statements follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES H. BILLINGTON

On April 24, 2000, the Library will be 200 years old. It is the oldest Federal cul-
tural institution in the United States and the largest and most inclusive library in
human history. In pursuit of its mission to make its resources available and useful
to the Congress and the American people and to sustain and preserve a universal
collection of knowledge and creativity, the Library has amassed an unparalleled col-
lection of 119 million items, a superbly knowledgeable staff, and cost-effective net-
works for gathering in the world’s knowledge for the nation’s good.

As we enter the third millennium and the Library’s third century, we ask the
Congress to support the Library’s leadership role in delivering free electronic infor-
mation to the nation. Building on the overwhelming success of the Library’s five-
year pioneering National Digital Library Program, we have developed an overall
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strategy for the Library’s electronic future and an appropriate budget request for
fiscal 2001. With Congressional support, our goal is to begin building a new kind
of 21st century library for all Americans—the National On-line Library.

The Internet is creating a profound, fundamental shift in the way people commu-
nicate. An estimated 100 million Americans now use the Internet, which is pro-
ducing dramatic alterations in the workplace and in daily life. The extent of these
changes far outpaces our understanding of their implications. However, it is already
clear that the new communications era offers this unique institution extraordinary
opportunities to achieve new levels of cost-effective service for the Congress’s legisla-
tive work and for citizens in every congressional district.

The Library is now a proven and dependable Internet site for primary source ma-
terial on the Congress and on American history as well as for cataloging, copyright
information, and much more. Our web site now receives an average of four million
electronic transactions every working day.

The Library is the 1999 winner of the Global Information Infrastructure Award
for Education for the primary source materials we provide about our American her-
itage. Our award-winning site demonstrates how the Library’s services will be in-
creasingly made available to serve national needs in the future. An estimated 90
percent of K-12 public schools are now connected to the Internet, with most schools
having direct access in the classroom. The tidal wave of Internet growth coincides
with a growing and increasingly insatiable demand for access to high-quality pri-
mary materials of real educational value. Congress’s library is the world leader in
providing such material—and is almost alone in providing quality content both free
of charge and with authoritative explanatory material. Congressional vision and
support have uniquely positioned its Library to make a major contribution through
the Internet towards the nation’s educational development and future productivity.

Fiscal year 2001 will be the critical one for permanently putting into place the
people and support systems required to secure the Library’s digital leadership role
for the nation. The Library is now ready to build on the experience of the last five
years to begin transforming traditional library services in ways that will meet
America’s new information needs by building a National On-Line Library.

A We ask the Congress to support these essential elements required to sustain our
uture:

—Digital Futures Initiative.—Create a National On-line Library by providing per-
manent funding for the Library’s innovative National Digital Library Program
(NDLP), that is currently due to expire in fiscal 2000. By funding the lean and
extraordinarily talented staff of the NDLP, the Congress will permit the Library
both to begin capturing and preserving materials that exist only in digital form
(i.e., “born digital”) and to continue the conversion of unique educational content
that will include important international as well as national materials;

—Succession Planning.—Extend our staff succession program to include the Law
Library in addition to the Congressional Research Service (for a third year) and
Library Services (for a second year). This is essential to ensure the continuity
and quality of core services at a time when unprecedented numbers of staff will
be retiring;

—Security of Staff and Collections.—Permanently fund both the police positions
authorized by a fiscal year 1999 emergency supplemental appropriation and
item-level tracking and inventory collections security controls now made pos-
s1b(lie through the new Library of Congress Integrated Library System (LCILS)
an

—Preservation and Storage of Collections.—Permanently fund a mass deacidifica-
tion program and the full operation for the first off-site storage module at Fort
Meade, Maryland.

The lerarys budget request for fiscal year 2001—$428.1 million in net appro-
priations and $33.6 million in authority to use receipts—supports the Library’s mis-
sion to make its resources available and useful in the 21st century. This is a net
increase of 11.4 percent over fiscal 2000. A major part of this increase ($16.6 mil-
lion) is needed to fund mandatory pay raises (driven largely by the January 2001
pay raise of 3.7 percent) and unavoidable price-level increases; $27.1 million is need-
ed to meet critical, growing workload increases (net of program decreases). The Li-
brary is requesting an increase of 192 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions—from
4,076 to 4,268 FTEs. Even with this increase, the Library’s FTEs would still be
fewer by 281 FTEs or 6.2 percent lower than in fiscal year 1992 (see attachment
1). The Library has been doing more with less since 1992, but the tidal wave of
Internet activity now imposes a level of workload that requires the Library to re-
build a portion of its workforce that has been reduced or funded privately since
1992.
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The Library will use its Bicentennial in the year 2000 more to leave a legacy for
the future than to celebrate our past. We invite the Congress and the nation to join
with us in celebrating our 200th birthday, which is being done largely with private
funds. At the start of our third century, we ask the Congress to support the increase
in resources required to meet the new mission-driven workloads brought on by the
Internet age.

Funding our fiscal 2001 budget request will enable the Library to sustain its
basic, traditional services while comprehensively addressing its inescapable, digital
future. We hope the Congress will continue its historic and fruitful investment in
the Library as it enters its third century of serving the nation’s legislators and their
constituents.

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS TODAY

The core of the Library is its incomparable collections—and the specialists who
interpret and share them. The Library’s 119 million items include almost all lan-
guages and media through which knowledge and creativity are preserved and com-
municated.

The Library has more than 27 million items in its print collections, including
5,700 volumes printed before the year 1500; 12 million photographs; 4 million maps,
2 million audio recordings; 800,000 motion pictures, including the earliest movies
ever made; 4 million pieces of music; 53 million pages of personal papers and manu-
scripts, including those of 23 Presidents of the United States as well as hundreds
of thousands of scientific and government documents.

New treasures are added each year. Notable acquisitions during fiscal year 1999
include: Harry Blackmun Papers and Ruth Bader Ginsberg Papers—more than
600,000 new items of these Supreme Court Justices; Marian Carson Collection—
10,000 papers and documents relating to the early history of the U.S.; Bronislava
Nijinska Collection—multi-medial collection of the noted ballet choreographer; Carte
de Canada et des Etats Unis de ’Amerique—the first map (1778) to recognize the
independence of the U.S.; Persian Manuscript Celestial Globe—ca. 1650; The First
American Haggadah—published in New York City, 1837; 337 issues of the impor-
tant Revolutionary American newspaper Claypoole’s Daily Advertiser, 1791-1793;
the extraordinary J. Arthur Wood, Jr. Collection of Cartoon and Caricature—40,000
works by more than 3,000 artists; Victor Hammer Archives—the works of one of the
great hand-press printers, print makers, and type designers of the 20th century; and
Politica by Aristotle (Cologne, 1492)—the earliest printed version of Aristotle’s work
to become available in the West.

Every workday, the Library’s staff adds more than 10,000 new items to the collec-
tions after organizing and cataloging them and finds ways to share them with the
Congress and the nation—by providing on-line access across the nation, by assisting
users in the Library’s reading rooms, and by featuring the Library’s collections in
cultural programs.

Major annual services include delivering more than 550,000 congressional re-
search responses and services, processing more than 600,000 copyright claims, and
circulating more than 22 million audio and braille books and magazines free to blind
and physically handicapped individuals all across America. We annually catalog
more than 250,000 books and serials and provide the bibliographic record inexpen-
sively to the Nation’s libraries, saving them an estimated $268 million annually.

The Library also provides free on-line access, via the Internet, to its automated
information files, which contain more than 75 million records—to Congressional of-
fices, Federal agencies, libraries, and the public. Internet-based systems include
major world-wide-web (www) services (e.g, Legislative Information System, THOM-
AS, LC-web, Global Legal Information Network), the Library of Congress On-line
Public Access Catalog (catalog.loc.gov), and various file transfer options.

The Library of Congress programs and activities are funded by four salaries and
expenses (S&E) appropriations which support congressional services, national li-
brary services, copyright administration, library services to blind and physically
handicapped people, and management support. A separate appropriation funds fur-
niture and furnishings.

