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LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
2015

TUESDAY, MARCH 4, 2014. 

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

WITNESS
HON. DAVITA VANCE-COOKS, PUBLIC PRINTER 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN COLE

Mr. COLE. Good morning. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Today we begin our fiscal year 2015 budget hearings for the var-

ious agencies of the legislative branch. As members of the sub-
committee are aware, the President’s fiscal year 2015 budget is 
available online as of this morning. Limited printed copies are 
being transmitted to the Congress this morning. 

Advance information received by the subcommittee reflects that 
most all of the agencies under our jurisdiction have requested a 
budget increase over the amount carried in the fiscal year 2014 om-
nibus. With our Nation dealing with a national debt of over $17 
trillion, it is going to be very difficult to not only maintain current 
levels but to increase funding above the current levels. Everyone 
can be assured that we will continue to lead by example, being effi-
cient, effective, doing more with less. 

I look forward to working with our ranking member, Ms. Debbie 
Wasserman Schultz, as well as the other members of the com-
mittee.

And just for purposes of clarification, I had the good fortune of 
being on this committee when I was new to the appropriations. 
And Ms. Wasserman Schultz was the chairman then. And she has 
forgotten more about this committee than I am ever likely to know. 
So it is really wonderful to have somebody like that to work with. 

Returning from the last session, we have got Dr. Andy Harris, 
who is evidently snowed in in the Eastern Shore someplace, our 
vice chairman of the subcommittee. Obviously, we have my good 
friend, Mr. Moran, who I think is in the progress of trying to get 
here, and Sanford Bishop. Great to have him as always. New to the 
committee, Martha Roby from Alabama. God knows where she is 
at right now. Mark Amodei got in from Nevada somehow. 

And Chris Stewart got in from Utah. So I am pretty impressed 
with the attendance, given the weather. 

The budget that this subcommittee will consider, not including 
the Senate items under the Architect of the Capitol, is 
$3,448,407,000. That is an increase of at that $122,515,000, or 3.68 
percent above the fiscal year 2014 levels. Before everybody gets ex-
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cited, though, again, we are a long way from having our 302(b) set. 
When you include the Senate, the entire request for the legislative 
branch is $4,464,900,000, an increase of $206,900,000, or 4.86 per-
cent above the fiscal year 2014 level. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz, do you have any opening remarks you 
would care to make? 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Just a few brief remarks, Mr. Chair-
man, the first of which is to welcome you. 

Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And congratulate you on your new 

role as chairman of the Legislative Branch Appropriations Sub-
committee. You are certainly no stranger to this committee, as you 
said. And I am not sure if you characterized yourself this way, but 
I noticed, given the commitment to the institution that you have 
when you served on this committee, that you are a Leg Branch 
nerd like me. So, you know, there are some of us that actually vol-
unteer for this job, and you and I have consistently been among 
them.

We have a lot of work to do on our Leg Branch bill for fiscal year 
2015. And Ms. Davita Vance-Cooks, who since our last meeting has 
been confirmed as the Public Printer, congratulations. That is won-
derful. You were in an acting capacity a year ago. And everything 
I have heard about your service has really validated the Senate’s 
confirmation of your choice. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Thank you. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF RANKING MEMBER WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Last year, we discussed the National 
Academy of Public Administration report, which outlined rec-
ommendations for bringing GPO into the digital age. And I know 
the committee would benefit from hearing an update about that. I 
am assuming that you have one. The recommendations were costly 
to implement, and so, hopefully, you have made some significant 
progress. We also should acknowledge, Mr. Chairman, that a lot of 
Members, not on this subcommittee, use GPO as a political football 
because they have the word ‘‘printing’’ in their name, lacking the 
understanding that it is actually more expensive to produce things 
digitally than it is to actually print them. So the Public Printer has 
recommended a name change, which I understand in checking with 
them that the unions who represent the employees at GPO sup-
port, to more accurately reflect that they are a publishing oper-
ation, much moreso these days than a printer. So the Government 
Publishing Office would become their name after legislation that 
has been introduced would be adopted. 

GPO has repeated time and again that two-thirds of their print 
costs for congressional work go toward content development. So re-
flecting that name change is important. And I think we should 
keep that in mind as we listen to the Public Printer’s testimony 
today.

The other thing during your testimony, if you have not already 
planned to provide it, is GPO had some struggle with accident re-
ports. When I was chair, we monitored those pretty closely because 
there seemed to be a disproportionately high number of accidents 
that occurred. And then also EEOC complaints as well. So I am in-
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terested to hear about how both of those have developed or re-
tracted under your tenure. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
Now, the first agency we will hear from this morning is the Gov-

ernment Printing Office. The Government Printing Office requested 
$128.9 for the fiscal year 2015, an increase of $9.6 million, or 
roughly 8 percent above the fiscal year 2014 level. 

I want to welcome Ms. Davita Vance-Cooks, and look forward to 
hearing your testimony on behalf of the entire committee. I want 
to congratulate you, obviously, for your new position as being 
named as our new Public Printer. We look forward to hearing your 
testimony. And as I believe you are the first woman and first Afri-
can American to hold that position. So it is quite a wonderful dis-
tinction and recognition of your tremendous public service. Do you 
have any additional remarks you care to make? 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. No, not at all. 
Mr. COLE. So, with that, the floor is yours. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Thank you. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF PUBLIC PRINTER

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Mr. Chairman, Ms. Wasserman Schultz, and 
members of the subcommittee, good morning, and thank you for in-
viting me here to discuss GPO’s appropriation request for fiscal 
year 2015. Seated beside me is Jim Bradley, the Deputy Public 
Printer. I am especially glad to be here on this day of all days be-
cause it is the 153rd anniversary of the day that GPO first opened 
its doors for business in 1861. In other words, today is GPO’s birth-
day. So much of the GPO has changed since then. And it is espe-
cially evident today, because later this morning, we will be releas-
ing the President’s fiscal year budget 2015. And it is not just in 
print, which was the traditional format for decades. It is also in 
digital format, including a mobile Web app. Times have changed, 
and the GPO is changing with it. 

I would also like to point out at this very moment 153 years ago 
today, while the GPO was opening its doors for business, crowds 
were gathering on the other side of the Capitol to witness the inau-
guration of President Abraham Lincoln, another historic moment. 
I mention this because President Lincoln had a special relationship 
with the GPO, which is the subject of a current exhibit that we 
have open to the public. 

As you know, the GPO is the official digital secure resource for 
producing, procuring, cataloguing, indexing, authenticating, dis-
seminating, and preserving the official information products of the 
Federal Government. This morning in my prepared remarks, I 
would like to discuss two key issues. The first is a brief overview 
of our accomplishments in fiscal year 2013, to be followed by a brief 
overview of our budget request for fiscal year 2015. 

Our key accomplishments: In spite of the fiscal challenges that 
we, like other agencies, confronted this past year, GPO was able to 
meet the information product requirements of Congress, the Fed-
eral Agencies, and the public without having to resort to furloughs 
and without having any interruption in service. We were able to do 
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this by aggressively pursuing a cost containment strategy, result-
ing in reduction of overhead expenses back to the 2008 level. We 
continued the development of an integrated, diversified product 
and services portfolio that has an emphasis on digital. 

FDsys, our online content management tool, has nearly today 1 
million titles from all three branches of the government. We aver-
age 38.7 million documents retrieved each month. During the shut-
down, those retrievals spiked to 45 million. By March 2014, we ex-
pect to reach the 1 billion mark in retrievals since the launch of 
the system in 2009. 

We began the development of the next generation of FDsys to en-
sure an improved search capability and navigation functionality. 
We released a version of the 113th Congressional Mobile Member 
Guide App. We released the fiscal year 2014 budget of the Federal 
Government as a mobile app. We worked with the Library of Con-
gress to make House bill summaries prepared by the Congressional 
Research Service available in XML format. We worked with the Li-
brary of Congress to update the widely respected Constitution An-
notated via the Web, an app, and an improved print version. We 
began development of the next generation of passports. We opened 
a smart card COOP capability on budget and on time. 

We continue to modernize plant operations with digital equip-
ment and processes, while achieving industry certifications. We are 
changing our culture. 

We participated in OPM’s fiscal year 2013 employee viewpoint 
survey. And the GPO employees designated GPO as one of the best 
places to work. I know that we have a lot more to do to cement 
this in our future, but I am so encouraged by the progress that we 
are making. 

Finally, there is a legislative proposal currently pending before 
the Senate to change our name to the Government Publishing Of-
fice, reflecting who we are and what we do in the digital age. 

In terms of our budget request, GPO’s appropriation request for 
fiscal year 2015 is $128.9 million. While it shows an increase over 
the level of 2014 funding, I respectfully ask that you not believe 
that we are printing more, because that is not the case. We have 
asked for an increase in investment funds to cover digital projects 
and building improvements. 

The print workload that we anticipate for the congressional 
printing and binding account will actually continue to decrease as 
we continue to work with Congress to become more efficient and 
digital. Other than a small increase due primarily to price level 
and pay increases, there is little difference between the 2014 and 
the 2015 congressional printing and binding account. 

But what is different is our ability to offset the requested amount 
with unspent funds from this account from prior years. In fiscal 
year 2014, we had nearly $10 million to offset our request. For fis-
cal year 2015, we only have $5.3 million. But we are working very 
hard to determine whether more can be made available to reduce 
our request. And this is a big difference. 

So, Mr. Chairman, Ms. Wasserman Schultz, and members of the 
subcommittee, thank you, again, for this opportunity to appear be-
fore you this morning. I deeply appreciate the support we were 
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given last year, and I look forward to working with you in consider-
ation of our appropriation request. 

Mr. COLE. Thank you very much for your testimony. 
[The prepared statement of Ms. Vance-Cooks follows:] 
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Mr. COLE. We will proceed with questions from the members of 
the subcommittee. Just for informational purposes, at least ini-
tially, I am going to try to adhere to the 5–minute rule, but I would 
expect we will have plenty of time to come back for more than one 
round if members have something they particularly want to ex-
plore. When I had the good fortune of being here before when Ms. 
Wasserman Schultz was chair, I could sort of do whatever I wanted 
to do, ask whatever questions I wanted to ask. She encouraged 
that.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And you did. 
Mr. COLE. I did. And now I have a staff that gives me the ques-

tions that they want to ask. So I had a lot more freedom under Ms. 
Wasserman Schultz than I have today. But they are matters that 
I agree with very much. 

SECURE CREDENTIALS

As you are well aware, the GPO plays a critical role in America’s 
security by producing U.S. passports for the Department of State 
and secure credentials for Federal Agencies. Recently, there have 
been some issues brought to our attention regarding the secure cre-
dential production. Some points being that GPO has a monopoly 
within the Federal Government for the production of secure creden-
tials and is actively using a robust marketing team to increase 
your share of the secure credential business arena. 

Given that, as a committee, we have no question that you should 
be involved in producing U.S. passports for the Department of 
State. Would you briefly tell us the benefits, particularly for the 
new Members of Congress, and explain the programs that exist, 
the level of business, the kind of revenue that you generate off se-
cure credentials? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Sure. Let’s start off by talking about smart 
card credentials, and then we will talk about the passports. In 
terms of the smart card credentials, we started to become involved 
in that product in about 2008, when the Joint Committee on Print-
ing gave us the approval to develop a smart card capability. And 
we put that in our main headquarters. And we started to produce 
smart cards. 

But it is important to realize that our involvement in smart 
cards is very limited in scope and very small. We function basically 
as a print card integrator. And what that means is that we pull 
the best from all of the private sector industry—everything that 
they have to offer—to create quality products in a secure environ-
ment. And so our strategic position is simply that we offer an in- 
government solution for those Federal Agencies that want the Fed-
eral Government to produce the cards for them. When I talk about 
the fact that it is an in-government solution, I am referring to the 
fact that we make the smart cards in a Federal building, that our 
production environment is run by secured government employees. 
In fact, our production environment is ISO 9001 certified. We are 
also GSA certified to graphically personalize HSPD–12 cards, the 
only government agency that has that designation. 

We are easy to do business with because all you need is an SF– 
1 requisition. And that is because this is how we have always oper-
ated, which is with an SF–1. We function as an in-government so-
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lution primarily, as I said, just because we are offering an option 
to the government agencies. 

Now, what we have also found is that because we are small in 
stature and limited in scope, last year, in fiscal year 2013, we gen-
erated smart card revenues of just $15 million. That is only 2 per-
cent of our total revenue. When you look at our shipments, you can 
also see that when you compare it to the wide market for the smart 
cards, it is about two-hundredths of 1 percent. We are a small play-
er in this. But we are also very much involved with the smart card 
community because we purchase from them. We purchase consulta-
tion, digitization, personalization, equipment, supplies, raw mate-
rials. All of those goods and services we purchase from the smart 
card community to create these smart cards. So we have a very 
good relationship with them. 

We believe very strongly that we are just an option. There is no 
such thing for us as a monopoly. We don’t even have a monopoly 
on printing. If you really think about it, there are about 80 printing 
plants across the Federal agencies. And we also procure printing. 
So there is no monopoly here for us as well with the smart cards. 
But it is also important for us to realize that we provide that op-
tion to the Federal agencies if they want it. 

There is no marketing sales team. That sales team is exactly one 
person, and that person is primarily responsible for handling in-
quiries that come into us. We don’t have any intention of going to 
the State and local governments. We are not allowed to. There is 
no such thing as us having or generating profits because Title 44 
only allows us to recover our costs. Our pricing is very transparent. 
It is based upon capital investment, labor, overhead, and materials. 
Because of that, we try very hard to reduce our overhead expenses. 
We are a very small part of this field. 

We are also a member of Smart Card Alliance. This is an indus-
try association comprised of about 200 members. We are not com-
peting. You will not see us in a RFP because once there is an RFP, 
it means that a Federal agency has decided to go outside of the 
government. Now, you will see us occasionally in a RFI. But a RFI 
simply means that we are providing research. And that is only if 
the Federal agency asks us. So we are very small. 

Mr. COLE. Two quick follow ups, because you gave a very thor-
ough answer. One, can you just, for the benefit of the committee, 
give us a range, when you say smart cards, of the kind of different 
things that entails? And then, number two, I think you addressed 
the question of monopoly very well. Could you give us some idea 
of what percentage of the Federal budget or Federal business in 
this area, if you even have any idea, that GPO does as opposed to 
private entities? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Well, let’s answer the second part first. 
Mr. COLE. Sure. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. I can tell you with $15 million in sales for fis-

cal year 2013, the fact that it is only 2 percent of our revenue, that 
gives you an idea of just how small we are. And when you think 
about the fact that the smart card business is a multi-billion dollar 
business, we are real small. We are very tiny. We have that niche. 
And that niche is just simply that we provide an in-government so-
lution.
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And if you talk about ranges in terms of revenue, you have some 
very large vendors who probably make millions and millions of dol-
lars. We are nowhere near there. Don’t intend to, as a matter of 
fact. Our main objective is simply to have that small niche which 
is to provide that government option, that choice for the Federal 
agency that wants it. 

And as I said before, all you have to do is provide us with an 
SF–1 requisition. When you look at our client base, the customers 
that we have for the smart card business are the same customers 
that we have for printing. They are very accustomed to using an 
SF–1. So that is why they are there for us. 

Mr. COLE. Very good. 
Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 

COSTS OF DIGITAL OPERATIONS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Just a couple of questions. The FDsys, 
like I referenced in my remarks, is expensive. And with the arrival 
of the digital age, we have to catch up. Because with 153 years of 
history at GPO, in 2014, we are just not making these investments 
to catch you up when the digital age has been underway for quite 
some time. 

I am not sure, Mr. Chairman, how many Members on both sides 
of the aisle would actually know what an app is. No offense to the 
Members. But if we did a survey—— 

Mr. AMODEI. None taken. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Present company excepted, of course. 

If they did know, it is probably their children or grandchildren that 
are showing them what they are. But you have asked for a little 
more than $32 million for the Superintendent of Documents. And 
that is a 2 percent increase. And the increases are for digital har-
vesting and historic digitization, which is the hardest word there 
is to say. But can you just give us an idea of the outyears on what 
you expect to be investing in and how long this project will go on 
for?

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Sure. I can start off by telling you that I be-
lieve that investment in FDsys will be ongoing. And that is because 
we are moving towards a digital environment. And that is also be-
cause our stakeholders are moving digital. And because of that, we 
need to make sure that we give them what they need. And what 
they want is information. The fact that we have now seen about 
38.7 million documents retrieved each and every month simply 
means that there is an insatiable demand for information. We must 
make sure that we give that information to them and that it is ac-
cessible.

But in terms of it being accessible, we also have to make sure 
that you can easily retrieve it. So we need to make sure that we 
pay for or have the funds to pay for new search engines, data stor-
age, file storage, test environments, content management systems, 
and so on. 

Back in the day when we were merely just a printing operation, 
you could buy a piece of equipment, and it would last for 30 years 
old. And I know this for a fact because we are just now starting 
to upgrade some of the equipment that we have. It is more than 
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30 years old. And you know what, some of that equipment still 
works, still churns out, and everything is great. 

But when you talk about digital, and as you talked about the mo-
bile app, those digital iterations change constantly. And we need to 
make sure that we are at the table and that we can make those 
changes. So I expect us to always ask for about $6 million to $7 
million a year to keep up with all of the changes. 

This particular time we are in the next generation of FDsys, and 
we really need to get a new search engine. Because of the fact that 
there are so many retrievals from FDsys, we have to make sure 
that when you retrieve it, you don’t wait for a while to have the 
data. And you know how frustrating that can be. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Just, and I ask the question knowing 
the answer—— 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Okay. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ [continuing]. Because I want to make 

sure that we are able to put Members on notice that we will have 
an expect—I mean we can either stay in the 20th century or we 
can make investments and be able to have you serve your clients 
better and be able to get more. I mean the goal is to get more infor-
mation into more people’s hands, not less. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. That is right. 

EEO AND ACCIDENT RATES

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And then I referenced the EEOC and 
injury issues that GPO has had in the past. If you could just—— 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Sure. The most recent report was issued on 
EEOC, and we have four complaints versus 10 this time last year. 
So we are doing very well. And a lot of that has to do with the fact 
that we communicate with our employees constantly. I know for a 
fact that I am very committed to communication. And I have found 
that when we communicate with our employees and tell them what 
is going on, there tends to be a better understanding of how we are 
changing.

Since I became acting Public Printer in fiscal year 2012, I have 
made it a point to have a town hall meeting every quarter. I am 
getting ready to go into my ninth town hall meeting. This is a big 
deal for us because we are 24 by 7. That means that we are here 
all day. We have three shifts. And our last town hall meeting is 
at midnight. But it works out because we are talking to our em-
ployees. In terms of accidents—they just gave this to me—our acci-
dent rate is down slightly compared to last year, 22 versus 23 last 
year. It is lower than the Architect of the Capitol and several 
other——

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. It would be helpful, just since I have 
been asking over the years, to give this committee a historical com-
parison.

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Sure. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Because I want to see how much it 

has gone down through the years. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Absolutely. We can do that. 
[The information follows:] 
Formal EEO complaints filed at GPO for FY 2009—2014 to date: 
FY 2009 84 
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FY 2010 53 
FY 2011 34 
FY 2012 27 
FY 2013 50 
FY 2014 (first quarter: 4 vs. 10 for the same period in FY 2013) 
Number of workplace injuries/illnesses reported at GPO for FY 2009–2014 to date: 
FY 2009 76 
FY 2010 90 
FY 2011 88 
FY 2012 79 
FY 2013 72 
FY 2014 (through 2/7/14: 22 vs. 23 for the same period in FY 2013) 

LEGISLATION ON GPO

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And just, lastly, Mr. Chairman, I just 
think it is important to note, given I appear to be the only woman 
that is a member of the committee—— 

Mr. COLE. No, the only one here. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. The only one here. We will leave it at 

that.
Mr. COLE. We are actually evenly balanced. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. That the legislation that would re-

name GPO also makes sure that we get rid of the gender-specific 
pronouns, recognizing that the law probably did not anticipate 
there ever being a woman that was a Public Printer. And now that 
there is, calling her a him is probably not a good idea. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Duly noted. 
Mr. COLE. Printer, printess. 
Dr. Harris. 
Dr. HARRIS. Thank you very much and thanks for being here this 

morning.
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Hello. 

INCREASE IN REQUEST

Dr. HARRIS. There is an increase in FY 2015 request of 8.1 per-
cent over this year. I understand that most of the $5.6 million addi-
tional spending is for congressional printing and binding and that 
the $3.3 million increase is for the revolving fund. What is net paid 
from the revolving fund? I understand that when you provide print-
ing services for agencies, they are reimbursing you what it costs 
you, correct? When you print for the public they reimburse you, 
correct? So what is the net that gets paid out of the revolving fund? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Sure. In our appropriations, we have three 
components. We have the congressional printing and binding, 
which pays for the congressional printing; the salaries and ex-
penses, which pays for our Federal Depository Library Program; 
and the revolving fund, which pays for capital investments. So that 
is why you will see us requesting certain capital investments to be 
paid out of the revolving fund, which is part of the appropriation. 

This year, we have asked for digital project upgrades as well as 
building improvements. In terms of the digital project upgrades, we 
have asked for some improvements in FDsys, our online content 
management tool, and we have also asked for funding for our com-
position system replacement. The composition system replacement 
is a composition tool that we use in the pre-press. And we have 
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also asked for some funding for building improvements because we 
need to fix the roof. 

Dr. HARRIS. What fund is the unspent prior year’s fund? 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. This is in the congressional printing and 

binding account. Now let’s talk about the congressional printing 
and binding offset. When we estimate for congressional printing 
and binding, we use historical data based upon what year we be-
lieve the congressional session will be. And in this case, we are 
talking about the first year of a new Congress. So we have some 
historical data that tells us what we can estimate. The total re-
quirements for fiscal year 2014 were about $89 million. For fiscal 
year 2015, they were $90 million. So, basically, they were about the 
same.

The difference is that when we reached back into the unspent 
funds from 5 years prior, we had more money to offset in fiscal 
year 2014 than we did in fiscal year 2015. So when we submitted 
the budget for fiscal year 2014 of about $89 million, we had $10 
million that we could pull forward, which showed us then with a 
final request of about $79 million. But then, for fiscal year 2015, 
we only had about $5.3 million to pull forward. All of this is specifi-
cally related to the congressional printing and binding. It does not 
touch the revolving fund. 

Dr. HARRIS. Okay. Why in a digital age, are congressional print-
ing and binding costs continuing to increase? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. No, sir, they are not continuing to increase. 
Dr. HARRIS. So fiscal year 2015 is the first year of a term that 

you are projecting an increase in the budget from 89 to 90. Is that 
correct.

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Okay. In fiscal year 2014, it was $89 million. 
Dr. HARRIS. Right. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Then in fiscal year 2015 it is $90 million. 

That increase is basically wage increases. There are about 10 cat-
egories that go into the estimates for this account. That would be 
hearings, miscellaneous publications, envelopes, those kind of 
things. Most of those have declined. So it is about a 1.4 percent in-
crease basically just due to wage and price increases. When you 
look at all of the different categories, you are going to see signifi-
cant decreases. And it is just that we did not have enough money 
to offset. But we are working on that, sir. We are trying very hard 
to identify whether there are additional funds that can be brought 
forward.

Dr. HARRIS. And the unspent funds, why is that balance decreas-
ing over time? Is it because you were funded at higher levels than 
necessary in the past? Is that what increased the balance in the 
unspent funds account? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. That is a good way of putting it. But we are 
talking about 5 years ago, because we are only allowed to go back 
in 5-year increments. So when we went for 2014, we were looking 
at 2009 estimates. Now, the agencies have 5 years to continue to 
submit bills. So you need to have the money sitting there for some 
of the bills that still may need to be paid. And then, after that is 
paid, then you take a look at what is unspent. So rather than send-
ing it back to the Treasury, it sits out there waiting for us to pull 
it forward. This particular strategy is something that this par-
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ticular committee developed many years ago as a way for us not 
to continue to come back to the well. 

Dr. HARRIS. Okay, so there is a 5-year period that Congress can 
submit a bill, correct? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. That you all can submit a bill. We are only 
talking about Congress at this point. 

Dr. HARRIS. Why would it take Congress 4 years to submit a bill? 
I must be missing something. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. I don’t know. 
Dr. HARRIS. Certainly, that is not a common business practice. 

Could you provide an example of why this delay would occur? 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Hearings are not always published at the 

same time. 
Dr. HARRIS. I recognize that but 3, 4, 5 years later? 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. It does happen, yes. 
Dr. HARRIS. This is certainly not a common standard business 

practice, but Congress is not a standard business. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Bishop. 

VOTING AND ID CARDS FOR CONGRESS

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Ms. Vance-Cooks, for appearing and your testimony. 

And commendations and kudos to you on your confirmation. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Thank you. 
Mr. BISHOP. I continue to be amazed at the skill with which you 

have taken the agency from your interim capacity and now in your 
official capacity to such a tremendously efficient management. I 
wanted to ask you if you print our voting cards and our ID cards 
for the Congress. Do you? Do you do those? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. No. 

GPO NAME CHANGE

Mr. BISHOP. Okay. Those are outsourced? 
And of course with the name change and the gender neutrality, 

I assume that the title of the office will be the Public Publisher. 
Is that correct? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. No, it will be the Director. 
Mr. BISHOP. Okay. Very good. 
Mr. MORAN. These are really probing questions. 

GPO SECURITY FORCE

Mr. BISHOP. I understand that the GPO has its own security 
force which counts for roughly $6 million of your budget. Do the of-
ficers at the GPO have similar training and experience and re-
quirements as the Capitol Police? Do they have similar benefits 
and salaries? Have there been any discussions about merging the 
security forces there at the GPO with the Capitol Police or any of 
the other law enforcement agencies? Does it make sense from your 
perspective? Is there a unique reason why the GPO should have its 
own security forces? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. You are correct that we do have a security 
force, and it is distinctly different from the U.S. Capitol Police. And 
they are very well trained. We have a director who has been here 
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about 5 years, and he has really and truly taken leadership of this 
particular force. He has assured us that they are completely 
trained. We have a combination of uniformed police as well as con-
tract security officers. They are responsible for protecting our as-
sets as well as our people. And by ‘‘assets,’’ I mean not just the 
main headquarters, but also the passports, here in Washington as 
well as down in Stennis, MS. 

In a hearing that I participated in last December, where we 
talked about the future of GPO, I think it was GPO in 2023, I was 
asked the same question, whether we would be interested in hav-
ing discussions about merging our police with the U.S. Capitol Po-
lice. And we are always willing to talk about that if that is the case 
that you believe that this is something that we should be doing. 

Mr. BISHOP. I am not advocating it. I was just wondering if there 
were any unique capabilities that the GPO security forces had that 
perhaps the Capitol Police do not have. Is there any special knowl-
edge or expertise that they have, given the documents and the sen-
sitive materials that you protect that would require you to have 
your own security force? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. I think basically they have the same training 
as the U.S. Capitol Police, but they just have more knowledge of 
the type of assets that they are protecting, especially in terms of 
the passports. And they are trained in the D.C. code and other 
areas related to the perimeter of our building. We are set right 
next to WalMart—by the way, the new WalMart is right next to 
us. And some other areas. So they have specific training in that. 

CONTINUED NEED FOR PRINT

Mr. BISHOP. Recently, there was an article in the Washington 
Post about how a lobbying group organized by the paper industry 
wants to slow the Federal Government’s move towards digitization. 
The group argues that many senior citizens don’t have Internet ac-
cess and by rushing to go paperless, that many of the seniors will 
feel disenfranchised and the digital divide will grow even deeper. 
I understand that you are being asked to do more with less. And 
of course, I learned today that digital printing is not necessarily 
cheaper than traditional printing. But I represent a rural area in 
southwest Georgia where broadband has not reached every hamlet, 
as we had hoped. The question is, are we rushing too fast to 
digitize everything and to do less of the printing? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. I think that is an interesting point, because 
I read that article as well. And I thought that the term they used, 
‘‘digital divide,’’ was fascinating. Because there is such a thing, in 
my mind, as a digital divide. We always have to remember that we 
need to balance both tangible print as well as digital print; that in 
terms of digital print, there are a number of areas that are under-
served, there are a number of people in various communities who 
not only don’t have access to it, they may not even want to have 
access to the Internet. 

But also we need tangible print for archival purposes, for issues 
of authenticity. There are some industries, for example the legal 
profession, that still require tangible print in many cases. We just 
need to make sure that we are always there to accommodate it. So 
I see the GPO’s role as being responsible for balancing both tan-
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gible as well as the digital. We have stakeholders across the Na-
tion. And our stakeholders need to make sure and we need to make 
sure that they understand we can accommodate whatever it is that 
they desire. 

PROVIDING DIGITAL DOCUMENTS TO THE FDLP

Mr. BISHOP. My final question is: In July 2013, the Government 
Accountability Office issued a report on Federal printing that found 
that as agencies are shifting from paper to digital publishing, that 
many of them have not submitted digital documents to the Federal 
Depository Library Program. What steps is GPO taking to ensure 
that the FDLP is preserving and collecting digital government doc-
uments?

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. We call those fugitive documents, because 
they are missing from the FDLP, and because we are trying to find 
them. More and more of the agencies are putting their documents 
on the Web. That means they are born digital. And so with the 
FDLP program, we have the capability of harvesting those Web 
sites. We go in and crawl the agency site and harvest these docu-
ments and put them into our program. 

At the same time, we want to make sure that the agencies real-
ize that when they update that document or when they take it 
down, they really need to let us know so that we can try to capture 
it as quickly as possible before it disappears. This is important be-
cause we are responsible for capturing those documents. This is our 
history. These documents tell us what the agencies are doing. We 
need to work much more collaboratively with the agencies to make 
sure that we don’t lose those documents. 

Mr. BISHOP. Do you need legislation, any encouragement from 
Congress to the agencies to do that? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. I don’t think we need legislation, sir, but I do 
think we need encouragement. I think we need to always let them 
know that we must have those documents. We are doing our part 
through Web harvesting. But if the agencies want us to keep track 
of what they are doing, and especially the mission-critical docu-
ments, it is important for us to have them. 

This became very apparent during the shutdown. We were open. 
The FDsys portal was open. As I mentioned in my testimony, we 
had 47.5 million retrievals. A lot of the other Web sites went dark, 
and the librarians told us that people were scrambling trying to 
find the information. If we had the capability of having all of that 
information harvested and put on FDsys, something like a shut-
down or anything along that nature would not have been as cata-
strophic for those people who were seeking information. And it 
matters.

INABILITY TO RETRIEVE DIGITAL DOCUMENTS

Mr. COLE. If the chair may, I just want to interject quickly on 
two points that Mr. Bishop made. And one as an old historian, I 
can tell you not having the documents, we already have a lot of ex-
amples, because the technology has changed so rapidly, of docu-
ments that were digitized that can’t be retrieved now. We have lit-
erally lost the capability. So that maintaining the documents really 
is important. 
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COSTS OF POLICE CONSOLIDATION

Second, you made the point about the Capitol Police and the 
Government Printing Office. And I know we have looked into this 
as a staff, because I have asked that question myself. Just for the 
record, I was told it would really cost tens of millions of dollars to 
merge them. So there is a huge up front cost with anything like 
that and we would really have to look at. 

Mr. Stewart. 
Mr. STEWART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is my first hear-

ing as a member of the appropriations committee. 
I want you to know I look forward to working with you, the rank-

ing member, Ms. Wasserman Schultz as well. 
Thank you. 
And to you, I am impressed with your testimony, Ms. Vance- 

Cooks. It appears clear to me why you were selected for this posi-
tion. And we congratulate you upon that. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Thank you. 

STEWARDSHIP OF FUNDS

Mr. STEWART. A couple things, if I could, and I think I can actu-
ally be quite brief on this. You said something in your testimony 
that makes my heart go pitter patter, and I admire you for your 
courage in admitting it, and that is you had actually unspent 
funds. I don’t know of any other agency that did, or that would 
admit it if they did. So thank you for that and your stewardship 
and being obviously careful with taxpayer resources. I wonder, you 
know, when we come in and see your request for an increase, 
which is not insubstantial—— 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Right. 
Mr. STEWART [continuing]. If every agency was requesting an 8 

percent increase, I think we would agree we would be in trouble 
and it would be nearly impossible to do that. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Sure. 

BUILDING IMPROVEMENTS

Mr. STEWART. You explained I think fairly well to me why that 
is and some of the reasons that that is necessary. The digitization 
and other things, I would like to come back to Mr. Bishop’s com-
ments in just a second. 

But before we do, could you explain a little bit about building im-
provements? That was one of the things that you mentioned that 
some of these additional funds were necessary for. Could you elabo-
rate on that? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Sure. Our building is very old and it is very 
large. Because of that, we have a number of things that need to 
be taken care of. The roof, we are still in the process of finishing 
the roof repairs. We have some elevators that need to be repaired. 
These are health and safety issues that are primarily part of our 
request for appropriations. 

Mr. STEWART. Have these been delayed for a period of time? 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Yes. During the period of time of significant 

austerity they were delayed. 
Mr. STEWART. Yes. 
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Ms. VANCE-COOKS. And so we would like to take care of that, es-
pecially because there are health and safety issues. 

Mr. STEWART. Okay. And do you have a round figure for about 
how much money they are in totality? About what percentage? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. In this particular budget, we ask for about 
$3.5 million. 

Mr. STEWART. So a relatively small amount still. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Yes, sir. 

UNAVAILABILITY OF DOCUMENTS

Mr. STEWART. Going back to Mr. Bishop’s comment, once a docu-
ment is digitized, and talking about some folks in rural counties or 
rural areas or maybe an older segment of the population who are 
not as interested or capable of being comfortable with the Internet, 
are all of those documents available in paper form if someone were 
to request them? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Not all of them, no. 
Mr. STEWART. What percentage of them would you say? 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. It is hard to tell. I really don’t know that an-

swer. And I don’t think anyone does, sir. I will say that it is impor-
tant for me at least to emphasize for you that we have Federal De-
pository Libraries throughout the United States. In fact, we have 
about 1,200 of them. And these are libraries that we have a rela-
tionship with and we send tangible documents to them. 

Mr. STEWART. Okay. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. So if someone at, like you just suggested, 

wanted some of those documents, they could actually go to that li-
brary and retrieve that document. But I will be clear, and I think 
you are making a good point, not all of those documents are cap-
tured. Therefore, not everything is there. 

Mr. STEWART. Could you give me an idea, is it extraordinarily 
rare that someone asks for something and you just say we don’t 
have it, or does it happen every day? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. I think it happens every day. 
Mr. STEWART. Okay. But it would be—even though it happens 

every day, I guess I am trying to kind of connect those two dots, 
is that a big concern for you then? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. It is. 
Mr. STEWART. That we have people requesting things—— 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Sure. Because we specialize in government 

documents. And the government documents tell the people of the 
United States what is happening with their government. And it is 
not just the Congress that we are capturing information for; it is 
Federal agencies. 

Mr. STEWART. Okay. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. And when that information is not available, 

then that means the information is just not there for them. And I 
think that we need to satisfy our mission, which is to keep America 
informed.

Mr. STEWART. Okay. Even though it may happen every day, 
would you say it is what, 1 percent, 2 percent, 10 percent of the 
requests that you get you are not able to fulfill? 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. I think it is hard to say. If I had to, I would 
say it is about 10 percent, but that is just a gut feeling. 
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Mr. STEWART. That is a fairly significant amount. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. It is. And I think it would be really nice for 

me to check with the Federal Depository Librarians to ask them. 
The Federal Depository Library Program is just rich with informa-
tion. Depository librarians tell us all the time about people coming 
in asking for certain government documents. 

Mr. STEWART. Okay. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. And we can have that for the record. It is a 

great question. 
[The information follows:] 
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GPO TOWN HALLS

Mr. STEWART. Would you, please? Let me conclude with this. You 
mentioned your town halls. I appreciate you doing them, as do we, 
although your reception may be a little warmer than some of ours. 

Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Okay. 
Mr. STEWART. Can you tell me how many people work in your 

employ? How many people you are responsible for? 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Nineteen hundred. 
Mr. STEWART. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. You are welcome. 
Mr. COLE. Okay. Mr. Moran. 

GPO’S TRANSFORMATION

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is actually fortunate 
that my close friend from Georgia rearranged the chairs because he 
asked the questions that I would have, and did so more articulately 
than I could have. 

So I just want to applaud and thank you for the job that you are 
doing, Madam Printer, and your predecessors and your colleagues 
beside you and behind you. 

The Government Printing Office could have become the most 
anachronistic of all of our government functions, but you have seen 
to it that it has gone through the transition to digitization without 
untoward disruption. You have done a very fine job managing up 
to 2,000 employees and anticipating what the needs of the future 
are going to be. I guess the one thing that we need to bear in mind 
is that there is an assumption that these carryover balances are 
going to be reduced in future years. So we have had kind of a little 
bit of a free ride since we have been able to draw on these balances 
in the past. But each year, those balances are going to be reduced. 
And so what looked like increases are really not in terms of oper-
ational resources. So, with that recognition, again, I think you are 
doing a terrific job, and we appreciate that. 

