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¥.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Transportation and Infrasteusture

Fames L. Sberstar TWashington, BE 20515 Fobn L. flea
Chafeman Ranking Republican Hlember
et . Mebaaaier, e s Februaty 7, 2008 e T Goon B bt Cfofout
MARY CT ER
TO: Membets of the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
FROM: Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and Emetgency

Management Staff and the Oversight and Investigations Subcommittee

SUBJECT: Heating on “Government Accountability Office’s Review of the Federal Protective
Service: Preliminary Findings”

PURPOSE OF THE HEARING

On Friday, February 8, 2008, at 9:00 a.m,, in rootn 2167 Rayburn House Office Building, the
Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and Emergency Management will
examine the preliminary findings of the Govetnment Accountability Office’s (*GAQ”) review of the
Federal Protective Service (“FPS™), On Februaty 13, 2007, Chairman James L. Oberstar and
Subcommittee Chair Rleanor Holmes Notton wrote to the Government Accountability Office to
request an examination of whether the FPS budget and petsonnel were adequate to support the
“new” FPS mission, which was grounded in an inspector-based workforce rather than a protection-
based workforce. The request called for a compatison of current experience, wotkforce size,
retention rates, and salaries to those areas prior to FPS’s transfer to Department of Homeland
Security ("DHS”). The hearing will focus on the GAQ’s preliminary findings regarding these issues.

History of FPS

The Federal Protective Service dates back to 1790, with the enactment of legislaton
authorizing President George Washington to appoint three commissioners to establish a federal
territory for a permanent seat of Federal Government. Priot to the formal establishment of the seat
of government, the commissionets hired six night watchmen to ptotect the designated buildings the
government was intended to occupy. The FPS traces its origins to the appointment of these six
night watchmen,

The FPS has resided in a number of different agencies over the years. The Act of June 1,
1948, authorized the Administrator to appoint special policemen for duty in connection with the
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policing of all buildings owned and occupied by the United States. In 1949, Congress enacted the
Federal Propesty and Administrative Services Act of 1949, which consolidated real propesty
functions within the newly created General Setvices Administration (“GSA”). The FPS force,
known at the time as the United States Special Police, came under the supervision of the Protection
Division of the Public Building Service (“PBS”). In 1971, the Administtator of GSA signed an
order formally establishing the Federal Protective Force, later known as the FPS and the Civil
Service Commission authorized the special classification title of Federal Protective Officer (“FPO”).

Initially the main function of the FPS was protection, as an integtal part of building
operations. For the most patt, the force held fixed posts and petformed duties that would be
considered safety functions today, such as: eliminating five and safety hazards, patrolling buildings,
detecting fires, and providing the first line of defense in fighting fires; and answering visitor
questions, assisting citizens, rendering first aid, and ditecting traffic when necessaty. The Civil
Service Commission developed standards for applicants, which included a written examination,
background investigations and physical examinations. By 1960, the FPS mission became the first
line of defense against bomb threats, bombings, vandalistm, mass demonstrations and violence
against Federal buildings.

The Federal Protective Service delivers integrated secutity and law enforcement setvices to
all Federal buildings, including office buildings, courthouses, border stations and warehouses, that
GSA owns, controls, or leases, FPS customets reimburse them for these services through direct
billing. FPS services include providing 2 visible uniformed presence in our major Federal buildings,
responding to criminal incidents and other emergencies, installing and monitoring security devices
and systems, investigating ctiminal incidents, conducting physical secutity surveys, coordinating a
comprehensive program for occupants’ emergency plans, presenting formal crime prevention and
secutity awareness programs, providing police emergency and special secutity services during natural
disasters such as earthquakes, hurticanes, major civil disturbances, and man-made disasters, such s
bomb explosions and tiots,

In the wake of the 1995 Oklahoma City Pederal Building bombing, the Department of
Justice (“DOJ”) assessed the vulnetability of Federal office buildings in the United States,
particularly to acts of terrorism and other forms of violence. The United States Marshals Service
coordinated the study. GSA participated, as did the FBI, DOD, Secret Service, Department of
State, Social Security Administration, and Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts,

The DOJ report made several recommendations to bring each Federal facility up to
minitmum standards recommended for its security level. The recommendations reemphasized
GSA’s primary responsibility for implementing Federal building security.