DIGITAL FUTURES INITIATIVE (NATIONAL ON-LINE LIBRARY)

The Library of Congress is committed to bringing America’s story—in all its vari-
ety—to everyone, whether at work, in their homes, in schools, or in libraries. We
realize that the fiscal year 2001 budget request of $21.3 million for our digital fu-
tures initiative represents a significant increase in resources. However, the need for
a bump-up in our appropriations has emerged inescapably from our extended inter-
nal review of the Library’s digital future needs to support additional domestic and
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international digital content ($7,590,392), to implement the critical technology back-
bone ($11,049,182), and to enhance the educational outreach access services begun
by the NDLP ($2,644,205).

We must make permanent the National Digital Library/American Memory effort
by assuring that the priceless technical know-how and substantive knowledge ac-
quired by the staff and now embedded in this program are retained and deployed
for the National On-Line Library of the future. Fiscal year 2000 marks the end of
the initial five-year digitization program at the Library, which was funded by both
public and private funds. As the Library now moves to build and sustain a core set
of on-line services for the nation, the NDLP’s technically skilled staff has to be fund-
ed on a permanent basis. If we are not able to retain these talented—and, by now,
uniquely experienced—people, we will simply not be able to continue servicing the
new national constituency we have built. Indeed, without this cadre of professionals,
the Library will not be able to begin the long overdue work of capturing and making
usable for the Congress materials created by others that are now increasingly avail-
able only in electronic form.

The Library must tackle the unprecedented challenges posed by ever-changing
digital content embedded in rapidly changing technologies. The Library has been
deeply studying the complex problem of preserving and accessing digital materials.
But unless the Library can retain the professionals that it has already uniquely
trained, there is little chance that the Library will be able to find and hire the peo-
ple needed to deal with this problem for many years to come. The Library simply
must have the people and the resources to build a state-of-the-art software, hard-
ware and telecommunications technology backbone able to support and make acces-
sible the electronic materials that Congress and the nation will want in the future.

Finally, for the new millennium, the Library has a unique opportunity to become
a global leader in digital information: the hub of an international network to ad-
vance education and understanding. Following the Congress’ lead in establishing in
the Library a “Meeting of the Frontiers” project with Russia, we have taken the first
steps to create a global on-line library, using the Library’s international materials
to provide stunning digital images of America’s dynamic interaction with the world.
The Library is exploring partnerships with the world’s great archives beginning
with Spain.

COMPUTER SECURITY

The Library’s on-line services represent a critical infrastructure asset, which is
vital to the operations of the Legislative Branch and the nation. But, the new age
of Internet opportunities also brings with it the vulnerabilities of the Library’s auto-
mated systems to intrusion and destruction. The Library’s fiscal year 2001 budget
requests $660,690 and five FTEs to support our computer and network security pro-
grams. The President has developed a National Plan for Information Systems Pro-
tection, which calls for a major effort to improve computer security. The Library also
recognizes the urgent need to address this vulnerability by implementing its plan
and requests approval of the resources to ensure the protection of our information
assets.

SUCCESSION PROGRAM

The Library’s ability to serve Congress and the nation depends in large part on
its expert staff, particularly those who perform legislative analysis, have intimate
familiarity with the special collections, or have fluency in foreign languages. The Li-
brary’s fiscal year 2001 budget requests an increase of $2,568,882 and 34 FTEs to
support a three-part succession program: (1) $1,033,788 and 28 FTEs to support the
hiring of Library Services technicians to provide for the timely upward mobility of
the most qualified technical staff into a few of the key professional positions, which
are being vacated by retirements; (2) $1,130,772 to support the hiring of additional
CRS analysts to ensure the continuity of in-depth analysis to support legislative de-
liberations; and (3) $404,322 and 6 FTEs to support the hiring of additional foreign
legal specialists to ensure the continuity of congressional services in foreign law pro-
vided by the Law Library.

Library Services’s analysis of its vulnerability to retirements, particularly in those
areas requiring extensive familiarity with special collections and fluency in foreign
languages, indicates that 27 percent (555) of Library Services staff is already eligi-
ble to retire during fiscal year 2000, and that number will increase to 52 percent
(1,088) by fiscal year 2005.

We are grateful that the Congress funded half of Library Services’ request as part
of the fiscal year 2000 budget, but the situation outlined in last year’s budget has
grown even more critical. The retirement rate in fiscal year 1999 increased 19 per-
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cent over fiscal year 1998, and we fear a similar increase this year. To respond to
this critical need, the Library requests $1,033,788 to keep this five-year program on
track. If we cannot move expeditiously in these few specially-targeted areas, senior
staff are likely to retire without being able to impart their specialized subject and
language skills to the next generation.

The Congressional Research Service also faces serious challenges to ensure its ca-
pacity to continue, without interruption, its legislative support of Members and com-
mittees on all public policy issues. Half of CRS’ staff will be eligible to retire by
2006. Since 1996, CRS has used a risk assessment process in order to identify spe-
cific subject areas where staff were likely to retire in the next few years. Based on
this assessment, CRS projects reduced analytic capacity in a significant number of
subject areas as early as calendar year 2000. These losses will accelerate and, by
2004, will affect almost every area of legislative support to the Congress. Rebuilding
this capacity requires a multi-year transition period during which new staff develop
the breadth and depth of knowledge of specific issues and master the legislative
process.

CRS has developed a three-phase plan to begin hiring replacement staff using the
Graduate Recruit Program, the Law Recruit Program and the Presidential Manage-
ment Intern Program. In fiscal year 1999, the Congress appropriated $435,858 to
support hiring of ten staff. In fiscal year 2000, an additional $559,052 was initially
provided to support the hiring of another ten staff, but because of the across-the-
board spending cut, this amount was reduced to $288,325, which supports the hiring
of five additional staff. In fiscal year 2001, the Library is requesting $1,130,772 to
hire the third phase of the program and to restore the positions lost in the fiscal
year 2000 rescission. With this funding, CRS will be able to continue to provide un-
interrupted policy analysis to the Congress.

Finally, the Law Library estimates that 59 percent of its foreign law specialists
will be eligible to retire by fiscal year 2004. The recruiting and training of foreign
legal research specialists with both unique language skills and foreign legal exper-
tise require a lengthy time period. To ensure the continuity of congressional services
in many foreign jurisdictions of interest to the Congress, such as Arabic-speaking
nations, China and Taiwan, and Japan, the Law Library is requesting $404,322 and
six FTEs to hire and train foreign law specialists.

SECURITY OF LIBRARY STAFF, COLLECTIONS AND FACILITIES

During 1998, the Congress approved supplemental appropriations totaling
$16,975,000 for the Library’s physical security. The law included funding for fiscal
years 1999 and 2000 to increase the Library’s police staffing. The fiscal year 2001
budget requests permanent funding of $2,530,886 to sustain the increased police
staffing originally approved two years ago, which is essential to protect the Library’s
staff, collections, and facilities.

The supplemental provided funding for physical security, but the supplemental
did not provide funding for collections security. For the fiscal year 2001 budget, the
Library is requesting an increase of $4,449,718 to improve bibliographic and inven-
tory collections security controls, which have been identified as a significant defi-
ciency by auditors and security consultants. Key elements of this major request in-
clude tracking books at the item level from the point of receipt through various proc-
essing steps to the Library’s secure storage areas; conducting a physical inventory
of the Library’s 18 million book collection; and converting card files contained in the
Law, Music, Geography and Map, and Rare Book reading rooms into automated for-
mat accessible through the Library of Congress Integrated Library System (LCILS).
The LCILS provides an excellent tool to capture, for the first time, item-level infor-
mation for much of the Library’s collections, as well as to flag problems such as the
non-receipt of expected serials. Establishing item-level inventory control, a funda-
mental part of the Library’s approved security plan, has now been made possible
with the implementation of the LCILS.

