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FINANCIAL SERVICES AND GENERAL 
GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2015 

MONDAY, MARCH 24, 2014. 

OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY 

WITNESS

MICHAEL P. BOTTICELLI, ACTING DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF NATIONAL 
DRUG CONTROL POLICY 

Mr. CRENSHAW. The subcommittee will come to order. I want to 
welcome our witness Acting Director Botticelli. This is the first 
time he has appeared before the Appropriations Committee, and I 
appreciate you coming here to testify, and thank you for your serv-
ice.

The Office of National Drug Control Policy is charged with the 
extremely difficult task of coordinating multiple Federal agencies’ 
efforts to address many different drug-related issues at home and 
abroad. In addition, you administer some of the very effective drug- 
prevention and enforcement grant programs, and today the com-
mittee will examine the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s fis-
cal year 2015 budget request, along with your efforts to develop 
and coordinate our Nation’s drug policies. 

The budget request submitted by the President has some inter-
esting priorities within this subcommittee’s jurisdiction. While the 
administration is requesting an increase of over $1 billion for the 
IRS and an increase of over $500 million for the GSA, the adminis-
tration has recommended a decrease below enacted fiscal year 2014 
for the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas program and the 
Drug-Free Communities program. 

Now, both these are drug-prevention and enforcement programs. 
They are to mobilize communities and increase collaboration 
among community law enforcement, and I can say that specifically 
they have a really good impact in my district down in Jacksonville, 
Florida. And so I would typically applaud proposed reductions in 
Federal spending, but it makes me wonder why these drug-preven-
tion and enforcement programs are being reduced, because recently 
the Attorney General announced that heroin overdoses are, he said, 
quote, ‘‘urgent and growing public health crisis,’’ end quote. States 
are telling our children that marijuana use is okay by decrimi-
nalizing recreational marijuana. Our Nation’s problems with co-
caine, meth and prescription drugs certainly haven’t gone down 
any. And so I find it a little hard to believe that the administration 
feels that efforts to keep drugs away from our children and out of 
our communities should be reduced, while proposing increases for 
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the bureaucracy of the IRS and deciding to build new Federal 
buildings.

As the agency that is charged with developing our nation’s drug 
policies, you have the difficult assignment of ensuring that not only 
do the Department of State, the Department of Defense, the De-
partment of Justice, the Department of Homeland Security, the De-
partment of Health and Human Services and numerous other agen-
cies are all working in a coordinated manner to address our high-
est-priority drug concerns, and I look forward to your testimony 
today on how the Office of National Drug Control Policy is leading 
these efforts on this coordinated role. 

More specifically, we have heard concerns that the Food and 
Drug Administration doesn’t always take law enforcement’s con-
cerns with prescription drug abuse into account when approving 
new prescription pain medication. We have also heard concerns 
that reductions in military spending could significantly reduce 
counternarcotics activities in Latin America, and that increases the 
availability of illegal drugs in the United States. And I hope to 
hear in your testimony today what you all are doing about some 
of these major concerns. 

Our Nation continues to fight a drug problem that takes lives, 
brings about violence, and harms our communities and families, 
and I know that you and your staff are working hard to keep our 
country safe and healthy. 

So once again, Acting Director Botticelli, welcome. I look forward 
to your testimony. 

And with that, I would like to turn the microphone over to my 
colleague Ranking Member Serrano. 

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I also would like to join 
you in welcoming the Acting Director of National Drug Control Pol-
icy, Michael Botticelli. I love that name. He used to be a second 
baseman for the Boston Red Sox. 

The Office of National Drug Control Policy’s mission places it at 
the forefront of Federal drug policy and the intersection of several 
of Federal agencies, such as the Department of Justice, Transpor-
tation, State and the Treasury. 

The fiscal year 2015 budget request for ONDCP is approximately 
$311 million, a decrease of $55 million from the fiscal year 2014 
funding level. This will hopefully be targeted towards improved co-
ordination and oversight of interagency drug control programs and 
policies, something I continue to be concerned about with regards 
to the agency. This issue is particularly relevant in light of the At-
torney General Eric Holder’s recent proposal for reduced drug sen-
tencing. I hope we will be able to discuss this issue so I can better 
understand your role in these efforts and learn what you are doing 
to reform some of our criminal justice policies with regard to drugs. 

I also continue to be interested in the development of a Carib-
bean Border Counternarcotics Strategy. The fiscal year 2014 Con-
solidated Appropriations Act included language requiring your 
agency to develop a comprehensive Caribbean Border Counter-
narcotics Strategy, just as you have done for other U.S. borders. I 
believe this is not only an issue of parity, but extremely critical be-
cause of increased drug trafficking in the region. It is essential that 
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Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands are integrated into Federal 
counternarcotics strategy. 

I look forward to discussing these and other issues with you in 
detail. Thank you for your service and for appearing before us 
today.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Chairman Rogers wanted to be here today, but he could not be 

here, and he send his regards. And so without objection, I will 
make his statement part of the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. CRENSHAW. And so now, Acting Director Botticelli, I think 
about art when I think of Botticelli. 

Mr. SERRANO. Art? 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Art. 
Mr. SERRANO. Okay. Okay. So he is an opera singer for the Bos-

ton Red Sox. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Okay. But anyway, if you could keep your re-

marks to about 5 minutes or so, that will give us time for ques-
tions, and then your entire statement will be submitted for the 
record. So Mr. Botticelli. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Thank you. Chairman Crenshaw, Ranking Mem-
ber Serrano, Members of the Subcommittee, as indicated, my name 
is Michael Botticelli. I am the Acting Director of the White House 
Office of National Drug Control Policy. I am pleased to appear be-
fore you today to discuss the Administration’s Fiscal Year 2015 
budget request for ONDCP, part of the Executive Office of the 
President.

ONDCP was created by statute in 1988, and November 2013 
marked our Office’s 25th anniversary. ONDCP establishes policies, 
priorities and objectives for the Nation’s drug control program. The 
goals of the program are to coordinate the Federal Government’s 
efforts to reduce illicit drug use and its consequences, including 
drug manufacturing and trafficking, drug-related crime and vio-
lence, and drug-related health consequences. 

To achieve these goals, the Director of ONDCP is charged with 
producing the Administration’s National Drug Control Strategy and
ensuring Executive Branch agency drug control budget spending 
supports this strategy. The Administration’s strategy, first released 
in 2010, is based upon input from public health and public safety 
professionals across the country and on decades of research from 
the Nation’s top scientists that demonstrates that addiction is a 
brain disease, one that can be prevented, treated and from which 
one can recover. 

ONDCP also has responsibility for working with our national and 
international partners to develop the National Southwest Border 
Counternarcotics Strategy, the National Northern Border Counter-
narcotics Strategy, and the Fiscal Year 2014 enacted budget also 
contained a directive for ONDCP to develop a Caribbean Border 
Counternarcotics Strategy, which is now in process. 

Our Nation faces a number of substance use challenges. For in-
stance, there is an epidemic of opioid drug abuse in this country. 
Drug overdose deaths, driven by prescription painkillers, surpassed 
homicides and traffic crashes in the number of injury deaths in 
America.

Heroin use remains relatively low in the United States as com-
pared to other drugs, but there has been a troubling increase in the 
number of people using heroin. Evidence suggests that some users, 
specifically those with chronic opioid addictions, will substitute her-
oin for prescription opioids since heroin is often cheaper than pre-
scription drugs. A recent report from the Substance Abuse and 
Mental Health Services Administration found that while only 3.6 
percent of people who had started using prescription drugs non-
medically ever initiated heroin use in the following 5-year period, 
four-fifths of recent heroin initiatives had previously used prescrip-
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tion pain relievers nonmedically. These findings demonstrate that 
we need to take a comprehensive approach to addressing opioid 
drugs, including more widespread use by first responders of 
naloxone, an emergency opioid overdose reversal medication, as 
well as expanded access to medication-assisted treatment. 

Further, multiple studies show that young people’s attitudes to-
wards marijuana use and nonmedical use of prescription drugs are 
softening. Each day an estimated 4,400 young people under the age 
of 18 initiate drug use for the first time. This can have a profound 
effect in the future, since research shows us that the earlier a per-
son begins to use drugs, the more likely they are to develop a sub-
stance use disorder. 

To enable ONDCP to accomplish the Administration’s goals to 
address these and other numerous challenges from substance use 
disorders, the President is requesting $311 million for Fiscal Year 
2015. This request represents a decrease of $55 million from 
ONDCP’s Fiscal Year 2014 enacted budget; however, it has been 
developed to ensure that we have the resources to meet the Strat-
egy’s goals while reducing spending. 

ONDCP’s budget request includes funding for two grant pro-
grams that support efforts throughout the Nation to reduce drug 
use and its consequences. The Drug-Free Communities, or DFC, 
Support Program provides grants to local drug-free community coa-
litions to prevent and reduce youth substance use. Directed by 
ONDCP in partnership with SAMHSA, the DFC program provides 
grants to local drug-free community coalitions, enabling them to in-
crease collaboration among community partners and to prevent and 
reduce youth substance use. During 2014, a total of 643 DFC 
grants were awarded. The President’s request for the DFC grants 
program is $85.6 million, a decrease of $6.3 million from the Fiscal 
Year 2014 enacted budget. 

The High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas, or HIDTA, program 
helps improve the efficiency and effectiveness of drug-control ef-
forts by facilitating cooperation among Federal, State, local and 
tribal law enforcement as well as other drug-control organizations. 
The President’s request of $193.4 million for the HIDTA program 
is a decrease of $45 million from the Fiscal Year 2014 enacted 
budget; however, this request maintains the HIDTA’s program 
focus and mission of reducing drug trafficking and production. Core 
functions will be maintained. 