Current placement and status of FPS

Today, FPS is a division within the Immigration, Customs, and Enforcement (*ICE”) agency
of the Department of Homeland Security (‘DHS”). The DHS Federal Protective Service provides
law enforcement and security services to over one million tenants and daily visitors to federally
owned and leased facilities nationwide, FPS is a full service agency with a comprehensive
HAZMAT, Weapons of Mass Destruction (“WMD"™), Canine, and emergency response programs, as
well as state-of-the-art communication and dispatch Mega centers.



viii

The FPS protects all federal agencies housed in nearly 9,000 federally owned and leased
facilities throughout the United States and its territories. On an annual basis, the FPS handles 10
million law enforcement calls for service, including 3.8 million radio calls, 2.4 million telephone calls,
and 3.8 million alarm responses; conducts more than 1,000 criminal investigations for crimes against
government facilities and employees; arrests more than 4,000 people for committing crimes on
Fedetal property; and guards more than 500 facilities 24 hours per day, 7 days a week.

The current FPS force is composed of both uniformed and non-uniformed officers,
including criminal investigators and law enforcement and security specialists. Training for FPS
officets includes eight weeks of instruction at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center
(“FLETC”) in Glynco, Geotgia, with additional periodic in-setvice and refresher training coutses.
FPS supervisors without military or local police training participate in a Leadership Academy Law
Enforcement Course held st FLETC, which consists of two, two-week sessions, More recently, the
role of the FPS officer has undergone further changes. The FPS has shifted its emphasis from the
fixed guard post concept of security to a mobile police patrol and response. FPS officers petform
all duties attendant to the notrmal interptetation of a police officer function including maintaining
law and order, and preventing or deterring disturbances; in addition to investigating both felonies
and misdemeanors. .

However, as the federal inventory of buildings has increased steadily over the last 30 years,
the number of Federal Protective Service officers has steadily declined. The Committee is
concetned about these trends and will scrutinize whether the Federal Protective Services has the
resources and personnel to continue to provide top flight protection for federal workets and fedetal
buildings. )

Recent Administration Proposals

In FY 2008, the Bush administration proposed to severely cut the number of FPS officers
across the nation. According to the GAO, at the end of FY 2007, thete were about 756 FPS
inspectors and police officets responsible for law enfotcement, and an additional 344 operational
and support employees. The administration proposed to cut the number of FPS employees from
1,100 t0'950, Congtess rejected the administration’s request, The administration tenews its request
in FY 2009.

Under the current administration proposal, there would be no FPS presence in 50 cities that
currently have FPS officets. There would be no night or weekend FPS response ot setvice
anywhere in the country, The largest proposed reduction is planned in New York and Washington,
DC. In addition, the proposal eliminated proactive patrols to deter attack planning, Under the
proposal, FPS officers will not respond to calls fot police service to protect Federal employees and
visitors and investigate crimes in areas where FPS no longet has a presence. According to DHS,
FPS will seek Memorandums of Understanding (“MOUs”) with local police departments to
backstop police services typically provided by FPS, It remained unclear how FPS would entice local
police departments to take on this added tesponsibility.
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CENT LEGISLA' RY AND QVERSIG!

On Februaty 11, 2005, then-Ranking Member James L. Oberstar and then-Subcommittee
Ranking Member Eleanor Holmes Norton wrote to the DHS Inspector General tequesting an audit
of the use of FPS funds. On June 14, 2005, Ranking Member Oberstar and Subcommittee Ranking
Membet Notton wrote to DHS expressing concern about the placement of FPS within DHS' ICE.

In the 110® Congtess, on February 13, 2007, Chairman Obetstar and Subcomtmittee Chair
Norton requested that the Government Accountability Office review FPS’s budget and personnel,
focusing on FPS workforce size, expetience, tetention rates, and salates.

On Aptil 18, 2007, the Subcommittee held a hearing on whether the administration’s FY
2008 budget proposal to reduce the number of Federal Protective Service officers and ptesence
nationally will adversely affect the Federal Government’s efforts to protect the thousands of Federal
workets and visitors to Federal buildings every day across the countty,

On June 21, 2007, the Subcommittee held a hearing on weaknesses in FPS’ oversight of its
contract guard program. As a result of the heating, Subcotnmittee Chair Norton introduced H.R.
3068, which banned felons from receiving contracts to provide security for Fedetal buildings. The
Committee reported H.R. 3068 on September 14, 2007. On October 2, 2007, the House passed
H.R. 3068 by voice vote. To date, the Senate has taken no action on the bill,

On November 2, 2007, Chairman Oberstat and Subcommittee Chair Norton wrote to the
House Approptiations Committee supporting FPS staffing levels of no less than 1,200 law
enforcement petsonnel.

The Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2008 (P.L. 110-161) requires the Secretary of
Homeland Secutity and the Director of the Office of Management and Budget to certify in writing
to the Appropriations Committees that operations of the Federal Protective Service will be fully
funded in fiscal year 2008 and to ensute that fee collections ate sufficient for FPS to maintain, by
July 31, 2008, at least 1,200 staff, including 900 police officers, inspectors, area commandets, and
special agents who are directly engaged on 2 daily basis protecting and enforcing laws at Federal
buildings.
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE’S
REVIEW OF THE FEDERAL PROTECTIVE
SERVICE: PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

Friday, February 8, 2008

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, PUBLIC
BUILDINGS, AND EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:15 a.m., in Room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Eleanor Holmes Norton
[Chair of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Ms. NORTON. Good morning. I am pleased to welcome Mark Gold-
stein, Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues at the Government
Accountability Office, or GAO, here this morning. Mr. Goldstein
has been a frequent witness in this Subcommittee’s hearings over
the years, providing valuable testimony on a wide range of infra-
structure and similar issues.

This hearing was scheduled because the GAO provided the Sub-
committee serious preliminary findings concerning the condition of
the Federal Protective Service, which is charged with providing se-
curity and public safety protection to one million Federal employ-
ees.

The GAO has concluded that FPS has deteriorated so substan-
tially that difficulties, and here I am quoting, may expose Federal
facilities to greater risk of crime or terrorist attack. The GAO backs
up this conclusion with documentation, much of which we found
shocking. The Subcommittee believes, therefore, that the prelimi-
nary report should be placed on record at a public hearing.

In considering what the GAO has reported, we have to be mind-
ful that Federal facilities where Federal employees work, particu-
larly the Pentagon and the Oklahoma City Federal Building, have
been major sites for terrorist attacks in this country. One of the 9/
11 planes struck the Pentagon and that became part of the worst
terrorist disaster in our history. Federal facilities are symbols of
the government that the terrorists want to bring down. We cannot
forget that, in addition to Federal employees, millions of Americans
frequent Federal facilities and depend on the FPS for protection
against crime as well as terrorism.

Security officials report that Federal buildings remain targets
today. The documented history of terrorist assaults on Federal as-
sets and the continuing threat requires high levels of vigilance to
protect employees and visitors. The Congress has understood the
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need for bolstering police protection provided in the Capitol com-
plex by the Capitol Police would not want to underestimate the im-
portance of attention to other Federal employees.

Nearly a year ago, on February 13, 2007, Chairman Jim Ober-
star and I sent a letter to GAO asking that GAO review how the
scope and mission of the FPS had been affected since its transfer
from the General Services Administration, or GSA, to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, DHS. In addition, we asked the GAO
to review the Federal Protective Service budget and FTE levels to
determine if they were adequate to support the newly transformed
FPS, which has been converted to become an inspector-based work-
force instead of the protection or police agency it was when it was
absorbed into DHS.

Both Chairman Oberstar and Ranking Member Mica have ex-
pressed their concerns about the gravity of changes and the wis-
dom of pursuing the radically new policy of replacing protection
with inspection. We asked for a comparison of experienced work-
force size, retention rates, salaries, and other issues from the time
when FPS was within GSA to now when the agency was located
within DHS. We were looking for before and after comparison. The
Chairman and I raised serious concerns regarding whether the ef-
fectiveness of the FPS has been compromised since its placement
inside the Immigration and Customs Enforcement, or ICE, even
earlier, 2 years ago.

On February 11, 2005, we wrote to the DHS Inspector General
regarding the use of funds transferred by GSA to DHS to support
the FPS, the Federal Protective Service. We wanted to ensure that
DHS was in compliance with the Homeland Security Act that re-
quires that any GSA rents and fees transferred to DHS be used
solely for the protection of buildings and grounds owned or occu-
pied by the Federal Government. The IG determined there was no
particular violation of the Act then, but that the potential for viola-
tion existed and recommended that DHS and ICE identify a source
of funds for FPS administrative costs. To the best of our knowl-
edge, this recommendation has not been acted upon either by ICE
or DHS.