Congress approved funding for the LCILS with the understanding that the Li-
brary would develop a detailed cost-savings plan, “return” those accrued savings to
the Congress, and request new authority to use any savings realized from the
LCILS. Accordingly, the Library is incorporating $1,991,842 (a cumulative savings
of $2,530,000) of LCILS-related savings in this fiscal year 2001 budget. At the same
time, we are requesting new funds for the important collections security require-
ments outlined above, which the LCILS—for the first time—makes feasible for the
Library to undertake. When these security initiatives are implemented, the Library
will be better able to answer with assurance the key questions, “What do you own?”
and “Where is it?” and to both identify and obtain missing serials before they go
out of print or become extremely expensive to purchase. The Library requests that
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the Congress re-invest LCILS-related savings into collections security to better se-
cure the Library’s priceless collections.

PRESERVATION AND STORAGE OF THE COLLECTIONS

A primary mission of the Library is to preserve its vast and largely irreplaceable
collections for the benefit of the Congress and the American public. A priority of the
Library’s preservation efforts is deacidification of a significant portion of materials
printed on paper with high-acid content since the middle of the 19th century. The
Library has in place a successful mass deacidification program using the Book-
keeper process, which has been supported using no-year funding since 1997.

The Congress has been a stalwart supporter over the years of the Library’s pro-
gram to develop an effective, inexpensive method of solving one of the most pressing
problems libraries have faced in the late 20th century: deacidifying the paper used
since the mid-19th century for books, periodicals, maps, manuscripts, and other

aper-based collections. The fiscal year 2001 budget requests an increase of

1,215,801 to make mass deacidification a permanent part of the Library’s preserva-
tion program. The Library estimates that 5.3 million existing books (out of the en-
tire classified book collection of 18 million items) and that an annual addition of
100,000 books are printed on acidic paper.

The fiscal year 2001 budget request proposes to establish an overall 30-year (one
generation) plan to deacidify older books as well as the new, acidic acquisitions. The
plan scales up to $5.7 million by fiscal year 2005 to fund the capacity to deacidify
annually 300,000 books and 1,000,000 manuscript sheets.

Equally critical for preserving the Library’s collections is providing environ-
mentally safe storage. The Library continues to work closely with the AOC and their
contractors to ensure that the first storage module at the Fort Meade, Maryland
campus meets the necessary environmental requirements to house and preserve the
transferred collections and that materials handling will be as efficient as possible.
The Library is very pleased that later this year, we will be able to begin using the
space at Fort Meade made available by the Congress for storage of Library collec-
tions. The module will house 2.2 million items of paper-based material, primarily
books, shelved on wide-span shelving by size in containers.

As overcrowding in collections storage areas on Capitol Hill becomes more serious
each day, speedy completion and occupancy of the first module at Fort Meade is a
high priority. To fund an accelerated transfer program enabling the Library to se-
cure, track and move 4,000 items daily for a period of two-and-a-half years, the Li-
brary’s fiscal year 2001 budget requests an increase of $824,648 and 22 FTEs. In
addition, the Library is requesting $707,265 and 12 FTEs to fund start-up costs for
Module Two. Because most of the materials to be transferred to this second module
come from the Library’s unique, special “gold” collection areas, substantial advance
work is required to place these heritage assets in containers that meet the highest
preservation and security standards. The Library has developed a cost-effective
“handle it once” approach for this activity and requests funding in fiscal year 2001
so that the collections can be made ready for prompt transfer to Module Two imme-
diately upon its completion.

Finally, the Library’s fiscal year 2001 budget requests an increase of $501,160 and
12 FTEs to fund the shifting of collections on Capitol Hill, which will be made pos-
sible by the transfer of materials to the Fort Meade storage. At the present time,
more than 50,000 items are stacked on the floors of Capitol Hill storage areas. A
three-year program to shift all of the collections remaining on Capitol Hill is needed
to relieve overcrowding in many areas and improve the storage conditions. Although
the Library was able to open splendid new reading rooms for the foreign-language
collections when the Thomas Jefferson Building renovation was completed in 1997,
it was neither fiscally nor logistically possible to move the collections served through
the Asian and African/Middle Eastern reading rooms from the John Adams Building
at that time. The completion of Fort Meade Module One will enable the Library to
initiate a 3-year project to improve the preservation and security of these valuable
Capitol Hill collections and to resolve long-standing reader complaints about slow
service.

LAW LIBRARY

The Law Library of Congress maintains the largest collection of legal materials
in the world and also houses a unique body of lawyers trained in foreign legal sys-
tems to supply legal research and analysis, primarily for the Congress, on the laws
of other nations, international law, and comparative law. More than 200 jurisdic-
tions are covered by Law Library specialists, some 80 percent of the sovereign enti-
ties of the world that issue laws and regulations. The Law Library utilizes this tal-
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ent to maintain and develop the breadth and depth of a demanding collection, as
well as to provide reference services whenever either chamber is in session (as man-
dated by the Congress). These are daunting responsibilities. The U.S. Courts, the
executive branch, and the legal community also depend heavily on the Law Li-
brary’s collections and the unique expertise of its foreign legal staff.

The Law Library has been creative in attempting to meet its responsibilities, par-
ticularly with the development of its Global Legal Information Network, but funding
for nine FTEs ($503,124) is crucially required. The funding would ensure adequate
staffing for research and reference services, improve the processing of incoming legal
materials and retrieval services, and improve administrative capabilities.

COPYRIGHT OFFICE

The Library’s Copyright Office promotes creativity and effective copyright protec-
tion—annually processing approximately 620,000 claims (representing more than
900,000 works transferred to the Library) of which more than 590,000 claims are
registered for copyright. The Office also records approximately 16,500 documents
with more than 200,000 titles and responds annually to more than 436,000 requests
for information.

The Copyright Office increased statutory fees for registration and recordation
services on July 1, 1999. (The basic filing fee for registering a claim increased from
$20 to $30.) I am pleased to report that the Copyright Office is forecasting that fis-
cal year 2000 receipts will meet the budgeted level of $20.8 million and is projecting
a slight increase to $21 million for the fiscal year 2001 budget. As more experience
is gained under the new fee schedule, the Library will advise the Committee of any
changes in our projections.

The Digital Millennium Copyright Act, “DMCA,” enacted at the end of the 105th
Congress, gave the Copyright Office many new duties and responsibilities. The Reg-
ister has elaborated on these legislative changes in her statement before this Com-
mittee. One major change is a new type of protection for the original designs of the
hulls of boats. Registration is required and there are complicated cancellation proce-
dures. The Copyright Office, following the adoption of new regulations and practices
and a new registration form, made the first such registration in July 1999.

On November 29, 1999, the Copyright law was amended to extend the compulsory
license for retransmission of network and superstation signals by satellite carriers
for another five years, and the royalty rates were significantly reduced. The Copy-
right Office is in the process of implementing this new law. The fiscal year 2001
budget request includes an increase of $150,000 to enable the Office to meet better
its compulsory licensing responsibilities.

As part of the Library’s digital futures initiative, the Copyright Office is request-
ing an increase of $80,135 for one additional FTE to continue work on CORDS, in-
cluding activities related to a joint digital repository project. A coordinated effort be-
tween the Copyright Office and the Library’s digital program is critical for the pro-
tection of copyright owners and for access by Library users.

NATIONAL LIBRARY SERVICE FOR THE BLIND AND PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED

The Library administers a free national library program of braille and recorded
materials for blind and physically handicapped persons, through its National Li-
brary Service for the Blind and Physically Handicapped (NLS). Under a special pro-
vision of the U.S. copyright law and with the permission of authors and publishers
of works not covered by the provision, NLS selects and produces full-length books
and magazines in braille and on recorded disc and cassette. Reading materials are
distributed to a cooperating network of regional and subregional (local, non-Federal)
libraries where they are circulated to eligible borrowers. Reading materials and
playback machines are sent to borrowers and returned to libraries by postage-free
mail. Established by an act of Congress in 1931 to serve blind adults, the program
was expanded in 1952 to include children, in 1962 to provide music materials, and
again in 1966 to include individuals with other physical impairments that prevent
the reading of standard print.