In addition to ONDCP’s responsibilities to develop and imple-
ment the Strategy and administer its grants programs, the office is 
responsible for coordinating, overseeing and evaluating the effec-
tiveness of agencies comprising the National Drug Control Program 
throughout the Federal Government, as well as overseeing the con-
solidated National Drug Control Budget to ensure that drug control 
funding proposed by these agencies is adequate to carry out the 
Strategy.

The President’s Fiscal Year 2015 National Drug Control Budget 
request is $25.4 billion Government-wide. This represents an in-
crease of $151 million over the Fiscal Year 2014 enacted level. Re-
flecting the need to address both public health and public safety, 
the portion of the budget requested for drug treatment and preven-
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tion efforts, 43 percent, has grown to its highest level in over 12 
years.

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I am 
happy to answer any questions that you might have. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, thank you very much. 
[The information follows:] 
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Mr. CRENSHAW. Let me start by asking, you mentioned HIDTA 
was going to be reduced by $45 million, and I mentioned in my 
opening remarks that it seems like kind of a strange sense of prior-
ities when you ask for a billion dollars for the IRS and half a bil-
lion dollars to the General Services Administration, and yet the 
last couple of years, the funding for HIDTA has been reduced in 
the proposed budgets, but Congress each year has restored that 
funding. And, again, in today’s world when States are legalizing 
marijuana; poppy production is up in Afghanistan; cocaine, heroin 
use, all that is up, what do you think the impact would be if you 
were to reduce it by $45 million? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Clearly, Chairman, the HIDTA program is real-
ly essential at the Federal, State and local levels in terms of being 
able to enhance efficiency and information sharing among law en-
forcement entities. We consider that an incredibly valuable pro-
gram.

As you know, our challenge was within restrained resources 
making sure that we maintained core functions and core services 
with our HIDTA program. So to that extent this will not result in 
any elimination of any of our HIDTA programs. It will maintain its 
core mission and core functions. 

The biggest, I think, impact will be on the HIDTA’s ability to ad-
dress emerging drug threats that we see in the community. So it 
will preserve the core functions and preserve our core HIDTA infra-
structure.

Mr. CRENSHAW. So in your opinion, it is still effective the things 
that you are doing, it is just a matter of not as much money to go 
around. But as you know, the last couple years the Congress has 
restored that funding, and so you wouldn’t be upset if that hap-
pened again. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. We see our HIDTA programs as incredibly valu-
able programs. And one of the things that—over the past year that 
I have seen with our HIDTA programs is their ability to be flexible 
and nimble at the State and local level in terms of really respond-
ing, I think, to local threats and local emergencies. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Gotcha. 
Another question just briefly that you have this drug free com-

munity program, and I think there are like 600 coalitions across 
the United States. They work on mobilizing communities and in-
creased collaboration, things like that. How do you measure the 
progress that is being made by those community groups that are— 
those are grants, they receive your funds. I mean, how do you go 
about deciding who is effective, how effective, things like that? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Sure. So one of the things that I think we know 
is that local drug use patterns are different among localities, and 
so what it requires to really reduce substance use at a local level 
is really looking at those community factors, but also convening all 
of the local stakeholders, law enforcement, health and human serv-
ice agencies, schools, to really look at implementing evidence-based 
prevention programs at the local level. 

As you indicated, for Fiscal Year 2014, we are estimating that we 
are going to have 672 of those local coalitions. They have been na-
tionally evaluated, and it has been shown that those communities 
that have Drug-Free Communities programs are able to substan-
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tially reduce drug use in their communities. So these are programs 
that are implementing evidence-based prevention programs that 
are also nationally evaluated and have been shown to reduce sub-
stance use among youth at the local level. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, those funds are being reduced, or proposed 
to be reduced. How would that impact your ability? Would you give 
less grants, or would the grants be smaller? How would you handle 
that reduction? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Sure. So at this point, it doesn’t mean that we 
would take back any existing grants, so those grants would exist 
through the grant cycle. What it would mean is that we would 
probably be able to award 50 less grants in Fiscal Year 2015 com-
pared to what we are estimating for Fiscal Year 2014. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. How much do you think it would take to con-
tinue to fund the number of grants that you have funded in the 
past?

Mr. BOTTICELLI. So in terms of looking at kind of level funding 
in terms of Fiscal Year 2014 enacted, that is approximately $92 
million for the program. It is $92 million. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Gotcha. Well, thank you. 
Mr. Serrano. 
Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That was going to be 

my first question, also, that you asked, so let me just—I don’t know 
if you have got the number the right—the same way as I see it. 
It was—not you, but Mr. Botticelli. You said 672, but that is what 
it is now. It will be reduced to 614; am I correct? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. That is correct. 
Mr. SERRANO. Okay. And you spoke about spreading the money 

around more. You see, that is a program that seems to be working, 
so we are wondering why the administration would want to cut or 
propose a cut? And I think you are hearing something, unless I 
heard it wrong, something that usually you don’t hear from all 
members of a committee, and that is asking the question, you 
know, how can you continue to function at a level that does credit 
to a program that obviously works and that has the support of 
many members of this committee? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. You know, clearly our Drug-Free Communities 
program is one of the backbones of our prevention infrastructure 
in the United States. It is an incredibly valuable program to us. 
Obviously, you know, we had to look at how do we have restraint 
in spending in Fiscal Year 2015. 

Again, I think the proposal, if enacted, would be that we 
wouldn’t eliminate any of the existing grantees; it just would mean 
that we would have about 50 less new grants in Fiscal Year 2015. 

Mr. SERRANO. So you don’t think it would be a result of reducing 
from 672 to 614, because we went by those numbers? There would 
be a reduction to 614 or not? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. So it would be an overall reduction, but it does 
not mean that we would eliminate any existing grantees. So that 
money would continue. It just means that we would have less 
money, about—we would be able to award 50 less grants, new 
grants, in Fiscal Year 2015. 

Mr. SERRANO. Okay. Let me ask you about the Caribbean Border 
Counternarcotics Strategy. Now, that was, as you had mentioned, 
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language that was put in the bill at the request of many of us, in-
cluding the Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico Mr. Pierluisi. 
And, you know, this issue speaks to two situations, and a lot of the 
Florida Members can speak to it, and that is that, first, the terri-
tories get less attention than the States, but, most importantly in 
this case, that we are, shooting ourselves in the foot by allowing 
one border, if you will, to be totally open, not only to enter the ter-
ritory, but then to make it to the mainland, as we say. So it is both 
setting this one up—and I want to hear your thoughts on how 
quickly that could be set up—setting this one up not only helps 
those two territories from having the drugs come into their area, 
but then it helps the States, especially Florida, with the drugs com-
ing into the States. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Correct. You know, clearly our ability to inter-
dict drugs, particularly in the Caribbean, is really core to the Strat-
egy. And as you indicated, you know, the more drugs that we can 
intercept and interdict, the less that we have coming to our local 
communities. And clearly having a Caribbean strategy, I think, 
that supports the work that we are trying to do domestically is par-
ticularly important. 

So we have made progress in terms of the development of that 
Caribbean strategy. So we have already convened meetings across 
our interagency looking at how each of our relevant Federal inter-
agency partners can support the priority action items of the Carib-
bean strategy, and we continue to work with them. And so that 
strategy is in progress, and we hope to have that to you shortly. 

Mr. SERRANO. Well, I hope so. And I know we have other Mem-
bers, Mr. Chairman. I just want to make a statement for the 
record, and that is something I have said over and over and over 
again in my 24 years in Congress, that any time drugs enters one 
of our territories, it has, in fact, entered into the United States. 
And a lot of people see it as it didn’t enter the United States until 
it gets to Florida or to Texas or to New Mexico. Not true. If it en-
ters any territory under the American flag, it entered the United 
States, and it should be fought in the same way it is fought when 
it enters one of the States. And I thank you for your reply. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Great. Thank you. 
And I was just handed a note. We actually have staff who will 

be meeting with your staff on Friday to be updating you on our 
progress to the strategy. 

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you. 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. You are welcome. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Womack. 
Mr. WOMACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Mr. Botticelli, for your testimony here today. I want 

to confine my remarks initially and my questions on weed, because 
there has certainly been a lot of discussion about it from the med-
ical side of the equation to just the outright legalization for rec-
reational use. And I have my own pretty hard-core philosophical 
objections to what is going on around our country, but my question 
is as far as the ONDCP is concerned, help me understand what in-
volvement your office has had with States like Colorado, et alia, 
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that have gone in this direction in helping educate people on what 
the true effects of this increased use happens to be. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Sure. I think you know that the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy and the Administration has remained 
opposed to drug legalization, and I think we come at this from a 
public health standpoint, particularly as it relates to what we think 
the impact will be on our youth. You have raised, I think, some 
pretty important concerns. You know, we now have more 12th 
graders who are using marijuana than are smoking cigarettes, and 
their perception of risk is at the lowest level than it has been since 
the 1970s. And we know that generally when youth perceive some-
thing as less risky, they are more likely to try a substance. 

Clearly we have been concerned in terms of what the impact will 
be, particularly in Colorado; but not only that, what is the message 
that that sends our youth nationally in terms of what it means to 
use marijuana? We have been engaged, following on the Depart-
ment of Justice criteria, with both Colorado and Washington as 
well as with our Federal partners to really monitor both the public 
safety and public health impact that legalization will have in Colo-
rado and Washington, in terms of the transportation of marijuana 
from one State to another, [and] are we going to see increased 
prevalence in use among our youth. We have been engaged with 
Governor’s offices in both Colorado and Washington as well as the 
health departments in Colorado and Washington to basically see 
how they are going to implement regulatory schemes to ensure that 
they are doing everything possible to mitigate both the public’s 
health safety and public health impact of legalization efforts. 