Thank you, Madam Printer. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Thank you. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN COLE

Mr. COLE. I want to echo my friend’s appreciation for your stew-
ardship. As Mr. Stewart said, it is obvious that you really know 
your subject backwards and forwards. We are going to have some 
more questions we are going to ask for the record if we could, but 
I am going to try to keep us on schedule. Does anybody else have 
any additional questions? 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I have no additional questions. The 
only thing I would like to conclude is by saying if you want some-
thing done and done well, give it to a busy woman. 

Mr. COLE. Nobody is going to try and top that one. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. I like that. Thank you. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you very much. 
Ms. VANCE-COOKS. Thank you so much, all of you. 
[Questions submitted for the record by Chairman Cole follow:] 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 4, 2014. 

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 

WITNESS

HON. STEPHEN T. AYERS, ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN COLE

Mr. COLE. Next we have before us Mr. Stephen Ayers, the Archi-
tect of the Capitol. Architect of the Capitol is requesting, excluding 
the Senate office buildings, which will be considered by the other 
body, $567.4 million, or 7.3 percent above the fiscal year 2014 level. 
Including the Senate, the entire Architect of the Capitol budget is 
$676.6 million, or 12.4 percent above the current level. 

I will next turn to my ranking member if you have any opening 
statement you would care to make. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I do. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Chairman. Good morning. 

Mr. AYERS. Good morning. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. It is good to see you. 
Mr. AYERS. Thank you. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF RANKING MEMBER WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I join the chairman in welcoming the 
Architect of the Capitol to this year’s hearing. The Architect’s fiscal 
year 2015 budget request of $677 million is a 12 percent increase 
above enacted levels. That reflects many of the challenges, I know, 
of making sure that we can keep our buildings in working order, 
making sure that they don’t come down around us. And clearly, 
your budget has grown with your square footage. 

It should be noted that the Architect generally asks for a far big-
ger increase than we are able to provide. And I am sure this year 
will be no exception. The Capitol Visitor Center that opened in 
2008 and added nearly 580,000 square feet to the complex, in addi-
tion to the four buildings owned by the Architect for use of the 
House, means that the—Architect is managing significant re-
sources for the House of Representatives. And that is now added 
to with the leasing of part of the Tip O’Neill building from GSA. 

And Mr. Chairman, I will note that we had a raging battle—to 
the degree that we have raging battles in Leg Branch—over wheth-
er or not we were going to spend the money that we would need 
to spend to lease that building when I first became chair of the 
committee. Today, I can’t imagine how we would function without 
it and especially in anticipation of the renovation/restoration of the 
Cannon House Office Building. That might have been a more sub-
tle way of saying, I told you so. But, you know, maybe not. 
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But if that is not enough, the area that encompasses the reflect-
ing pool on the West Front of the Capitol was transferred to the 
AOC’s jurisdiction from the Department of the Interior in fiscal 
year 2012. And I raise these points to highlight why we have seen 
the need for the subcommittee to provide historic funding levels to 
the Architect. 

Mr. Ayers, as I mentioned, fulfilling all these requests is going 
to be tough, really next to impossible. In addition to justifying the 
projects that you requested, you have asked for significant in-
creases in operation accounts as well. I look forward to hearing 
from you about why those increases are necessary. 

And I also am interested in hearing, given your role as a member 
of the Capitol Police Board, your perspective on how the now inter-
operable radio systems are being implemented now that they fi-
nally are. And before I conclude, Mr. Chairman, I want to acknowl-
edge and thank you for your support in the fiscal year 2014 omni-
bus of the $70 million requested level to the House Historic Build-
ings Revitalization Trust Fund. And I am sure Mr. Ayers shares 
my appreciation as well. It is a tremendous source of pride for our 
committee, for me, that we were able to bank those available re-
sources and anticipate, given the years of cost overruns that we 
had with other major projects, that the idea that we knew we had 
huge expensive capital projects coming down the pike, the idea be-
hind this, because we have a lot of new members, behind this trust 
fund is that if we bank the money gradually year after year, we 
are less apt to get hit with unexpected cost increases. And when 
we do, we are more likely to have the resources to address them. 

So, thank you, Mr. Ayers, for requesting the $70 million for that 
trust fund again this year. 

But this is, again, Mr. Chairman, a tough assignment. This is a 
particularly tough agency because of how many needs they have. 
And I look forward to working with you in funding the agency’s pri-
orities.

Mr. COLE. I have to say for the record, had I been here when the 
Tip O’Neill building fight was on, I am sure I would have followed 
my chairman. I always did the 2 years that I was on this com-
mittee.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. You sure did. 
Mr. COLE. Your judgment has been vindicated, no question about 

it.
Mr. Ayers, your entire statement will be submitted for the 

record, so you are free to summarize. Please proceed. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL AYERS

Mr. AYERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Congresswoman 
Wasserman Schultz, and members of the subcommittee. And thank 
you for the opportunity to testify today. 

We appreciate the support and trust that Congress and this sub-
committee have placed in us to be reliable stewards of the re-
sources provided each year. And your investments in our organiza-
tion have created a healthier and more vibrant workplace for em-
ployees and a safer and more inspiring experience for the more 
than 2 million visitors that come to their Capitol each and every 
year.
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In our pursuit of meeting the highest standards of government 
accountability, we received our ninth consecutive clean audit opin-
ion from our independent auditors on our financial statements and 
cleared all of our outstanding material weaknesses, something we 
are very proud of. Our greatest resource, of course, is the dedicated 
men and women who use their specialized skills to maintain our 
historic buildings, many of which continue to rapidly deteriorate. 

This year’s budget request addresses several critical projects 
across the Capitol campus. 

Also I would like to thank the subcommittee for your support of 
the Capitol Dome Restoration Project. The dome exterior restora-
tion continues on schedule and on budget. You may notice on the 
West Front that preparation work is well underway, and later this 
spring and summer work will become much more visible to the gen-
eral public as we begin construction of the scaffolding system 
around the dome. 

As part of the preparation work on the exterior, the rotunda 
must be closed for 2 weeks in April, and I recognize this temporary 
rerouting of Capitol tours is unfortunate and will certainly cause 
disappointment to some. This closure is for the contractor to place 
a protective canopy that will allow visitors to safely access the ro-
tunda while the exterior project continues. 

As we work over the next year-and-a-half to complete this exte-
rior renovation, we have included in our budget request the final 
phase of the dome restoration; specifically, repairs to the rotunda, 
parts of which date back to 1824. Over time, humidity and mois-
ture in the rotunda have deteriorated its condition, and the work 
requested includes upgrading the rotunda’s mechanical and elec-
trical systems to current codes and the installation of new safety 
systems there as well. The work will also restore the interior fin-
ishes, the painted columns, pilasters, and the beautiful coffered 
ceiling that have sustained water damage. 

We have also reached a critical stage in the life of the oldest 
House office building in our care, the Cannon House Office Build-
ing. And beginning in 2015 and 2016, the Cannon Building will un-
dergo a top-to-bottom phased renewal. 

This month we will begin to lease space in the O’Neill Building 
now that GSA has substantially completed its renovation work 
there. The O’Neill Building is an integral part of the strategy for 
accommodating some House support offices and committee staff 
during the construction and renovation of the Cannon Building. We 
will take proactive steps to minimize disruption to congressional 
work, and we will work with our partners in the CAO to ensure 
that building occupants are informed well in advance of every step 
of that project. 

As we work to preserve the buildings in our care, we are also 
committed to finding ways to save money and save energy across 
the Capitol campus. This begins at the Capitol Power Plant, where 
we are currently working to implement a long-term strategy for 
saving resources, including the implementation of cogeneration 
that would allow us to use one fuel source to make electricity and 
steam at the same time. And we are seeking a public-private part-
nership to leverage private investment, and are working through 
the complicated business transactions to do so. 
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The AOC is committed to getting the best value for the govern-
ment and believe that cogeneration is the best solution for achiev-
ing optimal energy savings and maintaining a reliable source of 
chilled water and steam to heat and cool the buildings for the Con-
gress and the Supreme Court. 

Our mission, of course, is to preserve the buildings of the Capitol 
campus for generations to come so they, too, can marvel at the 
splendor of the dome, learn the history of our great nation, and 
watch democracy in action. And with your support, we will con-
tinue in this stewardship role so our buildings and grounds can in-
spire and educate all who visit the United States Capitol. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Ayers follows:] 
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Mr. COLE. I suspect most of us would agree the stage is some-
times grander than the play that takes place on it. But thanks for 
maintaining the stage so well. 

COGENERATION AT THE CAPITOL POWER PLANT

You touched a little bit on this in your testimony, but you are 
asking in your budget a continuation of $1.7 million for project 
management, construction management and review, and commis-
sioning services provided by a temporary contractor for these co-
generation projects. Your budget justification reflects that construc-
tion on cogeneration has been delayed because of the delay in re-
ceiving the necessary air permits, which you informed us about last 
year. But also construction has been delayed because of a revised 
procurement strategy that we are just learning about from your of-
fice.

The committee was advised by the Government Accountability 
Office that as early as September 2013 there were issues with the 
cogeneration procurement. Would you please tell the committee 
why a project of this magnitude that had issues as early as Sep-
tember 2013 was not brought to our attention by your office, but 
rather by the GAO? 

Mr. AYERS. I think the short answer to that, Mr. Chairman, is 
that we should have. We certainly want to partner with you and 
be good and trusted stewards of taxpayer dollars, and when we en-
countered some trouble we should have certainly brought that to 
the committee’s attention. 

I think the longer answer is that we want to bring you solutions, 
not problems. So at that point we had a problem, we didn’t have 
solutions. Secondly, I think, in September we received proposals 
from a contractor to do that work, and a portion of that proposal 
far exceeded the government estimate, and far exceeded what we 
think is reasonable to do the work. So we were in negotiations with 
that vendor from September through the middle of December, and 
at this point we have concluded those negotiations and are seeking 
alternative strategies to perform the work. 

But I think your point is well taken, and we certainly could have 
and should have kept you informed of our progress along the way. 

Mr. COLE. I appreciate that. Just moving along this same line, 
the GAO has told us that the project costs about $120 million, 
which is $53 million over your budget projection for the project, 
which I guess was originally $67 million. Can you explain to us 
why that large difference between your estimate, obviously, GAO’s 
initial projection. Has the project changed, or what are the actions 
we are taking to sort of deal with that discrepancy? 

Mr. AYERS. I think our estimate is about $105 million or $106 
million for that work. I am not aware of a $67 million estimate off 
the top of my head. 

[Clerks note: Information provided to the committee on January 
27, 2012 reflected an amount of $63 million.] 

The initial bid that we received from our vendor was right in 
alignment with ours for all of the work except one element, and 
that was their management fee to undertake the work and oversee 
it and finance it. So it is really that portion of the work that is sig-
nificantly different from what we think it should be, and we think 
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it is unreasonable, and we think the vendor probably is just not in-
terested in undertaking the work at this time. 

Mr. COLE. Well, I would like to get to the bottom, so maybe at 
another venue we can explore the difference between the estimates, 
because I am operating off of the information that I have. But re-
gardless of that, it is my understanding GAO is pursuing a study 
of this. It will be shortly available to us, and to you, obviously. I 
would hope we could hold off on any commitments or anything 
until we actually see what the GAO study has to say. 

Mr. AYERS. Absolutely. 
Mr. COLE. Okay. And I think you answered this in your testi-

mony. I want to get it down one more time. You still think cogen-
eration is, indeed, the best way to go for the concern, the objectives 
that you have laid out in your testimony? 

Mr. AYERS. Absolutely, yes, we do. 
Mr. COLE. No close peer competitor? 
Mr. AYERS. No, not that I am aware of. A number of years ago 

we brought in a blue ribbon panel and worked with the National 
Academy of Sciences to develop a long-term strategy for the Capitol 
Power Plant, and we looked at a wide range of alternatives, and 
cogeneration clearly rose to the top, and we are convinced that it 
still remains at the top today. 

Mr. COLE. Okay. 
Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. 
Just to stay on the energy subject matter, I would also, as I told 

you in my office, share the concerns of the chair that there needs 
to be better communication in real time when you have an estimate 
that is as out of whack as the one that you were expecting. 

And back, Mr. Chairman, when we were managing, bringing the 
Capitol Visitor Center in for a landing, by aggressively and closely 
managing the end of the process, and we committed to stop the cost 
overruns, to stop the delays, and to get it done. And that was really 
as a result of there finally be direct accountability and regular com-
munication put in place. 

We can’t let that happen again, and especially as you are about 
to manage some very significant projects that will begin next year, 
making sure that your entire team and that the culture within 
your team is more communication, not less. We don’t need to have 
all of the answers and all the i’s dotted and t’s crossed before you 
give us information that is essential for us to be able to make the 
appropriate decisions that are policy related. 

ENERY REDUCTION AND SUSTAINABILITY

On energy cost savings, you in your discussion on sustainability 
championed that AOC avoided annual utility payments of $14.5 
million. And what I don’t understand clearly is whether your actual 
bills from Pepco have been reduced by $14.5 million or is this an 
estimate on what AOC would have spent if those measures were 
not in place, because there is clearly a difference between cost 
avoidance and actual savings. 

Mr. AYERS. Most of that cost avoidance comes from the three en-
ergy-savings performance contracts that we implemented; one in 
the House, one in the Capitol, and one in the United States Senate. 
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And by using those energy-savings performance contracts, which 
are private dollars invested in our buildings to make energy retro-
fits and improvements, those energy retrofits have driven our elec-
tricity bill and steam usage. So it costs less for us, and our bills 
from Pepco are less than they were. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So you have a direct savings, your bill 
is $14.5 million lower? 

Mr. AYERS. Those numbers don’t exactly match, but in general, 
the money that is saved is used to pay those vendors that made 
that investment. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Right. No, I understand how the co-
generation——

Mr. AYERS. So there is a direct savings, but that savings is used 
to pay for the investment that was made. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And then over time you recoup the in-
vestment. And what is the timeline for that recoupment? 

Mr. AYERS. All three of those contracts are different, but they 
range from 13 to 18 years, approximately. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. 
We in our conversations talked about this, and I understand that 

we have not met the 30 percent mandated reduction in energy use 
as required by the bill we passed into law, the Energy Independ-
ence and Security Act of 2007. And you have got a small window 
remaining by fiscal year 2015 to meet those reductions. So what 
else needs to be done on campus to ensure that those requirements 
are met? 

Mr. AYERS. I think two things. We need to continue with the re-
frigeration plant revitalization work that is ongoing now. And sec-
ondly, there was money funded in our 2014 bill for digital control 
upgrades at the Library of Congress. We would consider the library 
to be a target-rich environment for energy savings. Recalling that 
we have made significant progress in the House, Capitol and Sen-
ate, we did not implement an energy savings performance contract 
at the library, so there are opportunities there. 

The digital control upgrades that the committee funded in 2014 
and that we are requesting phase two of that in 2015 are impor-
tant energy saving projects for us, and they are going to make sub-
stantial improvements. 

REDUCING OVERTIME

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. How much did you spend 
in overtime in the last 3 fiscal years? 

Mr. AYERS. I don’t have the physical number, but we have re-
duced our overtime numbers 33 percent this year or about 150,000 
hours.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Can you explain the effort that you 
have made to cut overtime in your budget? 

Mr. AYERS. This initiative goes back 3 or 4 years where my team 
and I recognized that our overtime rates were exceedingly high and 
continuing to grow and grow and grow every year, and we put 
some controls in place to enable us to begin reducing that, thinking 
that we need to control and manage that. And if we don’t, this com-
mittee is going to do that, and we are going to be in a far better 
position if we manage it and lead it. 
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So we put a series of policies and controls in place. We changed 
managers’ and leaders’ performance plans, requiring them to re-
duce overtime and find ways to reduce overtime. And we have done 
that and have been incredibly successful with that by changing 
shifts. Instead of everyone working Monday through Friday, and 
then a handful of people working overtime on Saturday or Sunday, 
people will now work Tuesday through Sunday or Monday through 
Saturday. So doing things like that have enabled us to drastically 
reduce our overtime expenditures. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. The Capitol Police has a cap on their 
overtime that we allow them to have. We don’t allow them to go 
over that cap. How would a cap on overtime affect the Architect of 
the Capitol and would you anticipate any problems if we imple-
mented that? 

Mr. AYERS. I would not anticipate any problems. I think we are 
able to effectively manage our overtime expenditures. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. 
Mr. Chairman, I just have two other questions. 
Mr. COLE. Go ahead. 

CANNON BUILDING RESTORATION

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. Thank you. 
On the House Historic Revitalization Trust Fund, I think, Mr. 

Chairman, we have had a very long lead time in this committee to 
become aware of the timeline for when Cannon’s revitalization is 
going to start. It is going to start next year. Most Members and 
most of the Capitol community doesn’t realize that we are there. 
We are at stage zero in 2015 next year. 

So could you, I just want to ask for the record, give the sub-
committee the current estimate and timeline for Cannon and what 
your funding request for Cannon is? 

Mr. AYERS. Our funding request for fiscal year 2015 is $70 mil-
lion to be placed in the House Historic Buildings Revitalization 
Trust Fund. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So you are not asking for additional. 
This is to draw down from the trust fund? 

Mr. AYERS. No, I think the Congress needs to put $70 million in 
the trust fund every year through 2022. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Yes. Right. And the timeline? 
Mr. AYERS. The total cost of that project is currently $752.7 mil-

lion. And phase zero, which is enabling work, starts a year from 
now, in 2015. The first move-out of a wing of the building starts 
in 2016 and will happen every 2 years. It will happen on the con-
gressional move cycle. So as Members are moving in the month of 
December anyway, that is the same time that we will empty a wing 
of the building and refill the wing that was recently completed. So 
that will take us through 2024 to complete all four phases of that 
renovation.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And you anticipate which offices, 
which types of offices to be moving? 

Mr. AYERS. All offices would move out of the Cannon Building 
one wing at a time. Certainly Member offices will move to the Ray-
burn and Longworth Buildings, and committee staff, Clerk’s office, 
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Architect’s office, CAO staff and others will move to the Ford Build-
ing or the O’Neill Building. 

OPERATIONS REQUEST

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. And then lastly just on your op-
erations request. We focus a lot on your Capitol request, but you 
have asked for significant increases in operations. Your Capitol 
buildings operations increase is 3.1 percent. The Capitol Power 
Plant’s is only half a percent. Can you discuss the disparity in the 
difference in increases in your operations request and also why it 
is so significant? 

Mr. AYERS. Certainly. A couple of our jurisdictions are requesting 
increases in their operational accounts, and those things include 
prenegotiated contract increases. They include the need to do a bet-
ter job maintaining our elevators and escalators. I know in the 
House there is a comprehensive lighting replacement that is need-
ed as well as better maintenance on the exterior stone surfaces of 
our buildings. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And are those greater than in pre-
vious years, those needs? 

Mr. AYERS. Much of the contract maintenance work that we do 
and the contract cleaning work that we do have annual price esca-
lations, so there is some of that in there. And in the House Office 
Buildings there is a lighting replacement that we don’t do every 
year; we do every 3 or 4 years. We do a group relamping project 
every 3 or 4 years instead of replacing one light bulb at a time. We 
do them all at the same time. And similarly, the exterior mainte-
nance of stone surfaces is something that our team has identified 
as something we need to make better investments in. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. By the way, Mr. Chairman, I don’t 
know, you have been here a long time, your office is probably in 
Rayburn. But my office has been in the Cannon the whole time I 
have been here. And since you mentioned the lamping, lighting, I 
noticed a couple of years ago that you—this is probably trivial, but 
I want to bring it up because I have heard it from other Mem-
bers—that the light bulbs that you changed to, which aren’t be-
cause we changed to LED light bulbs, because there are softer 
versions of those, that it appears that the light bulbs you changed 
to changed the harshness, made the lighting along the hallways 
more harsh in Cannon than the softer lighting that we had, that 
to me fits better with the architecture of the building. So was there 
a deliberate decision to that? Has anyone noticed it? Did you get 
any complaints? Consider this one if you haven’t. 

Mr. AYERS. We did replace the light bulbs in the corridors of the 
Cannon Building, and that must have been over a year ago, with 
a very bright and harsh and too white of a color temperature bulb, 
and we went back through and changed all of those. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Oh, did you? Okay. 
Mr. AYERS. Since changing those we haven’t received any com-

plaints.
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay, good. I will have to go back and 

look again. I am glad that you did that. 
Thank you. 
Mr. AYERS. It is a much softer color and a much better color. 



58

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. 
Mr. COLE. Dr. Harris. 

CANNON BUILDING RESTORATION

Dr. HARRIS. Thank you very much, and I will be brief because 
the ranking member actually asked the main question that I was 
going to ask, which is the status of the Cannon Building restora-
tion. The total budget for that project, is not $752 million, correct? 
That figure represents other work in addition to the Cannon Build-
ing, correct? 

Mr. AYERS. That is the Cannon Building. 
Dr. HARRIS. So the $752 million budget represents restoration 

work only in the Cannon Building? How has the estimate changed 
over the past 2 years? 

Mr. AYERS. It has not changed. 
Dr. HARRIS. Okay, so you anticipate that there will not be no in-

crease in costs as you restore the building? I mean, usually the cost 
of building projects goes up as you approach them or as time 
passes. So you would normally anticipate an increase within that 
budget, even though you are 2 years out? 

Mr. AYERS. We do anticipate that. We put a great deal of effort 
into defining what needs to be done before we proffered a cost esti-
mate, and we are holding our teams, our designers and our con-
tractors accountable for delivering a project for that number. We 
don’t anticipate that will change. 

Dr. HARRIS. However you don’t have contracts signed for 8 years 
out, do you? Do you already have contracts signed through comple-
tion of the restoration? 

Mr. AYERS. Actually, we do. 
Dr. HARRIS. Okay, good. And the last question is a really tech-

nical one because my first office was located in the Cannon build-
ing. What is a wing of the Cannon Building? I thought it had four 
sides.

Mr. AYERS. A wing is synonymous with a side. 
Dr. HARRIS. So one side, okay. 
Mr. AYERS. Yes. 
Dr. HARRIS. So when you start moving people out in 2016, you 

anticipate that you will have one wing completed by 2017? 
Mr. AYERS. At 2018. It happens every 2 years. 
Dr. HARRIS. I understand, but the moving occurs in January so 

when you move people out in 2016, you mean December 2016? 
Mr. AYERS. Correct. 
Dr. HARRIS. So it is 2016, 2018, 2020, and 2022, but the move- 

out in 2022 would mean completion would be in 2024, if you did 
one side at a time, is that correct? 

Mr. AYERS. Correct. Yes. 
Dr. HARRIS. So the project will actually, be completed in 2024 not 

as you said 2022, is that correct? 
Mr. AYERS. Correct. 
Dr. HARRIS. Okay, all right. 
Mr. AYERS. To move out in 2022, and then move back in, in 2024. 
Dr. HARRIS. The brand new building, all four sides—— 
Mr. AYERS. Yes. 
Dr. HARRIS. Thank you very much. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Bishop. 

ACCESSIBILITY TO CONGRESSIONAL BUILDINGS

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Mr. Ayers, for your appearance. 
I want to go back to a report that was issued last September by 

the Office of Compliance that found that there were numerous bar-
riers to access for people with disabilities at the Library of Con-
gress. What steps are being done to address the situation, and 
where does compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
rank in terms of setting your priorities for Capitol projects? 

Mr. AYERS. The Office of Compliance did issue a report, an exten-
sive study of accessibility issues across the Library of Congress 
campus for the 111th Congress, and the report identified some 270 
items that needed to be repaired. Eighty-two of those have been 
corrected so far. Of that 270, there are 65 of those that are inside 
the building, and of those 65 we have completed 48. And there 
were another 205 issues outside, and we have completed 34 of 
those. So it is something that we are working on and continue to 
work on to abate all of those. 

And certainly complying with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act is right at the top of our list. It is the law. So we are certainly 
going to do everything we must do to comply with the law. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 

ADDRESSING WORKPLACE ISSUES

In the same report, I think, the Office of Compliance report noted 
that 37 percent of the total claims for race, gender, pregnancy, age, 
and disability discrimination were filed against your office. How 
are you resolving these claims, and how many of them have been 
resolved to date? What efforts are you undertaking to address 
workplace discrimination concerns? 

Have you consulted with any other agencies for best practices? 
We just heard from the Government Printing Office, for example, 
and they were able to reduce their discrimination complaints by 60 
percent over the last year. Have you been able to consult with some 
of the other agencies, such as GPO or the Capitol Police, that have 
been wrestling with these same problems and appear to be making 
some progress in terms of developing some best practices for your 
office?

Mr. AYERS. I don’t have the numbers in front of me of where we 
stand on the 37 percent from that report that was issued a year- 
and-a-half ago. But certainly we believe we are making very, very 
good progress. Our internal EEO office and Conciliations Program 
office, the complaints that we have received there have generally 
gone to zero over the past year-and-a-half, and we just don’t have 
systemic complaints and issues. 

Mr. BISHOP. How were you able to accomplish that? Did you take 
any steps? What efforts, specifically, did you do that resulted in a 
reduction?

Mr. AYERS. Well, I think there are a number of things that we 
have done. One is certainly training all of our employees and our 
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supervisors annually, and it is a requirement that they take sensi-
tivity and EEO training on an annual basis. 

Two, really focusing in on our supervisors and improving the 
skill level of our supervisors, because we found that most of that 
kind of problem and interaction happens with first-line supervisors. 
So training them to resolve problems at the lowest level, to treat 
people respectfully, and engage and communicate with employees 
on an ongoing basis really works to resolve problems. 

And we have done some interesting things recently. We just had 
a seminar with Howard Ross. You may know Howard Ross, he is 
a well-known author. And he came in and talked to us about un-
conscious bias. Many people don’t think they have bias, but How-
ard does an incredibly great class in bringing out the unconscious 
bias that many people may have within them. 

Mr. BISHOP. This was for your supervisors? 
Mr. AYERS. Yes. 
Mr. BISHOP. Okay. 
One of the things that I heard from the GPO was that they put 

a lot of emphasis on communications with the employees them-
selves. And to that end, even though they work 24/7, they had town 
hall meetings on a quarterly basis with their workforce, with all 
three shifts, and that was viewed by the public printer as an effec-
tive tool for helping to reduce the number of complaints, which re-
sulted in that 60 percent reduction. 

Have you considered having some town hall meetings with the 
employees? Not only do the supervisors need to know, but the em-
ployees need to understand what their responsibilities are and 
what their rights are. There needs to be, I think, good communica-
tion in that regard. 

Mr. AYERS. I think you are absolutely right, Congressman 
Bishop, that communication is the key to resolving those matters. 
And certainly from the top, for at least 6 years, I have had 50 town 
hall meetings every single year, one in the spring and one in the 
fall, for all of our business units, and that is about 50 a year. And 
then we require each of our leaders to have their own town halls, 
and we require first-line supervisors to have a staff meeting or a 
shop meeting in their individual shops at least once a month. 

So we do employ town hall meetings, and we do, we think, have 
a good process in place whereby we communicate with our employ-
ees and show respect and engage them in what we do. 

Mr. BISHOP. So we should expect, then, next year that 37 percent 
of the total claims, or a significantly smaller percentage, will come 
from the Architect of the Capitol then? 

Mr. AYERS. Absolutely. 
Mr. BISHOP. Okay, thank you. We look forward to that. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Amodei. 
Mr. AMODEI. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Ayers, I am going to overlook the fact that your educational 

background includes some time spent at the University of Spoiled 
Children. I want to just move on to architectural issues if that is 
okay with you. 

Mr. AYERS. That is not South Carolina for the rest of you. It is 
Southern California. 
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Mr. AMODEI. All of us folks who couldn’t get in have a particu-
larly bitter view towards that institution. 

I want to follow up on the vice chair’s questioning just real quick, 
and that is, have you determined what order the Cannon wings are 
going to go in? Let’s get down to brass tacks. As an inhabitant of 
the Cannon Building, what order are the wings going in? 

Mr. AYERS. So we are going to renovate the west side first. 
Mr. AMODEI. Okay. 
Mr. AYERS. North is second, east is third, and south is fourth. 
Mr. AMODEI. Very good. That is a good answer. Thank you very 

much.

EXTERIOR STONE RESTORATION

I just have one other thing I would like to touch on. As I am 
looking at this stuff where you talk about stone buildings and 
water and stuff like that, and I am looking at pictures of netting 
where your staff has triaged those areas that concern you the most 
and are taking appropriate safety precautions until you can get to 
them, I want to ask you if, since the campus is the showplace and 
stone is obviously a big part of that, and stone weathering is some-
thing that you have documented, I think, pretty clear, if your budg-
et request—I know that all governments and even at this level are 
not the same—you tend to want to push these things off, hopefully, 
right up until before failure because it costs money. And as a new 
Leg Branch geek, I sure as heck don’t want to be on the committee 
while something falls where somebody is or things like that. 

So my question in this context is, and it is not a back-door safety 
thing, are your requests adequate to aggressively go repair those 
stone structures that are in need of repair or are you basically 
prioritizing them hoping that nothing will happen beyond what we 
have experienced by the time you get to them? 

Mr. AYERS. I think they are appropriately prioritized. We devel-
oped those projects based upon a series of condition assessments 
that have happened over many years. We have been tracking the 
condition of stone over a series of years and made a decision to in-
tervene in the Capitol Building last year, the Russell Senate Office 
Building last year, and the Botanic Garden in fiscal year 2015. So 
I think they are pretty good strategic decisions. They are not just 
requests where we say we have stone falling, we need to do some-
thing now. It is something that we have been watching for many 
years and made a conscious effort to intervene when we need to. 

Mr. AMODEI. Okay. Well, I will just leave it at this, assuming 
that you have already done the work. At some point in time I 
would like to visit with you to say, tell me, you know, based on 
what you have done already, what you think the threat is in the 
buildings on the campus in terms of stuff falling off the buildings 
or a failure before at your present restoration or maintenance 
schedule. That is, just because I think it is below ground, we now 
have on the record we are putting netting over stone for good rea-
sons that may have some fall, but based upon our budget stuff we 
are hoping that we can get to that netting 6 years from now or 
something like that. 

So I am not criticizing anything you have done. I just don’t want 
to be in a position where you say we fix it as fast as it is funded, 
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and even though we have netting up across a bunch of stuff, we 
didn’t have the funding to go do basic exterior/safety stuff. 

So with that, I will yield back. Thanks. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Moran. 

DEFERRED MAINTENANCE

Mr. MORAN. What would your budget request have been, rough-
ly, if you had been able to put it together in the context of a less 
restrictive fiscal environment? So while you ponder that, let me 
just explain what I am talking about. It seems to me that this 
budget was put together in an acknowledgment that the political 
environment is one of relatively severe fiscal restraint, and so you 
deferred $260 million of what you consider to be necessary mainte-
nance. It is going to have to be done, as others have suggested, 
eventually, but if it were not for the current fiscal austerity within 
which we make these decisions, what would the budget have looked 
like?

Mr. AYERS. You are absolutely right that we have a long list of 
projects that you can find in our budget book and we recommended 
we fund 21 of them. There is another $260 million worth of projects 
that need to be done and will ultimately have to be done that we 
did not put forth in our budget request. 

Mr. MORAN. If I could just add to that, when we actually do 
them, they will be more expensive for reasons of inflation, the con-
tractual costs, and probably for exacerbated maintenance problems. 

Mr. AYERS. I think you couple that with the fact that our backlog 
of work today is $1.4 billion worth of work, and that is a backlog 
of deferred maintenance and capital renewal work. So thinking out 
loud, taking those two metrics or rubrics together, I would suggest 
that the right size of our budget is maybe $40 million, maybe $50 
million more than what you see in our request. 

Mr. MORAN. Okay. 
Mr. AYERS. And I think that is about the maximum throughput 

that we could actually get done at any given time. 
Mr. MORAN. Sure. You have obviously got a constraint in terms 

of how much you can get done within a limited period of time, and 
you wouldn’t want to over budget, but that is really what I was 
looking for. Thank you. 

Again, I don’t really have a sufficient problem with the way 
things are being done that I want to imply that I am critical. I 
think this is—it is a glorious campus. We are privileged to work 
here. I know it is expensive to maintain it. But I do think we owe 
it to the American people, really, for them to, when they come to 
Washington, to take pride in the entire campus, all of its buildings, 
and so I think you are doing a good job, and I won’t have any fur-
ther questions then. 

Mr. AYERS. Thank you, Mr. Moran. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Stewart. 
Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you for your time today. I think I can be brief. 
Let me say that when I was young, like a lot of Americans, I vis-

ited the Capitol. I don’t remember a single person I met. I think 
I met with my Congressman. I don’t recall. But I do remember the 
atmosphere. I remember the buildings. I remember standing out-
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side some of these buildings and kind of going ‘‘wow.’’ And I think 
that is the way most of us feel. So the responsibility you have is 
meaningful and significant. 

I compliment you on some of the work you do. I was particularly 
interested in some of the things you have done with overtime, for 
example; a 33 percent reduction is a meaningful reduction. I don’t 
want to say that you were inefficient before that, but some of that 
was obviously necessary. And to move from a 5–hour day, and then 
paying overtime on the weekends, to doing what a lot of industries 
do, and that is going to where people have staggered shifts, I think 
that was appropriate, and thank you for that. 

CANNON BUILDING RESTORATION

Could you take a moment and just discuss quickly, I know it is 
a large project, but what is going to happen in Cannon as far as 
what does the renovation include? Is it interior and exterior? And 
will the offices essentially be designed and laid out the way they 
are now? 

Mr. AYERS. The Cannon Building really hasn’t had a comprehen-
sive renovation or restoration since its original construction. And 
what we suffer from today is really mechanical, electrical, fire pro-
tection and safety system issues. We can’t control temperature in 
that building. If you are a Cannon resident, you probably know 
that already. 

Mr. STEWART. Yes. 
Mr. AYERS. It is really a gut of everything in the building and 

a rebuild of all of the mechanical, electrical, fire protection, and 
safety systems in there. 

The office suites will look essentially like they do today. Every 
Member’s office is a three-room suite today, and when they go back 
it will be a three-room suite and the walls will be in the same 
place. We will make some efficiencies on electrical and HVAC im-
provements in those offices. And then all of the exterior will be up-
graded and put back together the way it should be. 

Mr. STEWART. So some of the exterior work, at least for this 
building, some of these concerns you have with the stonework and 
the fracturing and different things there, is that true? 

Mr. AYERS. Yes, sir, all of that stonework is included in the 
project.

Mr. STEWART. So in theory, when you are finished with this the 
Cannon is good for another couple of hundred years as far as 
breaking up and falling apart on the outside? 

Mr. AYERS. Yes. 
Mr. STEWART. Okay. The parking structure remains the same? 
Mr. AYERS. Yes. 
Mr. STEWART. Okay. You mentioned in your written testimony 

that there are some offsets. You are going to be leasing some space 
in the Tip O’Neill Building, maybe some antennas on top of some 
other buildings that will generate revenue. Do you know what kind 
of revenue that would generate to offset some of these costs? I am 
guessing it is relatively small. 

Mr. AYERS. We must have mislead you in our testimony. Actu-
ally, the leases are a cost to us. They are not revenue generating. 
So we lease antennas for the Capitol Police. We lease space for 
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many building tenants across the Capitol campus. I think today we 
have nearly—— 

Mr. STEWART. Okay. 
Mr. AYERS [continuing]. $30 million in lease costs annually. 
Mr. STEWART. Okay. So those antenna towers aren’t to commer-

cial buildings. Those don’t generate any revenue at all. 
Mr. AYERS. That is correct. 
Mr. STEWART. That was my mistake. I apologize for that. 

EXTERIOR STONE RESTORATION

And the last thing just in general, the stonework which you 
spent a lot of time on is a relatively small part of your overall con-
cern but seems to be something that has captured people’s atten-
tion, we are really just putting band-aids on most of these things, 
is that true? I mean, there is not much you can do with this build-
ing as far as the stone is the stone. It is what it is, and you can 
kind of repair it, but long term that is just going to be an ongoing 
effort. Is that true? 

Mr. AYERS. In most cases it is not the stone itself, it is really the 
joints between the stone. And the mortar has deteriorated and we 
have to go back in there and remortar those joints. That is the big-
gest part of that, to keep water out. 

And then secondly, the photographs you may see in our budget 
request, there are several pieces of cracked stone and stone that 
has fallen off. All of those stones need to be replaced. And then the 
stone that is—and this is primarily sculptural stone that is se-
verely deteriorated—we can apply a stone consolidant on there that 
retards the continuing deterioration of some of that sculptural 
stone.

Mr. STEWART. All right, thank you. 
Mr. AYERS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. COLE. I have two quick questions, and then I am going to 

go around and see if anybody has one or two more. But one, just 
for the members’ sake, particularly the new members, I would like 
you to talk a little bit about the dome project and what is under-
way, because I think they will get more questions about this than 
anything else, I think, as this takes shape. And want to thank you 
again for giving me a tour and showing me what was underway. 
It is a pretty remarkable structure, and having your expertise was 
really helpful. 