The fiscal year 2001 budget maintains program services by funding mandatory
pay and price level increases totaling $1,181,339. The budget also supports the ex-
ploration of alternative digital technological possibilities that would provide a less
costly, more efficient, internationally acceptable, user-friendly delivery system.
Funding the fiscal year 2001 increase is necessary to ensure that all eligible individ-
uals are provided appropriate reading materials.
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LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

The Architect of the Capitol (AOC) is responsible for the structural and mechan-
ical care and maintenance of the Library’s buildings and grounds. In coordination
with the Library, the AOC has requested a capital budget of $9,590,000, an increase
of $4,959,000. The AOC capital budget includes funding totaling $5,835,000 in ap-
propriations for four projects that were requested by the Library. The AOC deferred
one Library-requested project, air conditioning improvements costing $350,000, until
fiscal year 2002.

The largest Library-requested project, amounting to $5 million, is for the National
Audio-Visual Conservation Center in Culpeper, Virginia. The Congress approved the
initial matching appropriated share for the Center in fiscal year 2000, and the fiscal
year 2001 request would continue to build towards the Federal share of $16.5 mil-
lion (25 percent) for renovating and equipping the facility. The owner of the facility,
the Packard Humanities Institute, has now with extraordinary generosity offered to
provide up-front funding to facilitate timely completion of the entire project, with
the understanding that the government will pay up to $16.5 million (25 percent of
the projected $66 million cost) at the time the property is transferred to the AOC.
We have informed both our authorizing and appropriations committees about this
offer, which will accelerate dramatically the completion of this much-needed facility.
To achieve the public portion of this match in a timely manner, the Library is re-
questing $5 million for fiscal year 2001. The other three Library-requested projects
support the preservation of the Library’s collections and space modifications in the
James Madison Building. Library-requested projects, as well as AOC identified
projects, are prioritized based on critical need and in accordance with both the Li-
brary’s Strategic and Security plans.

I urge the Committee to support the Architect’s Library Buildings and Grounds
budget, which is critical to the Library’s mission.

During fiscal years 2000 and 2001, the Library will continue its participation in
planning for the proposed Capitol Visitor Center. Since 1991, the Library has
worked with Members of Congress and the Architect of the Capitol as an integral
part of the Visitor Center. The Library offers unique resources for contributing to
the mission of the Visitor Center through facilities that will permit both sharing the
Library’s incomparably rich collection of recorded performances in the performing
arts and displaying the primary materials of American history in the Library’s col-
lections. The Library has emphasized to the members of the Capitol Preservation
Commission the importance of that part of the Visitor Center design plan that in-
cludes the construction of a tunnel connecting the Center to the Thomas Jefferson
building, thereby permitting all-weather direct access for the Congress to the Mem-
bers’ Room, for the Congressional staff to the Library’s resources, and for the public
to the exhibitions and public spaces in the building so beautifully restored by the
Congress.

JAMES MADISON BUILDING WORKSTATION MODERNIZATION PROJECT

The Library is requesting an increase of $433,500 to complete its accelerated
workstation modernization project in the James Madison Building by 2004. In fiscal
year 2000, the Congress approved $878,040 for this replacement program. Improv-
ing workstation design reduces the risk of injuries and increases staff productivity.
An increase in funding would complete the project by 2004 instead of 2006, which
the current level of resources would permit.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION

The 105th Congress approved a revolving fund to improve the accountability and
statutory authority for the Cooperative Acquisitions Program. We are seeking simi-
lar authority during the 106th Congress to modernize the business operation and
enhance Congressional oversight of the Library’s other cost-recovery services. Our
draft legislation also enhances the continuity of the Library’s Trust Fund Board and
modernizes an archaic statute governing our Cataloging Distribution Service. This
legislative proposal, which we are working on through the Library’s oversight com-
mittees, is our top legislative priority for the 106th Congress. Passage of this legisla-
tion would cap our long-term efforts to put the Library’s financial operations on firm
footing.

The Library is also seeking an amendment to the statute authorizing the National
Audio-Visual Conservation Center in Culpeper, Virginia (2 U.S.C. 141 note) which
would allow a limited exception to the act’s reimbursement prohibition. This would
allow us to take advantage of an unprecedentedly generous private funding offer
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and permit us to complete the project a full three years earlier than now scheduled
with a savings of $6.5 million.

In its first session, the 106th Congress enacted legislation directing the Library
to oversee the publication of a chronological, illustrated history of the House of Rep-
resentatives. We have begun the process of establishing an advisory board and con-
sulting with publishers. We will be working with the Committee on House Adminis-
tration and are pleased to be integrally involved in this worthwhile project.

THE LIBRARY’S BICENTENNIAL

We have crafted—largely with privately raised funds—a multi-faceted Bicenten-
nial program “to inspire creativity in the years ahead by stimulating greater use
of the Library of Congress and libraries everywhere.” A centerpiece 1s our “Local
Legacies” project to document unique local traditions from congressional districts
throughout the nation for possible inclusion in the American Folklife Center’s collec-
tions and in the National On-Line Library. Other Bicentennial projects include: re-
constituting Thomas Jefferson’s original library through private donations; a “Favor-
ite Poem” project spearheaded by the Library’s Poet Laureate; and a national pho-
tography contest, “Beyond Words: Celebrating America’s Libraries,” jointly con-
ducted with the American Library Association. The program also includes a com-
memorative stamp, commemorative coins, exhibitions, publications, symposia, and
Bicentennial-related activities at libraries nationwide.

The Bicentennial theme of Libraries-Creativity-Liberty was reflected in our first
two Bicentennial exhibitions, The Work of Charles and Ray Eames: A Legacy of In-
vention (American creativity) and John Bull and Uncle Sam: Four Centuries of Brit-
ish-American Relations (materials from the Library of Congress and British Li-
brary). The first of our major Bicentennial symposia, Frontiers of the Mind in the
Twenty-First Century, was held at the Library and cybercast nationally in June
1999.

The concept of “Gifts to the Nation” is central to the Bicentennial effort. The Li-
brary itself is a Congressional “Gift to the Nation.” Sharing the Library’s collections
and information about the Congress with Americans in their local communities
through an expanded National Digital Library is the Library’s major gift to the na-
tion.

SUMMARY

We ask the Congress to support the Library’s—and America’s—digital future, as
well as its traditional services provided in Washington, D.C. The Library’s digital
responsibilities impose on us a new mission-critical workload, which we cannot fund
by diverting resources from our equally critical traditional services of acquiring, cat-
aloging, preserving, serving, and storing artifactual materials. Our traditional role
will not diminish (indeed, print publishing is significantly increasing). The digital
future will enable the Library to expand greatly our direct contribution to K-12 edu-
cation and to the American public. Providing free, electronic access to knowledge
and information for life-long learners everywhere is essential to the future of our
democracy. Free, high-quality content from America’s library is bridging the digital
divide—the growing division in the U.S. between information “haves” and “have-
nots.”

By funding the Library’s fiscal year 2001 budget request, the Congress would
make possible our digital future and support our traditional services—enabling the
Library of Congress to continue in the new era ahead its dedicated service to the
work of the Congress and to the creative life of the American people.

Library of Congress total library appropriations-actual full-time equivalent (FTE)

positions
Total actual
FTEs
Fiscal year:

1992 ettt e et e et e s bt e e e bt e e e bt eeeateeas 4,549
1993 ..... .. 4,492
1994 ..... 4,163
1995 ... 4,180
1996 ..... 4,114
1997 ..... 4,010
1998 ..... 3,958
1999 ..... 13,923
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Library of Congress total library appropriations-actual full-time equivalent (FTE)
positions—Continued

Total actual

1 Cumulative decrease of 626 actual FTEs or 14 percent from 1992 to 1999.
2 Budget.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARYBETH PETERS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: I appreciate the opportunity
to present the budget request of the Copyright Office for fiscal year 2001. In the
new millennium, the Office is pleased to provide leadership in the establishment of
U.S. copyright policy and service to the nation in the digital age. To strengthen and
improve our ability to serve the Congress and the copyright community, the Office
will focus on several programs in fiscal year 2000, including a study to reengineer
the registration and recordation processes.