Mr. WOMACK. So you have weighed in; your office has helped try 
to educate the country on this particular subject. And do you antici-
pate that there might be a more—a bigger or higher response, a 
larger response, a more weighted response toward what we see 
going on around the country? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. You know, again, I think what we have gen-
erally tried to do is, with our existing resources that we have had, 
both within our Drug-Free Communities and our other resources, 
to how do we continue to highlight prevention efforts particularly 
as it relates to things like alcohol and marijuana. And our Drug- 
Free Communities have really been important resources that we 
have had to really heighten the prevention messaging that we need 
to really counteract some of the messages that youth are getting 
in terms of the perceived safety, if you will, of marijuana. 

Mr. WOMACK. Now, there is no way we can put a crystal ball in 
front of you to kind of look into the future. If there was a crystal 
ball in front of you, do you anticipate having to reach back to, say, 
Colorado as an example, since I have already mentioned them, and 
have one of these I-told-you-so moments? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. What the Department of Justice has laid out in 
terms of their Federal law enforcement priorities was a clear indi-
cation that they reserve the right to take subsequent action if Colo-
rado and Washington haven’t demonstrated their ability to meet 
those criteria as it relates to public health and public safety. 

As a public health person, I think we have every reason to think 
that we are going to see some problems in Colorado and Wash-
ington. And, again, usually the data and science suggest that as 
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youth see something as less harmful, that there will be a correla-
tional increase in terms of their use, and I think that is what we 
are seeing nationally. So I do think that we have some concerns 
both in terms of Colorado and nationally in terms of looking at the 
data that we have now, but also what that means going forward. 

Mr. WOMACK. Finally, Mr. Chairman, if I may, you know, a sub-
ject that is near and dear to my heart, we have talked about in pre-
vious hearings on this particular subject matter, but, you know, I 
have experienced this in my own family, so I think I am not a sub-
ject matter expert by any means, but I am a parent and now a 
grandparent, and it scares me the message that we are sending to 
future generations out here—and I am not saying the office is send-
ing, I am just saying the message the country is sending—that 
some of these things that we know with empirical data are putting 
our kids on a bad path that we are now saying it is really okay. 
Look at what is going on in Colorado and Washington, legalization; 
that we are basically promoting almost in some remark—in some 
categories, we are almost promoting the fact that this is something 
you can do without any known consequences down the road, and 
I am deeply worried about that as a parent, and now as a grand-
parent, and certainly as a Member of Congress whose job it is to 
look out for the welfare of this country. It doesn’t require a re-
sponse, I just wanted to say that and let you know that it has my 
attention.

I yield back my time. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Thanks for being here, sir. You were very clear about your state-

ment about, you know, your concerns, right, of use and expanding 
use of marijuana. And going to the statement that my colleague 
just mentioned, that mixed message, by the way, is not only heard 
in the country, it is also heard from our allies. I get it all the time 
when I travel abroad to Latin America. You know, our allies, those 
who are putting the resources and the blood to try to stop drug pro-
duction, Congressman, they are asking me, you know, why are we 
doing this if in the United States there is this kind of this mixed 
message? So your message today was very clear. 

Let me ask you a simple question: Isn’t marijuana outlawed by 
Federal law? I mean, I think it is. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Correct. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Okay. So here is the question: Have you asked 

the Attorney General or the President to just enforce Federal law? 
In other words, I understand you have serious concerns. Your job 
is to protect the people from drugs, including marijuana that you 
have serious concerns about. Have you asked the administration to 
just enforce Federal law? Because if it is so problematic, which you 
have said it is, and we all have our opinions on that, but clearly, 
you know, you are an expert on this, and you speak for the admin-
istration on this, have you asked the President to enforce Federal 
law? Have you asked the Attorney General to not just sit back and 
wait to see what happens in Colorado, but to enforce current Fed-
eral law? 
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Mr. BOTTICELLI. I think what the Department of Justice has stat-
ed is that, given limited Federal law enforcement priorities, that 
they are going to reserve their Federal law enforcement actions at 
the most significant crimes associated with marijuana and not go 
after people who are using it for personal use. But, again, I think 
that they have reserved the right to go back—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Well, have you asked? Have you asked the At-
torney General or the President, have you said, this is a big issue, 
this is an important issue you see as a health hazard, you see it 
as a problem? You know, clearly we are spending a lot of money, 
as we should, to try to make sure that kids don’t smoke tobacco— 
I don’t want my kid to smoke tobacco—and yet have you asked— 
has that been one of your priorities? Have you said to the Attorney 
General and the President, I think this is a bad idea, I think is 
dangerous, I think this is harmful, and I think we should enforce 
Federal law? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. During the course of the development process, 
obviously we had the opportunity to talk to the Department of Jus-
tice in terms of those issues. I think what we have agreed to going 
forward is, again, given what the Department of Justice has issued, 
an engagement with the Department of Justice to monitor the data 
at the Federal, local and State levels to see what the impact is, 
give that information to the Department of Justice with their op-
portunity to look at taking subsequent action should we see en-
hanced public safety and public health effects as it relates to Colo-
rado and Washington. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. So it was kind of an end-around question, and, 
you know, I am not going to further press you, because I don’t want 
to put you at odds with the administration. However, it seems to 
me that part of the mixed message is coming, frankly, not from 
you, sir, but from the administration, because we have you saying 
this is a bad deal, this is bad for public policy and public health, 
and then you have, frankly, the Attorney General and others say-
ing, you know, we are going to monitor, we are going to see how 
it goes, it is not that dangerous. I saw the President saying, yeah, 
it is probably not healthy, but it is not that bad. And I am para-
phrasing; please don’t quote me on that one. It is not a direct quote 
nor an accurate, because I was paraphrasing it. 

So, again, those are the mixed messages, by the way, that our 
allies are constantly complaining about, that we are giving mixed 
messages to our allies. We are also giving mixed messages, I think, 
to the American people. And I think I would like for one, sir, to 
have what is the policy of—what is our policy? Is marijuana illegal? 
Is it harmful? And if it is, what serious concrete steps—and to the 
point where we should continue to press our allies around the 
world, particularly in this hemisphere, to do what they are doing 
in this very painful battle against it, and if not, what should the 
policy be? And I think that mixed message is something that I hope 
you all kind of take back and realize that it is there not only for 
the American people, for our allies. 

Second point, if I have any time, Mr. Chairman, going back to 
Mr. Serrano’s question, and I commend him for always bringing 
that up. You know, recently, for example, I mentioned how our al-
lies are confused at best as to the mixed messages that are coming 
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from the administration and from the States; and it is not only the 
administration, from the country. But then you have others who do 
not have mixed messages. You have the head of the Ecuadorean 
Government Mr. Correa that kicked the DEA out of the country. 
In Bolivia, Evo Morales has said, you know, that clearly their coun-
try is better off without the DEA. 

General Kelly, who is the Commander of the SOUTHCOM, by 
the way, located in the congressional district that I represent, he 
recently testified in front of the Senate Armed Services Committee 
that—and he was very blunt—that he believes that we are cur-
rently only stopping—and I know that Mr. Serrano, this is not 
going to shock him, but it is not going to please him—only catching 
about 20 percent of the drugs being trafficked into the United 
States, and it is an issue there of resources. 

Do you have coordination with SOUTHCOM? And as far as on 
the budgetary aspect of it, how much coordination is there? Are you 
consulted at all? What is that role? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Sure. As part of our statutory authority in terms 
of looking at the totality of the drug control budget, clearly we 
work with DOD, the Coast Guard and others in terms of our inter-
diction, part of our ongoing supply-reduction strategy. I actually 
had the opportunity to go down to SOUTHCOM and to talk to Gen-
eral Kelly and to see some of the work that he has been doing and 
to hear some of his concerns. 

Again, interdiction is part of our core supply reduction strategy, 
and we consider it very important. And we—has been a significant 
amount of discussion both with General Kelly as well as the inter-
diction community through our Interdiction Committee work to 
look at available resources, to look at operational efficiencies that 
we can achieve in terms of meeting our goals of interdicting as 
many drugs as possible. 

So clearly, we have been taking a leading role with the military 
and with all of our interagency partners to look at, in light of the 
fiscal issues that we have here, how do we continue to meet our 
goals around supply reduction and interdiction. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And that is one that we can get a big bang for 
the buck. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. I would agree. You know, I think that when we 
see large-scale removal of drugs that don’t come into our country— 
we know, again, from a prevention perspective, that the more 
drugs that are available in the community, the more likely that we 
have people that are likely to use them. So clearly these are com-
plementary strategies both in terms of our supply-reduction and 
demand-reduction strategy. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you. 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. So they are important goals. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for you allowing me. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Certainly. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And just very briefly also, Director, again, that 

mixed message is really intense, and it is real deep. And I don’t 
want to bust your chops, but I think we have heard it here today. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Okay. 
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I mean, we really have. I mean, you have been 
clear about the effects and what your concerns are. On the other 
side of the same administration, you know, there is the lack of will-
ingness to enforce current Federal law. Now, if the Federal law is 
wrong, and if marijuana is not a big deal, then we should have that 
discussion, and the President should be upfront and say, let’s de-
bate that. But right now all we are getting is mixed messages, and 
I think our allies hear that, those who are fighting narcotrafficking 
drugs are hearing that, and our kids are hearing that, and that is 
probably the most dangerous part of it. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. To be fair, Congressman, I think both the Presi-
dent and the Department of Justice have indicated their significant 
concern around the public health impact. So I think we have to 
clarify law enforcement issues versus public health and public safe-
ty, but thank you for your comments. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, sir. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Graves. 
Mr. GRAVES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Director, thank you for being here, and thank you for what 

you do. I couldn’t imagine the burden that you carry each day on 
your shoulders, and it is a very noble, noble cause, and I know that 
we have our questions and concerns and such. 

And I didn’t really intend to speak on the topic that the two gen-
tlemen before me had, but I was shocked at the statistic that you 
shared momentarily, and it is in your statement, you said it here 
as well, that more 12th graders today now smoke marijuana than 
cigarettes, and I think we were all shocked to hear that. And I 
heard about mixed messages and you suggesting that it is because 
they sense that marijuana has less consequences, fewer con-
sequences than cigarettes. 