CONDITION ASSESSMENT

Second, the staff recently caught an article where it mentioned 
that the Architect of the Capitol had hired a consulting firm to as-
sess the condition of the Senate, House office buildings, Supreme 
Court, Capitol, Capitol Visitor, Library of Congress, for about $5 
million. We have reviewed the prior year budget and we found no 
indication of that funding request for that contract, nor have we 
been provided. So could you enlighten us about that particular con-
tract, or perhaps maybe the newspaper article was in error. 

Mr. AYERS. So the last one first, if I may. 
Mr. COLE. Sure. 
Mr. AYERS. I think that is a condition assessment. I mentioned 

condition assessments once or twice today. And that is an impor-
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tant part of our work, that we have an independent look at 20 per-
cent of all of our building inventory every year, so that every 5 
years there is an independent look by an engineering company that 
reviews all of our mechanical, electrical and life safety systems. 
And I think that $5 million is not the contract amount. It is a 
multiyear contract, probably a 5-year contract with a maximum 
amount of $5 million. That is how we procure services like that. 

Mr. COLE. Okay. 
Mr. AYERS. And I don’t know, but if one of my team members 

knows how much we spend annually on condition assessments, if 
you could let me know. Otherwise I will give you that for the 
record.

Mr. COLE. Yes, that would be very helpful. 
[CLERKS NOTE.—Information is included in Questions for the 

Record.]
Mr. AYERS. But it is certainly nowhere near $5 million. It is less 

than $1 million, I believe. 

DOME RESTORATION

And on the Capitol dome, there are three phases remaining for 
the Capitol dome. One is the restoration of the exterior cast iron 
shell, and that was funded in fiscal year 2013. And we will soon 
see, certainly in April, the rotunda closed for 2 weeks; right after 
that, scaffolding going and covering the entire area of the outer 
shell. And that work fixes some 1,300 known cracks and breaks 
and missing pieces in the outer shell. 

The second phase, which was funded in our 2014 appropriation, 
revitalizes the space between the outer shell and inner shell. If you 
recall, there are two domes, an inner and an outer dome, and we 
call that the interior restoration. And the third and final phase, 
which is the interior space in the rotunda, is what is in our 2015 
request, and that will hang scaffolding from the interior of the ro-
tunda, and all of the surfaces visible there will be restored back to 
their original condition. 

Mr. COLE. Thank you very much. 
Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I don’t have any questions. 
Mr. COLE. Dr. Harris. 

CANNON BUILDING RESTORATION

Dr. HARRIS. Yes, let me ask a couple of quick follow-up questions. 
Again, the Cannon restoration, the $752 million includes the, I 
take it, the rentals for the Tip O’Neill Building and all, the cost 
of moving people out? 

Mr. AYERS. The moving costs are included in the $752 million, 
yes.

Dr. HARRIS. And the rental of the other space? 
Mr. AYERS. I don’t believe that is included, no. 
Dr. HARRIS. So the $752 million is mostly just structural renova-

tion. Is it just a little under a million square feet, Cannon? 
Mr. AYERS. It is about 800,000 square feet. 
Dr. HARRIS. So the back of the envelope, it is about $800 or $900 

a square foot. I mean, how do I the answer a constituents that 
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says, look, a hospital in New York costs less than $500 a square 
foot to build brand new, all new system. 

The Dubai Towers, $500 a square foot, commercial office build-
ing. How am I going to justify we are spending almost twice as 
much on a renovation of an office building that—look, I had an of-
fice in Cannon. I mean, they worked. I mean, they are not great, 
but they work. How do we justify that amount? 

Mr. AYERS. I think a renovation and a historic renovation with 
extensive hazardous materials abatement in it is going to be far 
more expensive than new construction, no doubt about it. And I 
think from my perspective the Cannon Building is an important 
part of the history of the Congress and one that we need to pre-
serve and maintain. 

Dr. HARRIS. So that is perfectly in line with restorations of his-
toric office buildings? 

Mr. AYERS. I believe so. 
Dr. HARRIS. Okay, thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 

DOME RESTORATION

I have got one other question relating to the Capitol Dome. I un-
derstand that in preparation for the restoration of the Dome, Archi-
tect of the Capitol workers traveled to see recent repairs done at 
statehouses in New Jersey and Ohio, and for painting tips they in-
spected the Chesapeake Bay Bridge. 

Could you tell the committee what you learned from these in-
spections and what steps you are taking to ensure that the restora-
tions that you will be making will last for at least another 50 
years?

Mr. AYERS. We certainly did send teams to those other state-
houses that had cast iron domes, and our work there was to vali-
date our repair techniques that we are using to fix these nearly 
1,300 cracks and deficiencies in the dome. And we found that they 
were, in fact, using different repair techniques, and we spent a 
great deal of time evaluating those techniques and understanding, 
if we could employ them here, would they be faster, cheaper, and 
ultimately determined that the work that they did is not similar 
and not an apples-to-apples comparison to the work that we do. 

And the biggest difference is that they took most of their cast 
iron plates off of their dome, down to the ground, and repaired 
them under shop conditions, and we are not able to do that. And 
we are making these repairs in situ, 250 to 280 feet in the air. So 
we validated our repair technique and understood that we couldn’t 
repair it in the same way that they had. So I think that was good 
for us. 

Mr. BISHOP. And what did you learn from the Chesapeake Bay 
Bridge painting? 

Mr. AYERS. I think that work is very similar to the work we are 
doing here on the Capitol because it is such a massive removal of 
lead-based paint. And we wanted to understand the safety require-
ment from someone that has done that work. We wanted to under-
stand how to create a negative pressure environment on an enclo-



67

sure several hundred feet in the air and be able to suck all of that 
lead-based paint down to vacuum trucks that are sitting on the 
ground. And that work is very much like the work that they did 
on the Chesapeake Bay Bridge, and I think there, again, we vali-
dated the design work that we had before us, and led to an in-
creased comfort level and reduced sense of risk about the work. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Stewart. 
Mr. STEWART. Nothing. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Moran. 
Mr. MORAN. No, I am fine. I can empathize with Dr. Harris’ con-

cern about the cost per square foot. I am glad you raised that on 
a square-footage basis. 

But as Mr. Bishop and I were discussing, it generally is consider-
ably more expensive to restore than to build initially. But I wonder 
if some of the contracts weren’t a little excessive, and I just wonder 
how competitive they are, when they see a contract like that, if 
they don’t feel that they can build in extras that sometimes are not 
built in, in the private sector. 

It is difficult from this vantage point to really determine that, so 
we just have to trust you that we are getting the most for the tax-
payer’s dollar. But it is a bit disturbing that per-square-foot cost 
is awfully high. But thank you. 

Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
I thank you, Mr. Ayers. We appreciate it very much. And thanks 

for the work you do. We will have some questions for the record. 
[Questions submitted for the record by Chairman Cole follow:] 
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Mr. AYERS. Thank you. 
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE 

WITNESS

DOUG ELMENDORF, DIRECTOR 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN COLE

Mr. COLE. We will hear the testimony from the Congressional 
Budget Office. The CBO is requesting $46.1 million for fiscal year 
2015. That is an increase of $378,000, or .8 percent, above the fis-
cal year 2014 level of $45.7 million. 

I want to welcome Dr. Doug Elmendorf, the director of CBO, 
back to the committee. I get to work with him on the Budget Com-
mittee as well. And I also want to express our appreciation to your 
staff and especially to Janet Airis for the work that they do for our 
committee. We really look forward to hearing your testimony. 

And again, thanks very much. I know it has been a very grueling 
year for you. We look forward to your testimony. 

But first, Ms. Wasserman Schultz, did you have anything you 
wanted to say before? 

OPENING STATEMENT OF RANKING MEMBER WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Welcome. I enjoyed the privilege of 
seeing your role from a different perspective when I was on the 
Budget Committee in the last Congress. And I already had the 
pleasure, when I chaired the committee, of working with you. This 
is a hearing, for the new kids on the block, that you generally 
struggle mightily to have us ask you questions about your actual 
budget request, rather than the direction that we generally end up 
tending towards, given the nature of the analysis that you do. I 
would expect that this would be no exception. 

But I will note that you, within 10 months, within a 10-month 
CR were able to finally get some relief and have your request fully 
funded. And I know, given the pressures on your agency and your 
employees that that was incredibly helpful. And your requests this 
year as well, I would note, is not really an increase because we ac-
tually adequately funded you. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So, hopefully, we can have that trend 

continue since your services are vital. And I am looking forward to 
exploring with you the question that I had asked you every year 
and your predecessor, how you are doing on diversity in your re-
cruitment. Thank you. 

Mr. COLE. The floor is yours. 



86

OPENING STATEMENT OF DR. ELMENDORF

Dr. ELMENDORF. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Wasserman 
Schultz, and members of the subcommittee, my colleagues and I 
appreciate the opportunity to present CBO’s budget request for fis-
cal year 2015. As you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, we are requesting 
appropriations of $46.1 million, which would be an increase of 
roughly $400,000, or less than 1 percent, from the $45.7 million 
provided to CBO for 2014. In the bottom on the sheet in front of 
you, which simply repeats the key figures from our budget docu-
ment, the rightmost bar, again at the bottom, shows our request 
for 2015, and the bars to the left show our appropriations during 
the preceding 4 years. 

The requested funding would enable CBO to achieve and main-
tain staffing of 235 full-time equivalent employees. That is the 
level intended under the 2014 appropriation but one that we will 
be unable to fully attain this year. In the top figure on the sheet, 
the rightmost point shows our goal of 235 FTEs in 2015. And the 
points to the left show our staffing during the past dozen years. 
Two hundred and thirty-five FTEs are in line with what was fund-
ed between 2004 and 2008. For 2009 and 2010, the Congress ap-
proved significant increases in our budget to support a step up in 
staffing to more than 250 FTEs. That step up was intended pri-
marily to increase the agency’s capacity to analyze potential 
changes in Federal health care programs, while maintaining our 
capacity to provide cost estimates and reports on other topics. 

However, because of the budget constraints of recent years, 
CBO’s staffing has now dropped to about 220 FTEs. With the fund-
ing provided for 2014, we have sharply increased our recruiting ef-
forts in order to return our staffing to the traditional level of 235 
FTEs as quickly as possible so that we can better serve the Con-
gress. As an economist, I pay a lot of attention to supply and de-
mand. It is not unusual for the demand for CBO’s estimates and 
analysis to exceed the quantity we can supply. But the mismatch 
has been more acute than usual during the past several years. The 
enactment of major health care legislation in 2010 has been fol-
lowed by a high level of congressional interest in analysis of that 
legislation and the proposals for further changes in health care pro-
grams. In addition, the slow recovery from the economic downturn 
has spurred interest in the agency’s economic forecasts and in poli-
cies that might boost economic growth and opportunity in both the 
near term and the longer term. 

Moreover, the surge in Federal debt and the high level of pro-
jected deficits in the long term have led to efforts to enact funda-
mental changes in spending and tax policies. All of those develop-
ments have strained CBO’s resources, and we consult regularly 
with the key committees and the leadership offices to ensure that 
our resources are focused on the work that is of highest priorities 
of the Congress. We are very grateful for this committee’s decision 
to restore our staffing to its previous level so that we can say ‘‘yes’’ 
to more requests and can respond more quickly. 

As you know, our work encompasses the wide array of subjects 
that Congress deals with and takes the form of many different 
kinds of products. Reports on the outlook for the budget and the 
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economy, analyses of the President’s budget, long term budget pro-
jections, and options for reducing budget deficits. We produce about 
500 formal cost estimates each year, most of which address not 
only Federal costs, but also the cost of mandates imposed on State 
and local governments and the private sector. We do thousands of 
preliminary, informal cost estimates, the demand for which is very 
high, as committees seek to have a clearer picture of the budgetary 
impact of proposals before they formally consider legislation. We 
produce about 130 scorekeeping tabulations. 

Janet Airis and her wonderful crew are working hard for you and 
the other appropriators, including account level detail for indi-
vidual appropriation acts and various summary tables and running 
totals on a year-to-date basis. And we publish dozens of analytical 
reports and other publications, generally required by law or pre-
pared in response to requests from the chairmen and ranking mem-
bers of key committees, on a broad range of topics, including health 
care, policies for increasing economic growth and opportunity, 
changes in benefit programs, defense policy, infrastructure, and the 
government’s role in the financial system. 

In closing, I want to thank you very much for the support you 
have provided CBO over many years. We look forward to con-
tinuing to provide the Congress with careful, objective analysis as 
you grapple with the many challenging issues facing the Nation. I 
will be happy to answer any questions that you have about our 
budget or about the work we have done with regard to the overall 
Federal budget and the economy. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Elmendorf follows:] 
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Mr. COLE. You really want to start that debate? 
Dr. ELMENDORF. If you recall last year, Mr. Chairman, I didn’t 

bring my thick notebook. I made a point of bringing it this time. 

THE ABILITY TO HIRE AND FUNDING

Mr. COLE. Very wise decision. I actually want to ask you, and I 
think this would be helpful to other committees, obviously, we were 
able in fiscal year 2014 at the last moment in the omnibus to get 
you back up to where we all thought you needed to go, but at such 
a late point in the process you weren’t able to use everything that 
we gave you. So you actually returned money to the Treasury. So 
I would like you to explain going forward, why that wouldn’t be 
necessarily possible to do again. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Well, as you know, we need people with very 
specialized technical skills to do much of our work. And identifying 
the right people and attracting them to CBO doesn’t happen over-
night. So we started to recruit aggressively as soon as we knew 
what our funding was for this year. And we have already been able 
to attract a number of people, but not enough to come back up to 
235 right away. 

That is partly because when we hire people who are finishing 
graduate programs, they tend to look for jobs in the winter, in an-
ticipation of finishing their degrees in the summer and joining us 
after that. So a number of people that we have already attracted 
have said they will come, but they are not coming next month; they 
are coming after they finish their programs in June, July, August, 
or September. So they won’t add much to this year’s FTE average 
for CBO, but they will be on board next year and producing work 
for the Congress, but also costing money to have in our budget. 
And we think that for next year, we will be able to be up at 235 
FTEs if the Congress provides the funding for that. 

INTERNSHIP PROGRAM

Mr. COLE. And you might also talk a little bit about some of the 
other people that come and work for you really on an almost pro 
bono basis or an intern-like basis from other agencies. That would, 
again, I think be useful for new members of the committee to hear 
about.

Dr. ELMENDORF. We have had for many years a very successful 
internship program, successful both in the immediate returns that 
we are able to find people who can really contribute to our analysis 
during the period they are with us, but also has been very impor-
tant in our recruiting people to come to us on a more permanent 
basis. A number of our permanent hires have been people who got 
their first taste of the work that we do and the culture we have 
in one of our summer internships. So, over the past few years, with 
the restraint in funding, we have had unpaid interns. And that has 
worked fairly well, but not as well as our paid internship program. 
Many people need to earn some money over the summer so they 
can use that when they go back to school in the fall. So, this year, 
we are again having paid internships, and we hope to do that in 
coming years. 
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USE OF END-OF-YEAR BALANCES

Mr. COLE. Now a little tougher one. You are requesting new lan-
guage to provide 50 percent of unobligated balances to remain 
available for obligation during fiscal year 2016. No other legislative 
branch agency carries language of this type. Please explain why 
you think the CBO needs this language. And if you would, give 
some examples of what types of things this money would be used 
for.

Dr. ELMENDORF. So there are a few other non-legislative-branch 
appropriations bills that have provisions like this. At the end of a 
fiscal year, we usually allow less than $100,000 to lapse. We try 
to use the money effectively that you provided to us, but some of 
the money ends up lapsing. And our view is that if we were able 
to spend some portion of that in the following fiscal year, then we 
could put that to good use in meeting the needs of the Congress. 
But I understand, and obviously, it is your judgment about wheth-
er you want to do that for us or for other legislative branch agen-
cies.

HIRING EMPLOYEES WITH NON-IMMIGRANT VISA

Mr. COLE. Finally, one last question. You are also requesting 
new language that would authorize you to hire foreign nationals 
who have special skills and hold non-immigrant visas into positions 
that are difficult to fill. Could you give us some examples of the 
types of positions these foreign nationals would fill? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes. For example, the starting point is to recog-
nize that a significant share of the people finishing economics 
Ph.D. programs in this country are foreign nationals. So we had a 
couple years ago a number of people who were experts in modeling 
the economic effects of changes in fiscal policy, how changes in gov-
ernment, taxes, and spending affect the economy. They were for-
eign nationals. And they have now moved on from CBO for per-
sonal reasons. But in our effort to replace them, we have not been 
able to look at as broad a set of people as we would like to look 
at. We have hired some excellent people, but it hinders our recruit-
ing efforts to have such a large share of people finishing degree 
programs with the skills we need just sort of taken out of consider-
ation to start with. 

DIVERSITY IN HIRING AND WORKFORCE

Mr. COLE. Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Just to follow up on that, related to recruiting practices, given 

the prohibition, how has that impacted your recruiting practices, 
particularly related to diversity? 

And, you know, for the members that have not been on the com-
mittee before, I don’t ask the diversity question for the sake of 
being diverse, but obviously, the perspective of a wide variety of in-
dividuals from different backgrounds is important in informing the 
analysis that the CBO provides to the Congress. So if you can give 
us an update on, particularly related to women, and your recruit-
ment efforts. 

Mr. BISHOP. Let’s include minorities in that, too. 
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Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Yes. My question includes the range 
of diversity. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes. So we work assiduously, Congresswoman, 
Congressman, and others, to be sure that the people that we are 
attracting to CBO come from a wide range of perspectives on all 
sorts of dimensions: the nature of their training, their perspective 
on the issues we study, and in terms of gender and race. And we 
have been I think reasonably successful but not as successful as we 
would like to be in that regard. So, currently, of our management 
and professional staff, which is almost all the agency, more than 
15 percent represent members of minority groups and about 45 
percent are women. 

The pools of people from which we hire tend to be, in some of 
these fields we hire in, disproportionately male. So it is a long-
standing issue in the economics profession that of all the women 
who start taking economics classes in college, there is a great at-
tenuation of that share as people move on through their college and 
graduate school careers. And we are not unique to hire out of the 
pool of people who have the skills that we need, obviously. 

But we work hard to recruit from a wide range of programs so 
that we are picking up people with a wide range of backgrounds 
to the extent that we can. And we take recruiting of women and 
minorities very seriously. We also, I should emphasize, that when 
we are considering promotions within CBO—we have a very flat or-
ganizational structure—but when we are promoting people to man-
agement positions, we are very careful to ensure that we are look-
ing at a wide range of internal and external candidates, giving ev-
erybody a fair and even chance at positions. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So I have been asking this question 
for 7 years. Do you have a sense of the improvement or lack thereof 
over that 7-year period? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. So I have in front of me a table that I am happy 
to share with you, Congresswoman. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. The share of minorities has been—among our 

management and professional staff has been a little over 15 per-
cent now for the last 5 years. The share of women has been around 
45 percent for the last 5 years. So I am afraid that those numbers 
are not moving up at this point. And as I say, it concerns us when-
ever we think we are not able to attract the people with the 
breadth of perspectives that we need to do our work. We are con-
tinuing and will continue to work hard in that direction. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. 

IMPACT OF REDUCED STAFFING ON ANALYSES OF THE AFFORDABLE
CARE ACT

I have a couple of other questions, if that is okay. A few years 
ago, we gave you an increase in your line item for health care ana-
lysts, and you subsequently lost those. How has that affected your 
ability to do analysis as we implement the Affordable Care Act? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Well, we certainly used the extra staff that we 
had I think in a very effective way. And with the cutbacks in staff-
ing, we have not been able to do as many analyses, as many esti-
mates as we would like. That has slowed our progress in a variety 
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of areas. We recognize, though, that health care is a particularly 
important issue in the Congress. So even as the overall staffing has 
declined, we have tried to ensure that as much resources as pos-
sible have gone into health care and other high priority areas. 

While we were getting smaller, it was quite difficult. Basically, 
we were relying on attrition to avoid having to furlough people. 
And we were able to avoid furloughing or laying off people. But 
that meant that the attrition happened where it happened in the 
agency. So we had to live with where those cutbacks were. So we 
made less progress than we would otherwise. But we understand 
that resources are scarce. We understand better than perhaps any-
body that budget resources are scarce and economic resources are 
scarce. And we have not asked to be excluded from that. But it is 
important for you and your colleagues to understand that if we are 
10 percent smaller, then we will do roughly 10 percent fewer esti-
mates. There aren’t short cuts in that sense for what we do. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I just wanted it to be said out loud 
that we are cutting off our nose to spite our face—those are my 
words not yours—when we have cutbacks that result in us not 
being able to have enough information to make policy decisions. 
And I alluded to the use of the appropriations that we give you 
rather than the analysis of the result. 

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT AND THE INCREASE IN DEMAND FOR GOODS
AND SERVICES

And so I wanted to just ask you a couple of questions in that re-
gard. You at CBO recently did the budget and economic outlook re-
port. And I would say that there are—it could probably be sug-
gested that the results of that report were used in ways that could 
be called disingenuous at best. So I want to just get some clarity. 
In that budget outlook, CBO speaks to the impact on labor de-
mand. And it says, ‘‘On balance, CBO estimates that the Affordable 
Care Act will boost overall demand for goods and services over the 
next few years.’’ And then the report goes on to say, ‘‘The net in-
crease in demand for goods and services will in turn boost demand 
for labor over the next few years.’’ That is the conclusion, correct? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Of that part of the analysis, yes, Congress-
woman.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And when you boost demand in labor 
in this type of economy, you are in turn also reducing the unem-
ployment rate, correct? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. All else equal, Congresswoman, yes. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Doesn’t your report also speak to peo-

ple who can choose not to work because they now have access to 
health care through the Affordable Care Act. And isn’t that dif-
ferent than someone losing the opportunity to work? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes, it is, Congresswoman. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. Thank you. 
On page 124 of the budget and economic outlook, and I will quote 

here, ‘‘On balance, CBO estimates that the Affordable Care Act will 
boost overall demand for goods and services over the next few years 
because the people who will benefit from the expansion of Medicaid 
and from access to the exchange subsidies are predominantly in 
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lower income households and thus are likely to spend a consider-
able fraction of their additional resources on goods and services.’’ 

Can we extrapolate further that for those States that have cho-
sen not to expand Medicaid, that it is a missed opportunity to grow 
their economy? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. You certainly quote correctly, Congresswoman. 
I think to the extent to which States have not expanded Medicaid 

and do not expand Medicaid under the Affordable Care Act, that 
will reduce the income of those people, and it will reduce the extra 
demand for goods and services that could come from giving them 
that benefit. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. 

MINIMUM WAGE ANALYSES

And lastly, the CBO’s recent report on the minimum wage, and 
analyzing what the impact of increasing the wage to $10.10 would 
be has gotten a lot of attention and given us a lot to debate. Based 
on the option of increasing the Federal minimum wage to $10.10 
an hour, your analysis found that 16.5 million workers would have 
higher wages, 900,000 people would move above the poverty 
threshold. Is that correct? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes, that is right. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And regarding the focus that our 

friends on the other side of the aisle have placed on the estimate 
of job loss, how much certainty generally is there in your estimates 
of job loss associated with an increase to $10.10? And I will note, 
for example, that none other than Warren Buffett in an interview 
this morning commented on both sides about the predictability— 
problem with being exact in terms of job loss or job gain when it 
comes to the minimum wage and whether we increase it. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. There is a great deal of uncertainty surrounding 
those estimates, Congresswoman. As we emphasized in the report, 
we provided a likely range, which was quite broad, but also said 
even that likely range captured what we thought might be two- 
thirds of the distribution of possible outcomes. So numbers that are 
even smaller or even bigger are possible as well. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So you could have minimal job loss to 
possibly even more job loss than—— 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. But it is a range. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. It is a range. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. So zeroing in and pinpointing 

the numbers that fit the argument for or against is unwise. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. We try to provide both the central estimate and 

the range so that we can convey explicitly the uncertainty that we 
feel about these estimates. And we do that for other estimates that 
we do as well when we can. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. 
And lastly, there were more than 600 economists that signed a 

letter supporting an increase in the minimum wage recently. And 
that letter said that a review of academic literature suggests that 
the weight of evidence now showing that increases in the minimum 
wage have had little or no negative effect on the employment of 
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minimum wage workers. Do you agree with that assessment on 
previous increases in the Federal minimum wage? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes. I think that is right. And I would say that 
I don’t think our—so as you know, we did estimates of an increase 
to $9, an estimate of an increase up to $10.10, as you said. The in-
crease to $9 we chose partly because it is more similar to past in-
creases in the minimum wage that economists have studied. Our 
estimate for the effect of that increase on employment was a very 
small number, a central estimate to 100,000 loss with uncertainty 
around that. For an increase to $10.10, we think even for that, our 
estimate we have of a decline in employment is small relative to 
the total number of people who would be affected by the increase 
in the minimum wage. We think both those estimates are con-
sistent with a balanced reading of the economic literature in those 
areas.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. And lastly, Mr. Chairman, 
Dr. Elmendorf, would you say it is a reasonable conclusion that an 
increase in the minimum wage has a stimulative effect on the econ-
omy?

Dr. ELMENDORF. We think that, in 2016, which we did these esti-
mates, that the transfer of income that happens under an increase 
in the minimum wage, primarily toward people with a higher pro-
pensity to spend that money, would be a positive factor for the 
economy—for the demand for goods and services and output in 
2016. We have not done the analysis beyond that. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much. 
Mr. COLE. Dr. Harris. 
Dr. HARRIS. Thank you very much. I guess we have left the budg-

et area, your budget area, we are moving into—— 
Dr. ELMENDORF. You can talk to me about whatever you would 

like to discuss. 

REASSESSMENT OF AFFORDABLE CARE ACT IMPLEMENTATION

Dr. HARRIS. Thanks. And I appreciate your comments. Last year, 
if you recall, I asked you about SGR estimates, and you were right 
on. I mean SGR estimate is in the same ballpark, last week’s re-
estimate. But I want to ask you a question that has to do I guess 
with the implications of not having—perhaps not having enough 
health care analysts and perhaps not having enough staff to do re-
assessments periodically, which is a little bothersome to me be-
cause especially in the area of Affordable Care Act implementation, 
there are perturbations occurring on an almost daily basis. I mean, 
we anticipate, if you believe the news, that in the next few days, 
they are going to announce a long-term extension of the ability of 
insurance companies to offer policies that otherwise would have 
been canceled at the end of the last year, having dramatic—in my 
opinion, perhaps dramatic implications on some of the policy out-
comes specifically. 

But I want to ask you about one specific and just ask you, you 
may not know whether or not it is due for reassessment, is the im-
pact of risk corridors on the Federal budget. Because the initial as-
sessment, I believe, assumed a relevancy of the Medicare part D 
risk corridors applying to this and assumed a more normative dis-
tribution of applicants into the Affordable Care Act individual mar-



98

ket. That didn’t occur. It is blatantly obvious to—I mean, we had 
a briefing last week from the American Association of Actuaries, 
you know, AHIP, I mean coming in saying, look, it is just not going 
to occur. And yet the estimate, the latest estimate from CBO still 
is that risk corridors are going to make money for the Federal Gov-
ernment, not lose it. Although unlike risk adjustment and the rein-
surance, there is certainly no guarantee at all of making money. 
And in fact, as that—as the dynamic—that situation dynamically 
occurs, again, with what is going to happen this week most people 
think, it will have dramatic implications. Because of course, re-
member, that the risk corridors was supposed to be a 3-year tem-
porary policy until you get stabilization of the market. Obviously, 
delaying individuals under the mandate to have ACA-compliant 
policies destabilizes the market for a longer period of time. 

When would a reassessment normally occur under CBO policy 
when it becomes so clear that—at least to some observers—that 
initial, perhaps well founded—I mean if you believe that the demo-
graphics of individuals signing up was going to match initial expec-
tations, it is possible that risk corridors might have made a few 
dollars. Now it is I think becoming increasingly obvious it is going 
to cost the American taxpayer potentially tens of billions of dollars. 
When would a reassessment normally occur under your current re-
straints and constraints of staffing? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. So we will be producing a new estimate of the 
coverage provisions of the Affordable Care Act as part of our spring 
baseline, which is to say in just a month or more. We produce new 
baseline projections a few times a year. The rest of the Affordable 
Care Act’s provisions don’t get estimated on an updated basis be-
cause they are really part of now—sort of interwoven with the pre-
existing law for taxes and for Medicare and so on. But the coverage 
provisions stand apart in a way so that our normal baseline projec-
tions include new estimates of those provisions. So we are working 
right now on updating those estimates. And as soon as we finish 
the rest of our spring baseline and these together, then we will re-
lease the spring baseline and this updated analysis of the effects 
of the Affordable Care Act’s coverage provisions. 

Dr. HARRIS. And is your data, because, you know, these things 
are happening in real time, I mean, do you have better data 
sources than we do, for instance, of how many people have actually 
paid a premium? In Maryland, for instance, the estimate is only 
one half of people, of the 33,000 claimed to have joined have actu-
ally paid a premium. Obviously, that would impact the—because I 
find it easiest to believe that people with preexisting conditions 
who are at higher risk actually want to get in and will make sure 
they pay their premium—that that occurring that dynamically, I 
mean do you have sources that are better than the average per-
son’s sources for that kind of information that is so critical to mak-
ing the assessment of something that could be so expensive as a 
risk corridor payments to the insurance companies? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. We don’t have a single magic source. We do 
take pains to reach out to people, for example, in State Medicaid 
agencies, to understand what is happening in the Medicaid expan-
sions in their States. So we try to reach out. And we try to inter-
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pret the evidence that we read and hear as carefully as we can. But 
we don’t have a secret source—— 

Dr. HARRIS. No secret source. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. In that sense, Congressman. 
I would say for the risk corridors that we think the part D anal-

ogy is by no means perfect, but is the best available analogy. So 
we tried to use it. And I think the issue is not so much the absolute 
distribution of risks of people signing up through the exchanges, 
but how that distribution compares to the distribution that the 
health insurers expected. So we, for example, in our projections al-
ways expected, and our conversations with insurers suggested that 
they always expected, that the risk pool in the first year would be 
skewed toward people who were less healthy. And the question 
then is not an absolute amount of unhealthiness; it is how the ac-
tual distribution compares with what they thought would be hap-
pening. They won’t know that for sure themselves until they see 
the health care bills over the course of this year. So, even in the 
estimates we release a month from now, we will have only very 
partial evidence about what is actually going on. 

We do devote a lot of effort, I should say generally, to trying to 
keep up with the developments under the Affordable Care Act. And 
as you know, the developments are both on a—from a regulatory, 
administrative perspective and in terms of the reactions of bene-
ficiaries and insurers and providers and so on. And actually, one 
of the positions that we just filled is an additional analyst to work 
exclusively on the Affordable Care Act. 

Dr. HARRIS. Well, thank you very much. 
And like I say, it is so dynamically changing I don’t envy your 

job in having to do that. I would only ask that it recognize the dy-
namics there, that waiting 1 year for actual data is probably going 
to be a little—well, let me just ask you that. Do you feel on that 
particular subject, your analysts need to wait a year to see data, 
or you can—by demographics of sign ups, not actual experience, 
that by demographics and estimates, that you will be able to in 
more real-time fashion estimate the costs of the Affordable Care 
Act?

Dr. ELMENDORF. So we don’t wait a year in the sense of just 
freezing something and saying we will come back to that later. I 
was saying that just to emphasize that a huge amount of uncer-
tainty will attend the estimate we provide in a month and the esti-
mates we would provide later in the summer or later than that. 
And that is true for the risk corridors, and it is true for many, 
many other aspects of the expansion of insurance coverage under 
the Affordable Care Act. We are always trying to give you the best 
estimate we have at a point in time. But the uncertainty is very, 
very large. 

Dr. HARRIS. And will that estimate include a range, as it did, for 
instance, in the estimates of, you know, the effect of minimum 
wage increase on jobs? I mean, as you grow the uncertainty, and 
we are in uncharted territory here, in terms of the Affordable Care 
Act and what its effect is going to be on things like risk corridors. 
As you say, the next best example is Medicare part D, which is a 
pretty different program. Will a range of estimate be included in 
the next one? 
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Dr. ELMENDORF. It won’t, Congressman. 
For our budget estimates, we tend to focus on point estimates, 

because we need to add up the pieces so we have an overall projec-
tion of the budget deficit. We need to have point estimates to do 
the addition and subtraction to get to that point. So we talk about 
uncertainty in our budget projections. And in our long-term budget 
outlook last fall, we had a chapter on uncertainty, we illustrated 
how different economic outcomes, including health care costs, 
would affect budget outcomes. But we don’t as a regular matter 
produce baseline estimates that have those official specific ranges. 

Dr. HARRIS. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Bishop. 

VA MEDICAL FACILITIES LEASES

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, 
Dr. Elmendorf for your appearance and for what you do. 

Obviously, your agency is vital to helping those of us who make 
policy have the best real-time information upon which to make 
judgments. And so I appreciate you more very much. 

As the Ranking Member of the House Military Construction, Vet-
erans Affairs Appropriations Subcommittee, I wanted to ask you 
about how the CBO scores the leasing of VA medical facilities. Last 
July, Dr. Robert Petzel, the Under Secretary for Health at the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, testified before the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee and said that beginning in 2012, CBO’s technical cost 
analysis scored VA’s proposed 2013 and 2014 major medical facility 
lease authorizations as capital leases, requiring the Department to 
budget up front the full cost of the lease. This score, as a result, 
precludes the VA from procuring all of the requested 27 major med-
ical facility leases that would be serving more than 340,000 vet-
erans in 20 States. He went on to say that the Department is very 
concerned about the potential negative effects on veterans being 
able to utilize veterans health care. If the Department is unable to 
pursue these planned projects, six existing clinics may have to 
close, 14 will have constrained services to already overpopulated fa-
cilities, and long planned expansions to address veterans’ health 
care needs will not move forward. Increased travel and wait times 
are likely to occur for veterans, especially those that are located in 
rural areas like I represent, where access to care is limited. Why 
did CBO decide to make this change—that is, to view the leases 
as purchases beginning in 2012? Isn’t that in fact contrary to re-
ality in terms of actual dollars spent? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Congressman, as you know, we take no position 
on how much support is provided to veterans for their health care. 
Our job is just to try to provide you and other Members of Congress 
with an assessment of the costs of decisions that you make. 

Mr. BISHOP. Right. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. And we understand that Veterans Affairs—— 
Mr. BISHOP. But you pay the costs of a lease by the year, don’t 

you? You don’t pay it all up front. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. We understand Veterans Affairs view these 

leases as operating leases. And were they truly operating leases, in 
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which a new decision can be made from year to year, then it would 
be appropriate for us to treat them that way. And there are some 
leases the VA has that we do treat them that way. 

But there is a set of leases that, as we reexamined the situation, 
seemed to us to be more analogous to contracts for acquiring facili-
ties. And I think the issues here are things like how specifically is 
that particular facility set up to serve Veterans Affairs in their 
functions? What is the commitment that the Federal Government 
has over time to continue that lease? And there are other cases, for 
example Department of Defense contracts for overseas housing and 
some other sorts of leases that we have said consistently over time 
represent effectively purchases. They are purchases in which the 
Federal Government is not putting all the money out up front be-
cause it is relying on the financing by third parties, but in which 
the Federal Government is effectively committing to make pay-
ments for a long period of time. And as we looked again at this sit-
uation, it seemed to us that this set of leases fell more into the cat-
egory of effectively being purchases, rather than truly being leases 
that you could do this year but decide not to do in the following 
year.

Mr. BISHOP. What is the term of the lease that makes you want 
to look at it in terms of a capital lease? A capital expenditure as 
opposed to a periodic contract? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Most of these leases in question, Congressman, 
were for lengthy terms, 15 to 20 years. And again, as I said, the 
facilities are being built to the Department’s specifications. So it is 
not like you might picture you or I went to lease some office space 
downtown or to rent an apartment, where we are taking something 
that is existing on the market and we sign a lease for a year, and 
next year we could move back out. These are cases where people 
are really building facilities to do what the VA wants them to do 
with a commitment that lasts for decades. 

Mr. BISHOP. So it would be a lot easier then in terms of scoring 
and in terms of costs, say, to the VA if they were to lease a facility 
that was already constructed as a medical facility as opposed to one 
that the government would have to outfit and to make suitable for 
medical purposes? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. I think that is right, Congressman, but I want 
to be a little careful here, so I am looking at Bob Sunshine, who 
is our deputy director, who is more knowledgeable about this than 
I am. And we have a number of analysts who have worked on this 
issue with staff of committees on the Hill. And I don’t want to spec-
ulate myself about something that more knowledgeable people are 
thinking hard about. So your logic sounds right to me, but I really 
want to be careful and have some of our folks talk with you and 
your staff about this issue at greater length if you would like. 

Mr. SUNSHINE. One of the complicating factors is that even oper-
ating leases, things that are actually called and readily identified 
as operating leases, the obligations for those operating leases, ac-
cording to the OMB circular A–11, are supposed to be recorded up 
front for the entire term of the operating lease or for the first year 
plus any cancellation costs. And one of the problems is that actu-
ally VA hasn’t been doing that. And so as we engaged in this anal-
ysis of the leases and discussed with the Veterans’ Committee, it 
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became clear that there is a disconnect between how VA has been 
recording these and what the actual procedures are. So even if you 
just want to call it an operating lease and if it is a 20–year oper-
ating lease, in theory the Appropriations Committee would need to 
provide 20 years’ worth of those lease payments in budget author-
ity up front, even though the lease payments would be made year 
by year according to—that is the way the Federal budget system 
works.