During the past year, the Copyright Office continued to advise the Congress on
national and international issues and provided valuable assistance to the United
States Trade Representative and other executive branch agencies. It also continued
to create and maintain the on-line catalog of copyright and mask work registrations
and recorded documents, to administer the various compulsory licenses and statu-
tory obligations, to further the effort to create a workable automated registration,
recordation and deposit system, and to offer technical, and educational assistance
in the international arena.

The Copyright Office’s public services include, responding to copyright information
and reference requests in person, over the telephone, through written correspond-
ence, and electronically through the Web; producing and supplying Copyright Office
regulations, studies, forms, informational circulars, and other publications in paper
and digital formats; maintaining a 24-hour forms hotline and fax delivery service;
providing up-to-date information digitally via the Copyright Office Website and
through an electronic mailing list. The Website offers most of the information circu-
lars provided by the Office and the ability to fill-in on line and down load applica-
tion forms. The Copyright Website was accessed more than 1.9 million times during
the year, almost a 100 percent increase over the prior year.

In fiscal year 1999, the Office processed approximately 620,000 claims, rep-
resenting more than 900,000 works, registered more than 590,000 of these claims,
recorded 16,500 documents, that included more than 200,000 titles, and responded
to 436,000 information requests. The Office transferred to the Library approxi-
mately 954,000 copies of works at a value of $36,435,428. The Office collected ap-
proximately $16,000,000 for registration, recordation and related services and ap-
proximately $214,000,000 in royalty fees for compulsory licenses.

Fiscal Year 2000 Focus

In fiscal year 2000, the Copyright Office will focus on four activities:

—Maintain and enhance the policy role of the Copyright Office in domestic and
international copyright matters;

—Continue to develop, test, and implement the Copyright Office Electronic Reg-
istration, Recordation, and Deposit System (CORDS);

—Improve the security of copyright deposits and records through the continued
implementation of the Library’s Security Plan and the Copyright Office’s risk
assessment recommendations, including the introduction of automated item-
level tracking and electronic access controls; and

—Continue to improve the efficiency and timeliness in registration and recorda-
tion processing, including the initiation of a business process reengineering
study.

Policy Role

Although there was less legislative activity in the copyright sphere in 1999 than
during the previous two years, the Copyright Office played a very active role assist-
ing Congress in crafting one major piece of legislation extending and revising the
Satellite Home Viewer Act. The legislation concerns the satellite compulsory license
that the Office administers; it extends the license until December 31, 2004; it cre-
ates a starting framework to allow satellite carriers to provide local TV signals, and
it reduces royalty fees.

A major focus of the Copyright Office’s legal efforts during fiscal 1999 was com-
pleting tasks entrusted to us by Congress in the Digital Millennium Copyright Act
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(DMCA) of 1998. The DMCA requires the Copyright Office to conduct several stud-
ies on various subjects. The first study, due six months after the date the DMCA
was enacted, was on copyright and digital distance education. At the urging of li-
braries and educational institutions, Congress addressed the issue of distance edu-
cation during consideration of the DMCA. Since it was not possible at the time to
reach a resolution that all of the affected parties could live with, further consider-
ation of the issue was deferred until the Copyright Office had time to study the
issue and report to Congress.

The Office held three public hearings and received numerous written comments
during the course of the study. The Office also engaged a consultant to report on
the market for licensing in digital distance education. The Copyright Office report
concludes that technological changes since the adoption of the current Copyright Act
make it appropriate to revisit the existing exemption for distance education in sec-
tion 110(2) in order to restore the policy balance that Congress had intended. Con-
gTegs hgs held hearings on these recommendations, but no legislation has been in-
troduced.

In addition to the distance education study, the DMCA requires the Copyright Of-
fice to conduct a rulemaking on an exemption to 17 U.S.C. 1201 that would permit
circumvention of technological access control measures in order to engage in non-
infringing uses of copyrighted works. The exception would apply only to categories
of works as to which the Office, through this rulemaking procedure, determines that
the ability of users to engage in noninfringing uses has been or is likely to be ad-
versely affected by the use of technological access control measures.

The rulemaking process was initially delayed by the inclusion of the phrase “on
the record” in the statute, which appeared to imply that the Office would have to
conduct a costly quasi-judicial proceeding presided over personally by the Librarian
of Congress. After extensive discussions with the affected parties and the Congres-
sional committees, a provision was included in the satellite legislation that removes
the requirement that our rulemaking pursuant to 17 U.S.C. sec. 1201(a)(1) be “on
the record.”

The Office has since initiated the process of consulting with affected parties by
publishing a Federal Register notice on November 24, 1999 seeking a first round
of public comments. The initial comments are now due on February 17, and reply
comments are due on March 20. We plan to hold two public hearings, one in Wash-
ington, D.C. and one on the West Coast. We will make our recommendations to the
Librarian, who will publish his findings by October 28, 2000.

In the coming year, we anticipate that we will continue to assist Congress in leg-
islative matters on such issues as protection of the investment in databases, restora-
tion of remedies for intellectual property infringements by States, and extension of
the cable compulsory license online service providers who wish to bring television
programming through the Internet to these subscribers. We will also continue to ad-
vise executive branch agencies on international matters, including assuring that for-
eign countries live up to their obligations under the World Trade Organization
(WTO) Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights, provide
adequate and effective intellectual property protection to U.S. right holders and will
fully participate in the World Intellectual Property Organization’s norm setting ac-
tivities, especially its effort to establish a new international treaty to protect the in-
terests of performers of audiovisual works, e.g., screen and television actors.

Copyright Office Electronic Registration, Recordation, and Deposit System (CORDS)

In fiscal year 2000, the Office will expand CORDS, the system that allows the
submission of copyright claims and deposits electronically over the Internet. Build-
ing on the successful fiscal 1999 implementation of the CORDS system-to-system
submission and the processing of 10,000 doctoral dissertations and master’s theses
submitted by Bell and Howell Information and Learning Corporation (formerly UMI
Co.), CORDS will be expanded during fiscal 2000 to test the receipt of claims and
deposits from music publishers, coordinated centrally through the Harry Fox Agen-
cy, a subsidiary of the National Music Publishers Association. Other CORDS test
partners will begin submitting copyright claims electronically through Mixed
CORDS, with hard-copy deposits, resulting in time and efficiency gains for both the
Mixed CORDS partners and the Copyright Office. CORDS is the only major objec-
tive that requires additional resources in fiscal year 2001. One GS-13 Computer
Specialist is needed to continue work on the CORDS system.

Registration and Recordation Operations

The Copyright Office’s goal is timely, efficient, and quality service. Throughput
time is a major concern to the copyright community. Despite valiant efforts by su-
pervisors and staff, registration time rose from the norm of six to eight weeks in
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1993 to six to eight months today. Although we were able to shorten the throughput
time by two weeks in 1999, this existing time frame is clearly unacceptable. Annu-
ally, we process approximately 620,000 claims to copyright covering more than
900,000 works and more than 1,000,000 deposit copies.

Staff reductions due to retirements, resignations, and hiring inefficiencies have
contributed to our inability to reduce the processing times. The Copyright Office has
endeavored to compensate for staff reductions and other pressures in major proc-
essing divisions. Overtime has been focused on reducing backlogs on an as-needed
basis in some areas, and regularly in the Examining Division.

New workload arising from legislative initiatives included implementing a system
for registration of vessel hull designs and recordation of Online Service Provider
Agent, and Copyright Owner Notice to Libraries and Archives of Normal Commer-
cial Exploitation or Availability at Reasonable Price. These new activities required
the Office to develop new forms, fees, and work procedures using existing staff. In
the case of vessel hull registration and Online Service Provider Designations of
Agent, staff had to be assigned to ensure the rapid posting and indexing of informa-
tion on the Copyright Office Website.

The Office reorganized the Receiving & Processing Division’s Mail Center oper-
ations to create a more logical and speedier workflow by transferring the metering
functions into the Library of Congress’s mail service, and shifting responsibility for
handling correspondence functions into the Examining Division. Additional staff
were added to the Receiving & Processing Division to perform new marking, tagging
and tracking duties to enhance the security of materials.