And it was just less than 60 days ago the President, I think, sent 
some confusing messages to the youth across the country. And, you 
know, his quote was well documented, and he even says, as it has 
been well documented, I smoked pot as a kid, and I view it as a 
bad habit and a vice, not very different from cigarettes that I 
smoked as a young person up through a big chunk of my adult life. 
This was in the New Yorker. And you thought he would stop there, 
but then he said, I don’t think it is more dangerous than alcohol. 
And, I mean, that probably bothered you, I would imagine, because 
I know you take your job very seriously. 

Did that make your job easier or more difficult? And did you just, 
with some sort of internal frustration, go into the President’s office 
and say, what are you doing here? You are making my job ex-
tremely more difficult and challenging. And what was your re-
sponse to that? Could you share that with the committee? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. I think if you look at the totality of the Presi-
dent’s comments and subsequent comments that he made, I think 
that a lot of what he was referring to is some of the inequity and 
disparities in sentencing that we see for marijuana, particularly 
among people of color, which is an issue, obviously, not just for our 
Office, but for him and the Attorney General’s Office as well. So, 
you know, I think the President has repeatedly raised—— 
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Mr. GRAVES. Do you suspect that is how the youth interpreted 
his comments? And maybe you are right in totality that is what he 
was thinking and suggesting, but the youth of our country, I think 
they probably heard, I don’t think marijuana is more dangerous 
than alcohol. And almost it is just a, I don’t know, an odd state-
ment and such. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. You know, again, I go back to looking at some 
comments that he made subsequent to those in terms of really un-
derstanding the significant public health consequences both for al-
cohol and for marijuana, and not necessarily endorsing what was 
happening in Colorado and Washington, and saying that we really 
have to be vigilant in terms of keeping this as a public health pri-
ority. So—— 

Mr. GRAVES. Well, and I don’t mean to interrupt, but, I mean, 
I took it as a little flippant in how he—you know, off the cuff, and 
maybe he was caught off guard with that question and he wasn’t 
prepared. But he is the President of the United States, and I know 
that he gets difficult questions all the time, and this one couldn’t 
have been all that difficult, but has he since then come forward 
and with remorse said, you know, I made a mistake; I shouldn’t 
have done that as a youth? And, you know, just as all of us at some 
point have done things that we regret, has he ever expressed any 
regrets for that, or did he just allow the comments to hang and 
dangle, and everybody hoped it was about sentencing? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. No. I think that he made some subsequent com-
ments after that relative to understanding that this was a signifi-
cant public health and public safety issue. 

You know, the President is not unlike many parents who used 
substances in their youth to great regret. And I think the best 
thing we can do is be honest and candid about it and say that we 
don’t support that for our kids, as he talked about in not sup-
porting it for his daughters. 

Mr. GRAVES. Right. 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. So, you know, I think that if you look at success-

ful prevention strategies, we need to have those conversations, and 
we need to be candid as parents, and we need to say to our kids, 
look, I may have done this, and I may have done okay, but it is— 
I don’t advise it for my kids. And I—— 

Mr. GRAVES. And I appreciate his candidness and such, and I 
hope he has taken a statement and suggesting his regret and not 
encouraging others to do that, and not a statement in which he was 
saying, I did that, and look at me at what I have been able to ac-
complish in life, but instead take another position that it was a 
mistake.

If I could change gears real quick. I met with some sheriffs last 
week while I was in the district, and we were talking about 
methamphetamines. And obviously, it has been a very difficult 
problem in our region in northwest Georgia. They were suggesting 
that with all the steps we have all taken to try to prevent it, that 
things have changed, the ingredients are changing, obviously oth-
ers are finding easier ways to do it, but there is still that lingering 
problem with drugs coming across the southern border. 

Do you sense that our border security is adequate when it comes 
to not only from the illegal immigration perspective, not asking you 
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to speak on that, but from an illegal drug perspective crossing our 
borders? What can be done? Is it adequate, and what more can be 
done?

Mr. BOTTICELLI. I think you have raised two critical issues here, 
one in terms of drugs coming in from Mexico and domestic produc-
tion as well, as well as domestic use. And so I think, you know, we 
have had significantly enhanced the resources at the border. Part 
of our concern has been both good and bad in the sense that they 
have been able to actually seize a tremendous amount of more 
drugs at the border. Unfortunately, we have seen about a 500 per-
cent increase in methamphetamine seizures at the border. 

And I think you are absolutely right that as Mexico has changed 
in terms of looking at putting controls on precursor chemicals, as 
the Combat Meth Act in States have enacted, we see different pat-
terns emerging in terms of both production internationally as well 
as domestically. So previously where we saw large lapses here in 
the United States, I think some of our laws have made it much, 
much harder to get large amounts of chemicals, and we are seeing 
the increase in terms of these very small one-pot labs. Particularly 
here in the District we have all heard news around that. So it has 
been clear that this is a public safety and public health issue that 
we have to look at. 

You know, one of the areas that we are examining is we have 
made some pretty good progress over the past few years in terms 
of the reduction in methamphetamine use here in the United 
States, I think largely through our drug prevention and local law 
enforcement efforts. So we do have a number of programs through 
our Office that help support reducing the distribution in trafficking 
largely through a component of our HIDTA programs as well as 
through our Drug-Free Communities. 

So meth is an issue that we have to continue to look at both 
internationally as well in terms of what we seize from the borders, 
but also work on domestic production and domestic trafficking, as 
well as reducing demand for methamphetamine here in the States. 

Mr. GRAVES. And I know it is outside of your scope, but from the 
trafficking, drug trafficking across the border, do you—I mean, are 
you suggesting that adequate protections are in place now? Is there 
more that can be done? Any thoughts on that? Are you pleased 
with the effort there? Because ultimately it impacts your role and 
what you are going to have to handle. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. I think we have done a significant job in terms 
of looking at increasing our technology, increasing our information 
sharing, as well as increasing some of our prevention efforts on 
both sides of the border. So I think we actually have done a really 
good job in terms of looking at that. 

There is always more work to be done. My former boss is now 
the Commissioner of Customs and Border Protection, so I am sure 
that we will have a very good relationship in terms of Customs and 
Border Patrol, and particularly as it relates to our Southwest bor-
der.

Mr. GRAVES. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. And, you know, I share your concern, 

as well as, I think, everybody on this subcommittee probably is con-
cerned about marijuana and to hear the things that you mentioned. 
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But I guess the good news is that we can refer everyone to Gov-
ernor Jerry Brown out in California, who I think said it very suc-
cinctly when he said it is hard to have a great State or great Na-
tion when you have got too many people getting stoned, which sur-
prised me to hear him say that, but that is the other side of the 
coin that probably people need to talk about. I think he talked 
about you shouldn’t have too many potheads. So he is trying to 
spread the message, I guess, from the other side of the coin. 

We have got time for a couple more questions if Members have, 
but I wanted to ask you on the international scale and then more 
domestic, but people have talked about Latin America, the Carib-
bean, the fact that 75 percent of everything comes through. On the 
other side of the world, there is a place called Afghanistan where 
they grow poppies. And I remember the first time I went to Af-
ghanistan, there was all the conversation about how are we going 
to get people to quit growing poppies and grow something else. And 
that kind of died down, and there was a lot of discussion about 
that. I was there about 6 weeks ago, and the military was talking 
about all the great things that have happened in Afghanistan in 
terms of education, in terms of universities being created, women’s 
rights, women’s voting. We didn’t really talk much about the whole 
poppy situation. And then as we prepared for this hearing, it was 
called to my attention that the poppy production is just ever in-
creasing. Now it is, you know, 5 percent of the GDP. 

And I wonder, because you see the impact when these drugs, 
whether they are from Latin America or the Caribbean, or whether 
they are from Afghanistan, when they kind of hit the ground here, 
the terrible impact they have. Do you work with them, and are 
those things that are still being talked about in terms of maybe 
how you slow down that production there? And do you coordinate 
with the Department of Defense at all? Could you touch a little bit 
on the whole poppy situation? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Sure. You know, clearly the situation in terms 
of poppy cultivation in Afghanistan has been a significant concern, 
and I think you are right that we have seen year after year in-
creases in terms of poppy cultivation and, you know, have some 
significant concern in terms of what that might mean. 

We are not seeing kind of widespread heroin trafficking into the 
United States from Afghanistan, but clearly as it relates to the in-
stability within the country and the money that it generates in 
terms of the insurgency, I think that is a particular problem. 

We work with the Department of Defense as well as the Depart-
ment of State in terms of looking at how do we continue to aid 
counternarcotics efforts in Afghanistan. Clearly the next few 
months in terms of the election there as well as what are going to 
be resources after troop pullout is of particular concern in terms of 
looking at those issues of both poppy eradication, but as well as al-
ternative development to take the place of those poppies. 

You know, with that said, it doesn’t diminish in terms of what 
we are anticipating for our counternarcotics efforts. We are looking 
to continue priorities that provide training and technical assistance 
to the counternarcotics police of Afghanistan as well as vetted units 
within the Afghan drug law enforcement, as well as investing in in-
stitutional sustainability and capacity building within the ministry 
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of counternarcotics. So these are largely efforts through our De-
partment of State and their international law enforcement division. 
So clearly this is an issue that is of significant concern for us now 
and going forward. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, thank you. And let me now ask you about 
a more domestic problem; that is, methamphetamines. And as I un-
derstand it, you know, it is very addictive, it is cheap, it is kind 
of becoming the drug of choice. And maybe you could tell us what 
you see the trends are in terms of the use and abuse of that, talk 
about what you all are doing to try to counter the production and 
the use of that, and then do you need anything more in terms of 
tools that you can use, because, as I understand it, that is really 
one of the most serious things we are facing today. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Great. Thank you. And I appreciate the offer. 
So, as we indicated, we have seen significant increase in seizures 

of methamphetamine at our southern border as well as an increase 
in domestic production, and some of the programs that we have 
from the law enforcement that we have talked about previously 
through our High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas. 