Mr. BISHOP. Unless there was an escape clause so that they 
could get out. 

Mr. SUNSHINE. Correct. 
Mr. BISHOP. With a cancellation fee that would be significantly 

less than the full cost. 
Mr. SUNSHINE. Right. And the problem is if the builder were 

building the facility specifically for the purposes of the VA, it would 
be hard to have a small cancellation cost. If it were just a facility 
that was being otherwise built for other purposes and the VA was 
leasing it for a short term, then you might have a small cancella-
tion cost. 

Mr. BISHOP. Let’s assume that the lease would be for the same 
term, 15 or 20 years, but it was already an existing facility, an ex-
isting hospital, for example. Would that change the way that you 
would score that? 

Mr. SUNSHINE. It would really depend in part on what kind of 
contract one could negotiate with the owner of the facility. 

Mr. BISHOP. Right. 
Mr. SUNSHINE. And whether you could negotiate a cancellation 

clause that was not equal to the cost of building the facility. I think 
that would be the key factor. 

Mr. BISHOP. That is the key. Thank you. I appreciate that very 
much.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Stewart. 

REVIEW ANALYSES FINDINGS

Mr. STEWART. Thank you. We are winding down a long hearing 
here, and I appreciate it, Mr. Chairman. I think I can be brief. 

I enjoyed your exchange with the minority leader on the effects 
of the minimum wage, ACA. I agree with some of what you said. 
I disagree with you on some of your other analysis. But that I 
guess we would need to forego that discussion for another oppor-
tunity.

You mentioned a couple times in answering various questions, 
about uncertainty. And I get that. I have a degree in economics. It 
is a B.A., not a B.S., because economics is an art, not a science. 
After that, I have kind of a schizophrenic training because I went 
into the Air Force as an Air Force pilot. And I loved that, because 
it is very predictable. You got thrust, vector, lift, and your inputs 
and your outputs are kind of known and able to project. And I 
know you don’t get to work in that world. And so I am interested 
in your culture, and two things particularly. One is recognizing 
that it is difficult and that you are projecting with an enormous 
number of variables, but do you have any process where you can 
go back and review the findings that you have made and compare 
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it with the real world result and to say, Okay, we did a good job 
here, and we didn’t do a good job here? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. So we go back when we can, Congressman. In 
some cases, it is straightforward in a way; in some cases, it is more 
complicated. So one example, when the Medicare part D benefit 
was added, CBO had a projection of its costs over the next decade. 
The actual costs had come in way below what we had expected. 
And we have a report, almost complete now, in which we have gone 
back to examine that experience and see what factors led to the 
lower costs than we had anticipated. And some of that work, as we 
have been building it up, has been in our minds as we work on 
other estimates now. But there are other changes where we have 
estimated the effects of some policy when one can’t really go back 
because the policy change affected a stream of Federal spending 
that would have been there anyway. Part D was a new stream of 
spending, so you could see what it turned out to be, and otherwise, 
it would have been zero. But there are big changes in Medicare in 
the late 1990s that there has been some dispute about whether our 
estimates were right. But you can’t tell—we can tell that after this 
change was made, spending was less than we had thought if would 
be, but we can’t tell if the error was in the estimate of those policy 
changes or if the error was in the projections we had on the eve 
of those policy changes. 

Mr. STEWART. So, once again, I understand that we have enor-
mous variables. It is an art, not a science. But I am curious, do you 
have a process where you go back and look at your analysis and 
review it and score yourself, ‘‘yes, we did a good job, or no, we 
missed the boat on this?’’ 

Dr. ELMENDORF. So, again, in cases where we can go back, Con-
gressman, we do. So I mention one example from part D. We do 
a regular report on the accuracy of our economic forecasts. And we 
analyze ourselves and report to you and the world how we have 
done. So when we think there is an opportunity to do that, we do 
it. And we try to learn what we can. 

Mr. STEWART. And just kind of your gut feel, what percentage of 
the time are you able to do that would you think? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. A small percentage, because most changes in-
volve changes in some program that would have been in place any-
way, and we can’t really after the fact disentangle the effects of a 
particular policy. We also read outside observers, of course. There 
are people who are trying to estimate, people in universities and 
think tanks, who are trying to estimate the effects of policies. And 
we draw on that when we can. 

NONPARTISAN CULTURE

Mr. STEWART. One other thing, again, part of your culture, would 
you say that you are a nonpartisan entity? 

Mr. STEWART. Absolutely, Congressman. 
Mr. STEWART. That is an important part of what you do, isn’t it. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. That is absolutely central. 
Mr. STEWART. And I suppose you probably pride yourself on 

maintaining that nonpartisanship. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes, we do, Congressman. 
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Mr. STEWART. I congratulate you for that. I got to say, if you are 
able to do that, you are perhaps the only organization within a 50– 
mile radius of here who is. Because it is kind of like falling in a 
mud pit. After a while, you are going to get some mud on you. So 
if you are able to do that—— 

Dr. ELMENDORF. So Congressman, this has been a central pillar 
of our culture for the 39 years that CBO has been in existence. And 
we find it less difficult I think than you might imagine. If one 
wants to come to Washington to work on policy issues where one 
can express one’s personal views through that work, then there are 
many, many places one can go do that. If one wants to come to 
Washington and work on policy issues, putting aside one’s personal 
views and just do the analysis, there aren’t as many places you can 
do that. And we attract those kinds of people to CBO. 

Mr. STEWART. Do you have any processes, again, or you as the 
leader, do you have any leadership traits that you have that en-
courages this nonpartisanship throughout your organization? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Well, I think this tradition came well before me, 
Congressman. I think the part of the director is to ensure that, 
first of all, the director’s own views never affect the work that is 
done. Secondly, to ensure that other people—other analysts are not 
letting their views affect their work. For example, we never talk, 
ever talk about what we would individually do about policies. I 
don’t know what people at CBO would do if they controlled policies 
in the areas they work on, and they don’t know what I would do. 

I think a third thing is that it is the director’s job to ensure that 
every projection that is made, every estimate that is being drafted 
is scrutinized by a set of people who ask a lot of questions about 
why a certain number is what it is and whether it should be higher 
or whether it should be lower. And I do that as my principal role 
when having analytic discussions to probe people’s reasoning. 

Mr. STEWART. And so do you have an internal process of peer re-
view?

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes. So every estimate, every formal cost esti-
mate is reviewed by at least two levels of management and then 
by me. And the people who are responsible for that review are ac-
tually listed at the end of cost estimates. Our reports go out for— 
in addition to many levels of internal review, these long analytic 
reports go out for external review. And we deliberately try to find 
a set of people who have a very wide range—we think will have 
a very wide range of views about the issue at hand so that we hear 
from people with a very wide range of views. 

Mr. STEWART. And let me conclude, I hope you don’t assume from 
my line of questioning that I view this as an issue or problem. I 
know some people do. Maybe I do, maybe I don’t. I will be like you, 
I will hold that to myself. But to encourage you to do what you 
have done here, and that is if you are viewed as being partisan, 
then you immediately become ineffective from both sides of the po-
litical spectrum. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes. 
Mr. STEWART. I appreciate your leadership and would encourage 

you, as I know you would desire to do, to maintain that non-
partisanship.

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes, Congressman, that is what we will do. 
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Mr. STEWART. Thank you. 
Mr. COLE. I will note for the record, it has some disadvantages. 

In the view of every Member of Congress, you are wrong about half 
the time. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes. 
Mr. COLE. You attract a lot of fire. 
Mr. Moran. 

5-YEAR PROJECTION VERSUS 10-YEAR PROJECTION

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I have a real problem with the Congress’ determination to make 

our estimates 10 years in length. Since I have looked, been in Con-
gress now for over 20 years, I also have a B.A. in economics, for 
whatever it is worth, which I don’t think is a whole lot, frankly. 
I hate to have estimated the value of that. But we used to do 5- 
year estimates. And those 5-year estimates were invariably more 
accurate than the 10-year. And I think the reason is that so much 
can happen over a decade’s time. Congress changes in its composi-
tion. The Presidency changes. The global economy changes. And 
while you can get some sense of the inflationary trends, over a dec-
ade, it is almost impossible to predict what they are going to be. 
They are dependent upon energy costs, et cetera. 

I don’t know that we are ever going to change it. But I wonder 
if you have done any kind of analysis as to the accuracy of the 5- 
year projection versus 10, because to make a 10-year projection, 
you also have to make a 5-year projection. Have you found that 
this sense that the 5-year projections were more accurate then 10 
to be consistent? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. I don’t know if we have formally evaluated our 
5-year and 10-year projections for the budget. But I have no doubt, 
Congressman, 10-year projections are less accurate. We talk a lot 
about how uncertainty increases the further out one goes. It is 
hard to know what is happening in the economy right at this mo-
ment, until some time has passed and one can look back. It is 
much harder, as you note, to predict a year or 2 or 3, and it gets 
worse as one looks further out. That is why, in this long-term budg-
et outlook from last fall, we had a chapter that was explicitly about 
uncertainty and why, in a number of our analyses, we report 
ranges to be sure that other people reading our work have the 
same sense of the uncertainty of this that we have in putting that 
work together. 

But I guess the argument for looking at things over 10 years, in 
some cases, a longer horizon, is that Congress is making policy de-
cisions that will have implications over longer horizons. And it is 
natural for you and your colleagues to be curious about those impli-
cations. We try, though, to be clear that the crystal ball we have 
is even hazier as one looks further out. And we, for example, when 
we report effects on a second decade, which we have done for a few 
pieces of major legislation, we don’t really express those views in 
dollar terms. We express them as shares of GDP, and we use dif-
ferent sorts of language just to be sure nobody mistakes them for 
the same thing as an estimate a year from now or 2 years from 
now.
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DISINVESTMENT IN RESEARCH AND INFRASTRUCTURE

Mr. MORAN. And that is thoughtful and responsible. And I have 
to say that I think the Congress’ judgments are far more often than 
not—actually, I guess I would say invariably based upon short- 
term considerations, normally political considerations moreso than 
they are the impact of our decisions 10 years out. 

The decision that was made just about a year ago, I guess it was, 
in January of 2013, to protect the entitlement programs, to accept 
most of the Bush tax cuts, and thus to allow the deficit reduction 
to fall primarily on discretionary programs, personally, I felt that 
was wrong and took exception to it, not that my opposition amount-
ed to anything, because, clearly, the vast majority of the Congress 
felt it was the right thing to do. But we are now at a discretionary 
funding level that is comparable, as a percentage of GDP—and you 
are suggesting that is how we should look at it—to what we were 
investing in about 1940. And what I wonder is, what is the long- 
term impact of that disinvestment in the research and the infra-
structure investment, in terms of transportation and the like, and 
the human infrastructure, in terms of education, and so on? Have 
you done any analysis of this? Because this is a very striking trend 
to sustain the entitlement programs and to sustain the tax cuts but 
to do so at the expense of discretionary investment. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Well, Congressman, as you say, we have noted 
that all of Federal spending, apart from Social Security and the 
major health care programs and interest on the debt, everything 
else together will, by 2020 or so, be a smaller share of GDP than 
at any point since at least 1940, which is the earliest year for 
which we can collect those data. So it is a striking change in the 
composition of Federal spending. The government as a whole is not 
growing. Certain programs are growing a lot, but the rest of gov-
ernment will actually be smaller relative to the size of the economy 
than it has been. 

We have done several reports trying to look at the consequences 
of that. So one we published last December, it was on Federal in-
vestment. This documented the change that we have seen in the 
past in Federal investments and also in investment by State and 
local governments and by the private sector, trying to show what 
has happened in the past and will happen in the future, given the 
caps on discretionary funding that are in the law. 

Mr. MORAN. Do we all have this? I think that would be fas-
cinating, particularly for the appropriators. Could you make those 
available, at least to the members of the subcommittee? 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Absolutely. We will bring you a stack. 
Mr. MORAN. Thank you. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. As we say here, Congressman, about half of 

nondefense discretionary spending represents an investment of 
some sort in physical infrastructure, like highways, in human cap-
ital, you said, like through education and training, or in research 
and development. So as nondefense discretionary funding shrinks, 
which it is scheduled to do under current law, unless there is some 
very sharp rearrangement within that pool, Federal funding for in-
vestment will be declining noticeably relative to the size of the 
economy. What this report does not do very much of is to say, well, 
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how is that going to play out in terms of the strength of the econ-
omy itself. 

HUMAN INVESTMENT

Mr. MORAN. And our competitiveness globally. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. Yes. So we are trying do more work in that 

area. For this, we mostly draw on other people’s research. So there 
are a set of economists who have worked on, for example, the effec-
tiveness of highway spending at boosting the economy. And we ba-
sically draw on that work. We have not done our own independent 
research of that. We drawn on that. We have noted, for example, 
that if one did all of the highway spending that would pass a cost- 
benefit test, one would do a lot more than we are doing today, 
which is itself more than can be supported, given the current 
stream of funding dedicated for the Highway Trust Fund. So we try 
to draw on some of that outside research to make that point. I 
think it is difficult because the set of investments the Federal Gov-
ernment supports are very varied. There are all sorts of different 
things. And the effectiveness of different sorts of investments can 
be quite different. 

But we also have work underway about Federal policies toward 
innovation. We have given presentations on that topic that are on 
our Web site, but they are drawn out of ongoing work and a report 
that we hope to publish in a few months. So we are trying do more 
work digging into what the Federal Government can do through its 
spending but also through other policies that would support eco-
nomic growth over the longer term. 

Mr. MORAN. Good. I wasn’t aware you had done that. And I want 
to read it. So thank you. 

And given the fact that you have done that kind of analysis, I 
am going to ask a couple other questions related to seeing whether 
you have done comparable analysis. Given the shortfall in discre-
tionary funding, I met with some folks who are fairly affluent but 
concerned about the direction we are taking in this area of the 
budget. And they have come up with the concept of municipal 
bonds for—and these are my words—human infrastructure invest-
ments. In other words, we will make municipal bonds with tax ben-
efits available for physical infrastructure, but we have never really 
done it for human infrastructure. And so, for example, an example 
they use, if we invested in early childhood development, and if the 
numbers are consistent, that by making that investment we have 
more people stay in high school, more people go to college, more 
people earn considerably more in income, you have less expense for 
incarceration, less crime, et cetera—in other words, you can ana-
lyze what the cost-benefit results are of making an investment in 
the early years when the brain is most absorbent. I wonder if you 
have made any kind of an analysis like that. Because if there was 
an effort to put this into any kind of legislation, clearly, CBO would 
have to come up with an estimate whether it was even a valid as-
sumption and whether it could be converted into a legislative ini-
tiative.

Dr. ELMENDORF. Congressman, I am aware of that work. I actu-
ally have a former colleague and a former student who are active 
in that area. 
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Mr. MORAN. Who are they? 
Dr. ELMENDORF. I don’t want to name them on the record. I will 

suggest them to you later, Congressman. 
Mr. COLE. Yes, we want their names. 
Mr. MORAN. Maybe for different purposes. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. So I am aware of that work, and my colleagues 

are aware of it. We have not, at this point, ourselves, analyzed the 
returns on specific sorts of investment in human capital. This is a 
group of people at CBO who work on issues, income security and 
education. It is a group that has actually gotten smaller. But we 
are looking to hire for and build up, given the extra funding that 
the committee has provided for this year. So we are trying to dig 
more deeply in some of these issues. We have not come to this one 
yet. But I will note your interest. I think it is an important ques-
tion.

Mr. MORAN. Thank you. Boy, it would be wonderful if you did 
such an analysis. Now, I have one last if the chairman would be 
indulgent.

Mr. COLE. Quite all right. 
Mr. MORAN. Thank you. And this is even more off the wall. 
Mr. COLE. At least you admit it up front. 

NATIVE AMERICANS

Mr. MORAN. Yeah. Well, and I know it is an issue that is near 
and dear to the chairman’s heart. On the Interior Committee, each 
year, and I have been chair and ranking member for a few years 
now, we have tried to put more money into programs for Native 
Americans. For the most part, it goes into the Indian Health Serv-
ice. Critically necessary. The health conditions are abysmal, par-
ticularly in some reservations, like the Sioux and so forth. And we 
put it into, you know, education or housing or whatever. It is never 
enough. And for the most part, it is Band-Aid. And I wonder if we 
made or worked with an institute—I know Turkey, for example, 
was willing to provide some foreign funding for housing. I wonder 
if we made the upfront investment in trying to create some kind 
of, you know, real economic growth that we subsidized the original 
investment to make it competitive. But it seems as though it is all 
after the fact. It is reacting to a horrible situation that should 
make anybody feel miserable over what we have done to many of 
these tribes. 

Have you made any analysis of the alternatives to some of these 
programs? In other words, an upfront investment that actually cre-
ated some greater economic vitality in what essentially are isolated 
villages as we have on some of these reservations? 

Mr. MORAN. I know that is off the wall, but it is something that 
I wondered if any kind of economic analysis has been done. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Congressman, I am not aware of having done 
any work on this topic, but I think your point is an important one. 
You know, it is difficult to trace. It is difficult to change people’s 
behavior, and it is difficult to trace the effects of changes that can 
matter over long periods of time. 

So, a few moments ago, you were concerned about having long- 
term projections becoming the uncertainty. So if some of those 
issues come back, we are trying to understand what the effects are 
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of helping a kid have better health, better education in a way that 
will pay dividends maybe decades from them. 

Mr. MORAN. Yeah. 
Dr. ELMENDORF. And you know, it is in this area and many oth-

ers, we really rely on the research being done by people at univer-
sity think tanks to draw the evidence from. Our job is to really 
apply the evidence to specific public policy that you and your col-
leagues are considering. We are relying on the underlying evidence. 
So there is, for example, more work being done now in how Head 
Start can affect people much later in their lives. But that work is— 
there isn’t a lot of that kind of work. 

I think partly what you are looking for here is something that 
is looking for effects over longer periods of time of more funda-
mental changes, and there may be some work that I am not aware 
of—and we won’t get into this now, but I would just caution that 
it can be hard to identify the sort of cause and effect. 

Mr. MORAN. There is no question, and I acknowledge, I think we 
are probably talking about qualitative factors, except for tribes that 
have casinos, and the like. It is really the sense of hopelessness 
that seems to be the biggest burden to overcome. The kids grow up 
in a condition where they really don’t see any real future and in-
variably leads to substance abuse or the like. 

And so it is creating a future, an economic future for them, some-
thing that they can envision. And it seems to me if we made that— 
if we can make that investment up front, in an ideal world, it 
would take extraordinary dividends in terms of the reduction of the 
kind of Band-Aid programs that we invariably have to make be-
cause we have been so unsuccessful in, you know, in atoning for 
what they did to them initially. 

But I just throw it out there because those are the kinds of anal-
yses that I just love to see because that changes policy. 

So much of what we do, you know, is well, somebody gets an 
idea, you estimate what the costs are, we view it from the prism 
of our own, you know, politics, and policy bias, and but it is these 
kinds of off-the-wall analyses, if you would, that get people think-
ing about really substantive directions and changes in the direction 
of policy. Thank you. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. We will look at that concept. 
Mr. COLE. Well, as our wise ranking member predicted earlier, 

this would move from the CBO, to the state of the budget, and now 
well beyond. But it is a useful discussion for us to have. And the 
fact that we have it is because we have a lot of confidence in the 
product that the CBO produces that lead us into these areas. So 
unless anybody has anything specific to the operation of the CBO, 
I will go ahead and—— 

Mr. MORAN. If I could just say, Mr. Chairman, underscore that. 
The reason we don’t have these questions is that we trust their 
judgment in putting their own budget together. 

It may be failed, but—— 
Mr. COLE. Well, I am sure that if the American people were 

asked to choose between the CBO and the Congress of the United 
States——

Mr. MORAN. Hands down. 
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Mr. COLE [continuing]. We would lose that. But we appreciate 
the work. Thank you for being here with your staff. We will be in 
recess until 10 tomorrow, at which time we will receive the testi-
mony from the Library of Congress and the Government Account-
ability Office. But again, thanks to all concerned for a good discus-
sion. Thank you. 

Dr. ELMENDORF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD FROM CONGRESSMAN ANDY HARRIS

(1). Does the Administration’s policy announcement last week to allow individuals 
to more easily claim a hardship exemption to the individual mandate impact the 
CBO’s scoring of risk corridors? If so, how? 

Answer. That announcement, along with others that Administration has made re-
cently, may affect CBO’s projections of the budgetary effects of various aspects of 
the Affordable Care Act (ACA), including risk corridors. CBO is currently in the 
process of updating its baseline projections, and it has not yet completed its assess-
ment of the most recent Administration announcements, including specific state-
ments about risk corridors. CBO and the staff of the Joint Committee on Taxation 
expect to incorporate into those revised baseline projections new information and ad-
ditional data about the ACA that become available, including their analysis of the 
Administration’s recent announcement regarding hardship exemptions. 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN COLE

Mr. COLE. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Today we will hear the testimony from the Library of Congress 

and the Government Accountability Office on their respective fiscal 
year 2015 budget requests. 

First up, we have the highly regarded Dr. James Billington, the 
Librarian of Congress, who is requesting $593 million, an increase 
of 14 million, or 2.4 percent above the current level of $579 million. 

And I must say that it is a particular privilege and honor for me 
to be working with you again on this committee. There is nobody 
who has worked in scholarship that I admire more. I actually feel 
like we should just suspend the hearing and get a lecture on the 
Ukraine and advise us as to what we ought to do. It might actually 
be more helpful to Congress. Well, somehow we ought get into that 
in Q and A if somebody wants to throw a question. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Didn’t stop us yesterday. 
Mr. COLE. That is exactly right. 
And so with that, I am going to yield to my friend, the Ranking 

Member Ms. Wasserman Schultz, for any remarks she might care 
to make. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF MS. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you so much. Dr. Billington, 
welcome back to the committee. It is no secret my affection for the 
Library of Congress and for your stewardship. Congratulations on 
27 years as Librarian. You have an international reputation, and 
I stand with Chairman Cole in that perhaps we could call a—that 
there are perks to this job, Mr. Chairman, and, you know, maybe 
we can gather the subcommittee back together so we can hear from 
Dr. Billington on what is really going on in the Ukraine. 

During the hearing I do want to just explore some of the issues 
that have arisen with the Copyright Office, and I know the Reg-
ister of Copyrights is here with us, and we will have a chance to 
talk to her as well. But as you know, Mr. Chairman, I think you 
were on the committee when we were dealing with a really signifi-
cant backlog of registering copyrights, and that has been largely 
cleared out, but given the drop in funding during the sequester, as 
well as, you know, some administrative issues, it is potentially be-
coming a problem once again, among some other things. 
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So I would love to, talk to you about that as well and just hear 
from you on your budget request, because you are a robust advo-
cate for the Library, and we know that the Library has needs. I 
am concerned about what you had to cut back on in recent years, 
and I know your request is modest. 

Oftentimes the agencies in recent years have come back to us 
with more realistic modest requests, which we appreciate, but we 
also really need to get a sense of what your needs are, and, if you 
didn’t have these severe constraints of the sequester, what you find 
imperative to proceed forward. 

So thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to his testimony. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
Dr. Billington, your entire statement will be made a part of 

record, as well as the statements of the Register of Copyrights and 
the Director of Congressional Research Service. At this point, 
please summarize and highlight the accomplishments of the Li-
brary for the past year, and offer whatever thoughts you care to 
offer on your budget. 

Mr. BILLINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS

First of all, I welcome Chairman Cole back to the subcommittee, 
now as chair, and thank ranking member Ms. Wasserman Schultz 
for her continuing support and good counsel, and indeed this entire 
supportive subcommittee. We look forward to working with you to 
realize the full potential of what is, in fact, the world’s greatest li-
brary for the creative future of the United States in a very fast- 
changing world. 

The Library of Congress’ fiscal 2015 budget request represents, 
as you indicated, Mr. Chairman, $14.2 million, or a 2.3 percent in-
crease over the Library’s fiscal 2014 funding level. This request in-
cludes no program increases for the Library, and is exclusively for 
mandatory pay and price-level increases anticipated for fiscal 2015. 

The Library of Congress has the largest and most wide-ranging 
collection anywhere, both of the world’s recorded human knowledge 
and of the cultural and intellectual creativity of the American peo-
ple. This is an enormous and growing asset for the United States 
in an increasingly knowledge-dependent world. It was created and 
sustained by the Congress for 214 years. The Library has encour-
aged, protected, and preserved America’s free creativity through 
the work of the Copyright Office since 1871, and has also been the 
Congress’ primary research arm through the Congressional Re-
search Service for 100 years, and for 182 years through the Na-
tion’s largest law library. 

Now, over the past several years, the Library has been operating 
with progressively decreasing resources. Our total appropriations 
declined in excess of 12.5 percent, from $684.3 million in fiscal 
2010 to $598.4 million in fiscal 2013. Between the fiscal years 1992 
and 2014, the Library built our now massive digital outreach 
alongside our still growing analog library. However, our FTE level 
has decreased during the same period by 1,389. That is a 30.5 per-
cent loss in FTEs, so we are doing more with less. 

Precisely because our staff has such one-of-a-kind skills, we mini-
mized making budget cuts in our staff pay budget, administering 
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only a 3-day Library-wide furlough for all staff in all fiscal 2013. 
Nevertheless, substantial attrition continues, and it is resulting in 
growing knowledge and other gaps. 

Now, moving into fiscal 2014, with the prospect of continued se-
questration budget reductions, the Library was deeply concerned 
about absorbing additional cuts in our core program activities or 
burdening our staff with another series of furlough days. Thus, the 
Library very much welcomed receiving some relief in the fiscal 
2014 omnibus appropriation, including the partial restoration of se-
questration reductions, and also funding for the construction of 
Fort Meade’s Module 5, which will provide critically needed storage 
space for preserving and making accessible the Library’s incom-
parable collections. 

Now, despite the challenging budget environment, the Library’s 
uniquely experienced, dedicated, and multitalented staff is looking 
boldly into the future for what we can do better and more inexpen-
sively for America in the rapidly changing, unpredictable times 
that we are living in now and that lie ahead. 

Mr. Chairman, the Congress of the United States has been the 
greatest patron of the library in history. Each year the Library is 
privileged to serve every Member of Congress, every congressional 
committee, millions of Americans often in ways that would other-
wise be unavailable to them. All of the Library’s present and future 
work must and will be: first, directly important for the United 
States, and not just for our own institution, and secondly, of service 
to the public in ways that no one else can do as well or better. 

The Library embodies and advances the distinctly American 
ideal of a knowledge-based democracy, and we will be grateful for 
your consideration of our budget request for 2015. 

So, Mr. Chairman, Ms. Wasserman Schultz, let’s see now, Mr. 
Moran, Dr. Harris, Mr.—— 

Mr. STEWART. All the rest of us. 
Mr. BILLINGTON [continuing]. Mr. Bishop, and Mr. Stewart, to all 

of you and the other members of the subcommittee, we thank you 
for your good counsel and support for the Library. 

Mr. COLE. Well, thank you very much, Dr. Billington, I always 
appreciate your testimony. 

[The prepared statements of Dr. Billington, Ms. Mazanec, and 
Ms. Pallante, follow:] 
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Mr. COLE. We are going to call on some of your team for a num-
ber of things, and as I mentioned yesterday when I had the privi-
lege of serving under my good friend then-Chairman Wasserman 
Schultz, I got to do whatever I wanted to do on this committee. I 
got to ask any question I wanted to ask, go anyplace. Now I have 
a script, and I no longer have the freedom which she granted me 
as a member of this committee. I want to actually direct, Mr. 
Dizard, my first question to you. 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

In House Report 112–148, which accompanied the fiscal year 
2012 appropriation bill, the committee spoke to our continuing sup-
port of the information technology services segment of your budget, 
of which this fiscal year you are seeking $108 million. The com-
mittee believes that an enhanced Office of Strategic Initiatives and 
Information Technology is critical to ensuring that all Library pro-
grams and services continue to meet the challenges and opportuni-
ties before them. 

The committee recognizes that the major information technology 
requirements of the Library’s organizations can and will only be 
met through Library-wide collaboration. The committee directed 
the Librarian to consider managing within the Office of the Librar-
ian information technology planning and resource allocations to en-
sure that information technology requirements were properly 
prioritized and all resources are effectively used. 

Mr. Dizard, what actions have you taken regarding the language 
and the concern expressed in that report? 

Mr. DIZARD. Mr. Chairman, we not only considered the commit-
tee’s language, the Library really has moved in the direction that 
the committee suggested. There are some major areas of technology 
work that are now being directed and managed by the Librarian’s 
Office. I am personally involved in each of them. 

I can give a few examples of this, but the primary one, which we 
started right about the time of the committee’s report language, 
was to consolidate all of our Web—the Library’s Web presence— 
under a single Web governance board, which I chair. 

I will give you one example of the work we have done there. On 
congressional information, we had separate systems for congres-
sional information—THOMAS was one system. It was a separate 
platform run by one organization. The LIS system had its own plat-
form run by CRS at that time. THOMAS was run by the Law Li-
brary. Each of those systems was very fragile and not able to be 
updated quickly. We, through the merging of the technology people 
with the subject-matter experts, have now put our congressional in-
formation on a single platform and with greater functionality. And, 
frankly, as the committee directed, the central management really 
has permitted us to greatly improve our Web presence. The organi-
zations would not have been able to do this separately, minus the 
kind of direction of the Librarian’s Office. 

You probably heard about the Twitter archive where the Librar-
ian’s Office is actively involved, again bringing reference librarians 
together with technology experts. We are now indexing over 21 bil-
lion tweets in the 2006 to 2010 archive. We hope to make that 
available for initial research in June. 
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CENTRALLY PROVIDED SERVICES

We also have worked on a central geospatial information system 
for the Library. We were going in the direction of each individual 
organization developing their own system. The Librarian’s Office 
has combined that into one business case, and one business plan. 
There may even be some legislative agencies participating in that 
program.

Another example right now, we are consolidating mobile devices 
across the Library. They were all separate contracts; now they will 
be in a single contract, which has greater cost efficiencies for the 
administration.

So we have made efforts there. I will say that we do need to 
apply this approach to other program areas. My own opinion is we 
have many common needs across the Library with our different or-
ganizations, and we must meet them with shared services—cen-
trally provided services for all organizations. 

And our success in technology is ultimately going to be about 
how we manage. It is really a management question; it is not a 
technology question. And I think the direction of the committee and 
where we are going now in terms of a shared services approach will 
really determine our level of success. 

Dr. Billington mentioned the Futures Program. Through that we 
will develop a strategic information technology plan, and from that 
we will determine the best organizational makeup for the Library, 
including what happens with OSI and other—— 

CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

Mr. COLE. I know staff shortages have complicated many of your 
efforts. It is our understanding that the Director of the Office of 
Strategic Initiatives, which we assume, or I assume, would be the 
Chief Information Officer, has been vacant for almost 2 years. 
Could you speak first to that, and then how do you deal with a po-
sition that critical that is vacant that long? 

Mr. DIZARD. Right. It has been vacant. There have been acting 
directors in there who are very capable. And we have decided, as 
I mentioned before, to look at the whole organizational structure of 
IT at the Library once we develop the IT strategic plan for the fu-
ture. That will determine what happens with OSI. I did not want 
to lock in a central organization or the existing organizations in 
terms of IT for the future. But I say, as I said in the beginning, 
even though we have had acting people in there, we haven’t missed 
a beat. I frankly think we are working better together, collabo-
ratively across the Library. 

STRATEGIC INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY PLAN

Mr. COLE. Now, if I understand your answer correctly, you don’t 
currently have a strategic information technology plan, but you are 
working toward one. What kind of timeline, or what is the state of 
that plan? 

Mr. DIZARD. Dr. Billington’s timeline for the Futures Program is 
that we will develop these and have this game plan by the end of 
August. We have an information technology plan now in terms of 
just what we normally do as a library, and what our individual 
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units do. It needs to be updated and the shared services approach 
executed in it. That is our challenge now. 

Mr. COLE. Thank you very much. 
Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

PRESERVATION

Dr. Billington, I wanted to just touch base with you about some-
thing that I know is near and dear to your heart, and that is pres-
ervation of the collection. In your fiscal year 2015 budget justifica-
tion, the program for preservation of books, specifically mass de-
acidification, is you are going to be transitioning that program, as 
far as I understand, and going to a multiyear new contract. This 
is a program that was affected deeply during sequestration. 

Were you able to in the plan restore some of the cuts and the 
components of the program that were dramatically affected prior to 
the fiscal year 2014 appropriation? And also, just if you could dis-
cuss with us the effect of the new contract and how many new ti-
tles need to be preserved through deacidification, and how many 
will the new contract require to go through that process? 

Dr. BILLINGTON. I think that I will want to bring in our Director 
of Preservation to get into some of the details, but there is no ques-
tion that this has been reduced. We used to do, what, about 
290,000 a year. That has been reduced to about 220,000 currently. 
What we have now, this is a complex and difficult problem. Be-
cause nobody else is doing this, anything like this, this kind of 
preservation is a service for the Nation. 

Most people don’t realize that almost everything on which both 
knowledge and creativity is recorded and preserved since about the 
middle of the 19th century is on perishable material. And inciden-
tally, zeroes and ones on a magnetic tape are all the more imper-
manent. The oldest things we have on which knowledge and cre-
ativity are recorded are the stones, steles from the third millen-
nium B.C. Those are quite permanent; whereas, as you go forward, 
you get more and more impermanence. 

Now, that is the price of a democratic and enhanced civilization 
and all that it produces, but the deacidification of paper has been 
one thing that the Library has championed for a long time, been 
very effective at, but there aren’t many other people doing it. And 
so it is a particularly crucial service, and I will let Mark, our excel-
lent new Director of Preservation, fill in the details. 

But there is no question that part of our charge is to preserve 
this unique universal collection for future generations, and this is 
getting more and more important as the world becomes more and 
more knowledge-dependent. 

So, Mark. 

MASS DEACIDIFICATION

Mr. SWEENEY. I would say that our mass deacidification plan has 
been to treat—— 

Mr. COLE. Could you state your full name for the record? 
Mr. SWEENEY. Mark Sweeney, Director of Preservation. 
The massive deacidification plan for the Library has been to 

treat 8.5 million volumes and 30 million manuscript sheets over a 
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30–year period from fiscal 2001 to 2030. The quantities were deter-
mined in the late 1990s based on a belief that about 30 percent of 
the book collection would be on acidic paper that would still be 
treatable, and that the Library would acquire approximately 
100,000 new works every year that would be on acidic paper that 
would need to be treated. In total, so far, we have addressed more 
than 3.7 million books and 10.9 million manuscript sheets from the 
collection, and we are only 13 years into the program. 

During the past 10 years, the Library has averaged deacidifica-
tion of approximately 290,000 books per year and slightly more 
than a million sheets per year. Recently we did reduce that quan-
tity to 220,000 units per year for books and 920,000 units for the 
manuscript sheets. 

But despite the success of this program, our sound program man-
agement requirement is that we recalibrate large preservation pro-
grams in light of new developments in the field. And to that need 
to look at other programs. We commissioned a study by the Li-
brary’s Federal Research Division to look at what Association of 
Research Libraries’ member institutions were doing with deacid-
ification. This benchmarking opportunity was to find out where we 
stand in the rest of the community, and understand what options 
we might have, and what directions they are taking. 

That study revealed that the number of institutions that are 
using deacidification is declining, especially since 2008. Only 15 out 
of the 87 research libraries surveyed currently use mass deacid-
ification for bound volumes, and only 11 currently use mass deacid-
ification for unbound materials. Those would be manuscript sheet- 
like materials. 

We also found that the Library of Congress accounts for the larg-
est percentage of volumes being preserved through mass deacid-
ification. In 2008, the Library accounted for about 77 percent of the 
total volumes being treated. In 2012, the Library accounted for 96 
percent of the volumes being treated. This is the estimate from the 
Federal Research Division from this ARL survey. 

Also, spending. Obviously, ARL members are spending less than 
$100,000, and we are spending $6.1 million per year. So this is a 
program that is in need of recalibration. Another concern is, as we 
surveyed the parts of the collection that would need to be worked 
from in the next 5 years, there are severely overcrowded areas 
which will prevent us from efficiently working through that part of 
the collection. These are also areas that have a lack of inventory 
control.

So at this time it looks like the prudent thing to do would be to 
reduce the quantity of material that we are targeting for the next 
5 years to about 100,000 volumes per year, but look to try to in-
crease the number of manuscript sheets that are being treated per 
year.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Would the goal still be to deacidify all 
documents and books that need the deacidification? 