The Examining Division completed its work with labor organizations to create
new standards for distribution and performance, continued to hold facilitative ses-
sions with staff to improve practices and procedures, utilized cross-trained staff
from other divisions, increased its use of fax and email correspondence with appli-
cants, expanded its use of a streamlined correspondence system with frequent appli-
cants, and cross-trained technicians to process uncomplicated claims. The division
is hiring additional examiners with funds approved for this purpose in the fiscal
2000 budget, and has reorganized its training program to ensure that trainees con-
tribute to production of claims earlier in their first year of employment.

The Cataloging Division engaged in a significant effort to continue cross-training
catalogers, further simplified copyright cataloging rules, completed and issued a
training manual, and introduced improvements to automated cataloging programs
to speed data entry. The implementation of CORDS mentioned above, has made pos-
sible the more rapid cataloging of claims received through this system.

The unacceptable throughput time of more than six months for document recorda-
tion is being vigorously addressed. A contractor study has just been completed, and
a plan for improving the process and implementing the recommendations is being
prepared. This plan will include improvements to workflow, rewritten practices, re-
vised procedures for correspondence, clearer instructions for use of the document
cover sheet (a form which assists the Office in processing the document), and steps
to update or replace some automated systems. Additionally, new supervisory staff
assigned to the Documents Recordation Section in September, 1999, brought much
needed leadership and vision.

These various Copyright Office efforts have helped to hold the line against the
lengthening of an already unacceptable cycle time for registration claims and docu-
ments. The near term requires filling vacant and newly approved positions in these
crucial areas, which we are doing. However, to bring cycle time down to acceptable
levels requires more fundamental change—a full-scale business process re-
engineering effort.

Business Processing Reengineering (BPR)

In fiscal 2000, the Copyright Office initiated plans to reengineer its business proc-
esses. Authors, other copyright owners, users of copyrighted works, copyright indus-
tries, libraries, and members of the public rely on our records relating to registered
claims in copyrighted works and recorded documents concerning ownership of
works. The value of the records is greatest when up-to-date information on new
works is added to the record and is available to the public in a timely manner. This
BPR initiative will result in improved overall service by the Office.

This initiative will also complement the Library of Congress’ major security effort
with regard to its collections. The BPR effort will result in the reduction of lost ma-
terials by eliminating excessive movement and handling of materials that enter the
Library through Copyright Office registration and mandatory deposit systems. It
will also allow the Office to share data more effectively and to contain costs.

Reengineering will accomplish the following objectives: Improve operations and
service that will achieve better processing times, create timely public records opti-
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mum response time for requests from the public; enhance operational efficiency
through use of new (alternative) technologies; contain costs of registration, recorda-
tion and other services; strengthen security within the Copyright Office; and more
efficiently use staff and space.

The Office has completed and submitted a Statement of Work for a BPR Study
and Implementation Plan to the Library’s Contracts & Logistics Office for issuance
of a Request for a Quotation (RFQ). A position has been established and will soon
be posted for a GS-15 Project Manager (NTE 4 years) who, as an expert in Copy-
right Office procedures, will be the Contracting Officer Technical Representative
(COTR) with the contractor and who will be responsible for working with Copyright
Office managers, staff and labor organizations during the study and assist in the
implementation of the agreed upon changes.

For fiscal 2001, the Copyright Office must decrease its base by $400,000, which
is the one time cost for the (BPR) study begun in fiscal 2000. During fiscal 2001,
the Office will review the results of the study, and begin the first phase of the im-
plementation plan in fiscal 2002. We anticipate that our fiscal 2003 budget request,
will incorporate the final phase of the BPR initiative.

Security Program

The Library of Congress continued its major security effort with regard to its col-
lections. The Copyright Office successfully completed all fiscal year 1999 scheduled
action items identified in the multi-year risk assessment plan. Pending the perma-
nent reconfiguration of the Mail Center, an interim reconfiguration was accom-
plished to facilitate several important security initiatives including laser ownership
marking of non-print materials and applying security strips and bar code labels on
book material. The bar codes will be an essential element of the item level tracking
system now being developed. Initial purchases were made of security carts for trans-
porting “high-risk” materials through the processing stages. Additionally, a closed
circuit video system was installed in the copyright records unit to improve security.

I am please to report that the Office implemented in fiscal 1999, a more cost effec-
tive process to mark and tag copyright materials, resulting in a permanent savings
of $420,000. On November 18, 1999, the Librarian of Congress on behalf of the
Copyright Office submitted a reprogramming request to the respective House and
Senate Appropriations Committees to reprogram the $420,000 in savings to fund an
Item Level Tracking initiative for Copyright Office materials.

Fee Increases

At this time the Office forecasts $20,800,000 in fees for fiscal 2000. This is con-
sistent with the impact on receipts following the last fee increase, in January 1991
when receipts declined 7.5 percent. For the last two months of fiscal 1999, receipts
declined nearly 9 percent from the previous year. For the first two months of fiscal
2000, receipts were nearly 10 percent lower. We expect that the fee increase will
result in receipts approximately 10 percent lower than fiscal 1998, followed by a
slow recovery over several years. In addition, approximately 20 percent of claims
still arrive with insufficient fees, creating an extra workload. However, most filers
send the required additional fee when requested to do so.

Based on current data and historical trends, the Office projects fee receipts of
$21,000,000 in fiscal 2001. If receipts exceed this forecast, these fees will be trans-
ferred to the Copyright Office “No Year” account. These funds can be used in future
years to offset increases in expenditures and/or potentially decrease the net appro-
priation.

Summary

In its fiscal year 2001 budget request, the Office seeks additional resources to con-
tinue its digital futures initiatives, specifically, to hire one additional GS-13 auto-
mation specialist. Fiscal 2001 will be an important year for the Copyright Office as
it reviews the results of the BPR study and begins to implement the recommended
changes in its registration and recordation processes.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you.

Mr. Mulhollan.

Mr. MULHOLLAN. We are grateful for the support the committee
has given to CRS. Particularly, our request is to complete the in-
crease, temporary increase of 30 FTE’s for the succession initiative
that has proven greatly successful. I have some examples for the
record which I have mentioned in my written testimony of three
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excellent people brought in through our recruitment process and
continuing.

Also, the oversight and support this committee has given for the
Y2K conversion has led to, among other things, success stories in
managing the concern of CRS with regard to computer security.

We are grateful for the committee’s support and we thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DANIEL P. MULHOLLAN

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: It is a pleasure to appear be-
fore you today to discuss the fiscal year 2001 budget request for the Congressional
Research Service. I first want to thank this Subcommittee for the support it has
given to CRS in the past and to express my gratitude for the confidence you have
s%)olwn in the Service and the close working relationship which you have made pos-
sible.

My testimony presents the CRS budget request for your consideration, describes
our continuing commitment to inform you and your colleagues in the discharge of
your many responsibilities, and summarizes several changes and trends affecting
the congressional environment and the ways in which CRS has dealt with these de-
velopments.

CRS BUDGET REQUEST

The budget request I submit today contains only those funds necessary to main-
tain CRS services to the Congress, now and into the future. Our request for fiscal
2001 is $75,640,000, an increase of $4,666,727 over fiscal 2000. This requested in-
crease has two objectives: (1) to sustain current services and cover the increased
cost of our current staff and nonpersonals, and (2) to fund the third year of our
three year succession plan for maintaining research capacity, preserving our institu-
tional memory, and ensuring continuity of service over the next few years, as half
of our staff become eligible to retire.

We have made every effort to hold down costs and at the same time ensure con-
tinued congressional access to our expertise and high productivity. Our request for
maintaining current services covers mandated increases in compensation, namely
cost-of-living increases ($3,391,482) and price level increases in nonpersonals
($144,473).

The second part of the request will help us ensure that we can maintain our re-
search capacity and services to the Congress at a time when many of our most ex-
pert and experienced staff will retire. The funding requested, $1,130,772, will permit
CRS to continue to hire entry level staff in anticipation of this large number of re-
tirements. Let me assure you that we remain committed to working within our fis-
cal 2000 budgeted full-time equivalents.