We also have a national program under our HIDTA program, 
and that is the National Methamphetamine and Pharmaceuticals 
Initiative, and that provides regional support through our HIDTAs 
to look at how do we diminish drug trafficking and production 
issues particularly for methamphetamine. 

You know, again, on the prevention side, you know, we see a va-
riety of resources, our Drug-Free Communities, to look at doing 
that.

You know, I would be happy to have subsequent conversation 
with you in terms of what additional things might we have in place 
beyond just the Combating Meth Act that might hold promise in 
terms of reducing the availability of some of the precursor chemi-
cals that go into the production. As Congressman Graves pointed 
out, as we have made changes at both the Federal and State level, 
there has been, I think, an evolution in both chemicals and produc-
tion that warrant, additional consideration in terms of how do we 
continue to do everything that we can, from both a supply reduc-
tion and a demand reduction standpoint, to reduce those issues. 

I also think, too, that when we look at methamphetamine, that 
we have some significant parts of the country that are more af-
fected than others. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Yeah. I was going to ask you about that. You 
know, these meth labs that you read about that kind of come and 
go, where are they going, where are they concentrated today? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. You know, I think that the biggest impact that 
we see in terms of methamphetamine, and this is not to say that 
we don’t see it in rural pockets around other areas, but when you 
look at kind of the regional impact, I think that is particularly in 
the South—or particularly in the South and the West is where we 
see significant impact from methamphetamine. 

I came from the Northeast, where we had a big heroin problem 
and very little meth problem. So we have different parts of the 
country that I think are differentially impacted by methamphet-
amine both in terms of production and use. 
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Mr. CRENSHAW. Is it hard to set up a meth lab? I mean, like, you 
go to Colombia and see it is pretty—you go out in the jungle and 
make cocaine. I mean, is it something somebody can set up, make 
meth, and if somebody comes, they go somewhere else? I mean, 
how complicated is it? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. In the spirit of full disclosure, I don’t think I am 
really fluent other than watching ‘‘Breaking Bad.’’ I don’t think I 
really know the technical capabilities to do it. 

My understanding is that it is not tremendously complicated, and 
that is why we are seeing the development of some of these one- 
pot labs in terms of both the chemicals that are available as well 
as the process. 

That said, people who are doing production are not necessarily 
tremendously skilled at it, and we see some devastating environ-
mental impact, drug-endangered children as it relates to it. 

So, I don’t think that it is technically tremendously difficult to 
do. And, again, I think as we have put certain controls on certain 
of the chemicals, precursors, that we have seen an evolution in 
terms of—— 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Would you say is it the fastest growing? I mean, 
it used to be crack cocaine. I mean, how does meth rank in terms 
of abuse and potential for abuse? Because I always understood it 
was just so cheap and so, you know, available that it was one of 
the fastest-growing problems you are facing. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Again, I think we have to continue to monitor 
the impact of the production, because what we have seen, quite 
honestly, over the past several years has been a reduction in meth 
use. And, again, that is probably differential in different parts of 
the country, but we have seen some decline in methamphetamine 
use.

I think we would be well advised in terms of looking at both the 
production and the interdiction around our meth use, as well as 
some early indications that we are seeing more emergency depart-
ment mentions, an uptick in emergency department mentions, for 
methamphetamine. So I think we have to pay close attention on 
both the regional and the national level in terms of those issues. 

You know, one of the issues that we talked about before, in terms 
of magnitude of order, has been the prescription drug abuse and 
the opioid epidemic that we are seeing nationally. That is clearly 
an issue that is a high priority for us, as well as continuing to mon-
itor what is happening with other drug-use trends. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Gotcha. 
Mr. Serrano. 
Mr. SERRANO. I am not doing well today. Either you are asking 

my questions, or he is answering my questions before I ask them. 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. I hope it is the latter, Congressman. 
Mr. SERRANO. It is both. It is both. 
So I want to talk to you about the prescription drug abuse. What 

are you specifically proposing to do to reduce the misuse of the pre-
scription drugs? And also, how have past efforts—what have they 
shown, and how do we integrate them into what we want to do 
now? And, lastly, I know that 49 States that have laws authorizing 
prescription drug monitoring programs, or PDMPs. Are they all 
functioning or just some of them? 
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Mr. BOTTICELLI. Sure. So in 2011, ONDCP coordinated an inter-
agency effort among our Federal partners and released a plan to 
reduce prescription drug abuse, and that has four main pillars. One 
is education, educating prescribers. And what we have seen is as 
the number of prescriptions for prescription painkillers has in-
creased, so has the consequence of doing that. 

It entails proper monitoring, as you alluded to, making sure that 
we have good prescription drug monitoring programs. 

It requires and focuses on safe disposal. One of the things that 
we see is, particularly for occasional users, about 70 percent of peo-
ple who use those medications occasionally are getting them free 
from friends and family. So how do we get those drugs out of the 
supply chain? And so we are working on safe disposal. 

And then the last one is around good laws to make sure that we 
eliminating pill mills and doctor shopping. 

As you talked about, one of the central components of what we 
have been proposing is making sure that we have good prescription 
drug monitoring programs. And we have 49 States that now have 
prescription drug monitoring programs and have been working to 
make sure that all of them are implementing best practices in 
terms of those. 

And I think there is probably no better example than what hap-
pened in Florida that had—the Congressman and I were talking 
about this in terms of implementing strong prescription drug moni-
toring programs and enacting strong legislation. And what we have 
seen in Florida is a significant decrease in the number of prescrip-
tions, prescription painkillers, and I think probably most impor-
tantly a significant reduction in drug overdose deaths associated 
with those. 

So clearly having vibrant programs are important to us, as well 
as having programs that share information across State borders to 
make sure that as Florida implements good and sound policies, 
that people are not just moving to Georgia to focus on it. So it has 
clearly been one of the top priorities of our office in terms of this 
whole-of-government effort across our Federal partners to minimize 
the impact of prescription drug abuse. 

Mr. SERRANO. Yeah. I should tell you that on social media this 
afternoon, after announcing that I would be attending this hearing, 
the number one question asked by about six, seven people, which 
is usually an indication of many others who want to ask the same 
question, was about the overdose issue. And so with that in mind, 
I would like to get you on the record just for clarification. When 
we talk about prescription drug abuse, are we talking about all 
prescription drugs, or are we basically saying that the problem is 
painkillers?

Mr. BOTTICELLI. We are chiefly talking about prescription pain 
medication. That is really—— 

Mr. SERRANO. Okay. 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. That is really the issue. You know, as—— 
Mr. SERRANO. Because, I mean, for people who are on, for in-

stance, cholesterol medication or high blood pressure, they are on 
for the rest of their lives. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. And I think we want them to probably stay on 
those medications. 
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Mr. SERRANO. Exactly. 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. You know, I think the concern is particularly 

that physicians get very, very little training around the risks asso-
ciated with these very powerful pain medications, as well as little 
training on how to identify substance use disorders in their popu-
lation. So that is why prescribing, and particularly mandatory edu-
cation on prescribing, for physicians is really important to the work 
that we do. 

As you indicated, the magnitude of the drug overdose deaths is 
really astounding to our office. And in 2010, we had over 16,600 
prescription-pain-related overdose deaths in the United States. 
That is 100 people a day who are dying from prescription pain 
medication overdoses. 

And our Office has been working with Federal, State and local 
folks to implement naloxone distribution programs. And naloxone 
is a very safe, effective, nontoxic substance that emergency re-
sponders have been using for decades to reverse an overdose. And 
we have been very heartened in terms of the number of States that 
have enacted naloxone distribution programs throughout the coun-
try. It is really remarkable. It is a really miraculous drug in terms 
of its ability to save lives. 

Mr. SERRANO. Let me ask you one more question. And then, Mr. 
Chairman, if we don’t have another round or anything, I will just 
submit a couple questions for the record. 

We know we don’t have diplomatic relations with the island of 
Cuba, but in the past we have done immigration work with them. 
In fact, we do immigration work ongoing. We have done transpor-
tation issues in terms of airplanes flying over or not flying certain 
parts of the Caribbean. We have done hurricane issues, preventing 
tsunamis—or warning of tsunamis or so on. 

Do we have any kind of relationship when it comes to drug 
issues with the Cuban Government? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. To my knowledge, sir, I don’t think we have any 
ongoing discussions or work with Cuba, but we are happy to dis-
cuss with you and your staff kind of what you might be thinking. 

Mr. SERRANO. Okay. Because I know a couple of years ago, to my 
shock, they were willing to accept DEA agents on their turf, if you 
will, and political pressure from this country stopped that from 
happening. And I said I was shocked because, you know, basically 
saying send me agents from your country of any kind of agents, 
you know, to Cuba was quite a statement. And I know it is not in 
their best interests to have drugs coming into Cuba, and it is not 
in our best interests to have drugs coming here. 