Mr. SWEENEY. From our resurvey of the collection, we have about 
11 million items that have not yet been reviewed for deacidifica-
tion, books from the collection. We estimate that about 3.7 million 
are on acidic paper that could be treated. We also know that 16 
percent of what we looked at was so severely embrittled that it 
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could not be treated, and we will need to reformat that material. 
At this point the Library does not have a digital reformatting pro-
gram for brittle books, so our hope would be that by taking a look 
at this program and reducing some of what we are spending on it, 
we could put some funds into a brittle book program so we can en-
sure that more at-risk material can be accessible. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. Chairman, I have a question for 
the Register of Copyrights. I don’t know if you want me to go for-
ward with those right know. 

Mr. COLE. Why don’t we give Dr. Harris an opportunity, if that 
is okay. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. 
Mr. COLE. Dr. Harris. 
Dr. HARRIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I will just 

be very brief because there are other questions we need to ask. 
You know, the discretionary budget remains flat from last year, 

once you take into account the change in veterans’ pensions that 
were already made. If you couldn’t get an increase, if you couldn’t 
get the 2.4 percent increase, what would the plans be? How would 
you deal with that? 

Dr. BILLINGTON. Well, we would just simply have to reassess 
generally, because this already is a pretty lean request. The cost 
of mandatory pay and price level increases is just one dimension 
of our needs. 

I suppose that the simplest thing we could do, although we would 
have to discuss it and see how to handle it, would be that we just 
couldn’t proceed to repair the damage that was done by the reduc-
tions in the sequestration. Absorbing those costs would be a pretty 
serious challenge. I will give you a written answer if you want one. 

FUTURES PROGRAM

All parts of the Library have suffered a loss of staff, and this has 
been particularly damaging with staff being the critical asset that 
everything depends on. We have a big Futures Program, which is 
being done entirely by our own staff, without the distractions and 
the added expense of a consultant. The staff has enormous con-
tinuity of experience and dedication. We will hopefully be able to 
have this work completed by August 30th, so that we will be able 
to apply our conclusions in the next fiscal year, and at the same 
time provide the basis for our overall strategic plan, including the 
IT plan, in terms of what can be done centrally, more efficiently, 
and what are the areas with unique needs. 

In determining how to spread the increase that the 2014 budget 
presented we gave preference to Copyright and CRS, which re-
ceived 50 percent of the sequester amount, while the others—the 
National Service for the Blind and Physically Handicapped and the 
rest of the Library—only received 37 percent. 

There isn’t much give, but what we are doing with the Futures 
Plan is, entirely through consultation with the staff itself, to 
present a systematic projection of requirements and options in ex-
tremely fast-changing times. What can we do with reduced re-
sources that represents a permanent contribution and, on the basis 
of that, to develop our new strategic plan, including the IT, antici-
pating the questions that both you and Ms. Wasserman Schultz 
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have, in effect, raised about defining what it is that we really need, 
that we can bring forward in the following fiscal year. 

So that is where we stand. I would be happy to—— 
Dr. HARRIS. No, thank you. Thank you very much. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
Mr. Moran. 
Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I have been on this subcommittee for several years, maybe more 

than anybody, and I guess I probably asked about all of the ques-
tions that I have in me, but I want to take the time to make a cou-
ple of points. 

BUDGET REQUEST

One, a general point about the budget itself, because I fully sup-
port this budget request, but I think it ought to be underscored 
what you are actually asking for. The fact that it is a 2.3 percent 
increase means that it is just barely paying for the costs that we 
are already incurring under this year’s operating cost. So there is 
no expansion, and in some areas there will be very moderate reduc-
tions.

But I think it is important to point out what you did, Mr. 
Billington, that from fiscal year 2010 to fiscal year 2013, you went 
from $684 million down to less than $600 million, and a 12.5 per-
cent cut is a big cut. Now, you know, maybe we thought we could 
get away with it because nobody really fully understands or appre-
ciates what the Library of Congress does, but we are going to pay 
a price for that. 

DIGITAL OUTREACH

And the other thing that I thought was really impressive, for 23 
years now, the Library has built this massive digital outreach, and 
I give you a lot of credit, Jim, for doing this because it was an ana-
log library. We would have been so critical of it if it had not mod-
ernized, and yet you have done it at the same time that you re-
duced your workforce by about 1,400 people. 

Now, we heard from the GPO, the Government Printing Office, 
yesterday, and they made, I thought, a point that in order to 
digitize, oftentimes it requires more resources, more people. And 
yet we have digitized this massive collection of information at the 
same time that we have cut the budget, and we have significantly 
cut the workforce. So that needs to be pointed out. 

LIBRARY STAFF

And I also want to make some note of the people that are sitting 
around us here. These are all professionals in their field, top-flight 
professionals. They work for us; more importantly, they work for 
our constituents. And they do an extraordinarily fine job, so they 
really deserve a lot of credit, and they go unnoticed, and for the 
most part we never see them except in an opportunity like this. So 
we wanted to say thank you to all of you. 
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OPEN WORLD

Now, the second point is this Open World Institute. I think it is 
a very important program, Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I will make no 
more personal references. But it has had bipartisan support. It has 
brought 20,000 people, future leaders, to the United States. It is 
the kind of thing that we can only measure qualitatively. It is not 
the kind of thing you can really measure quantitatively because it 
is a long-term investment, and the principal reason we are doing 
it is to bring about a more fair and just judicial system in Russia 
under the democratic governments. 

We have got to deal with Russia. We could not be more aware 
of that today with what is happening in Ukraine. We need to not 
just be able to communicate with Putin, but, more importantly, 
there needs to be people in Russia who get it, who understand 
what our long-term objectives are, because we have got to continue 
to trade with Russia. They have enormous deposits of natural re-
sources. Europe needs to be able to trade with them. 

You know, I know recently, there is—well, I won’t be specific be-
cause I think it is a very legitimate point that the State Depart-
ment should be doing this. And that is a substantive discussion, 
and so nobody is necessarily right or wrong on it. But we think this 
is a way to kind of go around the institution of the State Depart-
ment that perhaps have a little more credibility that sometimes the 
State Department carries with it a certain amount of baggage for 
all of the, you know, diplomatic positions that it has to take. And 
as we all know, and some better than others, politics is all about 
personal relationships, and this is about personal relationships. 

So this, I think it is a small investment. I appreciate Chairman 
Cole putting it back in, but it is an argument that needs to be 
made, and I do give credit to, you know, people whose judgment we 
respect greatly to have raised the issue. But I hope that we will 
be able to continue because we have this asset at the Library of 
Congress that to some extent is more greatly appreciated in Russia 
than it is here in the United States; one of the world’s foremost ex-
perts on Russian literature and culture, and so we want to take ad-
vantage of that. 

Anyway, this is an important program. I hope we can continue 
it, but I know we are going to have another robust discussion, and 
it will be a substantive discussion because the people involved are 
substantive, good people who want to do what is right. But I hope 
the end result is that we can continue to fund Open World, and do 
so even more robustly. 

So that is my time that has been taken up, Tom. I said I wasn’t 
going to ask any questions. I have asked all of the questions over 
the years. 

Mr. COLE. Thank you, my friend. 
Mrs. Roby. 
Mrs. ROBY. Chairman and Ranking Member, I just want to say 

it is an honor to serve on this committee, and I look forward to, 
of course, working with all of you. 
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FUTURES PROGRAM

Dr. Billington, you touched on the Futures Program Library-wide 
to get to some potential solutions or the future for the Library by 
December 31, 2015. Can you just lay out for us a little bit more 
specifically a brief overview of the program, and what you envision 
is the end result of the investment of these efforts, and what you 
plan to do with them, and how you hope it helps? 

Dr. BILLINGTON. Well, this is to provide a blueprint for the 21st 
century for how to perform the Library’s service to Congress and 
the American people. The fundamental question is, how do you sus-
tain and make useful the largest curated collection in human his-
tory of both the world’s recorded human knowledge, in almost all 
languages, 470, and the independent intellectual and cultural cre-
ativity of the American people, thanks largely to copyright deposits 
and all the other riches that we have. 

I won’t give you the statistics, but this is a one-of-a-kind institu-
tion, and the futures plan is being developed by a one-of-a-kind 
staff. I am glad that Mr. Moran pointed to the quality. This is a 
very experienced, diversely talented, highly dedicated staff, work-
ing without the expense and distraction of outside consultants. 
Rich preparatory work has already been done by people below the 
executive committee level. The Librarian’s Office has also a parallel 
track in assessing overall conditions, as our great deputy here has 
outlined to you—questions of digital information, how we organize 
it, and how we conceive of it and focus it, and also space issues in 
the three buildings here on Capitol Hill. 

The Librarian’s Office will produce by the end of April the first 
draft of this suggested plan, which we will share with you so you 
can survey it. It will then be reviewed to be revised where appro-
priate by the Executive Committee of the Library and issued in 
final form so that the implementation can begin in fiscal 2015. 

Starting this month and throughout the whole formation and im-
plementation of this program, the Library will continually seek the 
advice and be shaped by the decisions of the Congress. Any sug-
gested changes or innovations will be as cost neutral as possible. 
We hope to realize both new synergies and new economies as we 
bring together and prioritize our advanced digital resources. 

We have not only more than 30 million items of American history 
and culture and related curatorial comments, widely used for edu-
cational and inspirational purposes in the school system and even 
in homes around America representing 6.5 terabytes of data; we 
also have vast quantities of digital information produced elsewhere 
through the National Digital Information Infrastructure and Pres-
ervation Program, which is mandated by the Congress. 

So starting this month, as I say, and right through until the end 
of August, we will again attempt to bring together and prioritize 
the vast analog and digital resources in ways that do two things: 
Are important, demonstrably important, not just for this institution 
but for the United States as a whole, in our increasingly knowl-
edge-dependent world both at home and abroad, and also are not 
being done as well or better by any other institutions. You will 
have a systematic look at the many things that are possible. You 
can do an infinite number of things with the resources, both mate-



142

rial and human, that the Library of Congress has. Which options 
meet those two criteria? 

I just want to say in conclusion that our people—what we have 
tried to support most importantly because everything depends on 
them, and they are, I can tell you, extraordinary—embody as well 
as serve America’s identity as a knowledge-based democracy in 
which everyone has a chance, and everyone plays. 

So I believe, like America itself, the Library offers a unique ca-
pacity for our country. This institution, the oldest Federal cultural 
institution, will be able to become the total creation of the Congress 
of the United States, to honor the past, preserving the diologic val-
ues of the book culture, which created this country, while inno-
vating and accepting and sorting out the vast tsunami of informa-
tion by creating knowledge navigators that will help all aspects of 
American education at home and American broader foreign policy, 
selecting the better angels of our nature, as Lincoln said it, abroad. 
So we are going to honor our past, innovate for the future, and we 
will clear it with this committee, as well as the Executive Com-
mittee of the Library and other committees to whom we return. 

I don’t want to repeat myself, Mr. Chairman, but that is a brief, 
rough outline. 

Mr. COLE. I want to continue to go back and forth in a bipartisan 
fashion, so if Mr. Amodei and Mr. Stewart will hold for a second, 
I want to go back to Ms. Wasserman Schultz. She has some ques-
tions, and I think it is very important this committee hear that dis-
cussion on the copyright issue. 

COPYRIGHT

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Billington, if we could have the Register of Copyrights Ms. 

Pallante come to the table. 
Dr. BILLINGTON. Yes, sure. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much. Welcome. 
Ms. PALLANTE. Thank you. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I had mentioned in my opening state-

ment that the Judiciary Committee is going through a review of 
the copyright laws, and oftentimes we get a little frustrated in the 
Appropriations Committee that substantive policy changes are 
made, and we are not kept in the loop, and then we have to come 
up with the funding or address funding shortfalls, or the opposite, 
come up with funding for things that we were not a part of decid-
ing. So I want to make sure that we are up to speed on everything 
you are dealing with. 

Ms. Pallante, I know that there is a bit of a rub between copy-
right owners and making sure that their materials are protected 
and giving access to the public to those materials. That is a nat-
ural, normal rub, but it seems that it might have reached a little 
bit of a more challenging situation at the Library because the two 
functions of the Library might be at odds with one another. 

Can you address specifically what role the Register has in decid-
ing what specifically goes to the Library’s collections and how that 
process works? And I have a number of other questions to address 
challenges.

Ms. PALLANTE. Thank you, Ranking Member. 
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Good morning, Mr. Chairman. 
So that is the 21st century question, and I would, if you don’t 

mind, frame it at a little higher level, which is that, as you said, 
the copyright law is showing some of the strain of its age in that 
much of it was negotiated in—well, it was enacted in 1976, nego-
tiated in the 1950s and 1960s. So we shouldn’t be surprised that 
it is showing some strain. And then we have a DMCA digital over-
lay that happened in 1998. Again, in Internet years, that is a really 
long time ago. 

So we have some natural issues that are kind of bubbling up, 
and in serving the Judiciary Committees, whom I work with very 
closely, we are looking at issues like are authors protected on the 
Internet? Do we need to recalibrate their exclusive rights so that 
it is clear that they have controls on the Internet? Do we need to 
also update exceptions, say, for libraries? 

So we are very much a neutral arbitrator in the policy space, and 
sometimes it is true that the Library of Congress is both our parent 
organization, and sometimes a stakeholder in those discussions. So 
we have to be very careful. 

When it comes to deposits for the Library’s collections, we have 
two very specific functions. Both of them I would put into that larg-
er spectrum of we should expect to have to look at them because 
they are part of the greater copyright system and also haven’t real-
ly been looked at for many decades. 

COPYRIGHT REGISTRATION

So one is registration. And in that, which I think you may be re-
ferring to, people are registering their works with us for protection, 
and in order to do that we require that they send us a deposit. 
That deposit may be selected by the Library of Congress. We have 
guidelines and regulations that affect that. It doesn’t necessarily 
mean that the Library can make that work accessible to the public, 
particularly if it is a work that is being sold on the open market-
place. So we are now in the space of trying to figure out how digital 
affects that relationship, and we probably have to recalibrate it. 

We are feeling the strain in registration in a couple of ways. The 
usability of the system is a little frustrating. It was implemented 
in 2007 after, I think, a 5- or 6–year planning period, and I think 
it is a very good first generation of services, but it is by no means 
state-of-the-art today. 

And so how do we make it better? Well, on the one hand I have 
a library that has often relied on deposits for its collection. On the 
other hand, I have copyright owners saying, I am very concerned 
about the security of the deposit. I am not sure I can register it, 
give you a copy without knowing about your data security for the 
deposit. I am also concerned that it is expensive, that it is a little 
clunky, and maybe wouldn’t it be better if we could register using 
an app on a mobile device? Isn’t that how people are using content? 

So I think we have to reconcile those two things, and, again, I 
think it is not a surprise to me that we have to reconcile those two 
things, but I think it is really hard. 
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COPYRIGHT BUDGET

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. In that same vein, I know the Li-
brary, and this is a unique relationship that the Copyright Office 
has with the Library—— 

Ms. PALLANTE. Yes. Yes. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ [continuing]. Because they essentially 

submit your budget. But I am not sure how much communication 
there is, and obviously, it is a world of continuing priorities. 

Ms. PALLANTE. Yes. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. But the Library has, understandably, 

at our direction really, kept increases and requests to inflationary 
costs and limited in a challenging economic environment what they 
have asked for. You know, the politics of the CR is impossible. But 
given the IT’s challenge that you just alluded to and the need for 
IT upgrades, all of which you just described would be included and 
made a part of, it is kind of shocking that in 2014 that we haven’t 
caught up yet, or that we are not investing in ensuring that we 
catch up. 

So can you give us a sense, I mean, what are the resources that 
you need for fiscal year 2015 that would invest in projects that 
bring us up to speed, and do you have the authority to charge fees 
to cover those improvements? Would that have to be funded 
through appropriations? And what about the registration system in 
general? We have a backlog that we were able to deal with. 

COPYRIGHT BACKLOG

My understanding is that you have lost staff. When we were able 
to ramp up and add staff, were you able to backlog—for the mem-
bers that haven’t been on the committee, I mean, it was a backlog 
of years. Years. And we transitioned to an e-system, so that we 
could speed up the registration. But the e-system took a long time 
to transition to, to train the staff so that they would know how to 
use it, and then we subsequently lost some of those staff. And so 
how has that impacted the wait time? 

Ms. PALLANTE. Okay. Thank you again for the questions. I will 
answer the backlog question first and the staffing question, and 
then the IT—— 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Sure. 
Ms. PALLANTE [continuing]. Question, if that is okay. 
The backlog is definitely creeping up. So I should say I was ap-

pointed by Dr. Billington June 1st of 2011, and the backlog was al-
most under control at that point. So it is a complete testament to 
the extra hours and work ethic of the Copyright Office staff and 
the support of the Library to attack that backlog. 

It has some consequences, one of which is we now have to look 
at the accuracy of the registrations that were pushed through, for 
lack of a better phrase. And so we are updating a compendium of 
practices to make sure that everybody is following the law, because 
in the end that is the only thing we are supposed to be doing. 

We lost over 100 staff over the past several years (since 2007), 
and that has really, really hurt us. I don’t want to say we are the 
smallest we have ever been, because I would have to go back dec-
ades and decades, I am sure, but we have 362 people running the 
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national copyright system, and the backlog is most definitely creep-
ing up. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Over 100? 
Ms. PALLANTE. Yes. Yes. And it is just not enough, and I think 

the whole Library is suffering a little bit, and we are suffering, too. 
I think for us, the stress is very palpable because we serve a very 

valuable and very opinionated stakeholder community who have 
very valuable copyrighted works. So film, software, they have ex-
pectations. They are right to have expectations, and they pay fees 
for services. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Reasonable expectations. I mean, but 
they are not—they are not—we are not talking about prima donna 
expectations.

Ms. PALLANTE. Well, that is true, and I think we are a very pub-
lic-facing office, so we feel the stress of that on a daily basis. And 
I have to say, as soon as I became Register, people approached me 
both internally and externally about their expectations, very po-
litely and I think very patiently and very appropriately. And I 
think our stakeholders have been patient. 

But ultimately we are not interoperable with the commercial 
marketplace. Our technology doesn’t speak to the technology of the 
marketplace; our data doesn’t speak to data in other databases. So, 
for example, if you are a songwriter, and you have a work in 
ASCAP, which is a songwriter organization, our data and licensing 
terms should speak to that data, and it is a global marketplace 
now, so we have to kind of step up and start to look at new para-
digms.

COPYRIGHT FEES

We do charge fees. And I think what I would like to say about 
fees is that it would be terrific for us if we could work with this 
committee on what Title XVII now says about fees, because it does 
not allow us, for example, to charge for capital improvements. It 
does not allow us to charge on an aggregate basis, meaning that 
I could charge a film company a little more than I could charge a 
poet. Those might be reasonable adjustments that would allow us 
to be more self-sustaining. And then I think that the catch would 
be that then the stakeholder community would expect that that 
money goes into the copyright system. And so we have to have kind 
of a reasonable conversation about—— 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Right now doesn’t it go into the Li-
brary?

Mr. COLE. Well, I want to quickly, because I wanted this very 
much on the record, but I want to make sure our other Members 
have an opportunity to ask their questions as well. This is a very 
important discussion for us to have, so thank you. But did you have 
another point you wanted to make? 

Ms. PALLANTE. Well, just I was just going to finish my point that 
I think for the Copyright Office, our Bible is the copyright law, and 
we have to carry that out, and we have to make sure that our 
measure of success is whether we are meeting the objectives of the 
copyright system. And how we interact with the greater Library on 
IT and other things is a really important discussion. They have 
been our home for such a long time. There is no reason we can’t 
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make that adjustment, but I think my point would be that we have 
to make some adjustments because digital has changed everything. 

Mr. COLE. Very good. Thank you very much. Very helpful. Thank 
you.

Mr. Amodei. 
Mr. AMODEI. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you for your indulgence. I appreciate it. 
Mr. AMODEI. That is fine. The ranking member, I was a little 

upset that my colleague from Alabama didn’t even show up yester-
day and got to go in front of me today. 

Mr. COLE. Sorry. 
Mr. AMODEI. Anyhow, following up on the copyrights, coming 

from a checkered past, part of which was on the IP subcommittee 
on Judiciary, I can just—I am glad to see the conversation is going 
where it is. But this is an area where we have asserted Federal ju-
risdiction. It is our jurisdictional area exclusively. And when you 
listen to what is going on in the industry in terms of support or 
not support, or uncertainty in terms of the operations, and this is 
no disrespect to you, but that as we sit here and try to be respon-
sible in terms of financial resources to support that operation, I 
think we need to be mindful that while nobody gets, you know, 
‘‘whatever you want’’ sort of thing, that this is having a profound 
impact on an industry over which we have asserted exclusive Fed-
eral jurisdiction over their activities. And so to assert that jurisdic-
tion on the one hand and then not give them the tools to at least 
stay abreast of it is something that I will just say bothers me. And 
I will stop with that. I am going to be brief. 

Dr. Billington, I would appreciate it if you could let the folks 
know in the cafeteria on the top floor of the Madison Building that 
I am an employee of the United States Congress so I can get the 
good deal up there like the rest of the employees do. If that is with-
in your jurisdiction, you can—if you can give me a special badge 
or something like that that says I am part of the team, that would 
be great. 

Mr. COLE. Can we have this coarse political bargaining take 
place after—— 

Mr. AMODEI. Well, following Mr. Moran’s, you know, lead, I just 
thought I would go ahead and do some hardball. 

Mr. MORAN. I don’t think mine was quite so self-centered. 
Mr. AMODEI. If you are nice to me, I will take you with me up 

there since the voting card doesn’t do it. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I would note that that is two things 

that I have agreed with Mr. Amodei on. 
Mr. AMODEI. You know—— 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I am a patron of the Madison cafe-

teria myself. 
Mr. AMODEI. Since I am that far ahead, I should stop. 
Mr. COLE. I don’t know if we can do all of Congress, but this 

committee may have to do an expedition to look into that. 
Mr. AMODEI. I will live with that scandal, so don’t worry about 

it.
Other than that, I have got some questions, but they are really 

not program related, so with that I will yield back. But I look for-
ward to working with your folks on whatever we can do to kind of 



147

make sure that those who come to us in that capacity have some 
stability and some predictability in terms of that service. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
Mr. Stewart. 
Mr. STEWART. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, I will be very 

brief. I will hold my questions, as most of them have been an-
swered and discussed already. 

CONGRESSIONAL DIALOGUE

Dr. Billington, to you and your staff, thank you. Obviously, the 
favorite thing that I have the opportunity to do since I have been 
in Congress—which has been, you know, going on more than a year 
now—has been your congressional dialogue of the great American 
Presidents. Those are wonderful evenings. Thank you for doing 
that.

CRS is a great resource for us, and we use them all the time in 
our office. 

Mr. STEWART. I am thanking you for the great American Presi-
dents and those evenings, and CRS as well. 

As a personal note, I am an author. I have written 18 books. I 
have been on the New York Times best seller a number of times. 
I don’t think there is anyone that has more affinity for what you 
do than maybe I do, and have a great respect for your efforts as 
well.

TWITTER

I am a little puzzled by one thing, though, and that is in reading 
your testimony, noting that you are attempting to collect and store 
21 billion tweets, knowing that 8 billion of them came from Con-
gress, I see no value at all in them. I would recommend to cancel 
that program and save the money. 

Mr. MORAN. Finally you have identified some waste, fraud, and 
abuse.

Mr. STEWART. And with that, Mr. Chairman, I will yield back. 

CHAIRMAN’S CLOSING REMARKS

Mr. COLE. Well, I want to give the Librarian a chance to respond, 
but I want to be pretty much tyrannical about time so we get on 
to the GAO. So I want to give you the last word, Professor 
Billington.

But I want to thank you again, you and your extraordinary team, 
for the amazing job you do every day and have done under very 
constrained budget circumstances in the last few years. It is very 
deeply appreciated by this committee, and honestly, I think, by 
every Member of Congress, and by the people we represent. 

We have the opportunity on so many occasions to visit you. It is 
one of the highlight points for anybody that comes to Washington, 
D.C., to go and see that extraordinary institution. 

LIBRARIAN’S CLOSING REMARKS

Dr. BILLINGTON. Thank you. Well, Mr. Chairman, it has been 
created and sustained exclusively by the Congress of the United 
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States, which is a wonderful kind of lesson to the world that those 
people who make the laws and oversee their execution have created 
and sustained this enormous treasure chest of human knowledge 
and of American creativity. 

The Register of Copyright was very eloquent discussing how 
modernization and the development of new technology doesn’t 
make the other obsolete. People thought when movies came in, 
there wouldn’t be any interest in plays; that when television came 
in, there wouldn’t be an interest in radio. Americans are a unique 
culture in the history of the world where we add without sub-
tracting. We add new Americans every year. We don’t shoot the 
old, or it is not at the expense of anybody else. This is an enor-
mously wonderful experiment. 

The Library’s Futures plan is not just an idle exercise, but it is 
a desire to present to the Congress and discuss with the Congress 
what this place is capable of doing for the United States in this 
changing world, and doing it in a way that will not be outmoded 
as technology advances. And you have heard some sense of what 
the Copyright’s concerns are. 

As far as the Library is concerned, you can hear similar things 
from all of the other parts of the Library, too, because this has 
been a uniform period of tightening down and reducing FTEs. But 
we didn’t want to just come with piecemeal requests; we wanted to 
sort all of this out and present you with it as a plan. 

As far as the Copyright office is concerned, you heard a very elo-
quent statement of its needs and concerns. The same thing applies 
in terms of entering the digital area. And that is why the IT points 
that Deputy Dizard made are a good illustration of how we are 
going to try to find synergies where we can and economies as much 
as we can, but we are going to tell you what we could do, and you 
are going to determine what we will do. 

But there is so much potential. There is unique potential. I have 
been Chief Executive Officer of five Federal programs, all funded 
by Congress, beginning with the Fulbright program. I can tell you 
that this staff that is engaged in the Futures work is excellent; this 
is not just the ritual of saying nice things about the staff. I have 
learned even more in this Futures Program that everybody has 
constructive things to say, because of the experience they have, in 
part based on their length of service. 

The transfer of the one-of-a-kind knowledge of our senior staff to 
a new generation is going to be very demanding. There are prob-
lems—or opportunities, I would say, that we will present you with, 
but you can determine our direction. 

From the Library’s point of view, one of the unique things that 
we have, that is the closest thing that we have to a mint record 
of American intellectual and cultural creativity, is the performing 
arts collections. I could rattle off the statistics of what we have the 
biggest collections of—movies, maps, music—in the world. But with 
the record of American creativity and innovation in so many fields, 
scientific as well as intellectual and cultural, there is so much we 
can do with this. American creativity is so diverse and all over the 
place, so it is being recorded and kept in many places. Our collec-
tions include an extraordinary representation of this creative out-
put because of copyright deposit primarily. It is a unique reposi-
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tory. And a lot of copyrighted things you can only use physically 
here in the buildings because of intellectual property rights. 

But I can tell you that from the point of view of the Library, if 
we were to lose the two copies we receive of all of this creative 
work in America, that would really be an expensive loss. 

Mr. COLE. Under no threat, I can assure you—— 
Dr. BILLINGTON. I am not saying that anybody is threatening 

that, because I don’t think anybody is, but what we are trying to 
do here is to present to you something that is generally consult-
ative management. We are consulting with a very experienced 
team. Our deputy has been going on a parallel track in consulta-
tion with staff and has done a terrific job of bringing together the 
right resources so that we will be able to service, for instance, 
Twitter and big data, both significant challenges. That is a whole 
new set of projects. 

Mr. COLE. With that I want to bring us to a close, if I may, be-
cause we have the GAO. 

Dr. BILLINGTON. I want to thank everybody here for all of your 
comments, and we are grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, and the 
ranking member. 

Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
Dr. BILLINGTON. And also for Mr. Moran, who has actually 

worked for the Congressional Research Service early in his life. So 
we are very honored to have you with us so long. Thank you. 

Mr. COLE. Thank you. Appreciate it. 
[Questions submitted for the record by Chairman Cole, Ranking 

Member Wasserman Schultz, and Representative Harris follow:] 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 5, 2014. 

U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 

WITNESSES

GENE L. DODARO, COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. COLE. We will bring the subcommittee to order. 
Now we will hear from the Government Accountability Office 

(GAO). The GAO is requesting $525 million for fiscal year 2015, an 
increase of $19.7 million, or 3.9 percent above the fiscal year 2014 
levels. For a return of $100 for every dollar invested in GAO, we 
are thankful, quite frankly, for your agency’s work. The sub-
committee has seen firsthand the work you do while we were build-
ing the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC), continuing work on the Cap-
itol Police radio modernization project, and, most recently, the Cap-
itol Power Plant. 

I want to welcome Mr. Gene Dodaro, the Comptroller General of 
the United States, back to the committee. We look forward to hear-
ing your testimony. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz, do you have anything you would like to 
say as an opening statement? 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Just briefly, Mr. Chairman. 
Also welcome back, Mr. Dodaro. The thing that concerns me the 

most is that your agency is responsible for accountability, for fer-
reting out waste and fraud. You do that very well. The Chairman 
referenced that you were an incredible partner for this sub-
committee when we were trying to bring the CVC in for a landing 
and stop the cost overruns and the missing of deadlines. So the se-
quester cuts, which were indiscriminate for your agency in par-
ticular, resulted in penny wise and pound foolish decisions. So I am 
hopeful that we can focus on rebuilding the GAO so you can re-
cover and do your job as well as you always do, not to suggest that 
you have not, but without forcing you to do it with one hand tied 
behind your back. 

So just, Mr. Chairman, that is really all I wanted to say. We 
have a number of other things that we have to get through today, 
so I appreciate the opportunity. Thank you. 

Mr. COLE. You bet. 
Mr. Dodaro, your entire statement will be made a part of the 

record. At this point, please summarize your statement, highlight 
the accomplishments of the GAO, and whatever other points you 
want to make. Good to have you here. 

GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE RESULTS

Mr. DODARO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is good to 
see you all this morning. Ranking Member Wasserman Schultz, 
Congressman Harris, Congressman Moran, good morning. 
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First, I just want to say thank you to the subcommittee for your 
support with our mark for 2014. I was very pleased with that, and 
it shows a lot of trust and confidence in the GAO. I believe we have 
returned on that investment. Mr. Chairman, as you mentioned, we 
returned in financial benefits to the government over $51 billion 
last year, which is the $100–to–1 return on investment that you 
mentioned. In addition, I might add that figure doesn’t include the 
billions of dollars that our work supported in helping offset the se-
quester in the 2014 Omnibus Appropriations Act that was just 
passed. Our work on the Aviation Security Fees, the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve, and raising the premiums on the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation (PBGC) program, which is on our high-risk 
list all helped offset the sequester. 

We also have a lot of benefits that aren’t able to be quantified. 
Last year we had over 1,300 other improvements in government 
programs, and activities, such as public health and safety issues. 
I am very proud of that record, and we will continue to make sure 
that we provide returns, both financial and nonfinancial, to the 
Federal Government. 

Looking forward in 2014, with the support that you have pro-
vided us, we are continuing our efforts to rebuild the capacity of 
GAO. We are trying to restore some of the staff that we lost. We 
had a 15 percent cut between 2010 and 2013. We will be able to 
gain back a substantial portion of that staff with the 2014 budget. 
We are hard at work trying to do that. 

GAO FY 2015 REQUEST

The request that we make for fiscal year 2015 is basically to sus-
tain the increase in staff capacity that we will be able to achieve 
in 2014 and to make some modest increases in our aging IT infra-
structure and our building systems. Our building is about 60 years 
old, and so it needs some attending to. We have deferred including 
many of these areas over the past few years as we have dealt with 
the cuts from the sequester. 

With the mark we requested for 2015, we will be staying level 
at an FTE level of about 2,945. Last year we were at 2,849 FTE, 
which, as I mentioned last year, is the lowest level we have been 
at since 1935. So we are very appreciative of getting back to the 
2,945 mark. Ultimately I believe the optimal level is at 3,250 for 
GAO, but recognizing the constraint that the Congress is operating 
under at this point, I am not requesting funds for that. I just want 
to maintain the capacity that we will be able to build back in 2014 
for next year. I think we will be able to do that and meet the high-
est-priority needs of the Congress. 

Our work is requested by 95 percent of the standing committees 
of the Congress and about two-thirds of the subcommittees, so we 
have a broad footprint across the Congress. I have done outreach 
and met with many Chair and Ranking Members of the Commit-
tees across the Congress to make sure that we are providing sup-
port and meeting their highest-priority needs. With your support, 
we will be able to continue to do that. 
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So thank you very much. I would be happy to answer whatever 
questions you have. 

Mr. COLE. Well, thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Dodaro follows:] 
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PROPOSED CENTER FOR AUDIT EXCELLENCE

Mr. COLE. And let me just state for the record that every encoun-
ter I have had with the GAO has been a good one, particularly on 
the Appropriations staff. But across the board, the people that I 
have had the privilege to work with on Defense, or on Interior, or 
on various other subcommittees have always just brought so much 
to the table, been an incredible value for us. 

I suspect that while you may not ask for 3,200, I will bet Mr. 
Moran might make that request for you in a minute. But this is 
a bipartisan appreciation of your work product and the quality of 
the personnel that you lead. 

A particular area that I wanted to get your input on, and that 
is your Center for Audit Excellence that you are seeking authority 
to establish in order to improve your domestic and your inter-
national capabilities. You state the center will provide a powerful 
tool for promoting good governance, transparency, and account-
ability. Can you tell us a little bit about what your vision is for 
this, why it is needed, how it would operate, and what amount you 
have included for a start-up budget for this? 

Mr. DODARO. Okay. Very good. I appreciate the question very 
much.

In addition to trying to reduce our administrative costs to handle 
the budget reductions over the past few years, I have been trying 
to think about ways to exploit our greatest assets. And we have 
two. One is a physical asset in our building, and we have rear-
ranged that, and now we have another tenant in. So we are bring-
ing in some revenue that way. 

The other asset we have is an intangible one, but it is our rep-
utation as one of the premier audit organizations in the world. We 
set standards for how auditors have to do audits here domestically. 
We participate in setting international standards, and there is a 
great demand for our services. We don’t have the authority right 
now to receive any funds at all to provide services to other audi-
tors.

For example, I have created a working group now of 25 different 
countries to audit their implementation of international reforms in 
the financial regulatory structure so that we can have a global view 
on how well those reforms that were instituted by the G–20 are 
being implemented on a global basis. The financial problems last 
time started in the United States, but they can start anywhere in 
the world and affect us and U.S. interests. 

Same thing with medical products and food safety. Eighty per-
cent of ingredients for drugs right now come from foreign sources, 
and about 40 percent of finished products. We have FDA’s over-
sight on our high-risk list to protect those areas. So what I want 
to try to do eventually is build the audit capacity in other countries 
so that they can audit their own regulatory regimes. That will, in-
directly, help better protect the U.S. public and services. 

The Federal Government also provides a lot of foreign assistance. 
The audit functions over there are important for accountability and 
transparency. The same thing domestically. We get calls all the 
time from State and local governments to try to help build their 
audit capacities. 
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It is a modest start-up cost in our budget, less than a million dol-
lars, I would estimate, right now to get up and running. My vision 
is that this would be on a fee basis. It would pay for itself. We 
would use retired GAO and other auditors to do the work so that 
we wouldn’t detract at all from our ability to support the Congress 
with our main appropriation. 

So I think this is a viable business model. It will help U.S. inter-
ests in a wide variety of ways; not just help us from a revenue 
standpoint, but also help the country both domestically and inter-
nationally.

Mr. COLE. Could you tell us a little bit about the fee structure 
that you might propose to sustain something like this? Because it 
is an interesting idea. 

Mr. DODARO. Yes, it would depend on the service. Sometimes we 
are asked to provide training courses which we already have pre-
pared. We can provide the training, so we would charge labor costs 
for that and any production costs or other costs. I have not spent 
a lot of time investing in it until I get the okay from the Congress 
to go forward on it. 

Mr. COLE. Fair enough. 
Mr. DODARO. But there are accepted models and fees that we 

could use to be able to do this. I don’t anticipate any problems. We 
get dozens and dozens if not hundreds of requests every year from 
not only other national audit offices, but from other countries’ legis-
lative bodies, who are looking to set up audit organizations to sup-
port them like we support the Congress. We are considered a model 
in supporting the Congress. A lot of other national audit offices in 
other countries only work with their budget accounts committee. 
They only work with one committee in their legislative body, as op-
posed to what we do work working with all the committees across 
Congress. That has intrigued a lot of legislatures to have better 
support. So we get a lot of requests for assistance. 

We would set up whatever fee structure would be to cover our 
labor costs and our indirect costs. I hope to generate enough reve-
nues out of this that we would be able to use it in some of our 
training programs for example to update our training materials. 

Mr. COLE. That was actually a point I was going to ask you and 
maybe clarify. So you see the fee structure just sustaining the cen-
ter, or do you see it as an additional source of revenues so you can 
do other things? 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. I see it—— 
Mr. COLE. The latter? 
Mr. DODARO [continuing]. As the latter. And, of course, we would 

work with the committee. We would have everything audited to en-
sure no problems. 

Mr. COLE. You are the last guys I am worried about on that 
score.

Mr. DODARO [continuing]. With transparency, and we would pro-
vide information. 