CRS: CHANGE AND CONTINUITY

The beginning of a new century affords any organization a unique opportunity to
re-examine its past and formulate its vision for the future. When one considers as
well the current climate of increasingly rapid change in the congressional environ-
ment, those of us responsible for guiding CRS must devote a good portion of our
energies to analyzing current and likely future changes affecting the Congress and
adapting our work processes accordingly, so that the Service can continue providing
effective support to you and your colleagues. Later in my testimony, I will touch
briefly upon several recent trends which have significant implications for the work
of Members and staff, as well as the various ways in which CRS has sought to adapt
and respond proactively to these forces.

Before proceeding further, however, I would like to introduce the second theme
of my remarks today, namely, that in adapting to change we in CRS are always
mindful of the need to preserve, that is, to leave unchanged, those principles that
form the core of the mission established for us by the Congress at our creation in
1914, and reaffirmed in the Legislative Reorganization Acts of 1946 and 1970.

Mr. Chairman, we are all aware of the tendency to conclude that new and often
unsettling changes advances in technology, international terrorism, the growth of
multi-national corporations, to name a few cannot be dealt with effectively by exist-
ing institutions and therefore require not merely adjustment, but fundamental
changes in the way our government operates.

In CRS, however, we remain committed to the view that the role of the Congress,
as set forth in the Constitution and refined over more than 200 years of experience,



67

is as viable and sound today as it was in 1787. During its history, Congress has
successfully coped with periods of dramatic change and uncertainty: the Civil War,
two World Wars, the Great Depression of the 1930’s, and the Cold War are notable
examples. Many of Congress’ constitutional prerogatives and responsibilities con-
tinue to be exercised in a manner that would be easily recognizable to the Framers,
such as the use of the appropriations power, oversight, and as a last resort the im-
peachment process to provide a necessary check on the other Branches.

Today, however, I would like to focus upon the attribute of Congress that is gen-
erally known as its informing function, the process by which Congress informs itself
about the decisions it must make (as distinguished from the separate and more re-
cent notion of the responsibility of Members to inform their constituents). I am fo-
cusing on one particular function of Congress because the belief that legislation can
and should be based upon rational policy decisions, and that an informed legislature
is therefore required, was the driving force responsible for the creation of CRS. Fur-
ther, our central values and policies non-partisanship, balance, non-advocacy, and
confidentiality all derive directly from our role in supporting the informing function.

The historical power, and indeed the obligation, of Congress to inform itself, was
eloquently formulated over seventy years ago by the Supreme Court in McGrain v.
Daugherty:

“A legislative body cannot legislate wisely or effectively in the absence of informa-
tion respecting the conditions which the legislation is intended to affect or change;
and where the legislative body does not itself possess the requisite information—
which not infrequently is true—recourse must be had to others who do possess
it. * * * All this was true before and when the Constitution was framed and adopt-
ed. In that period the power of inquiry—with enforcing process—was regarded and
employed as a necessary and appropriate attribute of the power to legislate—indeed,
was treated as inhering in it. Thus there is ample warrant for thinking, as we do,
that the constitutional provisions which commit the legislative function to the two
houses are intended to include this attribute to the end that the function may be
effectively exercised.” (273 U.S. at 175.)

Indeed, the courts have recognized that Congress’ ability to inform itself is an es-
sential component of the legislative process and is therefore entitled to the protec-
tion afforded by the Constitution’s Speech or Debate Clause. Moreover, while the in-
forming function is often associated with congressional oversight and investigatory
powers, the courts have made it clear that the “need for effective and informed law-
makers” is not limited narrowly to its investigative activities, but rather
“Congress * * * must have the widest possible access to* * o * information if it
is to perform its manifold responsibilities effectively” (Murphy v. Department of the
Army, 613 F.2d 1155-56, 1158).

The informing function was also further developed in legislative bodies at the
State level. By the beginning of the twentieth century, the impetus of the Progres-
sive movement had contributed to a broadening of the informing function to encom-
pass the creation of legislative support agencies in a majority of the States. Eventu-
ally, this movement led to the establishment of a similar organization at the na-
tional level. The Legislative Reference Service (LRS) (renamed the Congressional
Research Service in 1970), was formed by the Congress in 1914 with the explicit
mission of aiding Congress in carrying out its informing function. In the words of
Senator Robert M. LaFollette, a principal architect of LRS, its creation represented
“an important and necessary step toward rendering the business of law making
more efficient, more exact, economically sound and scientific.”

When Congress first gave CRS a statutory charter in 1946, it reaffirmed the im-
portance of the informing function by accepting the principle that LRS staff should
serve as a pool of independent expertise available to the entire Congress. Again,
when CRS’ charter was revised and strengthened in the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1970, Congress returned once more to our basic role as an efficient, objective
source of information to support Members in the effective exercise of their legisla-
tive duties. In the words of the House Rules Committee Report on the 1970 Act,
a non-partisan CRS, available as shared staff accessible to all Members, would:

“Insure the equal availability of information to both Houses of Congress; insulate
the analytical phase of program review and policy analysis from political biases and
therefore produce a more credible and objective product and more easily develop
common frames of reference and analytical techniques that would make such anal-
yses more useful and meaningful to all committees.”

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully submit that the historical record described above
demonstrates two things: first, that the Congress remains firmly committed to the
value of objective, accurate information as a basis for legislation; and second, that
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CRS throughout its existence has played an important role in supporting the Con-
gress’ informing function.

Our challenge, then, is to combine flexibility and innovation in response to
changes in your environment with continuity in our adherence to the core principles
which the Congress has established for us.

CHANGES IN THE CONGRESSIONAL ENVIRONMENT

To illustrate the manner in which we apply this approach in specific cir-
cumstances, let me discuss briefly several recent trends and developments which
have altered the environment in which you and your colleagues work, and describe
how CRS has responded to them, including the impact of recent court rulings on
congressional authority, congressional turnover, and rapid changes in technology.

JUDICIAL LIMITATIONS ON CONGRESSIONAL POWER

Jurisprudential trends in the last few years have had a significant impact on Con-
gress’ powers. All of these developments have not only created jurisprudential up-
heaval but have made it incumbent that Congress understand these newly imposed
limitations on its lawmaking powers. Litigation is flourishing not only in the Su-
preme Court but in the lower federal courts challenging numerous federal laws on
a variety of grounds. The development of legislative proposals must take these con-
stitutional limitations into consideration as Congress fashions laws within the newly
articulated boundaries set by the Court. The enhanced protections for the States
also influence what legislative proposals are put forward and increase the vulner-
ability of legislative proposals to challenges based on these jurisprudential trends.

—For the first time in over 50 years, the Supreme Court, in 1995, struck down
a law—the Gun-Free School Zones Act—which was enacted on the basis of Con-
gress’ broad power to regulate interstate commerce. The Court held that the law
exceeded Congress’ commerce power and its holding has raised questions about
Congress’ ability to enact national legislative solutions to certain problems. A
related series of cases has confined Congress’ power under its authority to en-
force the rights contained in the 14th Amendment, limiting what the Court saw
as Congress’ attempt to define new rights or redefine rights that were the sub-
ject of Court pronouncements. The trend to criminalize conduct hitherto the
subject of state law and to create federal remedies for wrongs previously adju-
dicated on the state level has been most affected by the recent court cases and
the issue continues to be played out in the Supreme Court.

—A related development has been the Court’s limitations on Congress enacting
legislation that has the effect of utilizing state executive officials to implement
federal law or forcing state legislatures to enact state legislative regimes pursu-
ant to federal dictates. The Brady Handgun Control Act, partially invalidated
by the Court in 1997, is an example of this trend, in which the Court has inter-
preted the Tenth Amendment and the structure of the Constitution as placing
limits on Congress when it involves the States in the effectuation of federal pol-
icy.

—The cabining of Congress has also manifested itself in the recent flurry of cases
that have limited the ability of Congress to authorize lawsuits against states
under federal law. Individuals’ rights to sue State employers in federal court
under the Age Discrimination in Employment Act is a recent casualty (decided
on January 11, 2000). The Court has struck down federal laws authorizing liti-
gation against States under the patent and trademark laws and is considering
the validity of ADA lawsuits against States.