So I would like to know if, you know, later on, if you could find 
out, if there has been any talk about that, in the near future. It 
is probably one of the areas where I think both parties could agree 
would be of benefit to this country. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Happy to look into it, sir. 
Mr. SERRANO. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Womack. 
Mr. WOMACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Botticelli, your predecessor, I think, was confirmed at CBP 

earlier this month; is that right? 
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Mr. BOTTICELLI. Correct. 
Mr. WOMACK. So you have been in your current capacity now as 

Acting Director—— 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. Two weeks now. 
Mr. WOMACK. For 2 weeks. Okay. 
Is it fair to say that you didn’t have a lot of input with the Presi-

dent face to face on this particular budget? 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. You know, clearly we work with the Administra-

tion and through their—— 
Mr. WOMACK. But you personally. You personally were not face 

to face with the President on this budget? 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. Correct. 
Mr. WOMACK. Okay. Have you been invited into the White 

House, into the Oval Office to talk about the growing problems 
with substance abuse and the effects, the cascading effects, across 
society? Have you had an opportunity? Have you been invited? 
Have you had the opportunity? Can you kind of take me inside the 
White House and tell me how that conversation is going? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. As part of the Executive Office of the President, 
we obviously work with the President and the President’s advisers 
in terms of what our policy has been. And—— 

Mr. WOMACK. I am talking about specifically the President. 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. I have not, sir. 
Mr. WOMACK. Have not. 
Have you been invited? 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. I have not, sir. 
Mr. WOMACK. Okay. Three hundred eleven million is the budget, 

the President’s budget, for your office? 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. For our Office. 
Mr. WOMACK. Down from 370-? 360-? Was it 55 million? Was 

that the difference? 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. Correct. 
Mr. WOMACK. Okay. That is about a little less than a 20 percent 

cut. I am going to guess about 17.5, 18 percent cut in your budget. 
Do you think that is an adequate reflection of the importance of 

your office given the fact that you are taking the better part of the 
20 percent cut in the President’s proposed budget? Do you think 
that is a reflection of the priorities? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. I think, not just looking at our budget, but if 
you look at the totality of the National Drug Control Budget, right, 
so not just ONDCP—— 

Mr. WOMACK. Which is 20-some billion. I mean, it is a lot of 
money.

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Right. So if you look at kind of the totality of 
the resources that the Federal Government has in terms of looking 
at this issue, we have seen that money increase. And I think what 
is particularly important in terms of the overall National Drug 
Control Budget is that we have seen a significant increase in terms 
of our drug prevention and drug treatment services. 

And, again, you know, that if you think about priorities that we 
are looking at, how do we deal with this as a public health-related 
issue. And so those dollars have continued to increase in terms of 
our overall Federal budget for this priority. So I think, Congress-
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man, when you look at the entire National Drug Control Budget, 
you see that it is a priority within the Administration. 

Mr. WOMACK. Well, I was reading in your statement that—and 
these numbers just kind of shocked me to my conscience on the fact 
that drug overdose deaths now number greater than motor vehicle 
crashes and greater than gunshot wounds. And so pertaining to the 
latter, I have sat in a lot of meetings, including the State of the 
Union Address, where the President talks about pulling out his 
phone or his pin to do things that Congress is unwilling to do, and 
he did spend some time talking about school shootings and large- 
scale casualty operations resulting from guns and this immediate 
desire to want to do something about gun violence, and yet we are 
going to cut this particular budget, even though it is the office’s 
budget, by almost 20 percent, and the number of deaths related to 
drug overdoses in this country is greater than the gunshot wounds. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Uh-huh. 
Mr. WOMACK. So I want to ask again, is this a reflection of where 

this fits in the national priority as it concerns the administration? 
And what are you doing, and what do you plan to do, because I am 
going to give you a break here. You have been there 2 weeks. You 
have been there since 2012, but in your capacity for 2 weeks. What 
are you going to say to the President when you have that face-to- 
face meeting on the policies of this administration as it concerns 
something that now outnumbers—drug overdoses—now out-
numbers gunshot victims? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. I think, again, when you look at some of the 
new additions in the proposed 2015 budget items, that there are 
some additional items included in that budget that are specifically 
focusing on the opioid abuse and the overdose epidemic. So our 
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration has 
an additional $15 million to get out to States and local commu-
nities to particularly focus on prescription drug abuse issues and 
opioid and overdose issues. 

Contained in that budget is also an additional $10 million for the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, again, to support 
State-level actions as it relates to overdose prevention. You know, 
it has clearly been a priority for our office in terms of promoting 
overdose education. We worked with a number of Federal partners 
and nongovernmental partners in terms of continuing to raise 
awareness around the magnitude of the opioid overdose issue. 

So, again, I think that, one of the areas that we see that leads 
to overdose is untreated addiction. And one of the biggest causes 
of why people don’t get treatment is a lack of insurance. And one 
of the areas I think that the Affordable Care Act contains is a pro-
vision to make sure insurers have to include a benefit for substance 
use disorder treatment, and that is reflected in the President’s 
budget.

So I think if you look at, again, the commitment to not only ex-
panding access to treatment, but specific vehicles to enhance State- 
level efforts to reduce the magnitude of the burden, I think that we 
see some promising proposals. 

Mr. WOMACK. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I was listening to you before, sir, and you were 
talking about Florida. You know, we would be remiss without 
thanking Chairman Rogers for—remember how he was so aggres-
sive about the pill mills, and Florida had, frankly, a huge issue 
there, and so we have seen some good results of that. 

Let me just throw out another issue which I know very little 
about, which is this issue of synthetic marijuana. You know, I saw 
some things in newscasts recently; I guess there have been some 
deaths. And I know that our attorney general in the State of Flor-
ida has been very aggressive, and as the formula has changed, he 
is constantly looking at just trying to update that legislation, which 
is obviously much quicker on the State level than it is here on the 
Federal level. 

Tell me a little bit about your thoughts about that; how big of 
an issue is it, and, you know, what are your thoughts on that? And 
then the second question—well, let me just go for that one first, 
and then we will—— 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Sure. So the issue of synthetics has also been 
a significant concern for us in terms of a number of different areas. 
So one is often people don’t know what they are taking or what 
they are getting when they take these chemical substances. There 
is certainly not a consistency in terms of products, in terms of how 
they are using it. So we have seen some significant issues around 
those areas. 

And so it has really been an issue that we have been trying to 
kind of focus on. And clearly we have been working with our part-
ners in the DEA in terms of trying to stay on top of scheduling 
some of these substances. But Congressman, quite honestly, that 
has been really difficult, because as we continue to schedule more 
and more of these substances, the chemists always seem to be one 
step ahead of us in terms of making kind of small tweaks to some 
of these chemicals to elude some of these scheduling processes. So 
we have been actually working with the DEA and with the Senate 
Drug Caucus in terms of are there things that we can continue to 
do to stay ahead of some of these scheduling issues as it relates to 
some of these synthetic drugs. 

We have also seen and have been having conversations—you 
know, as States and as Federal Government have implemented 
strategies—to reduce the sale of these. We see the Internet playing 
a larger and larger role in terms of where people are getting the 
substances from. So we have been actually engaged with payment 
processors, some of the large credit card companies as well as 
PayPal, to see to what extent can they share information with us 
as it relates to some of these Internet sites. And they have been, 
to this point, I think, concerned about the issue and willing to work 
with us in terms of some of those sites. 

So it has been an issue, again, that we continue to look at in 
terms of those priorities and look at how we can continue to stay 
on top of some of the emerging issues. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I am assuming, because the States do have, I 
guess, an advantage as far as at least quickness, right—— 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Yes. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART [continuing]. Of dealing with some of this, so 

I am assuming you are—how good is your cooperation with States? 
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And I guess that is kind of a general question. I am sure some are 
better than others, I would assume. 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. You know, part of—one of our components in 
ONDCP is our Office of State, Local and Tribal Affairs, and they 
work pretty closely with our State counterparts both in terms of 
law enforcement and public health to look at things like model leg-
islation, and model work, and sharing best practices among States. 
So we actually have, I think, a very good relationship with many 
of our State counterparts on both the law enforcement and public 
health sides. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. If I may, Mr. Chairman, you have been very 
patient with me, I will be quick on this one. 

Going back to the issue of how the Attorney General and the ad-
ministration is going to be kind of monitoring what is going on in 
Colorado and elsewhere, as far as you know, is that an informal 
monitoring? Is there a metrics? In other words, is there a system 
set up so that they can look at, you know, compare data, et cetera; 
or is it more of an informal monitoring that they are going to—and 
if it is a system that is already set up, the metrics, it would be good 
if some of us—I would be interested in seeing it, and also, you 
know, how long it is going to be, et cetera. What can you tell me 
about that? 

Mr. BOTTICELLI. Sure. So our Office actually took the lead in con-
vening some of our Federal partners, and we looked at each of the 
eight Department of Justice criteria as they were laid out, and 
looked at what are our data sources. And most of these are publicly 
available data sources that speak to things like diversion to youth 
and treatment admissions, things like drugged driving and arrests. 
So we will continue to monitor with our Federal partners those 
data to look at the picture of what happens with Colorado and 
Washington.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Well, I have some questions that I will submit for the record. I 

know Serrano does, as well. 
So let me just say in closing, thank you and your staff for what 

you do. You know, we talk about this fight against drugs, and we 
refer to it often as a war against drugs. And some people say we 
are winning, some people say we are not winning, but we are cer-
tainly fighting the war. 

And drugs, as we all know, have such a terrible impact on our 
country, whether it is destroying lives, breaking up communities 
and families, so we want to work with you and your staff to try 
to win this war, to keep America safe, to keep it healthy. And 
thank you again for being here today, and we look forward to work-
ing with you. 

So this meeting is adjourned. 
Mr. BOTTICELLI. Thank you. 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26, 2014. 

THE JUDICIARY BUDGET 

WITNESSES

HON. JOHN BATES, DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE 
UNITED STATES COURTS 

HON. JULIA S. GIBBONS, CHAIR, COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET OF THE 
JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF THE UNITED STATES 

CHAIRMAN CRENSHAW’S OPENING REMARKS

Mr. CRENSHAW. Okay. This meeting will come to order. It is 2 
o’clock. They are ringing the bells. Why don’t we start, and we will 
go as far as we can. There are only two votes, so we will excuse 
ourselves and come right back, but let’s just get started. 