Later that year in June 2005, we wrote again because of increas-
ing evidence that the placement of FPS within the ICE division
had negatively affected the institutional integrity and law enforce-
ment mission of the FPS. We were concerned that the separate
funding source for FPS and its regional office command structure
and mission were not aligned coherently with the ICE structure.
We expressed our concern that the Department was not realizing
the cooperation and potential savings expected after the creation of
DHS and the placement of the Federal Protective Service in DHS.
Yet another indication of our workforce concern was expressed in
our letter to the Appropriations Committee on November 2, 2007,
requesting that a minimum number of 1,200 FPS employees be re-
quired. This language was included in the appropriations.

Most recently, at a hearing on April 18, 2007, the Subcommittee
examined a still particularly troubling FPS proposal to drastically
reduce FPS officers across the Nation, including providing no FPS
officers in almost 50 cities. The Deputy Secretary of DHS then at
the time, Michael Jackson, indicated in response to questions that
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he would pursue memoranda of understandings, or MOUs, with
these jurisdictions to make up for the absence of Federal police offi-
cers.

In fact, in staff briefings, DHS claimed to have in the works
about 31 MOUs with city and local agencies. The fiscal year 2008
FPS budget called for no FPS officers in certain cities and said
that, "local police support, was expected to act as a ’backstop’ for
securing Federal facilities.”

At the time, I noted my concern that local police jurisdictions
have little reason to volunteer to assume unfunded mandates to
protect Federal sites, particularly at the same time that local police
departments were facing cuts in Federal programs to aid police de-
partments.

Today it is fair to ask, with whom have the MOUs been signed?
What incentives have been identified for local police jurisdictions to
take on the added burden of protecting Federal facilities in addi-
tion to their responsibilities for local law enforcement? We must
ask as well whether we are seeing a slow disintegration of a work-
force that has had a reputation as a highly effective and motivated
police force, providing a valuable service to the Federal Govern-
ment and its taxpayers. Are we witnessing the same disintegration
of the FPS that occurred when FEMA was no longer an inde-
pendent agency but became a part of DHS?

Congress cannot afford to wait for an FPS debacle patterned on
the decline and fall of FEMA. A primary lesson from the Katrina
tragedy which shook DHS to its core was unprofessional staffing.
We hold this hearing today to help us learn from our history and
not to repeat it.

I thank GAO for preparing testimony today and again welcome
Mr. Goldstein and his colleagues. The Ranking Member regrets
that he could not be here this morning. He has indicated he would
want to submit a statement for the record. So ordered.

Mr. Goldstein, we are prepared to receive your testimony.

TESTIMONY OF MARK GOLDSTEIN, DIRECTOR, PHYSICAL IN-
FRASTRUCTURE ISSUES, GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY
OFFICE

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Thank you, Madam Chair. We are pleased to be
here today to discuss the efforts of the Federal Protective Service
in protecting Federal employees, the public, and Federal facilities.

As you know in 2003, FPS was transferred from the General
Services Administration to the Department of Homeland Security,
and is currently tasked with providing physical security and law
enforcement services to about 8,800 facilities owned or leased by
GSA.

Within DHS, FPS is part of the Immigration and Customs En-
forcement component, ICE, the largest investigative arm of DHS.
To accomplish its facility protection missions, FPS currently has a
workforce of about 1,100 employees and about 15,000 contract
guards located throughout the country.

While there has not been a large-scale attack on a domestic Fed-
eral facility since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, and
the 1995 terrorist attack on the Oklahoma City Federal Building,
it is important that FPS have sufficient resources and an effective
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approach to protect the over 1 million employees of the Federal
Government as well as members of the public that work in and
visit Federal facilities from the risk of terrorist attack, crime, and
related activities.

This testimony provides preliminary information and analysis on,
one, the extent to which FPS is fulfilling its mission to protect Fed-
eral employees and facilities; and, two, the management challenges
that FPS faces. It is based on the preliminary results of our ongo-
ing review of FPS, which we are doing at the request of this Sub-
committee and several other Congressional Committees.