But I think once we get it up and running, that is why I started 
thinking about it. As I mentioned, we have at least 2 more million 
dollars a year now in rent revenue coming in with an office of the 
Justice Department renting in our building. Our reputation is in-
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valuable. I think we can use that to help people who need help 
around the world, but also domestically, and also help ourselves. 

In today’s budgetary environment, and based on our long-range 
projections of where the Federal Government is headed, I am look-
ing for ways to increase our revenue streams to help provide more 
stability in our budget picture going forward. 

Mr. COLE. Very good. 
Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 

PROPOSAL REGARDING FEDERAL DETAILEES

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. Just a couple of quick 
questions.

You have a proposal in your request to allow GAO to use 
detailees from Federal agencies. I have had plenty of experience 
with the detailee system. The thing that would concern me, though, 
is that the reputation that you have for objectivity could be com-
promised if you bring, let’s say, a DOJ detailee in to analyze the 
DOJ budget or a DOJ issue. And if you bring someone else in who 
doesn’t have that expertise from another agency, that wouldn’t 
make sense. So how would this work? 

Mr. DODARO. Basically I am not requesting this for GAO’s ben-
efit. The Executive Branch has developmental programs where peo-
ple have to go out to another agency as part of their professional 
development. Midlevel managers, in some cases upper-level man-
agers, want to come to GAO to learn how we do our work. We can’t, 
we don’t have any authority to accept nonreimbursable—— 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. But if we gave you the authority, how 
would——

Mr. DODARO [continuing]. Arrangements. We definitely would not 
have them work in the area of the agency in which they came from, 
from an independence standpoint. We would have them observe. 
We wouldn’t necessarily have them work on audits per se. They 
could observe GAO’s operations, our methodologies, and how we 
conduct our work. According to our audit standards, everybody has 
to be a trained auditor to be able to work on GAO’s audit reports. 
So they could provide some assistance, but they wouldn’t be doing 
mainline GAO work. 

GAO’S HIRING PLANS

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. And then we were able to get 
you just about up to presequester levels of funding in the omnibus 
bill, but you just got access to those funds in January, which means 
you have 8 months to use them. Are you able to hire all the people 
you need to hire in that period of time? 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. It is going to be a challenge, but I believe we 
can do it. We have adjusted our plans. For example, we went to a 
recent graduate announcement so that we could hire people who 
have already graduated and could report right away, as opposed to 
waiting for people that will be reporting after they graduate this 
year. So we have made some adjustments. We are going to stream-
line some of our hiring practices. Hopefully, we can expedite our 
screening and hiring of the people. 

I have no doubt that we can hire all the people that we need to 
at really high qualified levels. We have never had a problem doing 
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it. Whether we can get them all on board in time to burn the FTE 
level is still a question. We have a plan to be able do it. I have 
asked for weekly updates on where we are against that plan. Hope-
fully we will be able to do it, but it will be a challenge because of 
the fact we only have three-quarters of the fiscal year. We missed 
the main hiring cycle on the campuses in the fall. If you are not 
out in fall, it is hard to catch up. 

GAO’S TELEWORK PROGRAM

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Yeah. You have got a telework pro-
gram that seems to be saving you about $2 million a year in rent 
and other costs associated with in-person work. Is that something 
you are looking to explore, and how is it working out? 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. It is a pilot program. We have it now in oper-
ation in 8 of 11 of our field offices, and that is where the $2 million 
largely comes from. We are also saving money on transit benefits. 
When people are teleworking, they don’t have transit benefits. We 
don’t have a figure yet on that, but we are trying to develop one. 

We are evaluating the pilot as if we were evaluating another 
agency’s use of a pilot program. So far people are very satisfied 
with it. There is no diminution in the quality and productivity of 
our work, which I am watching very carefully. We plan to expand 
it to all of our field offices, and eventually into the headquarters 
operation. This will potentially free up space that we can use for 
other purposes, maybe additional rental income over time. 

But I want to see. How the pilot goes. It is a change in the cul-
ture, and I want to be careful in implementing it. We are being 
very careful. We will expand it as we feel comfortable it is effective 
and make necessary adjustments associated with it. 

But I tell you one thing, it has helped our retention level. Our 
retention is the highest it has ever been. We are only anticipating 
about 6 percent attrition this year, which is one of our low points. 
Typically, GAO’s experience would be about 10 percent. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you for your leadership on 
that.

Mr. DODARO. Thank you. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 

RECEIPTS AND REIMBURSEMENTS

Dr. Harris. 
Dr. HARRIS. Thank you very much, and thanks for being here 

today.
In your budgetary request there is an additional appropriations 

request for $7.2 million to offset estimated reductions in receipts 
from reimbursement and offsetting receipts. You are already au-
thorized to collect rent on the space, but where does the $7.2 mil-
lion shortfall come from? 

Mr. DODARO. What happens is we have the authority you men-
tioned, Congressman Harris, but we also have the authority to col-
lect reimbursements from financial audits that we do that normally 
are paid for by departments and agencies. For example, we do the 
audit of IRS, not only of their appropriation, but the $2.5 trillion 
in revenue that is collected, the audit of public debt, FDIC, SEC 
and the Troubled Asset Relief Program as well. Over time we col-
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lected this money, we didn’t use it all right away, being the pru-
dent planners we try to be and advise the rest of the government 
to be. So that money was available to help us during this last 2 
years when we had decreases in our budget and the sequester. As 
a result, we haven’t had to lay anybody off, we haven’t had to fur-
lough anybody. Now in order to sustain the FTE level going for-
ward, that money is pretty much exhausted. We are down to just 
regular collections, and that is the $7 million gap that we are ask-
ing Congress to help fill at this point in time. 

Dr. HARRIS. So I assume the receipts from the financial audits 
have been decreasing off over the years? Is that correct and if so 
I am not sure I understand why. 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. It is particularly in the Troubled Asset Relief 
Program.

Dr. HARRIS. One time for sure. 
Mr. DODARO. Yes. 
Mr. COLE. We hope. 
Mr. DODARO. We still have to do the audits until the last buck 

is repaid. But it is nowhere near the size of activity that it was—— 
Dr. HARRIS. In the past. 
Mr. DODARO [continuing]. In the past. And we collect not only 

money to recover our labor costs, but also indirect costs for the 
building, so we don’t have to spend that all immediately. We have 
some ability to save it for a rainy day. It has not only been raining, 
it has been pouring the last couple years, so it was helpful. 

GAO’S HIGH RISK LIST

Dr. HARRIS. Now, in your written testimony you mention that 
you have the 2013 High-Risk List, which is published in February 
of 2013. You mentioned it is biennial. 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. 
Dr. HARRIS. Do you know when the 2015 list will be issued? 
Mr. DODARO. It will be out in February. We issue it at the begin-

ning of each new Congress. 
Dr. HARRIS. Your 2013 list has two subjects that are categorized 

as new. 
Mr. DODARO. Correct. 
Dr. HARRIS. Mitigating gaps in weather satellite data and lim-

iting the Federal Government’s fiscal exposure by better managing 
climate change risk were added in the interim correct? 

Mr. DODARO. They were added in the 2013 report. We add and 
delete typically at the beginning of each Congress. 

Dr. HARRIS. So there were only two? We are not managing these 
problems over the 2-year time period to the point where you can 
only flip two on and off the list? 

Mr. DODARO. Yes, there is some progress being made, but there 
is a lot more that needs to be done. 

Dr. HARRIS. Well, let me ask you about one issue that I think 
needs to be added to the list. You have gotten requests, I know, 
from Mr. Walden from Oregon, for instance, to look at some of the 
problems with the implementation of the Affordable Care Act. In 
Maryland, we have spent $200 million in Federal dollars, and have 
a system that doesn’t work. You list as one of the overall categories 
managing Federal contracting more effectively. However, I don’t 
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see HHS on the list. DOD, DOE, and NASA are all listed. However, 
hundreds and hundreds of billions of dollars have been spent on 
contracting that just apparently—and I am not talking about the 
Federal exchange, the State exchanges—that just doesn’t work. Is 
this a goal that you think will make it onto the 2015 high-risk list 
for managing Federal contracting more effectively? 

Mr. DODARO. We are going to be doing the work, both on the 
Federal exchanges and the State exchanges that you see. We are 
just getting into that work now. We are looking at all aspects of 
it. This is an area, too, to go back to the audit center that we will 
partner with some of the State auditors out there to see what they 
are doing regarding the exchanges and build off of their work. 

So we will have to wait and see. We already have Medicare and 
Medicaid on the high-risk list because of the risk of fraud, waste, 
and abuse in those programs. Typically HHS, in the scale of DOD 
and NASA and DOE contracting, isn’t quite the same volume of 
money historically, but they are a new risk that was introduced be-
cause of the scale of the Affordable Care Act. So we will look care-
fully at it and make an evaluation whether we want to add it to 
the list or not. 

Dr. HARRIS. Okay. Thank you very much. I yield back. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
Mr. Moran. 
Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
So basically your request is the same as you requested last year. 

Congress dropped you $20 million. Your budget is based upon your 
anticipation of congressional requests. And as Chairman Cole 
pointed out, we get about $105 back for every dollar that we invest. 
So it does seem to me that your budget request is a modest but re-
sponsible request and, as far as I am concerned, should be sup-
ported. I doubt that we are going to have any flexibility within the 
302(b) allocation to do much more than support your request, but 
I hope we can at least do that. 

GAO’S WORK ON CLIMATE CHANGE RISKS

Dr. Harris mentioned as one of the high risks that you identified 
better managing climate change risks. I wonder if you would, be-
cause both Mr. Cole and I serve on the Interior Committee—I won-
der if you would elaborate on some of the things that the govern-
ment is doing and should be doing in terms of addressing climate 
change, and particularly the cost of extreme weather events that 
we have been experiencing. 

Mr. DODARO. Sure. I will be happy to. 
First, our area is focused on adaptation, not on the mitigation in 

terms of emissions. And we look at this from several perspectives. 
One, the Federal Government is one of the largest property owners 
in the world. It has hundreds of billions of dollars worth of prop-
erty including DOD installations, along the coastlines, and owns 29 
percent of all the land in the United States, as you well know from 
your Interior responsibilities. 

Secondly, we are a large insurer. Federal crop insurance costs 
have been more than doubling over the past few years. The flood 
insurance program has been on our high-risk list since 2006. Right 
now it is $24 billion in the hole that it owes the Treasury Depart-
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ment, and it is highly unlikely under the current premium struc-
ture that it will ever be repaid. It is not actuarially sound. The 
Biggert-Waters Act made some changes to help. 

The Federal Government also provides a lot of disaster aid, and 
what we have said is the criteria for the disaster aid, whether the 
Federal Government decides to intervene or not, really hasn’t been 
updated for many, many years. It hasn’t even been fully adjusted 
for inflation over a long period of time. We estimate if the criteria 
had been adjusted for inflation, there would be about 25 percent 
fewer disasters that would meet the threshold for federal assist-
ance as opposed to the State and local governments having the ca-
pability to respond to the problems. 

Also right now the Federal Government doesn’t budget for major 
disasters. They only budget for disasters costing $500 million or 
less, and with a lot of the extreme weather events we have, there 
is really no budget. In order to help pay for disasters, we are bor-
rowing money. It is not in any of the long-range simulations by 
GAO or CBO or others. It is really just an exposure out there that 
the Federal Government has. 

We have also said that there is not enough strategic planning. 
A lot of Federal agencies are on the playing field here. There needs 
to be better coherent strategic planning and working with State 
and local governments. The Federal Government invests a lot in in-
frastructure costs. What we are saying is that if the Federal Gov-
ernment could advise State and local governments, that we could 
build our infrastructure smarter so it would be more resilient. We 
spent a lot of money after Katrina elevating bridges and doing 
other things that could have been done earlier if people had 
planned appropriately. Same thing with the experience in New 
York City and how they are handling things after Superstorm 
Sandy. So we are trying to get the Federal Government to be 
smarter initially and better protect its assets and its investments. 

GAO’S WORK ON CYBERSECURITY

Mr. MORAN. Very good. I just have one other. Thank you for the 
excellent response. 

We are under increased threat from cyber attack. We see it in 
the private sector, and we are undoubtedly going to see it to a 
broader extent in the public sector. Have you ever done any studies 
in terms of the need for redundancy in the event of a cyber attack 
on our most essential Federal facilities? 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. We have been focused on cybersecurity for a 
long time. In 1997, we actually added it to the high-risk list gov-
ernmentwide. This is the first time we ever designated anything 
governmentwide high risk. In 2003, I think we added critical infra-
structure protection, including most of the assets which are in pri-
vate sector hands. We have done some work looking at the Inter-
net, for example, and the need for security there. 

I would have to go back, and I will provide a detailed answer for 
the record, but it is something we are really focused on at the 
GAO. There needs to be more partnerships between the public sec-
tor and the private sector. It is one area where we don’t have 
enough of a trained workforce. We have noted gaps, critical skill 
gaps, across the Federal Government with the right people and 
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skills to respond to cybersecurity threats. There needs to be some 
legislation. For example, the Department of Homeland Security has 
responsibility now for overseeing all other Federal agencies, but it 
doesn’t have the authority, and that needs to be rectified. 

I will give you a more specific answer on the redundancy aspect 
of it for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. MORAN. Thank you for your excellent testimony, Mr. Dodaro. 
Thank you. 

Mr. DODARO. Thank you very much, Congressman Moran. 

PRIORITIZATION OF CONGRESSIONAL REQUESTS

Mr. COLE. Mrs. Roby. 
Mrs. ROBY. Thank you for being here today. Three just quick 

questions.
You get hundreds of requests from Congress and others required 

by law. What is the system of prioritizing how you respond and in 
what order? 

Mr. DODARO. We have written congressional protocols that we 
have worked out with the Congress over the years. There are three 
priorities. The priority one is a request that is in a law, as part of 
a mandate or in a congressional resolution, committee report, or 
conference report. Those are our first priority. 

Second priority are requests from committee chairs and ranking 
members. They are treated the same to reinforce our nonpartisan 
status.

Then priority three are requests from individual Members of 
Congress. Right now we haven’t done a request from an individual 
Member of Congress, because we haven’t had the resources, prob-
ably for over a decade. 

Mrs. ROBY. Wow. 
Mr. DODARO. Right now if you want to get in the queue, and we 

get anywhere from slightly under 900 to maybe 1,100 requests a 
year from the Congress, you have to get committee support. Now, 
I do have broad statutory authority to initiate work on our own ac-
cord if we see a gap or a particular issue, so I listen to what all 
Members have to say. 

Mrs. ROBY. Therefore I have to be really nice to my chairman in 
order to get my own request answered. 

Mr. DODARO. That is the best way to do it. 
Mr. COLE. Would you like to make an exception for this com-

mittee?

FUNDING FOR INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND BUILDING SERVICES

Mrs. ROBY. So you asked for an increase in funding for IT and 
building and security services. Can you tell us what improvements 
need to be made to your IT systems and your building structures? 
But between the two, which request is in more dire need? 

Mr. DODARO. It is like choosing which child you love the best, 
you know. 

Mrs. ROBY. My children ask me that question all the time. 
Mr. DODARO. I say I love everybody equally. 
Mrs. ROBY. And I say, I love you the same, but different. 
Mr. DODARO. Right. That is a good answer. I will have to remem-

ber it. 
In the IT area, our network infrastructure is aging. Our switches 

and routers are over 9 years old. Our end user devices, our laptops 
are over 5 years old. In this day and age—— 

Mrs. ROBY. Which means they are just archaic. 
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Mr. DODARO. Right. And we are bringing in new people who are 
used to more up-to-date technology. So we really need to upgrade 
there.

I have prioritized people over technology during these times of 
budgetary decline. I had two priorities: Maximize our support to 
the Congress, minimize the effect on GAO employees. So we have 
had to defer some of these investments, and we are getting to the 
point where we can no longer do that. 

The building infrastructure, our building was built in 1951, so it 
is several decades old. We have replaced pieces of different parts 
of things, but we are doing a comprehensive assessment right now. 
But a lot of the heating and cooling systems for the building—it is 
a large building—are in need of repairs, particularly the chillers to 
cool the building. We need to make some investments. 

We are only asking for about a million dollars for both areas in 
terms of an increase over the 2014 amount. So it is strategic. We 
are looking for savings within both areas. We are cutting back. We 
just went to a new contract to manage the building. We own the 
building. It is not a GSA building. The new contract for facilities 
management is going to save us a couple million dollars. We are 
getting savings that we are plowing back into these assets and 
needs. We just need the $1 million more. That is for both areas 
combined.

Mrs. ROBY. Okay. I yield back. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 

GAO’S SUCCESSION PLANNING

Mr. Stewart. 
Mr. STEWART. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
Thank you for your testimony. You are an excellent witness. 
Two things. I think we can do them fairly quickly. They are very 

general. I used to be a business owner, so I understand that man-
aging personnel is sometimes very difficult. But if I had a third of 
my executive team that was eligible for retirement, along with 
nearly a fifth of my other senior analysts, that would keep me 
awake at night. Can you respond to that? You and Ms. Wasserman 
Schultz talked about that a little bit. 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. 
Mr. STEWART. Could you address that more directly and how you 

plan to deal with that? 
Mr. DODARO. Sure. I have been working on succession planning 

now at the GAO for about 15 years. We have turned over our Sen-
ior Executive corps probably about 70 percent during that period 
of time. We have a well-structured Senior Executive Candidate De-
velopment Program. We have about a dozen people that are right 
now in acting Senior Executive Development roles. We give them 
extra training. We are preparing that cadre to replace the retiring 
executives. We have upticked the number of candidate development 
programs. We have one a year now. We have a pipeline of people 
within the organization that I feel confident can move up to senior 
management with the proper training. 

We also have statutory authority to do what we call knowledge 
transfer, where I can bring back retired GAO executives for specific 
projects for specific periods of time, and their annuity is not offset, 
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which is the general rule. I can waive the offset and bring them 
back. I do that strategically if I have difficult areas in need of tran-
sition or assistance. 

The most important reason I don’t lose a lot of sleep is because 
we have terrific people that have been coming through the system. 
That is why I was so worried last year before this committee. I 
mentioned I felt like a college football coach, where the seniors 
were leaving, and there were no freshmen and sophomores coming 
in. So that is why I am so grateful for this support for 2014. 

Mr. STEWART. Although if you do have to bring those Senior Ex-
ecutives back, it is much more expensive to bring them back on a 
contract basis, correct? 

Mr. DODARO. I don’t use contracts. We just pay them for the sala-
ries. Under this retired annuity authority—actually it is cheaper 
because you don’t pay any benefits. They are already on the gov-
ernmentwide benefits. 

Mr. STEWART. So these aren’t individuals who have retired and 
you are asking—— 

Mr. DODARO. They are retired or left for some other reason. I can 
bring them back. They are regular GAO employees. We pay their 
salaries, and that is it. 

Mr. STEWART. Okay. So it sounds like it is worth noting, but not 
a concern of yours right now. It sounds like you have taken the 
steps to deal with it. 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. I believe we have efforts under way. I won’t 
say it is not a serious problem. And part of our value is having in-
stitutional knowledge across the government, but we are managing 
it the best we can. Sometimes we will recruit from the outside to 
bring a Senior Executive in. They don’t all have to come up 
through the system. 

Mr. STEWART. And what you do is too important for us not to be 
assured that there is continuity built into that. And it sounds, 
again, like you have taken appropriate steps to deal with that over 
the past year. 

Mr. DODARO. Congressman, with my job you have a 15-year ten-
ure, so I have 12 years left. So I have a vested interest to make 
sure I am not the only person left at the end of the 12 years and 
I have a well-functioning organization there. 

ESTIMATING GAO’S IMPACTS

Mr. STEWART. Very quickly, could you elaborate on—you say that 
the GAO is one of the best investments in the Federal Government, 
and you have this figure of $51.5 billion. Help me understand how 
you come to that conclusion. 

Mr. DODARO. Sure. Some examples. We count where the Federal 
Government has cut back on investments, saved money, or en-
hanced revenues. For example, we have been raising concerns 
about the production risk for the Joint Strike Fighter over the 
years. As a result of our concern, the Department of Defense has 
cut back on its production schedule. They have saved billions of 
dollars as a result of following our advice. We mentioned to DOD 
that it was very expensive for them to base in Europe, that they 
ought to reexamine that. They reexamined it, they cut back and 
brought some brigades back, saved about $2 billion in that area. 
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In the housing area, we looked at the Federal Housing Adminis-
tration, where they were allowing seller-financed transactions we 
did a comparison. We said, you are losing money. Every time you 
allow seller financing, you have a higher rate of delinquency. So 
Congress said no more seller financing, saved several billion dol-
lars.

SOURCES OF GAO’S WORK

Mr. STEWART. So for those examples, or the majority of your 
work, are they a result of a request from Congress or from someone 
in the executive? Do you ever initiate that type of analysis your-
self?

Mr. DODARO. Oh, yes, we initiate quite a bit on ourselves. Often 
they become a part of what the Congress asks for. For example, 
most of the things on the high-risk list are things that we started 
doing ourselves and now the Congress mandates we do every year. 
Like we do an analysis of the DOD weapons systems portfolio. 

Mr. STEWART. Yeah. 
Mr. DODARO. We do one now of NASA’s investment portfolio, 

space portfolio. A lot of the work, about a third at least of our fi-
nancial benefits come from working on these high-risk areas to try 
to reduce program costs and achieve efficiency. 

One area is improper payments. We initiated work in this area 
as a result of financial audits. Congress has since passed legisla-
tion. Before we started work in that area, the Federal Government 
didn’t even know the size of its improper payment problem. Right 
now it is over $100 billion a year, half of it in Medicare and Med-
icaid. It is being measured now and managed, and as a result agen-
cies can identify and reduce improper payments. 

If I had the level of resources that I mentioned at the 3,250 level, 
I would make more investments on our own to help identify other 
opportunities for savings. Right now the highest priority is meeting 
the Congress’ needs. 

Mr. STEWART. Okay. Just to make sure I understand, you are not 
frustrated in the sense that you see opportunities that you could 
go after, but you are waiting to be directed or requested to do that; 
you have the latitude to initiate those on your own. 

Mr. DODARO. Yes. I have the latitude, but, again, I don’t have as 
many resources as I would like. 

Mr. STEWART. So you are limited by resources, but not by tar-
gets.

Mr. DODARO. That is correct. 
Mr. STEWART. All right. And finally, can you give me an idea 

what percentages roughly—how much of these studies are initiated 
internally versus requested from Congress or other—— 

Mr. DODARO. Right. Ninety-six percent is either a mandate or a 
congressional request. 

Mr. STEWART. Okay. 
Mr. DODARO. So 4 percent are initiated on our own. Now, you 

have to take into account we develop a strategic plan for serving 
the Congress. We just updated our plan and issued it the end of 
February for 2014 to 2019. That plan identifies areas that we men-
tion to Committees across the Congress that we think is important 
for us to look at, they then request the work. Most of that 96 per-
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cent are things that we think are important, they agree with and 
send the request letters in. 

Mr. STEWART. So if we doubled your expenditures, could you save 
us a trillion dollars then? 

Mr. DODARO. I would try hard. 
Mr. COLE. If we would do what they say. 
Well, in typical GAO fashion we started you late, and you fin-

ished ahead of time. 
Any other member of the committee have any additional ques-

tions?
Thank you. You had a terrific presentation. And again, thank 

you very much for the work that you do. We are very, very grateful. 
Mr. DODARO. Thank you all very much. 
Mr. COLE. We are adjourned. 
[Questions submitted for the record by Chairman Cole follows:] 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 6, 2014. 

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WITNESSES

HON. ED CASSIDY, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER, OFFICE OF THE 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 

HON. KAREN L. HAAS, CLERK, OFFICE OF THE CLERK OF THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES 

HON. PAUL D. IRVING, SERGEANT AT ARMS, OFFICE OF THE SER-
GEANT AT ARMS 

OPENING REMARKS—CHAIRMAN

Mr. COLE.
We are, obviously, on an extraordinarily tight schedule. So we 

are going to try and move to expedite things. 
Before I do, I just want to get on the record how much all of us 

appreciate what all of you do and how well it is done. We are very 
grateful for the manner in which this House is run professionally. 

And we have got a great Clerk. We have got a great Sergeant 
at Arms. And we have got a great Chief Administrative Officer. 

There is a bipartisan agreement. I am going to ask you to dis-
pense with your statements. If you have any points you care to 
make, we will certainly provide an opportunity during questions. 
But I want to allow members, since we are going to try to move 
this along before votes, to have the opportunity to present what-
ever questions they have directly to you. 

[The prepared statements of the House officers follows:] 
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Mr. COLE. I want to begin by recognizing my good friend and the 
ranking member of the Appropriations Committee, and one of the 
people I treasure having a relationship, my good friend from New 
York, Ms. Lowey. 

OPENING REMARKS—RANKING MEMBER LOWEY (FULL COMMITTEE)

Mrs. LOWEY. Those kind words are so overwhelming, Mr. Chair-
man.

You know it is mutual, and it is a pleasure for me to be here. 
And, I also would like to thank the hardworking people who real-

ly make this place run. 
Thank you very much. 
And it is a pleasure being here with Ranking Member 

Wasserman Schultz as well. 
First of all, did I congratulate you on your new role as chair of 

the subcommittee? 
This committee is too often overlooked as the smallest, but its 

importance in assuring our branch of government remains the first 
among equals in our democracy is a large task. I know you are up 
for it, there is no question. 

PASSAGE OF THE CONSOLIDATED APPROPRIATIONS ACT 2014

Thank you very much for giving me the opportunity just to say 
a few words. The passage of the 2014 Consolidated Appropriations 
Act was a baby step in the right direction in reversing sequestra-
tion’s detrimental impact on Congress’ ability to operate most effec-
tively. The House of Representatives had the least amount of se-
quester relief, leaving our institution at a disadvantage to the other 
branches of government and even the Senate. 

FY 2015 BUDGET REQUEST

After years of cuts to Members’ offices and committees, I am 
pleased this year’s budget request includes a modest increase of 2 
percent in Member Representational Allowances, or MRAs. But I 
would remind our members that office budgets have been cut $106 
million since 2010. 

The agencies funded through this bill provide the critical security 
and support necessary for the House of Representatives to function. 
Indeed, the men and women of these nonpolitical agencies provide 
everything from legal counsel to Members and staff to preservation 
of the heritage of the House through archival services. Not funding 
these agencies adequately is politically expedient but irresponsible, 
based on our duty to serve as stewards of this institution as well 
as our constituents. 

Additionally, I welcome the return of normalcy to this sub-
committee now that we do not have to argue about the legal fees 
associated with the Defense of Marriage Act. 

I look forward to today’s hearing. 
Yield back. 

OPENING REMARKS—RANKING MEMBER WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Mr. COLE. Thank you very much. 
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And I would like to go to my good friend and partner on this 
committee, the ranking member, Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Are we just going to go right to questions? 
Mr. COLE. Absolutely. If you have a point you care to make, feel 

free to do it. 
But otherwise, go right to questions. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I don’t have any opening remarks. 

They might have written me one, but no. 
Let me scan this real quick. Yeah, I will just echo the remarks 

of the chairman and just get right to it. 
I do echo the comments of the chairman. We have a remarkably 

talented and committed leadership professionally and administra-
tively for the House of Representatives. We are really fortunate. I 
had an opportunity to talk with the new CAO, who I worked with 
in his previous role in the Speaker’s Office. 

LONGWORTH CAFETERIA RENOVATIONS

Just a couple of questions. One, Mr. Cassidy, on the Longworth 
cafeteria, there is a request in to renovate Longworth for about 
$482,000 in the serving area. And we just renovated it in December 
of 2013. How often do we have to redo the salad bar and the seat-
ing area? I mean, $482,000 is quite a bit of money. So what is 
wrong with Longworth that it needs renovation again? 

Mr. CASSIDY. Ms. Wasserman Schultz, thank you. 
The renovations that were done at the end of the year were cos-

metic in nature, and they were paid for in their entirety by the con-
cessionaire, Restaurant Associates. 

The request this year, the $482,000, would fund the replacement 
of salad bars, refrigerated systems, sort of the front-end serving 
equipment, most of which is at the end of its useful life. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And, our contract with them requires 
us to provide those facilities? 

Mr. CASSIDY. It does. We are also right now in the process of re-
placing dish-washing and pot-scrubbing units that are more than 
20 years old. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. 

SERVICEWARE

Now, I don’t want to belabor the greening of the Capitol project 
back and forth, but I think one of the things that is the most glar-
ing from the transition out of the—and there was a lot to be said 
about not using corn-oil-based silverware. But, do we have to use 
Styrofoam products in the cafeterias? I mean, there is no fast food 
restaurant in the Nation that uses Styrofoam. It does not bio-
degrade. Whether we agree or disagree on global warming and cli-
mate change, everybody knows that it is bad for the environment 
to continue to produce waste that is made of Styrofoam. I mean, 
can’t we just transition to cardboard, so that at least we have 
biodegradeable material for the most part? 

Mr. CASSIDY. That is certainly something I would be happy to 
take a look at. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I mean, really. That shouldn’t be po-
litical. And it is just bad for the environment. Styrofoam is terrible. 
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And, you know, we should take a page from Wendy’s, McDonald’s, 
and Burger King’s book. 

Mr. CASSIDY. We will be happy to look at that. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. 

CAPITOL COMPLEX ACCESS POINTS

Mr. Irving, I wanted to just talk with you about access points, 
because that continues to be a very significant source of frustration 
now that we really have fully funded you. And, the proposal on the 
table is to do the same. You have access points, like there are two 
in the Cannon, a number around the rest of the Capitol Complex. 
Members hear complaints from our constituents about the length 
of the lines, to say nothing of how tough it is for our staffs to get 
in the buildings. So are you reevaluating the opening of access 
points now that you have more resources? 

Mr. IRVING. Absolutely, we are. We are looking at that reevalua-
tion in the context of other priorities of the police, and are certainly 
reevaluating all those access points. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. As in you have plans to open access 
points that are now closed? 

Mr. IRVING. We are looking at the impact of the lines currently 
and options to possibly open some doors for limited hours in the 
heightened areas, during the periods of rush hour. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. We are about to hit spring break. 
Mr. IRVING. Yes. Yes. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And that is the season in which, obvi-

ously, our lines get even longer, and especially with Cannon tunnel. 
And I know we made accommodations for the staff in the Cannon 
tunnel, but we know what those lines are going to be like. And if 
we don’t have a dedicated staff, instead of putting them at the 
front of the line, if we don’t have a dedicated mag for staff, it is 
going to be a problem. 

Mr. IRVING. Absolutely. We will certainly keep you posted, but 
we are looking at reassessing that. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. 

STOCK ACT IMPLEMENTATION

Ms. Haas, welcome again. 
Ms. HAAS. Thank you. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. The only thing I wanted to ask you 

about is the implementation of the STOCK Act. 
Ms. HAAS. Sure. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Because we have had some revisions 

to the STOCK Act. But obviously, it is a significant thing, which 
probably dramatically increased your workload. So how is the im-
plementation going? 

Ms. HAAS. Absolutely. Well, I am happy to say the implementa-
tion is going very well. We were required by law to implement the 
system effective January of this year. So the system is up. This is 
an electronic system for filing financial disclosures as well as other 
documents that are required. So it is in use. Right now, the peri-
odic transaction reports are being filed at a rate of about 49 per-
cent of what has been filed have been filed electronically. So we are 
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continuing to provide enhancements to the system leading up to 
the May 15th filing deadline. 

We also have a plan in place to get the word out about the sys-
tem, to market it to—not only to the Members and staff here, but 
as you probably know, other leg branch agencies also file with the 
House, so to make sure that the word is out to encourage everyone 
to use the system. 

We believe we have created a user-friendly system. But to your 
point, it did require a lot of resources. This has been, in the last 
22 months, it has really been our priority. And we did the majority 
of the work in-house, but it had a significant impact, both in time 
and money, and we had to put some of our other projects on hold 
to be able to implement this on time. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. Thank you. 

HEARING ROOM RENOVATIONS

And Mr. Chairman, I just have two more questions. 
Mr. COLE. Sure. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. Cassidy, on the hearing room ren-

ovations, we are still renovating hearing rooms 8 years after I was 
chair of the committee. And so where are we? I mean, I note the 
request includes $2.3 million. And what is the timeline for wrap-
ping those up? Because we have to have probably gotten most of 
them done at this point, correct? 

Mr. CASSIDY. Well, regrettably, as I understand it, we are a long 
way from wrapping it up because it is an ongoing process. And yes, 
most of the hearing rooms have received audiovisual upgrades of 
one sort or another. Some of them have actually been done twice. 
These systems have a useful—— 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Twice? 
Mr. CASSIDY. Yes, we are in the second round on some of these 

hearing rooms, because the early installations of those committees 
have exceeded their useful life. In some cases, they are no longer 
supported. It is impossible for the recording studio, which main-
tains those facilities, to get replacement parts. Just yesterday, the 
Committee on Financial Services had its witness mikes go out in 
the middle of a hearing. And it has happened in the Budget Com-
mittee as well. It happened when Ben Bernanke was testifying late 
last year. 

As you know, those systems are heavily used. Many of them are 
7 and 8 and 10 years old. And what we found is that you have real-
ly got to replace them on a cycle. If we had all the money to do 
all the hearing rooms this year, then we would get a break for 7 
or 8 or 10 years, perhaps, if we were lucky. But much in the same 
way that agencies that have to replace IT infrastructure experi-
ence, when you are doing it on an as-funds-become-available basis, 
you do a little bit this year, a little bit next year, and by the time 
you get toward the end of the line, it is time to start over again. 
It is a little bit like painting a long bridge. So I don’t think we are 
going to have the opportunity to wrap it up, as you put it, any time 
soon.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Are there any hearing rooms that 
have had no work done yet and haven’t—— 



278

Mr. CASSIDY. There are a couple subcommittee rooms that have 
not been done in better than a decade. But for example, this year, 
we are—— 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. We can tell which ones those are 
when you have a meeting in them. 

Mr. CASSIDY. We are trying to get to those, too. 
Mr. COLE. Didn’t that happen in Oversight yesterday? 
Mr. CASSIDY. In fact, Chairman Smith of Texas of the Science 

Committee has just committed his own committee’s funds to re-
place all of the electronic infrastructure in his subcommittee hear-
ing room. The Architect will handle the infrastructure problems. 

One point I ought to make the committee aware of, because this 
really crosses jurisdictions between the CAO and the AOC, in many 
cases, when you upgrade the AV systems, you have to go into the 
ceilings or the walls. By law, when we go into the ceilings and 
walls, we then have to do asbestos abatement. And if we make 
structural changes to the room, we then, in many cases, have to 
do ADA compliance, which can add hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars. The OOC has given us some forbearance on that until we ren-
ovate a room. But once we renovate it, then we are in for the whole 
hog in some cases. So it is a big, expensive proposition. 

You will be happy to know, Mr. Chairman, that the number one 
priority this year is upgrading the AV systems in the Appropria-
tions full Committee hearing room. 

Mr. COLE. That is a wise choice. 
Mr. CASSIDY. I certainly thought so. It was one of my earliest de-

cisions.
Mr. COLE. Very thoughtfully delivered at this moment, too. 
Mr. CASSIDY. We are going to do the Appropriations Committee 

room and the Ways and Means Committee hearing room, which is 
an alternate Chamber for the full House this year, as well as Fi-
nancial Services. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. 

COMPENSATION STUDY

Just the last question, Mr. Cassidy, and then I am done, Mr. 
Chairman.

We stopped doing compensation reviews a number of years ago. 
In the fiscal year 2014 omnibus bill, executive branch employees 
were allowed to receive a cost-of-living increase of 1 percent. I 
mean, there are transparent increases for the executive branch, but 
we, because Members make their own decisions based on how they 
decide to spend money in their MRA, we really don’t have any idea, 
because there is no compensation study anymore, to know how our 
employees are being paid comparable to executive branch or even 
the Senate. 

We already know that, oftentimes, we are at a competitive dis-
advantage from previous compensation studies. And I know you 
were not CAO when the decision was made to end those. But I 
mean, is there a way for us to consider starting to do those again, 
so that we can not be at a competitive disadvantage? And when it 
is transparent, it is a lot easier for us—Members should still be 
making their own decisions, but if Members and employees have an 
opportunity to see the comparison to their fellow comparable posi-
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tions in other agencies, then we have a better shot at retaining and 
attracting the top talent. 

Mr. CASSIDY. Absolutely, Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 
In fact, as I think all of you know, I spent the bulk of my career 

here in personal offices, most of that time as chief of staff to sev-
eral Members. I found those compensation studies to be among the 
most useful tools that were available to me. I was concerned at the 
time when the decision was made to step away from that process. 
And I have already advised our staff that, one way or another, we 
are going to conduct a compensation study this year and make that 
available to Members and chiefs of staff at the start of next year. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. That is great. Thank you very much. 
Mr. CASSIDY. I can’t tell you how we are going to get it done, but 

we are going to get it done. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. That is good news. Thank you very 

much.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
Just Mr. Moran and Mr. Stewart have joined us a little late. So 

you are aware, we dispensed with opening statements. We have 
votes coming up. So I want to give the members some time to go 
directly to questions. 