We want to welcome you all. I think that this, Judge Gibbons, 
is the tenth time that you have been before our subcommittee, and 
we appreciate your service and your willingness to meet with us. 
Judge Bates, I believe this is your first appearance before the sub-
committee, but we look forward to working with you. Both of you 
also, thanks for being here today. 

The work of the judiciary is critical to the preservation of our Na-
tion’s system of government, where each of the three branches have 
different responsibilities and checks on the other branches. Ameri-
cans depend on an open, accessible and well funded Federal court 
system to resolve criminal, civil and bankruptcy disputes. The 
courts must have the trust and respect of our citizens to do the 
function that the Founding Fathers intended. So, in addition to the 
judiciary’s probation and pretrial service, officers perform critical 
public safety missions by supervising more than 200,000 offenders 
and defendants who live and work in our communities. 

And as you know, the Federal Government continues to operate 
in an environment of scarce resources, however, we will try to en-
sure that you have the resources that you need to accomplish your 
important mission. Over the past few years, you and your staff 
have worked closely with us to ensure that the judiciary receives 
increases to address only your most critical needs, and I thank you 
for your efforts to try to reduce costs during these challenging 
times.

The judiciary’s budget request proposes a discretionary spending 
increase of about $220 million. That is about 3.4 percent above the 
fiscal year 2014. And I am very appreciative of the fact that your 
request is a modest increase, but remember, funding remains 
scarce. So I want to work with you, I want to work with Ranking 
Member, Serrano, to identify any savings that we can find in the 
judiciary’s cost, but we still want to provide the courts with the re-
sources that you need to fulfill your constitutional responsibilities. 
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So I appreciate the important work that you do, and look forward 
to your testimony. 

And now I would like to recognize my friend, Ranking Member 
Serrano.

RANKING MEMBER SERRANO’S OPENING REMARKS

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would also like to welcome Judge Gibbons back for her 10th 

time. If there was a baseball contract, I think you would have a 
pension by now. That is the best pension in the world, I hear. 

Back to the subcommittee, and Judge Bates, you are the rookie, 
but you will quickly find out that this is a very friendly Committee, 
especially last year, to this particular branch. 

There have been some significant challenges for the Federal judi-
ciary over the past year. Sequestration had an extremely negative 
impact on the ability of the Federal judiciary to function and for 
the various parts of the third branch to conduct its important con-
stitutional duties. And although the Federal judiciary was able to 
operate during last fall’s government shutdown, there were delays 
in trials and other pressing matters. 

Thankfully, there has been some good news of late. In part be-
cause of your testimony here last year, I think many Members of 
Congress were persuaded of the vital need for additional funding 
for the judiciary, and the final fiscal year 2014 bill substantially re-
flected that need. We were able to increase funding for the Federal 
judiciary by $316 million above the sequester level, which helped 
restore most, but not all, of the funding cuts that affected the judi-
ciary through sequestration. I hope we will get a chance to discuss 
the impact of sequestration on the Federal court system and 
whether this additional funding has been able to restore services. 

Your fiscal year 2015 budget request indicates that there is more 
work to be done in order to restore the ability of the judiciary to 
conduct fair and speedy trials, to help recently incarcerated indi-
viduals transition back into society, and to provide numerous pre-
trial services, among other things. 

One area that is of particular concern to me is our Federal de-
fenders. Cuts both prior to and during sequestration resulted in 
both layoffs and significant furloughs during sequestration. Our 
Federal defenders play a vital role in upholding the Sixth Amend-
ment’s right to counsel, and I hope we get a chance to discuss how 
their work has been impacted by the sequester. 

As I said last year, the role of the Federal judiciary extends be-
yond the courtroom and into all of our communities. This means 
that your funding is not just relevant for litigants, but for this Na-
tion as a whole. We all, perhaps, take for granted in this country 
that every person can have a fair and speedy trial, but it is up to 
Congress to ensure that you have the funding to make these con-
stitutional promises a reality. 

Once again, welcome, and I look forward to your testimony. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
I think we will have time to hear an opening statement from 

Judge Gibbons. And Judge Gibbons, let me say that your written 
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statement will be made part of the record, so take in the neighbor-
hood of 5 minutes to summarize that. The floor is yours. 

JUDGE GIBBON’S OPENING REMARKS

Judge GIBBONS. Chairman Crenshaw, Representative Serrano, 
Judge Bates and I appreciate the opportunity you have given us. 
I am going to move as fast as somebody with a drawl can. 

When I appeared before this committee last year, sequestration 
cuts were just going into effect, and I predicted dire consequences 
for the judiciary. Our fears were realized. Sequestration resulted in 
delays in case processing, reduced services at courthouses nation-
wide, caused large staffing losses in clerks of court offices and pro-
bation and pretrial services offices. We reduced funding for court 
security equipment, and court security officers worked fewer hours, 
thus creating security vulnerabilities. 

Perhaps the most significant impact was in our Defender Serv-
ices Program, which provides court-appointed counsel for indigent 
defendants. Federal defender organizations lost 400 staff during 
2013, an 11 percent loss, and widespread furloughs were imple-
mented.

In addition, a $15 per hour temporary rate cut to panel attorney 
hourly rates was implemented on September 1, 2013, on an emer-
gency basis, an unprecedented action. 

This subcommittee, and the overall Appropriations Committee, 
responded with help through the funding you provided us in fiscal 
year 2014 in the omnibus appropriations bill. We are very appre-
ciative of the 5.1 percent increase in discretionary appropriations, 
which essentially restored us to a pre-sequestration funding level. 
This funding stabilizes our financial position and allows us to re-
verse most of the emergency measures put in place due to seques-
tration. We will be able to backfill some of the more than 3,200 
staff lost in recent years in clerks offices and probation and pretrial 
services offices, and we have sufficient funding to meet operational 
expenses.

We are particularly appreciative of the funding you provided for 
the Defender Services Program. We have been able to restore, ef-
fective March 1, the $15 cut to panel attorney hourly rates and to 
begin backfilling the 400 staff lost in defender organizations. We 
anticipate this will take at least 2 years to accomplish, but we are 
committed to restoring the program to its former strength, and 
with your help, we can do that. 

We continue our decade-long effort to reduce growth in the judi-
ciary’s budget in order to position ourselves for future fiscal reali-
ties. We have some real cost containment successes, but we realize 
there is more work to do. 

My written testimony discusses in detail our efforts to reduce the 
judiciary’s space footprint. We take your concerns about that seri-
ously. We are pursuing a multifaceted approach to space reduction, 
including reducing the judiciary’s space 3 percent by the end of fis-
cal year 2018. We will work hard to meet this goal. 

There are several chief district judges in town for their annual 
meeting who have joined us today. They are on the front lines in 
the courts implementing cost-saving practices, some of which are 
national programs and some of which are locally grown. I want to 
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recognize each of them briefly. Judge Gloria Navarro of Nevada. 
Her court has developed the e-voucher system that is being en-
hanced to implement it as a national system. This system will 
automate the current paper voucher process for paying CJA panel 
attorneys.

Judge Ricardo Hinojosa of the Southern District of Texas. His 
court is a national leader in judicial administration and, over 25 
years ago, was the first in the country to consolidate bankruptcy 
and district clerks offices. 

We have with us Judge Kathryn Vratil of the District of Kansas 
and Judge Raner Collins of Arizona, both leaders in the area of 
shared administrative services, which will enable us to streamline 
operations by having courts within a judicial district share HR, IT 
and other resources. Thirty percent of courts nationally have adopt-
ed such arrangements. 

Judge Jerry Simandle of New Jersey has been at the forefront 
of efforts to reduce space. His district has reduced space needs of 
probation offices, in one case moving probation from leased space 
into a courthouse and, in another, releasing excess probation space 
to GSA. 

We also have some bankruptcy judges who are here in town for 
their conference. Judge Bill Glenn of the Middle District of Florida, 
whom I know you know well, Chairman Crenshaw, and Judge Ron 
Pearson of the Southern District of West Virginia. The bankruptcy 
courts were pioneers in many of the automation efforts that are 
now used by all courts. 

For fiscal year 2015, we seek $6.7 billion in discretionary appro-
priations, a 3.4 percent increase. This is the minimum amount re-
quired to meet our constitutional and statutory responsibilities. 
This is a current services budget that would simply maintain 2014 
operations and allow continued recovery post-sequestration. 

There are $216 million for adjustments to base for standard pay 
and nonpay changes, and a total of $3 million for two small pro-
gram increases. We are not requesting any new staff beyond that 
funded for 2014. 

In closing, both of you have been tremendous supporters of the 
judiciary, and I hope we will earn that support in the future. As 
you make decisions for the agencies under your committee’s juris-
diction, we ask that you take into account our unique constitutional 
role in our system of government. In return, we commit to you that 
we will continue to be good fiscal stewards, cutting costs where pos-
sible, spending the dollars wisely, and making smart investments 
to achieve long-term savings. 

I ask that my statement be placed in the record, along with those 
of the other court entities whom we represent. Thank you. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Judge Gibbons. 
[The information follows:] 
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BRIEF HEARING RECESS

Mr. CRENSHAW. Judge Bates, I think we will save your remarks 
for when we come back. There is a little less than 2 minutes left. 
There are three votes, actually, so it will take about 15 minutes, 
but we will come back, and some of the other members that are in 
other subcommittee meetings, we will see how all that goes, but if 
you don’t mind, I apologize, but we don’t plan the floor schedule 
around here. So we will be back as quick as we can. So the hearing 
will be in recess. Thanks. 

Judge BATES. That is fine. We appreciate it. 
[Recess.]
Mr. CRENSHAW. The meeting will come back to order. There will 

probably be some members straggling in, in or out, but let’s con-
tinue.

And, Judge Bates, the floor is yours. 