To determine the extent to which FPS is fulfilling its facility pro-
tection mission and to identify the management challenges it faces,
we analyzed FPS staffing data and we interviewed officers, inspec-
tors, and administrators at headquarters and at six of FPS’s 11 re-
gions.

So far in our work we have interviewed more than 200 FPS em-
ployees. We also interviewed GSA, tenant agencies, and local police
departments about FPS’s efforts to protect Federal employees, fa-
cilities, and the public. Due to the sensitivity of some of the infor-
mation in this report, we cannot provide information about the spe-
cific locations of crime or other incidents that we discuss.

My testimony makes the following points. Number one. First,
due to staffing and operational issues, FPS is experiencing signifi-
cant difficulties in fully meeting its mission. According to many
FPS officials at regions we visited, these difficulties may expose
Federal facilities to a greater risk of crime or terrorist attack.
FPS’s workforce, including both operational and support personnel,
has decreased by about 20 percent, from almost 1,400 in fiscal year
2004 to about 1,100 at the end of fiscal year 2007. In fiscal year,
2007 FPS had 756 inspectors and police officers responsible for law
enforcement, and about 15,000 contract guards who were used pri-
marily to monitor facilities through fixed post assignments and ac-
cess control.

FPS is also implementing a policy to change the composition of
its workforce, as you mentioned, Madam Chair, whereby it will es-
sentially eliminate the police officer position, and mainly utilize in-
spectors which have both physical security training and Federal
law enforcement authority. According to FPS officials, this policy
change will allow it to address longstanding challenges such as
funding, and help ensure it has the right mix of staff to carry out
its facility protection mission.

One consequence of this change is that in many Federal facili-
ties, FPS is not providing proactive patrol in and around Federal
facilities in order to detect and prevent criminal incidents and ter-
rorism-related activities before they occur. For example, at one lo-
cation we visited, a deceased individual had been found in a vacant
GSA facility that was not regularly patrolled by FPS. The deceased
individual had been inside the building for approximately 3 months
before the individual was found. And FPS did not find that indi-
vidual; GSA found that individual.

In addition, reports issued by multiple government agencies ac-
knowledge the importance of proactive patrol in detecting and de-
terring terrorist surveillance teams which frequently use informa-
tion such as the placement of armed guards in proximity to law en-
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forcement agency stations when choosing targets and planning at-
tacks. These sophisticated surveillance and research techniques can
potentially be derailed by active law enforcement patrols in and
around Federal facilities.

Indeed, FPS has arrested individuals surveilling major govern-
ment facilities. We note that FPS has also reduced its hours of op-
eration in many locations and has not always maintained security
countermeasures and equipment, such as security cameras,
magnetometers, x-ray machines, radios, and building security as-
sessment equipment at some facilities we visited, undermining pro-
tection of property and the deterrence of crime.

Second, FPS continues to face several management challenges
that many FPS officials say have hampered its ability to achieve
its mission and increase the risk of criminal and terrorist activities
on Federal employees, facilities, and members of the public. These
include budgetary challenging, a lack of adequate contract guard
oversight, and the absence of agreements with local police depart-
ments regarding response capabilities or jurisdictional issues at
Federal facility.

Historically, and recently, FPS revenues have not been sufficient
to cover its operating costs. This revenue shortfall has been ad-
dressed in a variety of ways. For example, when FPS was located
at GSA, it receives additional funding from the Federal Buildings
Fund. These funds were not available after FPS was transferred to
DHS, which caused FPS to experience a revenue shortfall and sub-
sequently to implement cost-savings measures, as well as increase
security fees charged to the tenants.

For example, in fiscal year 2005, FPS faced a projected revenue
shortfall of $70 million, and instituted cost savings measures that
included restricted hiring and travel, limited training and over-
time, and no employee performance awards. These measures have
had a negative effect on staff morale and are partially responsible
for FPS’s high attrition rates and could potentially impact the per-
formance and safety of FPS personnel.

Moreover, many FPS officials at regions we visited expressed
concern about the adequacy of contract guard oversight and poor
performance by some guards when responding to crimes and inci-
dents at Federal facilities. For instance, more than 20 handguns
were stolen out of one Federal Building with the assistance of a
contract guard; and, a law enforcement surveillance trailer worth
half a million dollars was stolen from a Federal parking lot while
guards watching through video cameras appeared to do nothing to
stop the theft or even report it.