CRS Response

CRS has responded with the expert legal advice critical to Congress’ ability to leg-
islate against the backdrop of these new constitutional limitations. It is often nec-
essary to include in analyses provided to Congress consideration of many new as-
pects bearing on the question of the underlying power of Congress to impose par-
ticular obligations on the States and to provide for remedies for violations of federal
laws when hitherto such matters did not have to be seriously addressed.

The legal backdrop against which Congress legislates may be changing in signifi-
cant ways and the relative balance of power between the States and the federal gov-
ernment in our constitutional system may be shifting. Nevertheless, the traditional
role of CRS as an interpreter of these changes for Congress and a source of analyt-
ical expertise in assisting Congress in fashioning its legislative work product con-
sistent with the new legal and constitutional dictates remains. In summary, CRS
offers an institutional perspective informed by years of studying and analyzing these
issues as they impact on Congress and an unmatched breadth of resident expertise
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available to Congress in a period in which the legal and constitutional landscape
is rapidly changing.

CONGRESSIONAL TENURE

A second trend that merits discussion is the increasingly rapid turnover in the
tenure of Members and congressional staff. It is important to note that this trend
applies both to the length of time that individuals remain within the Congress as
an institution, as well as to service in particular positions or offices. Significant as-
pects of this development include the following:

—Turnover among Senators has been substantial in recent years. The decade of
the 1990s witnessed the largest number of retirements—37—in the twentieth
century. Significant numbers of new Senators have been added in each recent
election cycle: 14 new Senators in 1992, 11 in 1994, 15 in 1996 and 8 in 1998.

—Under current Senate Republican Conference rules, Republican committee
chairs and ranking members can serve no more than six consecutive years be-
ginning in 1997. A similar limitation applies to service in any elected Repub-
lican party leadership positions other than Floor Leader and President Pro
Tempore. As a result, considerable turnover in committee and party leadership
will occur in future Congresses commencing with 2003, even in the absence of
a change in current party control of the Senate.

—Staff tenure in the Senate, particularly length of service in particular positions,
is undergoing a significant decline. According to the Congressional Management
Foundation, in 1999 nearly 50 percent of Senate staff had less than 1 year in
their current positions. When broken down, this overall figure (which represents
an all-time low since the Foundation began compiling tenure data in 1991) re-
veals considerable turnover even in critical positions: 52 percent of Legislative
Counsels, 46 percent of Legislative Assistants, and 38 percent of Legislative Di-
rectors have served less than 1 year in their current positions.

CRS Response

Clearly, these developments require CRS to be particularly attentive to serving
the many Senators and staff taking on important new responsibilities. While specific
committee and leadership changes for the 108th Congress are simply too complex
to forecast at this juncture, it 1s likely that considerable shifts will result from a
combination of continuing turnover among Senators and their staff, party term lim-
its rules, and possible changes in party control of the Senate. CRS will need to an-
ticipate and prepare for these changes by developing its research capacity during
the upcoming 107th Congress and ensuring that CRS addresses the full range of
issues likely to be on the agenda of all committees, especially those likely to be
chaired by new Senators in January 2003.

CRS policy, legal, and procedural specialists are available to provide the expertise
to help new chairs and ranking members accomplish their legislative and policy ob-
jectives and to analyze a wide range of options on issues before their respective com-
mittees. CRS also has the welcome assignment of briefing new Senators and their
office and committee staff on a wide range of substantive and procedural issues. In
this videopolitics information age, new Senators are expected to be conversant with
almost every issue imaginable. Given the breadth and depth of expertise at CRS,
we are well-positioned to help incoming Senators and their aides become knowledge-
able quickly on the issues of the day. Moreover, CRS procedural and legal staff are
frequently called upon to personally brief and prepare reports on the workings of
the Senate, even for those new Senators who have previously served in the House.
In short, the constant circulation of new Members and staff aides into the Senate
requires CRS to devote considerable time, resources, and professional talent to pro-
viding support on both substance and procedure.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

Turning to another and third area of change, developments in information tech-
nology are having rapid and continuous effects on the congressional environment.
These developments have a significant impact, both on substantive issues before the
Congress and on the way in which Congress works. While my testimony today will
focus on the implications of technological change for congressional work processes,
I should note that our analysts have also provided support on a range of legislative
initiatives undertaken by Congress in response to developing technology. For exam-
ple, CRS analysts assisted Members of Congress and their staff in understanding
the issues, including potential costs and benefits, as federal policymakers success-
fully addressed the Y2K issue. CRS also provided expert analysis and advice on the
Satellite Home Viewer Improvement Act, which is intended to provide consumers
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with greater access to network television stations via satellite retransmissions into
local market areas. Third, an important conduit of Internet connections in the new
century is broadband technology the “fat pipeline” that may allow a wide range of
voice, data, video and interactive communications into U.S. households. CRS ana-
lysts have provided extensive briefings for congressional staff on the policy implica-
tions and technology developments of this vital technology development.

CRS has also been responsive to changes in legislative work patterns driven by
evolving technology, including increased reliance by Members and staff on internet
information sources, the building of resident online legislative information resources
for both chambers, e-mail communication capabilities, remote access to office infor-
mation, electronic communication with constituents, computer security concerns,
and the increased use of audio and video capabilities.

Let me first mention that we fully appreciate the critical nature of computer secu-
rity for our systems in light of our confidential relationship with the Congress and
the potentially sensitive nature of the information that we transmit or that resides
on our electronic systems. The importance of such security is made even more para-
mount by the structural intertwining of CRS, Library, and congressional systems
through the Capitol Hill intranet known as CAPNET. We have taken many steps
to deal with security issues, including the commissioning of studies by outside ex-
perts, including the National Security Agency, increasing password, virus, and re-
mote access protections, improving physical security, and informing and training
staff regarding proper security procedures and policies. Recent experiences both
within the Congress and in executive agencies have reinforced our resolve to remain
vigilant in the protection of congressional information.

CRS Initiatives

CRS has undertaken many significant initiatives in an effort to adapt to and take
advantage of new technological capabilities to the extent our resources permit. In
my testimony today, I will report to you on three of these activities, our continuing
support of the Legislative Information System, our Y2K transition process, and the
continuing development of our CRS Web site.

Legislative Information System

Under the overall direction of the Committee on House Administration and the
Senate Committee on Rules and Administration, CRS and the Library, working with
the Clerk of the House and the Secretary of the Senate, have developed an inte-
grated and secure legislative information retrieval system for the Congress that
serves the research and informational needs of Members and staff by providing ac-
cess to core legislative data that is accurate, timely, and complete. The first release
of the LIS, launched in January of 1997, included the summary, status, and text
of bills; the text of the daily Congressional Record; committee reports and other pub-
lications; selected CRS Reports and Issue Briefs; and other legislative branch publi-
cations and services. Developed in concert with the House and Senate, the LIS was
designed to reduce duplication of legislative retrieval systems within the Congress.
It serves both novice and expert users.

During 1999 CRS and the Library’s Office of Information Technology Services
completed most of the major enhancements approved by the Committee on House
Administration and the Senate Committee on Rules and Administration. These ef-
forts focused on developing and implementing a data exchange system among the
House, Senate, and Library that was Y2K compliant; developing new data files and
retrieval capabilities to provide users with a system that was comparable to Con-
gress’ legacy systems; and enhancing the Library’s technical infrastructure to ensure
that access to the retrieval system was reliable and secure. In addition to technical
developments, CRS continued to work with congressional user groups and estab-
lished methods to ensure that Senate and House staff had opportunities for input
into the design of the retrieval system. While it is anticipated that the content of
the LIS will undergo expansion and modification as user needs are identified, the
CRS effort, coordinated with the Library, will remain focused on maintaining a
state-of-the-art retrieval capability for core legislative information. LIS development
continues with no additional funding; we have accomplished this important assign-
ment utilizing existing staff and expect to continue doing so, notwithstanding the
strain on CRS resources.

Y2K

Turning to a second technology initiative, the Y2K transition process required the
inventory, review, ass