So, Mr. Stewart, I am going to call on you next and whatever 
questions you care to address, or if you like, I will give you time 
to think and go to Mr. Moran, who has had a little more time to 
think about this. I will let you make the call. 

Mr. STEWART. The only question I have is, what is the meaning 
of life? And if you can answer that—— 

Mr. COLE. We might go to Mr. Moran right away. The Irish actu-
ally always know what the meaning of life is. 

But did you have any questions? 
Mr. STEWART. No, maybe after. 
Mr. COLE. If you want to, that is fine. 
If I could, then, Mr. Moran. 

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to know if you have done an analysis of what propor-

tion of the committee and personal staff switched over to the Af-
fordable Care Act programs from the traditional health insurance 
that they had. Do we have a sense now of what kind of transitions 
that occurred or convulsions some would call it? 

Mr. CASSIDY. Yes, sir, we do. As you know, all of the Members 
of the Congress—of the House were designated to the exchange. 
There were almost 50 Members who, in the previous Congress, par-
ticipated in FEHBP, who are not currently enrolled in the D.C. 
Health Link Exchange. All of the rest of those, more than 300 
Members, have actually purchased their insurance through the 
D.C. Health Link Exchange. 

So at the staff level, we have got about 4,200 House staff who 
were designated to the exchange who have actually enrolled and 
another roughly 450 or so who were previously in FEHBP and are 
not enrolled in the D.C. Health Link Exchange. And although we 
don’t know, we suspect in most cases, those are individuals who ei-
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ther went onto a spouse’s plan or, if they are younger staff, perhaps 
went onto a parent’s plan. 

So roughly 316 Members are in the exchange and about 4,200– 
plus House staff are in the exchange. The payroll and benefits staff 
in the CAO organization worked tirelessly through the late fall, all 
the month of November, December, and into January, worked 
nights and weekends, to help a large number of primarily staff, but 
in a couple of cases Members, a large number of staff who encoun-
tered real difficulty enrolling in the D.C. Health Link Exchange, in 
many cases through no fault of their own. 

It is not clear that the D.C. exchange was ready for us. It cer-
tainly wasn’t designed for such a large number of employees of a 
single employer. But our staff has worked closely with theirs, and 
we have narrowed the number of staff who are still not enrolled to 
literally a few dozen. And although there are deadlines, as you 
know, for enrolling, and after those deadlines, you lose the oppor-
tunity until the next open season, in this case, because it is evident 
to us and to D.C. that folks who have not yet enrolled have been 
trying, those deadlines are going to be waived. And in fact, as soon 
as we can get the last remaining staff members enrolled, they will 
go into the system with no loss of coverage, because there is a ret-
roactive provision. 

Mr. COLE. Would the gentleman yield for a follow-up question? 
Mr. MORAN. Please. 
Mr. COLE. I am very curious, in addition to these individual sta-

tistics, Members, obviously, had the option of their staff going in 
or not going in. Can you tell us roughly how that broke down in 
terms of how many offices decided to stay with the preexisting Fed-
eral insurance they had and how many opted into the exchange? 

Mr. MORAN. That was going to be a follow-up question. I am glad 
you asked it, Tom. 

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. Chairman, I can provide those numbers for the 
record. That is not data that—we pretty carefully avoided com-
piling that data because we didn’t want it used for political pur-
poses. And I think you can understand how some folks might have 
wanted to do that. But we can make that information available. 

Mr. COLE. I would appreciate it. 
Mr. MORAN. Maybe just to the committee members. 
Mr. CASSIDY. Certainly. 
Mr. MORAN. I agree, you don’t want it to be—if there is any pos-

sible that way we can flog ourselves, we usually seize that. 
Mr. CASSIDY. For example—— 
Mr. MORAN. And then give the public at large opportunity to fol-

low up as well. 
Mr. CASSIDY. For example, at the outset of this process, we made 

clear to the payroll and benefits staff we didn’t want any lists de-
veloped, for example, that showed X percentage of Republican 
Members or X percentage of Democratic Members did what. And 
as you know, in most cases, it was all or nothing. A Member or a 
chairman made a designation for their entire staff, but there were 
some exceptions for long-serving employees and those with special 
circumstances. And we would be happy to make any of that infor-
mation available to you. 
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Mr. COLE. I would appreciate it if you did that at the committee 
level.

Mr. CASSIDY. Certainly. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Subcommittee level. 
Mr. COLE. Subcommittee level. Thank you. The tighter the circle, 

the better. 
Mr. MORAN. I think we can let the chair and ranking member 

take a look at it, and then they can decide to extend the informa-
tion. I trust the two of you. 

Mr. COLE. Fair enough. 

CAPITOL POLICE PERSONNEL COMPENSATION

Mr. MORAN. Ms. Wasserman Schultz asked about the Capitol Po-
lice. What is the distribution between regular pay and overtime 
now? There was a point at which overtime pay had gotten pretty 
substantial. And in fact, people were, in my view, performing reg-
ular daily functions and somehow were on overtime. 

Could you give us some insight into that, Paul? 
Mr. IRVING. Yes. Over the years, the mission of the Capitol Police 

has expanded to the point that, due to ongoing threats, as assign-
ments were created, overtime really had to be paid for just normal 
daily operations, such as door openings. 

Mr. MORAN. Yeah. 
Mr. IRVING. As their mission expanded to other threats, not only 

threat assessment, but K–9, magnetometers, bomb explosives, all of 
the other functions the Capitol Police has, just to open up the doors 
every day required a pretty healthy degree of overtime. So once se-
questration hit, we looked at the core mission and worked our way 
out and realized that there were some doors that we could possibly 
close because they were not used, not accessed as frequently as oth-
ers. So when we prioritized, that is really where we cut. And frank-
ly, that was a huge reduction in overtime. We reduced overtime by 
quite a bit. 

Now, the Capitol Police still does pay overtime to open up doors 
every day. But it is far, far reduced. And we are certainly going to 
now look at the ongoing priorities of the department. A couple of 
things the department has not done in the last couple years is 
train. There is a lot of in-service training, a lot of perishable skills 
that need to be honed. So we need to get back into training. Hiring. 
There has been a moratorium on hiring. So we really need to get 
back to hiring because the number of officers is decreasing to the 
point that operationally, it is going to impact. So we have to get 
back to training, and hiring. 

So looking at those priorities, we will certainly look at reas-
sessing the doors and other assignments that have been cut and 
certainly the impact of that. But we really, really appreciate that 
and recognize it. 

Mr. MORAN. Yeah. I appreciate you looking at it. I remember 
when I was mayor of Alexandria, I came across something that a 
whole lot of municipalities experienced with firefighters. Often-
times, they would live in areas where the housing costs were much 
reduced, but it meant there was a substantial commute, so they 
would essentially work about 3 days a week, and they had worked 
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out their overtime, and had a second job and the like. And it was 
not the most efficient use of our resources. So I am glad. 

But the ranking member tells me that we are going to have a 
hearing on the Capitol Police specifically, so I can hold my ques-
tions for that. 

MEMBERS’ REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCE

The only other question I would be interested in is the distribu-
tion of the MRA between salaries and office equipment, travel, all 
of that kind. I would just be interested to see how it shakes out. 
I don’t know if you have any numbers, but I would be interested. 

Mr. CASSIDY. I would be happy to provide those, Mr. Moran. We 
break the expenditures by Member offices down into what is known 
as budget object classes and can identify with great specificity how 
much an average Member spends or any particular Member spends 
on each of the things that the MRA is used for. 

Mr. MORAN. I think that would be helpful. And you know, I 
would actually be interested in what the average salary we are 
paying staff now is. I know an average doesn’t tell you a whole lot, 
but maybe even a little, you know, bell curve in terms of what nor-
mal salary is and how that bell curve—— 

COMPENSATION STUDY

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MORAN. Please. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Because we have not had the benefit 

of compensation studies, we don’t know this, but it would actually 
be interesting to see that by position, because, you know, how are 
we doing at the staff assistant level compared to the chief of staff 
level, for example, or legislative director. 

Mr. MORAN. Yeah. Sure. 
Mr. CASSIDY. We would be happy to do that. 
Mr. Chairman, if I might, just as an Alexandria resident and tax-

payer, I would like to thank Congressman Moran for his efforts to 
keep police overtime in Alexandria under control. And in fact, I am 
personally honored not only to be here today but to be well rep-
resented. I have both my Congressmen here. I have my Congress-
man during the week is Congressman Moran, and Dr. Harris is my 
Congressman on the weekends. I feel very well represented. 

Mr. COLE. It sounds like you are well compensated, too. 
Mr. CASSIDY. I will let you and my wife talk about that. 
Mr. MORAN. Excellent observation, Mr. Cassidy. Very good. I ap-

preciate your testimony and your service. And I won’t pursue that, 
but I thank you for providing the information. 

Thanks, Mr. Cassidy. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Stewart, you have had a chance to collect your 

thoughts if you care to ask any questions. 
Mr. STEWART. No. I think, from talking to my staff, the questions 

we had have been answered already previous to my getting here. 
And in deference of time, Mr. Chairman, I will just yield back. 

Mr. COLE. Ms. Roby, did you have any questions you care to sub-
mit?
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REMARKS—MRS. ROBY

Mrs. ROBY. I don’t. But I do just want to take an opportunity to 
tell you how much I appreciate you, Mr. Irving, and the challenges 
that you have in front of you. I think a lot of what you do Members 
of Congress don’t think about every single day. We take for granted 
all that goes on around us and all that we are shielded from be-
cause of your diligence and your work and your bee dance that you 
have to manage, so to speak, between security issues and every-
thing else you have on your plate. And so, you know, I look forward 
to working with you. I look forward to continuing to have one-on- 
one conversations with you about how this subcommittee and the 
Appropriations Committee can help you in the challenges that you 
have.

But more than anything, I just want you to know I have, as I 
have told you one on one, I have a deep respect for law enforcement 
and for those that are willing to put a shield on their body that 
says, ‘‘I am going to take a bullet for you,’’ and walk out their door 
every day. 

And again, this committee oversees the guts of the operation. 
And you play a key role. So more than anything, I just want to 
thank you for all of the sleepless nights you may have and your 
concern over all the issues that we take for granted. So thank you. 

Mr. IRVING. Thank you very much, Congressman, for your kind 
words. We will certainly keep you posted. 

Mrs. ROBY. Yes, sir. 

CLOSING REMARKS—CHAIRMAN

Mr. COLE. Any additional questions? 
A couple of remarks from me quickly. We will undoubtedly be 

submitting some questions for the record since we have had an ab-
breviated session. I think other members will probably want do the 
same thing that weren’t able to get here given the votes and the 
fact that it is the last day of the week. 

I do really want to associate myself with the ranking member’s 
remarks about access points. I think we all have staff and people 
that run into that problem. So if you can give that extra consider-
ation and look. It really throws the whole day off when large 
groups are coming through and they are arriving late. So whatever 
you can do and whatever we can do, honestly, in helping you 
achieve that goal, I would love to hear. 

Finally, seriously, let’s just end where we began. Thank all three 
of you and the staff that you represent for what you do on a reg-
ular basis and what you have done for this institution and how, in 
a difficult budget time, you kept it up and operational. We are all 
very proud of the professionalism of the staff and all the areas that 
you represent. 

So thanks again. 
I will say the subcommittee stands adjourned until March 24, 

when we will hear testimony from the United States Capitol Police. 
So, again, thank you very much. 
[Questions submitted for the record by Chairman Cole follows:] 
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MONDAY, MARCH 24, 2014. 

UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE 

WITNESS

KIM C. DINE, CHIEF OF POLICE 

STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN TOM COLE

Mr. COLE. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Today we will hear from the Chief of Police, Kim C. Dine. The 

Chief also is accompanied by Assistant Chief Daniel Malloy, and 
we would like to congratulate him on his appointment as Assistant 
Chief.

Mr. MALLOY. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. COLE. You bet. Thank you. 
Chief, we applaud the fact the Department has completed the im-

plementation of the long-awaited and overdue radio modernization 
project. On behalf of the entire committee, we would look like to 
give special thanks to Mr. Richard Braddock, who we understand 
is ill today, as are you, so thank you for being here. But we want 
to thank Mr. Braddock for his 3-year dedication and determination 
in seeing this project to fruition. 

Chief, I would like to publicly thank you and all the members of 
the Capitol Police for your constant diligence providing for the se-
curity of Members of Congress, congressional staff and the many 
visitors to the U.S. Capitol Complex. We recognize how hard your 
folks work, how much they do for each and every one of us, and 
how much their service means, not just to us but frankly to the en-
tire country, in keeping us secure. 

So, please, on behalf of the entire committee, accept our very sin-
cere thanks for the job you do each and every day. 

Chief DINE. Thank you, sir. 

STATEMENT OF RANKING MEMBER WASSERMAN SCHULTZ

Mr. COLE. Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chief, good afternoon. As always, we appreciate you coming be-

fore the committee to testify. 
And, Assistant Chief, good to see you. 
Mr. MALLOY. Thank you, ma’am. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thanks for being here. 
For us on this subcommittee and really the whole Capitol Com-

plex we know that the Capitol Police operations are one of our most 
important, if not the most important, because you are really at the 
epicenter of everything that happens in the Capitol Complex. There 
is always a delicate balance between access and security. And be-
cause we are the Legislative Branch and the People’s House, we 



296

are particularly attuned to making sure that that balance is struck 
in the right way. 

During the sequestration process that we have gone through and 
that we are still coming out of, our constituents were more directly 
impacted with cuts to your agency in comparison to others. Longer 
lines are the most visible impact and the most direct impact that 
our constituents here in the Capitol Complex had to field as a re-
sult of cuts to your agency. 

You obviously are the first line, not only of defense, but you are 
also the first foot forward that the public interacts with in so many 
ways. Your agency contributes to the culture and the environment 
of our workplace and also the environment and culture of the place 
that people visit. Our officers are stalwarts for members and staff 
and being the first and last impression that our constituents have. 

But to that end, I really want to underscore how important it is, 
given that there have been some incidents of challenges that your 
officers have had in balancing First Amendment rights with secu-
rity. I know you are working through those issues and helping indi-
vidual officers deal with that, but it is obviously the department’s 
job to make sure that we can safeguard the democratic process by 
creating a safe environment for guests to come and interact with 
us, but also make sure that people have the right to express them-
selves, which is their constitutional right. So I would like to hear 
a little bit about how you have conveyed that balance and the im-
portance of it to your officers. 

As far as access, we have gotten lots of feedback from our visi-
tors, from our staff, from our constituents, from Members on the 
lack of access that we have to House Office Buildings now. Given 
that the Capitol Police is back to near pre-sequester levels in fiscal 
year 2014, I would really like to hear from you on what consider-
ations you are giving to improving access. 

I think there is a very significant expectation that doors that are 
now closed will be opened, and if you are going basically back up 
to the funding levels you were at before the sequester, that is and 
should be the expectation. I realize a lot of those decisions lie with 
the Sergeant at Arms in both Chambers, but we want to hear what 
your plans are and how you are working with them to do that. 

I also want to congratulate you on bringing the interoperability 
system, the radio modernization project in for a landing. There 
were bumps along the way, which I began managing and handed 
over to a succession of other Leg Branch chairs. And we know we 
still have kinks to work out in the system, but bringing it in for 
a landing finally after 13 years since 9/11 is really important and 
obviously making sure that your officers can communicate with one 
another and with other agencies is critical. 

On the financial side, before your arrival as Chief, the Capitol 
Police’s Administrative Division was in fiscal disarray. Those strug-
gles were most apparent in the budget and accounting areas. I am 
not going to rehash all of those incidents, but they were many, and 
they were complex, and they were an embarrassment. So I would 
like to hear an update on your financial audits and where you are 
and how close you are to a clean audit if you are not already at 
one since your leadership began and any changes that have been 
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implemented to strengthen the financial management of the de-
partment.

Finally, let me close by saying the Capitol Police have faced 
many challenges, including the incidents in 2013 that highlight the 
uncertainty that we face each and every day here in the Capitol. 
And the shooting that occurred in October, and obviously that was 
a tragedy that all of us wish had gone differently and many of the 
details that occurred are still being worked out, it validated why 
we invest in training and radios and physical infrastructure. 

The Navy Yard shooting was another test of how the department 
works with other law enforcement agencies in the region. We even 
saw discrepancies between the House and Senate and the police on 
what was the appropriate actions to take and how to act accord-
ingly based on what each Chamber wanted. The shootings didn’t 
impact the Capitol Complex specifically, but there was no way to 
know that at that time. And we obviously have those challenges to 
sort through as well because we all need to be singing off the same 
song sheet when there is a danger that presents itself. 

So we appreciate the work that you do and all of your officers 
and the civilian workforce as well. Thank you so much, and I look 
forward to your testimony. 

Mr. COLE. Chief Dine, at this time, if you could summarize your 
testimony. Your full testimony will be entered into the record. 

STATEMENT OF CHIEF KIM C. DINE

Chief DINE. Thank you, sir. 
Good afternoon, Chairman Cole, Ranking Member Wasserman 

Schultz and members of the committee. I am honored to be here 
today and I appreciate the opportunity to present the United States 
Capitol budget request for fiscal year 2015. I am joined here today 
by Assistant Chief Daniel Malloy, our Chief of Operations. As was 
mentioned, Mr. Richard Braddock, our Chief Administrative Offi-
cer, is ill today. And we also have some members of my Executive 
Management Team here, as well as a representative from our In-
spector General’s Office. 

I consider the United States Capitol Police to be America’s police 
department, a premier Federal law enforcement agency that works 
to ensure that the legislative process of our Government can func-
tion without disruption or lapses in security or safety. Our mission 
is to protect the facilities we all work in and around, to protect you 
and your fellow Members, your staff, the Capitol Hill community, 
and the millions of visitors who come here to be part of the demo-
cratic process on a regular basis. 

We practice the best in American policing, represent the country 
we serve and protect the democratic process. We consider all of the 
people and facilities we protect and the legislative process that we 
secure as one community. Although we are professionals dedicated 
to public service and public safety, the employees of the depart-
ment gain strength and encouragement from your recognition of 
our accomplishments. 

My management team and I are aware that the fiscal situation 
in the Federal Government requires that we manage ourselves and 
our plan for our future responsibly and accurately. Therefore, I be-
lieve it is our responsibility to submit a budget request that is ac-
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curate, reasonable, responsible and based on critical requirements 
necessary to mitigate and address both the identified and emerging 
threats and risks. 

Our fiscal year 2015 budget request focuses on those critical mis-
sion requirements necessary for the department to address the se-
curity of the Congress so that it may conduct its constitutional re-
sponsibilities in an open and safe manner without disruptions from 
crime or terrorism. Our fiscal year 2015 request again includes 
funding for 1,775 of the 1,800 sworn authorized positions and 370 
of our authorized 443 civilian positions. These are the staffing lev-
els funded during fiscal year 2014. 

Our officers provide a safe environment for the facilities of Cap-
itol Hill. In fiscal year 2013, the department performed over 9.8 
million screenings of people entering congressional buildings, in-
cluding over 1.6 million visitors to the Capitol Visitors Center. Out-
side the buildings, we kept the Capitol grounds safe by conducting 
more than 150,000 K–9 sweeps and over 27,000 offsite vehicle in-
spections.

I am grateful for your time today. We will continue to work close-
ly with you to make sure that we meet the needs of our mission 
in a reasonable and responsible manner. I want to thank the 
women and men of the USCP for their support. I appreciate the op-
portunity to appear before you today, and we would be glad to an-
swer any questions you may have at this time. 

[The prepared statement of Chief Dine follows:] 
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POINTS OF ACCESS INTO THE CAPITOL

Mr. COLE. Thank you very much. 
Let’s start actually with the issue that Ms. Wasserman Schultz 

raised and I think you will hear a lot about, and that is points of 
access into the Capitol. 

Obviously, as she pointed out in her testimony, we have been 
able to address at least some of the personnel problems that were 
associated with sequester. So could you give us an idea of where 
we are, what, if anything, is going to be reopened, what your 
timeline is and what are your concerns? 

Chief DINE. Well, first, let me say that we are extremely aware 
and cognizant of the concern for access into the buildings. We un-
derstand that. And, as you know, we have more mission than we 
have officers. We don’t have enough officers to staff every single 
post and every single Magnetometer at every time, nor would I 
think any of us say that is necessary. 

The plan we have immediately put into place under Assistant 
Chief Malloy’s direction has been to have our personnel and our 
Command Center constantly monitor the doors. As you know, we 
have a pretty robust Command Center with a significant number 
of cameras around the campus, and we are using those cameras in 
the Command Center to provide realtime information and actually 
tracking each door. 

We used to unofficially and informally track the lines at the 
doors and track the information, but now we are keeping that data 
and charting it out. But it is resulting in an instant notification to 
supervisors in the field who then notify a number of different units, 
our first responders, our emergency responders, our building patrol, 
people on bike patrols and our motorcycle officers, so they can re-
spond to any door where we see a backlog and direct people to an-
other door that is open, open up an additional Magnetometer and 
engage in prescreening, which helps people get through more 
quickly. That is the operational plan that we have going on right 
now.

As it relates to funding, as you know, the closures saved approxi-
mately $16 million. Our previous overtime budget was in the mid-
dle $30 milion range pre sequester. It is now in the low $20 million 
range. And as you also know, our mission is not covered completely 
with our budget without the use of overtime. That has been the 
challenge over the years, to judiciously use overtime to cover our 
mission and meet all of our requirements. 

Currently, our overtime level is in the $23 million range. Thanks 
to your efforts, which we greatly appreciate, has provided some 
funding to take our officers offline. One of the bigger challenges 
that we have, unlike other police agencies, in fact probably most 
unique to this agency, is we do not have the ability to significantly 
reduce our footprint because of the number of fixed posts around 
campus. So, historically as well as currently, we have had to use 
overtime to backfill officers, to take them offline to do significant 
training, important training, which, frankly, we have had to defer 
over the last couple of years. 

We have a plan that we are implementing this year, again 
thanks to the funding you are providing, to complete training for 
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our officers, to complete active shooter training this year for rest 
of the 500 officers who will go through that; 600 officers are going 
to go through refresher training in screening. Obviously, they have 
been through that, but this is critical refresher training. Those are 
two pieces of key training that are really, really important to our 
officers.

As you know, training is one of the last areas that any police de-
partment wants to cut, that is really the last place that should be 
cut, and over the years, we are have had to defer that. Thanks to 
the funding you provided, we are able to address that. 

Now, we also know that we need to continue to better manage 
overtime. Even though we decreased it, we are tracking that better 
every day. We directed every day that our commanders get a per- 
day shift report to see who is working, how many people are work-
ing, where they are working, and where they are assigned, so we 
can assign the people when and where they need to be working to 
reduce overtime. 

Mr. COLE. Two quick follow ups. One, if I understood, are you 
planning to open any points that have been closed during seques-
ter?

Chief DINE. Well, we are still looking at the number of doors. We 
would not be able to open additional doors without spending addi-
tional overtime, given the overtime levels that we have currently, 
but we are continuing to explore all avenues. 

We do think aggressive enforcement of this operational plan, put-
ting the officers and supervisors exactly where they need to be at 
a moment’s notice when they see a bottleneck, will help to resolve 
these issues. We are constantly monitoring that, and we need to be 
aggressive and diligent in doing that. 

SWORN STAFFING LEVELS AND RECRUITING

Mr. COLE. The fiscal year 2014 budget let you add 41 people to 
get you back up to 1,775. Could you give us a quick overview of 
about how much time did it take to find those people, train them; 
are you where you want to be staff-wise now? Are we at that num-
ber, let me put it that way? 

Chief DINE. Yes, sir. We are not at that number. And as you 
mentioned, I appreciate the sort of characterization of our agency, 
because I view the United States Capitol Police as America’s police 
department, as you mentioned, Congresswoman. These officers are 
the first impression that people see when they come here. We are 
America’s police department for a number of reasons. We protect 
you. We protect the people and the place and the processes that 
makes this country what it is literally. Our officers are the first 
face that people see, that you see, that your constituents see, and, 
frankly, people from around the world see when they first come 
here, and they are also the last people they see. They are literally 
the face of law enforcement in the United States. 

We are very proud of that, but we need to make sure that if that 
is true, which it is, that they conduct themselves accordingly and 
meet our mission and your needs as well. 

To that end, we hired a new Human Resources director about a 
month before I came on, and as part of our strategic plan, we have 
revamped the manner in which we are hiring. 
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Obviously, like any great agency, we want to hire the best and 
the brightest, and we want people that want to be here and want 
to stay here and who are not using this as a place to go somewhere 
else. We want them to understand what we are all about, so we 
meet each other’s needs. 

We set up an assessment center process over the last couple of 
months where we brought people from around the country to come 
to the United States Capitol, and it was very exciting. We brought 
in about the top 200 out of almost 7,000 applicants that we got in 
a 4-week period. We opened up hiring for about 4 weeks, and we 
got between 6,900 and 7,000 applicants, which was very exciting 
for us and heartwarming. 

We brought in the top several hundred. Chief Malloy was there, 
I was there, and Mr. Braddock and many of our command staff 
were there. We set up a 2-day process, assessment center, where 
they obviously went through physical testing and academic testing, 
but they also went through an overview of the agency, who we are 
and what we do. Because it is really important that they under-
stand what kind of agency we are, that we understand, that we 
meet their expectations, and they meet our expectations. I can tell 
you, it was very, very exciting to meet these young men and women 
who came literally from across the United States just to be part of 
this process. 

We are filling those spots, to get specific to your question, over 
a three-class process, and we are very excited about that. We are 
going to hire classes in May, July, and September. We actually 
have a class in process right now, but that was just a back fill of 
vacancies, previous vacancies, and we are hopeful that we are 
going to be able to meet—fill all of those spots. Obviously, with any 
agency our size there is always attrition and things like that, but 
we are excited and we feel confident we are going to be able to fill 
those spots. 

BASE, UNSCHEDULED, AND TRAINING OVERTIME

Mr. COLE. Okay. Thanks, Chief. 
Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chief, I just want to continue with the overtime question. I don’t 

want to be a contrarian, but the sequester sort of did your job for 
you that you would have had to do anyway, given the statutory cap 
on overtime. I think it is safe to say that you would not have likely 
primarily chosen to close doors and shut off access points as a solu-
tion to reducing overtime. Maybe a couple, but you wouldn’t have 
balanced almost your entire cut in overtime on the backs of our 
constituents’ access to the Capitol or our staff’s ability to get to 
work, which arguably cuts down on productivity. 

And now that the sequester is reduced and your agency has 
largely passed, you shouldn’t be exempt from making hard deci-
sions that you would have had to make and just allow the seques-
ter to have done the job for you, because it is not okay to just cut 
your overtime through closing of access. 

So the question I have more specifically is, you have something 
called base overtime and you have unscheduled overtime and you 
have training overtime. So what is the difference between those 
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three kinds of overtime? Your request for overtime is $23.4 million. 
Most of that request is for base activities, $20.6 million. And then 
if you ordered—if we directed you as a committee to open more ac-
cess points, would that cost be added to overtime? You mentioned 
it would, but you, obviously, have to continue to deal with the stat-
utory cap. So where would push come to shove if you had to make 
that choice? 

Chief DINE. Well, I appreciate your focus there, and as I said, we 
are and we will continue to aggressively manage the overtime. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I am sorry, the other thing I wanted 
to say specifically about access points is directing people, and I can 
appreciate you more closely managing it through the Command 
Center, and that is great that you are looking for trouble spots and 
trying to address it in real time, but directing people to other doors 
isn’t a solution to the fact that there are access points closed that 
should be open, in my opinion. 

Chief DINE. Yes, ma’am. Thank you. 
Base overtime is basically overtime that is used for core mission, 

K–9, scheduled events, DPD, and extended sessions. That is what 
base overtime is. Unscheduled overtime is unscheduled events, un-
scheduled protests, special sessions and other things that are more 
unscheduled. There may be a fine line between some of that. Train-
ing overtime is literally overtime that we use to backfill officers 
that we need to take offline for the types of significant training 
that I mentioned. That is kind of how that breaks down. We under-
stand there is a need to and we will continue to aggressively man-
age that. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I just think most people think of your 
need for overtime to be more like the unscheduled overtime rather 
than core mission. 

Chief DINE. Right. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Because your core mission, you should 

have the ability to put officers in place for the length of time within 
the normal hours, ideally. 

Chief DINE. Yes. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I realize that that is challenging, but 

it is the base overtime that really was the focus of the committee 
when you had the issue and not the unscheduled; that is expected. 
And training, we obviously want the officers to get as much train-
ing as possible. The base overtime is more of a problem. 

STATUS OF THE FINANCIAL AUDIT

Then just a couple of other quick questions. I mentioned in my 
opening statement that your department had some pretty signifi-
cant, prior to you getting here, fiscal challenges. It was a fiscal dis-
aster. The previous administration didn’t know where money was, 
bills, payroll. Can you give us an update on where you are now and 
particularly in terms of an audit? 

Chief DINE. Yes, ma’am. And as we said, Mr. Braddock is not 
here today, but I have to give him great kudos, as well as Jay Mil-
ler, who is here today, for the great work that he did in our finan-
cial area. They just did stellar work to turn this around. 

We are getting our third clean opinion. We are very proud of 
that. We have closed 18 recommendations as it relates to audits 
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thus far this year. We have eight more we are in the process of 
closing, on the verge of closing as well. We believe we are con-
tinuing to make great progress in that area and becoming more ro-
bust and clean as we move forward. 

CAPITOL COMPLEX ACCESS DURING VOTING

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Great. I only have one more quick 
question, and then I will be done for this meeting. 

A couple of weeks ago, a vote had been called. And this is some-
thing that happened to me; I assume it happened to the other 
members also. A vote had been called. I was off campus. In the ef-
fort to get to the Capitol within the 15-minute time limit that the 
House allots for the first vote, I had to get in a taxi because the 
car I was in couldn’t get pulled out of valet quickly enough. 

So I got in a taxi. I was on the Senate side. I attempted to come 
through the gate. You know, when we are in our regular car, they 
let us through on the Senate side with no problem when there is 
a vote without having the dog go around the car, but they wouldn’t 
allow the taxi that I was in to come through on the Senate side, 
and they said that was a Senate side policy for a House vote. And 
I feel quite certain that they let Senators come through in a taxi 
if that is the vehicle they are in on the Senate side when a vote 
is on. 

So if you could, I am not sure if you are familiar with that dif-
ference in policy, but House Members need to get into the Capitol 
Complex no matter what vehicle they are in when a vote is on. If 
you could address, either maybe it was something that just hap-
pened to me that day and there was an officer that didn’t know the 
policy, or, if not, if that is the policy, it really should be changed. 

Chief DINE. Yes, ma’am, I will definitely look into that and let 
you know. I am sorry for that. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. That is all right. Fortunately, I can 
run fast. Then I actually flagged down Mr. Cantor’s detail coming 
through in an SUV, hopped in his car, and he very politely hustled 
me over the plaza. 

Mr. COLE. Knowing how you wanted to vote? 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. He did. He knew who I was, but I 

didn’t know who he was, and he still brought me, which is really 
nice.

[The information follows:] 
The Department has looked into the matter of Member’s access to the Capitol via 

taxi. The policy was correctly enforced that day by the officer. Commercial vehicles 
(including taxis) are prohibited from accessing the plaza without prior authorization 
from the House or Senate Sergeant at Arms. There are stipulations for Members 
of Congress, but that stipulation does not include access to the Capitol Plaza. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Harris. 
Mr. HARRIS. Thank you very much. 

TOTAL SALARY APPROACH FOR BUDGETING SALARIES

Just a couple of brief questions. Could you explain what the total 
salary approach is that you take in setting the salary numbers? In 
your testimony, it says that you use a total salary approach. It re-
quests full funding for each encumbered on-board position without 
offset for potential attrition and resulting backfill. 
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Chief DINE. That references I think the total salary of our budg-
et, which is for 1,775, and I can elaborate more perhaps offline in 
a written document if that would help. 

Mr. HARRIS. If you could. Okay. It is just included in the budget. 
It said it provides greatest risk mitigation from identified inherent 
budget formulation risks. I am not sure I understand exactly what 
that is, so if you could just get an explanation to me. 

[The information follows:] 

TOTAL SALARIES BUDGET APPROACH

The ‘‘Total Salary’’ approach was adopted in response to a salary shortfall the De-
partment experienced in FY 2010. Under a ‘‘total salary’’ approach, the Department 
requests a full year of funding for each encumbered onboard position without offset 
for potential attrition and resulting backfill. Under this approach, funding for sworn 
and civilian attrition would not offset. Further, funding for sworn official pro-
motions, as well as sworn and civilian backfill, would not be included as a supple-
mental request, as they are already within the base. Any surplus resulting from this 
approach is used to partially fund the Department’s workers compensation bill each 
year and the Department does not request funds for workers compensation costs as 
a result. 

BUDGET INCREASES

In your Office of Human Resources for OHR operations, an in-
crease of $370,000 for labor relations contractor support. Is that 
above and beyond what you normally spend? Can you explain why? 

Chief DINE. No, sir. We are actually short in our labor area. 
Under human resources, I believe we are about nine people short. 
That is an effort to shore up labor relations efforts while those po-
sitions aren’t filled. And we are gradually backfilling two of these, 
thanks to some of the funding you gave us. But that is to offset 
that so we can proceed and do labor relations work as necessary. 

Mr. HARRIS. But you were down last fiscal year, I take it. So 
what did you use? You just didn’t have contractor support last 
year?

Chief DINE. Yes, sir, we had some. And I don’t know that we 
were down a total of nine last year, but we are up to nine as of 
right now. 

Mr. HARRIS. All right. Please provide further explanation on 
that, because it is a large increase in that line item. 

[The information follows:] 

EXPLANATION OF THE OFFICE OF HUMAN RESOURCES $370,000 INCREASE

The Office of Human Resources (OHR) has historically been challenged with hir-
ing and retaining solid technical talent. As a result, this has created a significant 
skill gap for many years attributing to high error rates, poor customer service and 
a staff of human resources (HR) professionals who lag technically and professionally 
behind our legislative branch counterparts. 

In October 2012, a new HR Director was hired to address and improve the quality 
and service delivery of human resources service delivery across USCP. She took a 
three pronged approach to address skill gaps across the organization through train-
ing, recruitment of skilled staff and contractor support. OHR’s ceiling was 50 em-
ployees in 2012 to include the loss of 2FTE. Since FY 2013, OHR lost 12 Human 
Resources Specialists leaving an even greater talent void. Only 2 positions have 
been backfilled to date. In addition, USCP has been fraught with budget cuts, ceil-
ing reductions and a government shutdown creating a hiring pause across the De-
partment. Despite these challenges, the OHR successfully reengineered the sworn 
hiring process and supported the negotiations of two collective bargaining agree-
ments.
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Contractor support has been used to augment vacant positions since 2013 con-
sisting of 5 technical experts in labor relations, compensation and processing, posi-
tion classification and staffing. Labor relations talent has become especially critical 
during FY 2013 and 2014, to provide support to management during labor negotia-
tions on two collective bargaining agreements. The Department has been without 
labor relations expertise since 2010. Therefore, expertise in this field is critical to 
assist and advise management during negotiations of two complicated labor agree-
ments that have high visibility. 

In January, OHR was granted approval to fill a Labor Relations Specialist and 
a Supervisory Human Resources Specialist to oversee compensation, payroll and 
processing. Recruitment is currently under way for both slots with the objective to 
reduce contractor support as talent is replenished within OHR. 

There was also a $2 million increase for fiber optic contract sup-
port in the Office of Information Systems, is this a special project? 
Like I say, it is a $2 million increase. The budget goes from $10.6 
million in the OIS network communications line item to $12.6 mil-
lion.

Chief DINE. One of the areas we are behind in is wiring through-
out our facilities and our campus as it relates to our work. 

Mr. HARRIS. So that is a ramp up, I take it. 
Chief DINE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. HARRIS. Is that something that is going to continue in future 

years as well, or is this just what it takes to catch up? 
Chief DINE. Well, it may even take more than that, but that is 

an effort to catch up. 
Mr. HARRIS. Okay. 
And just one last question. As a physician, medical care catches 

my attention. There is a large increase in the budget for medical 
care under total salaries. Are you adding people into that category? 

Chief DINE. What we are doing, that is actually a full year’s re-
quest, and in the past several years, we have not had the funds to 
do a full year’s request. So, we will be hiring people. We have re-
cruits coming on board. That is an effort to actually fund a contract 
for a full year. 

Mr. HARRIS. A full year request for what? It is under medical 
care.

Chief DINE. For physicals and for fitness for duty physicals for 
officers that are on board now, physicals for hiring and related 
medical costs as it relates to our personnel. But in the past several 
years, we have not had a full year’s contract, which is why it shows 
an increase, when frankly, it is just a complete year’s contract re-
quest.

Mr. HARRIS. So for this fiscal year and last fiscal year, neither 
one was a full fiscal year’s request, but you managed to get by with 
it? If so, is there an increase amount in spending? 

Chief DINE. We did manage to get by sort of incrementally, and 
this is just a full year’s request, and we are also hiring more people 
this year. We have barely hired in 2 years actually. 