FPS has stated before this Committee and elsewhere that it is
a covering facility protection gaps through increased reliance on
local law enforcement. However, FPS acknowledged to us that it
has not signed any agreements with local law enforcement agencies
to assure local assistance or to resolve jurisdictional issues which
could authorize local police to respond to incidents at Federal facili-
ties. Also, local law enforcement officials in most of the cities we
visited said that, regardless of FPS’s intentions, they do not have
the capacity to respond to calls for service at Federal facilities, and
would not sign agreements that would require them to take on ad-
ditional responsibility. Moreover, officials at multiple local police
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departments said they were not aware of FPS’s operational chal-
lenges or expected reliance on their services.

As stated, our results are preliminary. We plan to provide this
Subcommittee with our complete evaluation and a final report on
FPS’s facility protection efforts in May 2008. We plan to begin our
review of FPS’s contract guard program as requested by this Sub-
committee and other congressional Committee in the near future.

Finally, I want to recognize the assistance of the Federal Protec-
tive Service and its director, who were extremely helpful to GAO,
in setting up dozens of interviews that allowed us to meet more
than 200 police officers or inspectors, who everyday defy obstacles
to protect the property and people of the Federal Government.

This concludes our testimony, and we are pleased to answer any
questions that you may have.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Goldstein.

Some of that testimony is pretty hair-raising, and it inclines me
to want to know, whether do you think the conditions you found,
if you could elaborate on the percentage of facilities you have been
able to visit so far and whether you think these are national con-
cerns? I would be interested in your view of the State of the Fed-
eral Protective Service and the National Capital region, where
about half of the Federal presence is located as well. But first, na-
tionwide. How typical? Then the National Capital region.

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Sure. I would be happy to respond. It is not pos-
sible for us to say that this is universal based on our visits, of
course. But I must say that, in every region and in every city and
every place that we visited, these concerns were raised. And the ex-
amples I have talked about are just a few. I would briefly provide
a couple more for you for the record.

Regarding issues of response time; there was a suicide in a Fed-
eral building, but FPS first had to ask for overtime authorization
before they could respond to the event.

Ms. NORTON. Would you elaborate on that? There was a suicide
that occurred during working hours, after working hours?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. It was basically at closing time, is our under-
standing. And the Federal Protective Service these days only tends
to work regular business hours during the week.

Ms. NORTON. You are telling me that if there is an emergency
of some kind, that somebody has to give a police officer permission
1:10 us% overtime to go to the emergency when he is supposed to go

ome’

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. The Mega Center or some other FPS officer must
first ensure that there is an overtime authorization if those individ-
uals have already worked their hours. That is correct. And it af-
fects response time.

Ms. NORTON. Is it your understanding that Federal police offi-
cers, who are the equivalent of police officers in a city, they are
peace officers, had to have permission, overtime permission in
order to answer such calls in the past?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Just in recent years. In previous years, when
there was more sufficient budget and when there were more offi-
cers, this is not an issue. But we have heard about this kind of an
issue in many places. It has occurred with respect to demonstra-
tions, where demonstrations which were public demonstrations at
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Federal facilities that were going on longer than anticipated, offi-
cers, because their shift was over, were instructed to leave. Author-
ization had to first be obtained before they could remain any
longer. Yes. This is very much an issue.

Ms. NORTON. So suppose there is an emergency. Particularly
given what you have described as a diminishing workforce if there
is an emergency, and there is no overtime authorization, what is
the peace officer supposed to do, the Federal Protective Service offi-
cer supposed to do in the event of an emergency?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Well, the likelihood is there would not be an offi-
cer present at that point. In most facilities, particularly evenings
and weekends, there are no Federal officers present. And generally,
because of the reduction in the number of officers generally, FPS
officers have to often travel great distances to oversee the buildings
that they are responsible for and to oversee the contract guards
they have, as much as 5 hours away. Responses can be hours late,
they can be days late. In many instances, FPS officers and inspec-
tors live in adjoining states to the buildings they are responsible
for if they have a large area.

Ms. NORTON. Are there facilities where only security guards are
available, and they would have to call a peace officer or Federal
Protective Service officer?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Yes, ma’am. All the time.

Ms. NORTON. So there are facilities where there are only security
guards?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. That is correct. There are 8,800 Federal build-
ings, and only 260 Federal police officers, 570 odd inspectors. [Sub-
sequent to hearing, edited to read: 215 Federal police officers, 541
inspectors.] So, yes, there are absolutely many Federal buildings
without any officer present on a regular basis. They need to come
from either adjacent buildings or often farther away. As our testi-
mony indicates, there was an example recently in which an inspec-
tor retired some 6 months ago. His 70 facilities have yet to be reas-
signed, so the contract guards in those 70 buildings are without
any supervision.

Ms. NORTON. Would you describe what the authority of a security
guard is. If a security guard sees a crime, if a security guard has
an emergency; what is the difference between what the security
guard can do and what the FPS officer can do?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Sure. Most contract guards are very limited in
their responsibilities. They can monitor facilities, mostly through
fixed post assignments. There are a few roving assignments, but
most are fixed posts.

Ms. NORTON. Does that mean the security guards do not patrol?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. That is correct. It is very limited. There are
some limited perimeter patrols, but it is quite limited. Mostly it is
fixed patrol. Often they may stand right outside a major entryway
to observe. But, for the most part, they do not have any capability
to patrol the perimeter and to be proactive in trying to determine
threats to a facility.

Ms. NORTON. So if there were only security guards present at a
particular facility, does that mean there would be no proactive pa-
trolling whatsoever going on?
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Mr. GOLDSTEIN. That is correct. If FPS follows through on their
program to essentially reduce and eliminate the patrol officer on
the function of the proactive patrol.

Ms. NORTON. You say, have eliminate.

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. It has been eliminated in almost all places al-
ready, for all intents and purposes.

Ms. NORTON. So where they have been eliminated, where there
is not an FPS officer on duty, then there is no proactive patrolling
whatsoever?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Yes, ma’am.

Ms. NORTON. And that would be what percentage of buildings do
you think in the United States?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. I don’t know the actual number, but it is vir-
tually all.

Ms. NORTON. Would you have an idea what kind of buildings the
FPS, the universal buildings, the cross-section of buildings where
FPS officers would generally have been assigned?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Most of the facilities that FPS would still be
using for proactive patrolling would be the highest level, what they
deem the highest level threats, what are called Level 4 buildings,
where you have the most number of Federal employees, the most
number of people in the public coming in and out, agencies of the
government that are sort of more sensitive than others like law en-
forcement agencies, that sort of a thing, and major urban areas.
That is where you would find any remnants of proactive patrol oc-
curring.

Ms. NORTON. What is the proportion of inspectors to Federal Pro-
tective Service?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. To police officers?

Ms. NORTON. Police officers.

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. And I have that figure. There are currently 541
inspectors and 215 officers as of the end of fiscal 2007.

Ms. NORTON. 513

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. 541 inspectors, 215 officers.

Ms. NoRTON. Now, these inspectors are all police officers as well?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Yes, ma’am. But their duties are much greater.

Ms. NORTON. Were these people doing police work before the in-
spector notion entered the equation?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Yes, they were.

Ms. NORTON. So that means we have 5417

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. And they still do some police work.

Ms. NorTON. What do they do? What proportion of their work
is—first of all, I am going to, at some point, after this question, ask
you to describe what an inspector who is from the Federal Protec-
tive Service does. But what, how much of the work of the inspector,
since the inspector is an officer, how much, what portion of the
work is inspection and what proportion is normal or traditional po-
lice work?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. I can answer both this question and the next
probably together. I think it would be helpful to you.

Inspectors have the following responsibilities: They have to over-
see the contract guards; they have to do the building security as-
sessments for all the buildings that they are responsible for; they
are the contracting officer technical representatives for all the con-
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tract guard programs; they do have law enforcement response; they
have to handle criminal investigations; they collect contract guard
time cards; and they are the folks who also work with the building
security committees, which are the groups of tenants inside build-
ings who help make decisions about security arrangement.

And, most of the time—and there are also the K-9 officers in
many instances as well handling the dogs that do bomb sniffing
and the like. But most of their time is spent doing building security
assessments and handling, increasingly, their roles as contracting
officer technical representatives, which used to be a function but
that function no longer exists and now it is their responsibility.

Ms. NORTON. That sounds like an administrative function, some
of it.

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. It is, ma’am.