Mr. HARRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
Mr. Moran. 

SWORN DISTRIBUTION IN VARIOUS BUILDINGS AND WAIT TIME

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chief, roughly what is the distribution between your allocation of 

police for the Senate, the Capitol and the House side? 
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Chief DINE. Sir, I do not have those numbers with me, but I 
would be glad to get those to you. 

[The information follows:] 

ALLOCATION OF OFFICERS FOR THE HOUSE, SENATE AND THE CAPITOL BUILDINGS

The allocation of sworn officers for the House, Senate and the Capitol as of 3/31/ 
2014 is as follows: 

House Division Senate
Division

Capitol
Division

Officials * ................................................................................................................ 9 7 12
Sergeants ................................................................................................................ 20 15 29
Officers .................................................................................................................... 284 233 369 

Total ........................................................................................................... 313 255 410 

* Lieutenants, Captains, Inspectors. 

Mr. MORAN. Well, I am sure, except that the hearing is now, and 
there is really no way I can use those figures subsequently. How 
many people are allocated to the House Office Buildings? 

Chief DINE. I can look that up. I can tell you right now we are, 
as we speak, undergoing an internal staffing review plan to make 
sure that we have people in the right places, because actually in 
an effort to continue to reduce overtime, we want to make sure we 
have people working when and where they need to be working. We 
will probably be adjusting that. This is the second time we have 
done that since I have been here. But I can get those numbers for 
you, or I will have somebody tell me. 

Mr. MALLOY. Three hundred and nine officers; 309 officers, 
roughly speaking. 

Chief DINE. For the House? 
Mr. MALLOY. For the House. 
Mr. MORAN. For the House. Okay. That is out of roughly 1,800. 
Chief DINE. We are down to about 1,720 right now. 
Mr. MORAN. 1,720, excuse me. I think the point is still a valid 

one. So we are talking 1,400 allocated in other areas of the campus, 
other than the House Office Buildings. You nodded so that is an 
accurate figure apparently. But there are four times more House 
Members than Senate Members, of course, and the House Complex 
is a bit larger than the Senate. I am just wondering why you would 
have less than 20 percent allocated to House Office Buildings? 

Chief DINE. Well, that is one of the reasons why we undergo 
these staffing plans. 

Mr. MORAN. Well, Chief, really. You know, you get all these sur-
veys. I have been on and off this Legislative Branch Subcommittee 
for years, and there is always a survey. Well, we are studying this. 
We are studying that. You have got a whole lot of studies. And it 
seems to me that saying that we are studying something is a pretty 
weak response when you were asked a direct question. 

I can’t imagine what you do with all the studies. You have been 
doing studies in the 1990s and 10 years ago, 5 years ago, and you 
are always—every time we talk to the chief in this hearing, you are 
doing a study. ‘‘We are looking into that.’’ ‘‘We are analyzing the 
staffing levels.’’ You must have hundreds of people doing those 
studies.



320

Anyway, so you have got less than 20 percent allocated to the 
House side. But let’s take those 309 that are on the House side. 
You have got what, five entrances, six entrances to the House Of-
fice Buildings they have to guard? Is it five or six? 

Chief DINE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MORAN. So that is about 60 per entrance. And yet we have 

people backed up at those entrances, particularly in the winter, you 
feel badly, particularly when we can come in a separate door and 
go right through, but we have them backed up on to the sidewalk. 
It just seems to me that you might allocate more people to open 
up the other metal detectors. Normally, they have one metal detec-
tor, and you have closed the other doors off. 

So I don’t know, you say that you suggest they go to another en-
trance. Well, there is no point going to another entrance if that is 
as much backed up, and there is only one other entrance. 

I mean, it is beyond me. So you have got less than 20 percent— 
I tried to figure out here how many you allocate to the entrances. 
How many of the 309 would you have allocated to letting people 
come in to the House Office Buildings? 

Chief DINE. It depends on the size of the entrance and how many 
magnetometers there are. 

Mr. MORAN. All right. Give me a—should I give you a building? 
How about the Cannon Building? How many people do you have 
allocated to Cannon Building during rush hour, which is basically 
the 2 hours when the House business starts? 

Chief DINE. Do we have that information? 
Chief MALLOY. I don’t know. There are at least three officers as-

signed for each post. 
Mr. MORAN. How many? 
Chief MALLOY. There are a minimum of three officers assigned 

to each post. 
Mr. MORAN. Three. Right. Three. And you have got five en-

trances. That is 15 of the 309 that are assigned to the entrances 
when the public is trying to get in. So we have got, what, 290 offi-
cers left, right, assigned to the House Office Buildings. 

It seems like a curious allocation when you were saying this is 
America’s police force and you want to put a good face on it. So 
people come in. They wait in rush hour for 15, 20 minutes at times 
it seems. I haven’t stood around to count how long it takes for them 
to get in. Those are long lines. But it has gone on for the last few 
years, particularly since you shut the other entrances. 

So you have decided that 15 is the proper allocation out of the 
309. And you make that decision? 

Chief DINE. Well, we work closely with committees and the Ser-
geant at Arms Offices regarding which door—— 

Mr. MORAN. Well, the Sergeant at Arms is here. 
Is that your decision, Sergeant at Arms, to allocate 15 officers 

out of the 309 assigned to the House side to let people in? 
Mr. IRVING. We work closely with the Capitol Police to determine 

the allocation and have looked at the wait lines at the various 
doors.

Mr. MORAN. And what have you determined? 
Mr. IRVING. Well, the wait lines at the various doors have been 

generally under 3 minutes. 
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Mr. MORAN. Three minutes. 
Mr. IRVING. The average has been less than 3 minutes. 
Mr. MORAN. That is just not accurate. They are not 3 minutes. 

They back up down the steps onto the sidewalk. 
Mr. IRVING. We can certainly provide you with that information. 
Mr. MORAN. They do the same thing at the Rayburn Building. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Is that the average over the whole 

day?
Mr. MORAN. Oh, is that the average over the whole day? 
Mr. IRVING. That is during the rush hour primarily. 
Mr. MORAN. During rush hour, 3 minutes. 
Mr. IRVING. Yes. We can show you our studies that have shown 

the average wait times at all the entrance doors. 
Mr. MORAN. The problem is, do you have them now, because this 

is our only opportunity to ask you. 
Mr. IRVING. I don’t have them with me, but I can certainly send 

them to you immediately. 
Mr. MORAN. I will be happy to see that, but all it is going to tell 

me, if that is what it says, is that these are not accurate assess-
ments, because they wait a lot longer than 3 minutes at those en-
trances during rush hour. We see them. Now, I know you have got 
the fancy cameras watching them. 

But if, for example, let’s just hypothesize that you have a line 
that is out down the stairs, so you have got maybe 30 people in line 
at least, why would you not use some of the remaining 294 people 
assigned to the House Office Buildings to open up another one of 
the machines to reduce the line when there is a line? Let’s just pre-
tend that there is actually a line that takes people more than 3 
minutes to get in. Why wouldn’t you do that? 

Mr. IRVING. I think we are certainly looking at that. 
Mr. MORAN. You are looking at it. 
Chief DINE. I should have elaborated, that is actually the plan 

that we are implementing now to facilitate getting people in and 
prescreen them, because prescreening speeds it up. We direct them 
if there is a nearby open door or open another magnetometer or, 
if possible, another door. That is the plan that we are imple-
menting as we speak. 

Mr. MORAN. So how long have you been thinking about doing 
this?

Chief DINE. This is what we are doing now ever since when you 
raised those concerns to us. Obviously, we take them very seri-
ously.

Mr. MORAN. Okay. So they are our concerns that are causing you 
to respond. It is not something you would consider on your own to 
be a problem. 

Chief DINE. Well, we consider it to be a problem if Committee 
and staff members find it to be a problem, then it is a problem for 
us.

Mr. MORAN. Is it a problem? 
Chief DINE. Yes. If it is a problem for you, especially. 
Mr. MORAN. Well, I am sorry. But if this is America’s police force, 

it ought to be an issue; if it is a problem for the public, then it is 
a problem for you. Now, why wouldn’t you have come up with the 
idea?
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Chief DINE. We have, yes, sir. 
Mr. MORAN. Well, you are not doing it yet. 
Chief DINE. We are doing it, yes, sir. 
Mr. MORAN. You are? 
Chief DINE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MORAN. You are having somebody go out and prescreen? 
Chief DINE. Yes, sir. And we are literally monitoring and giving 

realtime information out to supervisors in the field, which, frankly, 
I don’t know if it was happening in the past, but that is what is 
happening now. And the tracking is better now. Instead of just sort 
of monitoring—we used to do random tracking, and if we saw 
somebody with a yellow scarf, we would monitor that person and 
see how long did it take for the person in the yellow scarf to get 
in the line. But we asked, that is nice data, but how about con-
stantly monitoring all the doors and come up with actual time so 
we can chart and graph it out, which is what we have begun to do. 

Mr. MORAN. You may be detecting a bit of frustration, because 
it has been a long time that these hearings have gone on, and the 
answers seem to be insufficient to addressing the causes of our 
questions: Why you would have less than 20 percent of your police 
force allocated to the House side of the Capitol; why you would 
have, what, 15 people allocated to the doors; and why you wouldn’t 
open up two of the magnetometers; and why you need to close the 
other doors because you don’t have enough overtime when you have 
got 1,720 people, which is as many as Fairfax County has, it is ac-
tually more, and Fairfax County has more than 1 million popu-
lation and actually hundreds of square miles to patrol. 

It is a question, it seems to me, in terms of the responsiveness 
of the Capitol Police. And I know I am going to get the same an-
swer I was getting back in 1994, actually, which is, what, 20 years 
ago, yes, 20 years ago. They were studying it. You are making a 
calculation there, 20 years. And the problem is it gets studied all 
the time. And I know now we have had a sequester, and we have 
had more doors closed and we have a greater concern, but I don’t 
see the kind of initiative to settle these issues that it seems to me 
are important issues if our constituents are coming in and they are 
waiting as long as they are. 

Now, granted, a lot of them are lobbyists, so let them freeze out 
there I suppose because they are on the clock. They are all billable 
hours. But this doesn’t seem to be a good use of resources nor a 
good way to have the first impressions made of the people that are 
coming to visit us in our offices. 

Chief DINE. Yes, sir. And I clearly appreciate and understand 
your frustration. Let me just make it clear, since I have been here, 
we haven’t just been studying it. We have already reallocated peo-
ple one time during a large-scale shift movement. We have tried 
new shifts to be more efficient and effective. We have implemented 
new measures. 

Mr. MORAN. New shifts. What is a new shift? 
Chief DINE. For instance, we have some people on a 4–10 sched-

ule because we thought that would be more effective and more effi-
cient. It would save overtime. 

Mr. MORAN. Four days, 10 hours a day. 
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Chief DINE. Yes, sir. We have implemented those types of 
changes.

Mr. MORAN. And they don’t get overtime. 
Chief DINE. That is right. It reduces overtime, actually, the way 

we put that shift together. So each commander was tasked with 
coming up with ways to reduce overtime and to be responsive. 

We have moved people around. We have tried new shifts. We are 
undergoing a new analysis now, but we are not just being stagnant 
and waiting for more complaints. 

Mr. MORAN. Well, I am thrilled that you are doing another new 
analysis, as you can see. 

But, Mr. Chairman—— 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Moran, I want to move on fairly soon. 
Mr. MORAN. I know. So I am going to just summarize in response 

to you. It just seems puzzling to me that when we have asked 
about why doors are closing and why lines are as long as they are, 
that it is because we don’t have enough money in the overtime 
budget. That is what we were told. And it does seem to me out of 
1,720 full-time personnel, that we ought not have to be talking 
about the overtime budget. We could be talking about the regular 
budget and perhaps implementing one of the dozens of studies that 
have been done over the years to allocate a sufficient number of 
people.

Less than 20 percent seems like an unusually small allocation, 
and then, of that 309 people, you have got about 15 people allo-
cated to the doors at any one time. I don’t think that is sufficient, 
and it doesn’t seem to me it requires a study to figure that out. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 

BUDGET PRIORITIZATION

Mrs. Roby. 
Mrs. ROBY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And thank you to you, Chief Dine and Assistant Chief Malloy, for 

being here today. We really appreciate the responsibility that you 
have and the fact that each of you put on your uniform every day 
and put your life on the line for not only Members of Congress but, 
most importantly, our constituents and the Americans that come to 
our Nation’s Capitol to visit and be a part of our government. So 
to you and to all those people who support you on your staff, just, 
again, a deep reiterated thanks for that. 

Chief DINE. Thank you. 
Mrs. ROBY. So we have been talking a lot about overtime and the 

obvious challenges. Could you just prioritize for me three things 
that if you were not to get the increase of funding that you are ask-
ing for what you would have to do differently. If you were funded 
at the same level that you are now, what three things beyond the 
personnel issues that we have talked about with your inability to 
hire more officers, what other three top issues would you have to 
change your priority? 

Chief DINE. Well, first and foremost, as I mentioned early on, 
training is one of the most important things for any police depart-
ment, ours included, so probably one of first things that we would 
have to cut is the critical training that I mentioned, and that has 
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already been deferred for several years. I certainly appreciate the 
frustration.

One of the challenges that I noticed being with this agency 
versus the two other agencies that I had been with, which was one 
of largest municipal agencies in the country, the Metropolitan Po-
lice Department, and then a mid-sized department, is the staffing 
levels can go up and down, and, frankly, people don’t know that. 
It is not advertised. 

We have so many fixed required posts and that is why we have 
so many officers. Because it does seem at first blush that there is 
a lot of police. But we are a full service police department charged 
with keeping this entire campus safe. Handling doors is part of 
what we do. But that explains why our staffing is what it is. 

Frankly, over the years the budget has never been what it would 
need to be to cover all those posts and all those assignments with 
no overtime. Now, of course, overtime is just part of the normal 
world of policing to a certain extent. The percentage, it is just a 
normal part of policing. 

So to answer your question specifically, we would have to cut 
training, which would be greatly troubling to me, especially the 
type of critical training that I mentioned. Ultimately, if that didn’t 
do enough, we would have to go backwards in terms of our staffing 
levels. Then, of course, that all has this conundrum effect on the 
amount of overtime. 

Mrs. ROBY. So people more than anything. 
Chief DINE. Yes, ma’am. 
Mrs. ROBY. That would be the top priority. But beyond that, 

training, equipment? 
Chief DINE. Yes, ma’am. And we have deferred equipment pur-

chases over the years. We have extended lifecycle. We have not 
purchased things. We, as you know, have no new initiatives right 
now this year or next year. This budget is flat as it relates to that. 
It is centered around having 1,775 sworn and 370 civilians. 

STRATEGIC PLANNING

Mrs. ROBY. You talked in your testimony about the future of the 
force, the 21st century challenges that are forthcoming, and I think 
everybody in this room has a deep appreciation for the value of 
communication. If there is a problem, it is usually because some-
body failed to communicate. 

So can you talk a little bit about that in terms of a couple of 
things. Number one, the transformational priority that you out-
lined, and as your quote says, ‘‘evolving the department into an or-
ganization that learns from our experience and shares knowledge 
within our workforce,’’ first of all. And then we will go on from 
there. So, first, that. 

Chief DINE. Well, we are working on our strategic plan. I think 
there is an outline that we provided to you. If not, I would be glad 
to provide an outline to you. But we really want to push to be a 
learning organization, to learn from other police agencies. We want 
to be more data driven. We want to make sure we are commu-
nicating internally very effectively as well as externally. Those are 
some of our core directions. We want to engage in smart policing. 



325

All of that helps controlling the budget, but it also helps make this 
campus as safe as we can make it. 

[The information follows:] 
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COMMUNICATION WITH LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT

Mrs. ROBY. And speaking of external communication, you do a lot 
of communicating with local law enforcement agencies because you 
have all of us that represent so many different places across the 
United States. Can you talk about specifically any challenges that 
you have as it relates to those type of external communications? 

Chief DINE. Well, we have established wonderful relationships 
with law enforcement agencies around the Washington area region 
as well as around the country because, as you know, we do deal 
with your constituent offices around the country. Frequently, we 
have to ask local police agencies for assistance, and they are pretty 
much always happy to assist the United States Capitol Police po-
lice in that endeavor, which we appreciate. 

We feel responsible to you and your home offices and your mem-
bers as it relates to safety and security as well, so we take that 
very seriously. Here in the National Capital Region, we work on a 
daily basis with almost all the Federal Agencies, not simulta-
neously, but almost every day, with the Secret Service, the Park 
Police, and the FBI. 

Mrs. ROBY. We just want to make sure from a budgetary stand-
point that you don’t have obstacles, and if there are clearly defined 
obstacles that come from your budget or lack of funds, then I think 
that is something we would all be very interested to know because 
that communication both rests with our local law enforcement but, 
obviously, for the other agencies here, is critical for your ability to 
function at the highest level. 

Chief DINE. Right. 
Mrs. ROBY. So, again, if we are seeing obstacles, we would like 

to know about that. 

HIRING PLAN AND MENTORING PROGRAM

Real quickly, can you give me the number of officers who have 
been in the department for 5 years or less compared to those that 
have been with the department longer than 5 years? 

Chief DINE. We have that as part of our hiring plan, but I don’t 
have that with me right now, but I can certainly get that. 

[The information follows:] 

EXPERIENCE LEVEL OF OFFICERS IN THE DEPARTMENT BY NUMBER OF YEARS

Years of USCP service 

Less than 3 .............................................................................................................................................................. 98 
3 but less than 5 ..................................................................................................................................................... 152 
5 but less than 10 ................................................................................................................................................... 498 
10 but less than 20 ................................................................................................................................................. 677 
More than 20 ............................................................................................................................................................ 288 

Mrs. ROBY. I will tack on to that is there a mentoring program 
or practices that match younger, newer first-year officers with 
those who have been with the department for a number of years? 

Chief DINE. Well, actually, we just started a mentoring program, 
and we had a session last year that exceeded our expectations. It 
engaged officers at all levels in the agency. We plan on doing that 
again. We didn’t organize it by time on the force. We just wanted 
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to reach out to the entire Department, the entire workforce at all 
levels, and we got a lot of positive feedback. That is one of the 
things we know we need to do is mentoring our people and bring 
them along. 

Mrs. ROBY. All right. Well, thank you for being here. Again, we 
appreciate your service. 

And I yield back. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 

NAVY YARD SHOOTINGS

Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Welcome, Chief Dine and Assistant Chief Malloy. 
I have got two questions. The first one has to do with the Navy 

Yard shootings in 2013. It is my understanding that during those 
shootings, both the Senate and the Capitol were placed under 
lockdown but the House was not, despite the fact that the House 
is closer to the Navy Yard. Can you explain why the House wasn’t 
placed on lockdown, and doesn’t that create some confusion? And 
is there anything that the Capitol Police could have done more effi-
ciently to assist law enforcement regarding the tragedy? 

The second question is: I would like for you to give the sub-
committee an update on the 2001 discrimination suit that was filed 
by Lieutenant Sharon Blackmon-Malloy, which alleged that more 
than 200 African-American officers were denied promotions, retali-
ated against, unfairly disciplined or fired because of their race. 

Chief DINE. Yes, sir. 
As far as question number one, yes, you are right, it does create 

confusion, and we will do everything in our power to not have that 
happen again as long as we are all here. 

Obviously, I confer with the Board, and that was a dynamic fluid 
situation, and people view things how they view them. But I agree 
with you, that was not an optimum way to handle the campus, be-
cause what we want to do is have an across-the-board comprehen-
sive sort of cohesive message. 

So I agree with you there, yes, sir. 
Mr. BISHOP. Who decided that just the House would not be 

placed under lockdown, only the Senate and the Capitol? Were they 
viewed as more vulnerable? 

Chief DINE. Pardon me? 
Mr. BISHOP. Were the Senate and the Capitol viewed as more 

vulnerable?
Chief DINE. Well, no, sir. I think your point is well taken. I won’t 

debate it. Frankly, I was conferring with the Sergeant at Arms of 
the House and the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate, and we had 
three seasoned law enforcement professionals with probably 100 
years experience. People saw things a little bit differently. 

But I think at the end of the day, we need to come to the same 
conclusion, regardless of what that conclusion is. So, I guess I 
agree with you. 

UPDATE ON THE DISCRIMINATION LAW SUIT

I don’t have a specific update on the legal suit. I can have our 
attorneys provide whatever they have been apprised. My under-
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standing is there hasn’t been a lot of movement, other than that 
there is now less people on the list. Some of the suit has been with-
drawn as time has gone on. But I can give you a specific offline 
written update on that. 

But let me state for the record, as I think I did last time, we 
don’t stand for discrimination. That is not what we stand for as the 
police department that I just talked about. We are a very diverse 
agency. We are proud of that. We have outstanding men and 
women, and I wouldn’t stand for it as chief of police, nor would our 
command staff. That is not the type of agency that we are and 
wouldn’t want to be. 

Mr. BISHOP. Did I understand you to say that you have a new 
human resources director? 

Chief DINE. Yes. About a month before I was hired, we hired an 
outstanding human resources director, Jackie Whitaker. 

DIVERSITY WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT

Mr. BISHOP. Do you have any vacancies in the high ranks of the 
Capitol Police, and have you been keeping statistical data on the 
hiring of women and minorities in these vacancies? Are there va-
cancies, and have the vacancies been filled? 

Chief DINE. Yes, sir. Most of the vacancies have been filled right 
now, but obviously, we are in a hiring process. We are a very di-
verse agency. Our sworn side, we are over 30 percent African- 
Americans. We have about 18 percent female in our sworn ranks. 

Mr. BISHOP. How do these percentages compare with the higher 
ranking positions within the department? You have 30 percent of 
your management people that are African Americans? 

Chief DINE. No, sir. 
Mr. BISHOP. Female? 
Chief DINE. No, sir. Not yet. But we are working in that direc-

tion.
Mr. BISHOP. Okay. You will provide us with a report, or have 

your attorney? 
Chief DINE. Yes, sir. Absolutely. I will have our General Counsel 

correspond.
Mr. BISHOP. I would think that by now, there would be some 

movement with a settlement or some discussions to try to resolve 
it.

From time to time, I do have members of the Capitol Police that 
come to my office and say that they are concerned that it hasn’t 
been resolved. As a member of this subcommittee, I certainly want 
to make sure that we do everything that we can to make sure that 
the terms and conditions of employment for the Capitol Police, who 
do such an important job for all of us, are done in an environment 
that is free of discrimination. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chief DINE. Absolutely. 

BUDGETING FOR SECURITY UPGRADES TO MEMBER DISTRICT OFFICES

Mr. BISHOP. One of the ongoing concerns that I have had, par-
ticularly as a result of the shooting of our colleague Gabrielle Gif-
fords, was the number of security improvements we were asked to 
make. We were given protocols for security, but we faced MRA 
cuts, and of course, everybody was faced with the sequester. I had 
to reduce my staff by three positions, yet at the same time, I was 
requested to address certain security concerns at my district of-
fices.

For example, one of my District Offices, which is my flagship of-
fice, is on the first floor of an office building. It has glass windows 
facing out to the street, but moving to another location was not an 
option because we couldn’t afford to move. 

Chief DINE. Right. 
Mr. BISHOP. One of the concerns that I have had, and I have 

been raising it at each one of our hearings with the Sergeant at 
Arms and with the Capitol Police is: Would a fund like the Ser-
geant at Arms in the Senate has that is allocated for the security 
of Member district offices, be appropriate also for House Members, 
even though the allocation may not be that great? The fund would 
be at the discretion of the Sergeant at Arms and the Capitol Police. 
Would such a fund be helpful for providing more security for Mem-
bers and their constituents in their District Offices? 

Chief DINE. Well, I don’t know that I can speak to the fund. That 
is a little bit out of my purview. What I can tell you, as I men-
tioned, we take very seriously, obviously, the safety of you and your 
Members and your staff, whether they are here or in your home of-
fices. We do that as part of our job. We will be glad to do a security 
survey. As you know, we have trained members that go across the 
country and do that. 

Mr. BISHOP. They have done an excellent job, the U.S. Capitol 
Police Officers that came and assessed our district offices. I 
thought Agent Adams did a tremendous job, and he helped us to 
coordinate with local law enforcement officers. The new office that 
I opened in Macon, Georgia, I think has excellent security, better 
than any of the other offices that I have. Of course, that was based 
on his recommendations and our floor plan. 

So I am most appreciative of that. But it still costs money, and 
I have got two other District Offices. And I am sure that other 
Members, not just me, have district offices across the country that 
are exposed to security risks without having the adequate re-
sources. If there were a fund that security people could utilize 
when there is an egregious risk, I would think that it would make 
for a better environment security-wise for all of the Members. 

Chief DINE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 

IMPROVING BUILDING ACCESS DURING RUSH HOUR

Mr. COLE. Mr. Stewart. 
Mr. STEWART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chief, thanks for being here. 
Thanks to your deputy, the Sergeant at Arms and others. 
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It has been my observation that you and your staff do extraor-
dinary work. It is easy for the Capitol Police to be courteous when 
I am wearing the pin, but I have watched them with other individ-
uals, and they seem to be just as courteous and professional with 
them as well. 

Chief DINE. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. STEWART. I have two main points I would like to address. 
Before I do that, I am going to go out on a limb and say that 

it seems to be the sense of this committee that we need to open 
up more access during rush hour in the morning. Would you com-
mit to us that you will look at that, and you will find a way to do 
that?

Chief DINE. We will definitely look at it. 
Mr. STEWART. Okay. You will look at it. 
Chief DINE. Yes, sir, and we will do everything we can to try to 

relieve those issues. 
Mr. STEWART. Okay. I just think that is important. And if you 

can’t, I think it would be proper to come back to the committee and 
explain to us why not and see if we can help you, because I think 
that is one of the things that a lot of people are really quite con-
cerned with. 

CAPITOL COMPLEX SHOOTING INCIDENT

I want to come to something that is going to take a little more 
time, but it shouldn’t take much. The incident in October made 
many of us very uncomfortable. Obviously, it was a tragedy for the 
family that was involved. I am sure it was difficult for those offi-
cers that were involved in that shooting. And I know that you must 
have examined and evaluated what happened there. 

Can you share with us some of the lessons that you learned from 
that incident that may be helpful to avoiding something like that 
in the future? 

Chief DINE. Well, of course, we all prefer that something like 
that never happens here. This is one of the top locations in the 
country for various kinds of threats. 

Mr. STEWART. As far as a target. 
Chief DINE. As far as a target, of all types. Obviously, part of 

that is still under criminal investigation by the U.S. Attorney’s Of-
fice and the Metropolitan Police Department, the use of force as-
pect. Notwithstanding that, we immediately began to analyze and 
dissect other aspects like some of our policies as it relates to perim-
eter security and communication. Those are probably three areas 
that we have been focusing on, without fully elaborating, given the 
nature of what we are dealing with now. 

Mr. STEWART. I understand. So knowing we can’t talk about that 
and it wouldn’t be proper, do you sense that we are in a better po-
sition now to handle a situation like that and maybe have a dif-
ferent outcome than we were a year ago? 

Chief DINE. Yes, sir, I do. Yes, sir. 
Mr. STEWART. And recognizing that it is a dangerous world and 

in a high stress situation like that, it is unpredictable and the offi-
cers do the very best they can, and I wouldn’t want to indicate I 
was finding fault with them, but on the other hand, we would want 
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to look at it and see if there are lessons we can learn to avoid 
something like that. 

Chief DINE. Absolutely. 

AGENCY TURNOVER AND MORALE

Mr. STEWART. The last thing I would like to talk about briefly. 
Is turnover or retention an issue for you? Do you know what per-
centage of your new hires are still on the force say 2 years or 5 
years later? 

Chief DINE. We do have that data, and I don’t have it specifically 
in front of me, but I can tell you turnover has not been much of 
a problem for us recently. Now, some say that turnover is a func-
tion of how the economy is somewhere else, but that is why early 
on, I said it is so important for us to get the right kind of police 
officer.

This is one of the most unique police agencies that there is. We 
do some urban policing, but we do a lot of homeland security and 
fixed-post enforcement. We do a lot of intelligence work. Obviously, 
we have a protection detail, a dignitary protection piece. We are 
kind of a large police department that does a little bit of every-
thing. We are an amalgamation of agencies. We need to hire people 
that understand the type of agency they are joining, so they don’t 
get frustrated 2 or 3 years down the road. We want to make sure 
they made the best choice and we make the best choice. Turnover 
is not much of a problem right now, and we hope it continues to 
be low. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. STEWART. I guess that would be a reflection that you would 
view your department and your agency as having fairly high mo-
rale then. 

Chief DINE. I would like to think so, but, as you know, I am the 
furthest one away. But what we have been doing is working very 
hard in that regard because that means something to us. For all 
of the obvious reasons, if you are going to be a good company, you 
want to take care of your people and have good morale. We have 
been meeting with the Fraternal Order of Police, for example. Since 
I arrived, we meet every 2 to 3 weeks. They have instant access 
to me, to Assistant Chief Malloy and to others in our command 
staff. Even if we don’t meet for a week or two, they can email me 
or call me directly. We have actually been out to lunch several 
times with the whole executive board just in the last couple of 
months.

We have set up a kind of a problem solving approach with them, 
where we don’t want to view of each other as adversaries. But it 
does take a while to build some trust and communication where we 
are both feeling that. But I think we have come a long way in that 
regard.

Mr. STEWART. Okay. 
Thank you, Chief. 
Let me end where I began: Thank you for coming, and access, ac-

cess, access. 
Thank you, chief. 
Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. 
Chief, I think that you should be congratulated for being the only 

person that could actually unify the Congress around an issue, so 
congratulations.

Mr. STEWART. I am quite uncomfortable with that. 

RADIO INTEROPERABILITY DURING THE OCTOBER SHOOTING

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. The longest distance starts with the 
first step. So access. We agree. 

But I just wanted to ask you one more question as a follow up 
to Mr. Stewart’s question about the shooting on October 3rd. I 
know there is litigation, so I am not going to get into asking you 
about details because of both the ongoing investigation and the liti-
gation.

But there was a deep concern expressed on the part of some offi-
cers that in the midst of that incident, the—I realize the interoper-
able radios, the Radio Modernization Project was not fully online 
yet—but the radios that the officers were using at the time were 
not able to communicate with the Secret Service radios, and that 
was obviously deeply concerning, a real problem. And we were al-
ways told that even though we had a system that wasn’t fully 
interoperable, that there were adjustments that could be made so 
that agency to agency, like the Capitol Police and the Secret Serv-
ice when an incident was transpiring, that that interoperability 
was possible. 
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So prior to the new radios, were the ones used during the Octo-
ber incident capable of communicating with radios used by the Se-
cret Service? 

Chief DINE. Yes, in some ways, they were. We have enhanced 
interoperability now because of the new system. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Now you do. But what about the ra-
dios that were in use? 

Chief DINE. Well, yes. There is a couple ways for them to do that. 
One is through the PMARS, which is the Police Mutual Aid Radio 
System. That is a way for the Secret Service to have communicated 
with us. There are also two emergency channels, DC–01 and 02, 
which existed before as well. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Did you hear those same concerns, 
that there was not an ability for the Capitol Police radios to com-
municate with the Secret Service radios as the events on October 
3rd were unfolding? 

Chief DINE. Well, I didn’t. What I know about the events, it was 
a very, very quick, very fluid set of circumstances. And it is not to 
say that the interoperability or technology is not critical, but when 
something only lasts a number of minutes, there is, frankly, no in-
stant solution. 

We now have much better interoperability, and we have also 
gone above and beyond that. Just so you know, we provided our ra-
dios to the Secret Service and Metropolitan Police Department and 
Park Police. We also have a ring-down phone now that has been 
placed in our Command Center, and we have better, critically en-
hanced interoperability with the new system. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Right. Now that system is fully on-
line, that wouldn’t be an issue if, God forbid, anything happens? 

Chief DINE. Well, it shouldn’t be. I will say, frankly, interoper-
ability works best during a planned event or during an after-action 
planned event. That is an obvious statement. But if you talk to any 
chief, even during major events—— 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. The reason it is critical is when you 
have an event that is unfolding that isn’t planned. 

Chief DINE. It is. It is. What it doesn’t mean, though, and some 
don’t understand this, that you are not going to have, say, 1,000 
officers on one channel from 20 different departments talking to 
each other. That is sort of the misnomer of it. But we are in a 
much better place than we were before and taking steps to move 
that forward. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you and to your whole corps of 
officers for your service. We appreciate it. 

Chief DINE. Thank you very much. 
I appreciate it. 
Mr. COLE. Any other members have additional questions? 

ASSESSMENT OF POLICE CONDUCT DURING THE OCTOBER SHOOTING

Mr. MORAN. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Moran. 
Mr. MORAN. Chief, generally speaking, were you happy with the 

conduct and the outcome of the shooting that was referenced by 
Mr. Stewart? 

Chief DINE. Well, I am never happy when someone dies. 



338

Mr. MORAN. No. But generally, the conduct? What was your—— 
Chief DINE. We are still awaiting the criminal review of the spe-

cific conduct as it relates to the officers, and then we do an internal 
administrative review. We have separated out the other aspects 
that we need to review as an agency. 

TRAFFIC CONGESTION AT TRAFFIC LIGHTS

Mr. MORAN. Chief, let me ask another logistical issue that has 
come to my attention personally but also to the attention of a 
whole lot of Members. When we are leaving in the evening, there 
is invariably a backup at the lights. So my excellent staff has done 
an analysis here. It probably is quicker than yours might have 
been commissioned. But they found that the light at C Street is 1 
and a half minutes, even though there is very little traffic, if any, 
and yet the light to turn on to the Southeast Expressway is 24 sec-
onds. So that is the basic reason why the traffic backs up and why 
you need to have officers out there in the evening directing traffic 
because of the backup. The backup, the problem is this 
misallocation of the signal timing. 

Now, at one point, at Washington and 2nd Street, it was 29 sec-
onds, which wasn’t enough. It has now been changed, we under-
stand. But rather than putting an officer out there, perhaps a call 
to D.C., if they run the lights, just to ask them if they wouldn’t ap-
portion the lights based upon the actual traffic demand, would al-
leviate the need for the officer out there on Washington Street. So 
if you wouldn’t mind doing that. 

Chief DINE. We can certainly look into that. And if I might, in 
your initial question, I just want to elaborate so it came out clearly. 
Obviously, that is a tragic event when anyone dies, so that review 
of the officer’s conduct is a long, ongoing process. But I have to say 
these officers are out there every day putting their lives on the line 
and have to make split second decisions, and it is easy for any one 
of us to, obviously, sit here and second guess them. And even case 
law doesn’t really allow for that as it relates to use of force. But 
the law will be applied, number one, and then our policies will be 
applied, number two. 

Mr. MORAN. Well, some people say that given the fact that she 
was unarmed, granted, you didn’t know it at the time, but there 
wasn’t any reason to believe there was and there was a baby in the 
car, that perhaps shooting at the tires might have been more effec-
tive than shooting at her body. 

Chief DINE. Right. There are a lot of opinions out there, but most 
of them are wrong and uneducated. 

Mr. MORAN. Okay. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
Before I gavel this to a close, I would like to ask you, just as I 

think opinion was so uniform on this access issue, to get back to 
us about what we are going to do to change that, because I don’t 
think that is going away. And we have put additional personnel, 
which I know you are bringing on. But I want a real serious look 
and some direct feedback about what we can do. Because clearly, 
when Members are running into this and their staff is running into 
it and their constituents are running into it, then we have an awful 
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lot of anecdotal evidence that suggests we have a real problem 
here. So we want to work with you to see what we can do to ad-
dress that problem. So if you would do that, I would appreciate it. 

Chief DINE. Yes, sir. 
[The information follows:] 

TRAFFIC LIGHT SYNCHRONIZATION AT 2ND STREET AND WASHINGTON AVENUE

Department staff reached out after the hearing to our contacts at the District’s 
Department of Transportation (DDOT) regarding the timing issues. AOC, Congres-
sional staff and USCP have been working with DDOT and a representative from 
DDOT informed us that they had already met with contacts from the Architect of 
the Capitol and with Congressional staff the previous week on the issue. DDOT has 
developed a new traffic signal sequence of operation and traffic signal timing plan 
for the traffic signal at the intersection of 2nd Street and Washington Avenue to 
provide additional left turn opportunities for motorists turning onto 2nd Street. Im-
plementation of this plan was expected to be completed within days and based on 
observations from Department staff, have been completed. Other areas of concern 
will continue to be addressed between the parties. 

Mr. COLE. And then, get well. We hope you get to feeling better. 
And, more importantly, again, I want to echo the sentiment on 

this committee. We appreciate very much the quality of the men 
and women that you lead, the quality of the service that we receive 
from them, the wonderful job they do for us and the American peo-
ple in protecting this place and making sure that people can visit 
it safely and conveniently. Again, we know we ask an awful lot out 
of you. We know we get an awful lot more back. So, just again, 
thank you very much. 

Chief DINE. I appreciate it. Thank you. 
Mr. COLE. With that, the hearing is adjourned. 
[Testimony for the record submitted by Members of Congress and 

outside witnesses follows:] 
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