Ms. NORTON. So these peace officers are doing mostly adminis-
trative work?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Both the officers and the inspectors in the field
had very serious concerns about the role of the inspector to be able
to get out and into the field and to assist as backup or to assist
in emergencies, and to do anything other than, frankly, do a lot of
paperwork behind their desk. And that was raised in multiple
interviews that we had.

Ms. NORTON. I am having a hard time understanding what an
inspector does. You go around inspecting for what?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Their principal responsibility is for the building
security assessments. They all within their purview have to do on
a regular basis review the security issues within the buildings they
have. So if an inspector has 70 buildings or 100 buildings, they are
responsible for going to those buildings and doing in-depth review
on a regular basis. Depending on the level of the building, there
is a requirement that that building be reassessed on either a 1-year
or 4-year period. It is a pretty regular cycle. But these are rel-
atively difficult to do because they are involving a lot of different
parameters in terms of understanding countermeasures, lighting,
posts, and the kinds of threats that occur at these buildings.

One of the concerns we have heard is that, because of the over-
whelming responsibilities now being pushed on to these inspectors,
that both the quality of the building security assessments and the
time that they are taking to complete them have been impacted.
And I know of at least one agency that has actually gone out and
asked the Army Corps of Engineers to redo their building security
assessment because they were not happy with the assessment done
by the Federal Protective Service.

Ms. NORTON. If they are looking to make sure that the building
is secure, I note in your testimony, I am quoting from your testi-
mony, "had not always maintained security countermeasures and
equipment, such as security cameras, magnetometers, x-ray ma-
chines, radios, and building security assessment equipment.” Now,
if you are not going to have proactive patrolling, you would think
at the very least these inspectors would make sure all their cam-
eras are working and all the radios and other alternative security
devices, alternative to perhaps some patrolling in place. When you
say have not always maintained these, did you find that these cam-
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eras and other devices were often not working, or were they in
working order most of the time?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. We found in a number of instances that some
measure of these countermeasures were not working. We found at
one very large Federal building that, of 150 cameras, only 11 of
them had the capability to record. We had another very large Fed-
eral building——

Ms. NORTON. Wait a minute. 150 cameras throughout the build-
ing?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. That is correct.

Ms. NORTON. And 11 were——

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Were in fully functioning working order at one
of the largest Federal buildings in the United States.

Ms. NORTON. What would have been the reason for that, Mr.
Goldstein? Would it have been inspection? Would it have been lack
of funding?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Principally, a lack of funding, according to FPS,
to fix them.

Ms. NORTON. So FPS has reduced patrols. And what might be at
least some kind of helpful a alternative, which is at least have cam-
eras throughout the building, also don’t work in many instances. Is
that your testimony?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Yes, ma’am. We found another large Federal
building that, while they had some cameras in place, they had de-
cided it was not a sufficient number and they ordered a lot more
cameras. And those cameras had, until very recently, been sitting
in boxes for 5 years because there were not the funds to finish the
enhancement program.

Ms. NORTON. They were sitting in boxes for 5 years for what rea-
son?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. Because there were not funds to complete the
program.

Ms. NORTON. You mean they were delivered?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. They were delivered and not installed.

Ms. NORTON. There weren’t the funds to get them installed?

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. That is what we understand. Yes.

Ms. NORTON. Because you have to have somebody who knows
how to install them to do it, and you have to pay them.

Mr. GOLDSTEIN. And connect them to the rest of the system and
ensure that they work. And they were sitting in boxes for a number
of years. I might add, if I may, ma’am, that in many instances, the
absence of these kinds of countermeasures like cameras, have pre-
vented the FPS from investigating crime on Federal property.
There are a number of places where crimes have occurred. Laptops
are frequently being stolen out of Federal buildings.

There is one Federal building where two 42-inch plasma tele-
vision screens were removed from a Federal building. And I men-
tioned the incident earlier with the handguns that were taken. It
was very difficult in many instances, and in some impossible, for
FPS to investigate these crimes because there were no cameras
working that recorded the thefts.

Ms. NorTON. If FPS is reducing its workforce, does it mean that
it is no longer recruiting officers.
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Mr. GOLDSTEIN. We were told in many of the regions we went to
that they have not been replacing people. They have not—they are
not replacing people. I mentioned, for instance, the inspector who
was retired some 6 months ago, and his 70 buildings have been
just sitting out there for the last 6 months with no real oversight.
They are not replacing people. We have heard that all over the
agency. And there is an incredib