JUDGE BATES’ OPENING STATEMENT

Judge BATES. Chairman Crenshaw, Representative Serrano, I am 
pleased to appear before you to present the fiscal year 2015 budget 
request for the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts and sup-
port the overall request for the judicial branch. And I join Judge 
Gibbons in thanking you and the other members of the committee 
for the support that you have provided to the judiciary during 
these difficult economic times, which has enabled us now to ad-
dress critical funding shortfalls in the Defender Services Program 
and in the courts nationwide. 

Last summer, the Chief Justice appointed me as Director of the 
Administrative Office. I have been a Federal judge since 2001, 
serving on the United States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia and as the presiding judge of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Court until early last year. I continue to carry a reduced 
caseload on the D.C. District Court, but my primary focus now is 
the management of the Administrative Office. 

I would like to thank the committee as well for its past support 
of the judiciary’s Capital Security Program, funded within the Gen-
eral Services Administration appropriation in both fiscal years 
2012 and 2013. The Capital Security Program was designed to ad-
dress the most serious security deficiencies in existing courthouses 
where renovation is a viable alternative to new construction. Unfor-
tunately, the program was not funded in fiscal year 2014. 

To give you some background, this program was an outgrowth of 
the judiciary’s long-range facilities planning process and one of our 
first cost-containment initiatives begun back in 2008. Under the 
new process, greater emphasis is placed on space, rather than secu-
rity, when determining the need for a new courthouse. As a result, 
the Capital Security Program provides a way for districts to ad-
dress immediate security deficiencies in a timely and significantly 
less costly manner than constructing a new courthouse. We were 
pleased to see that the President’s budget includes $20 million for 
this program in fiscal year 2015, and we urge the committee to 
support the GSA request in its appropriations bill. 

Funding for the judiciary’s Capital Security Program should not, 
however, be a substitute for new courthouse construction. While 
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that program may address a court’s immediate security defi-
ciencies, it does nothing to address those courts that combine both 
security deficiencies and an extreme lack of space. In these cir-
cumstances, the only resolution is to build a new courthouse or an 
annex to meet the operational needs of the court. 

The judiciary does not itself request funding for the construction 
of new courthouses. Because GSA builds our facilities, these monies 
come under the jurisdiction of the executive branch and are in-
cluded in GSA’s budget. Unfortunately, in 4 of the last 5 years, the 
President’s budget has included no funding for courthouse construc-
tion. This year, the President’s budget request for GSA includes 
$745 million for new executive branch construction projects, but no 
funding for any new courthouse projects. This is particularly trou-
blesome, given the efforts that the judiciary has taken to improve 
its courthouse planning with a focus on cost containment. 

Attached to my written testimony is the judiciary’s interim 5- 
year plan for courthouse projects for the next 5 fiscal years that I 
ask be included in the official hearing record. That plan lists the 
same construction priorities as the 2014 plan, except that the fund-
ing for Mobile, Alabama, provided through the Consolidated Appro-
priations Act has been eliminated from the list. Nashville, Ten-
nessee, is now the judiciary’s top courthouse priority in fiscal year 
2015. We are very pleased that the President’s budget includes 
funding for the Capital Security Program, but it is imperative that 
the judiciary also be able to move its courthouse construction pro-
gram forward. We respectfully ask, therefore, that you include 
funding for a new Nashville courthouse in the GSA’s Federal Build-
ings Fund in your fiscal year 2015 appropriations bill. 

The Administrative Office was created by Congress back in 1939 
to assist the Federal courts in fulfilling their mission to provide 
equal justice under law. The AO does not operate as a head-
quarters for the courts but rather provides administrative support 
to the Judicial Conference, its 25 committees, over 2,300 judicial of-
ficers and more than 28,000 court employees. Service to the courts 
has been and remains our basic mission. 

In January 2011, a task force began looking at ways that the AO 
could ensure that it would be able to meet its core responsibilities 
during this era of fiscal constraint and reduced resources. Last 
summer, a significant restructuring and consolidation was an-
nounced to be implemented by the end of the fiscal year, and our 
new organizational structure is now in place and functioning 
smoothly. The goals of the AO restructuring were to reduce oper-
ating costs and duplication of effort, simplify the agency’s adminis-
trative structure, create opportunities for greater efficiencies, and 
enhanced service to the courts, the Judicial Conference and the 
public. That new structure is leaner and more integrated. 

The fiscal year 2015 appropriations request for the AO is 
$84,399,000. That is a $3.2 million increase, which supports a cur-
rent services budget. There are no additional staff or program in-
creases included in this request. Over the last few years, the AO 
has downsized its workforce by 8 percent through attrition, buy- 
outs and early outs, imposing hiring caps and leaving positions va-
cant, and through cost-containment efforts. More recently, the AO’s 
reorganization provides us with the flexibility to better align our 
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existing staff in order to carry out the AO’s statutory responsibil-
ities.

I recognize that fiscal year 2015 will be another difficult year as 
the committee attempts to meet the funding needs of the agencies 
and programs under your purview. In making your funding deci-
sions, I hope you will consider the significant role that the AO 
plays in supporting the courts and the mission of the judiciary. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to be here today, and I 
would be pleased to answer any questions. 

[The information follows:] 



102



103



104



105



106



107



108



109



110



111



112



113



114



115

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, thank you all very much. We are going to 
observe our 5-minute rule for the members, and so you all, as you 
give your answers, kind of bear that in mind. 

I will recognize folks based on seniority that were here when the 
meeting started, and the latecomers will be recognized in the order 
in which they came. 

Who came in first, Mr. Graves, you or Mr. Yoder? 
Mr. GRAVES. I sat first. I know that. 

JUDICIARY SPACE REDUCTION

Mr. CRENSHAW. Okay. Sitting down is important. 
Let me start by thanking you all for your testimony. I know last 

year, we talked some about the fact that rental space is a big part 
of your budget, and I think this year it is around a billion dollars. 
I wanted to find out if you are continuing to work on that. I think 
last year, there was $50 million for cost-containment initiatives. 
This year, I think you have asked for $10 million to continue that. 
So tell us how all that is working out. How did the—money from 
last year, how is that being spent? What do you plan to do for next 
year? And big picture, how are we doing on reducing our footprint? 

Judge GIBBONS. I am going to start with the big picture. As you 
know, we have been doing a lot for a long time in the space area. 
Presently our focus is on two national policies that were approved 
by the Judicial Conference in September of 2013. The first is our 
3 percent national space reduction target, which we hope to achieve 
by the end of fiscal year 2018. The second is a policy we are calling 
‘‘no net new,’’ and the principles behind that are that any space in-
crease must be offset by an equivalent space reduction in the same 
year. Excepted from these two policy initiatives are space that is 
congressionally approved. Circuit councils will be submitting their 
plans for achieving the space reduction goal by May. 

We are employing a number of different strategies to get to these 
goals. First would be our Integrated Workplace Initiative, IWI. And 
the principle there is that the growth of technology and the possi-
bility of telework have made a different and cheaper workplace ap-
propriate in some settings. IWIs require money to modify the work-
place, but over time, they save money. 

To give you just one example, Chicago is moving its probation of-
fice from leased space back to the courthouse for a 50 percent re-
duction in occupied space, but it costs $3.4 million to install phone 
lines, cables, move walls, partitions, create cubicles. That cost is 
going to be $3.4 million. The $10 million figure you refer to is a 
part of all the math we go through to get to the point that we have 
to have some money to save money in the long run. This construc-
tion in Chicago will cost $3.4 million, but overall, the savings to us 
will be substantial. 

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Subsequent to the hearing, Judge Gibbons pro-
vided the following additional information:] 

The project costs associated with moving the Chicago probation office from leased 
space to the courthouse are $3.4 million as I cited; however, vacating the commer-
cial leased space for the probation office will result in annual rent savings of at least 
$1.4 million. Thus, the $3.4 million in project costs will be recouped in about two 
and a half years. 
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Another strategy we are employing is releasing nonresident 
courthouse space. Six of those facilities were released in 2012, four 
more in 2013. We have already garnered a savings of about $1 mil-
lion a year, and we expect to proceed along those lines in other 
areas.

We are looking at reducing library space and we have provided 
some incentives to the courts for giving up space. 

Coupled with these new initiatives, we are still continuing to em-
phasize our longstanding efforts to validate the rent we are 
charged and to hold GSA accountable for the bills it sends us to 
make sure we are getting billed for what we in fact occupy. And 
we are continuing programs like the circuit rent budget that enable 
us to prioritize the money we receive appropriately. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. That is great. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Serrano. 

IMPACT OF FY 2014 FUNDING ON FEDERAL DEFENDERS

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And, again, welcome to both of you. As you know, I have been 

greatly concerned about the impact of sequestration in our Federal 
Defender Program, which performs an important constitutional role 
in upholding the Sixth Amendment’s right to counsel for indigent 
defendants. My understanding is that our Federal defenders lost 
more than 400 employees last year because of sequestration. Be-
cause of these concerns, this subcommittee provided an overall 
funding level of $1.044 billion for defender services in 2014. 

With this additional funding, what steps is the judiciary taking 
to rebuild Federal defenders offices to pre-sequestration levels? 

Judge GIBBONS. The funds that were provided for 2014 will en-
able the defender offices to replace about 350 of the 400 employees 
lost, so most of the losses can be replaced. We have been able with 
the panel attorneys to restore the rate that they had prior to the 
September 1, 2013, temporary reduction, and so that, too, has been 
done, plus the panel attorneys received a small cost-of-living in-
crease.

The defenders have had trouble—are having trouble backfilling 
all of these vacancies. It is a very uncertain time still budgetarily, 
but we believe that carrying forward the funds over 2 years, that 
they will be able to make substantial progress in restoring the de-
fender offices to their prior strength. We are committed to that, 
and we are committed to working with this committee to do that. 

Mr. SERRANO. Okay. And so you say you work jointly with the 
defenders to make sure that you can get them up to the level that 
they should be at? 

Judge GIBBONS. Well, they have to take the steps to hire, obvi-
ously.

Mr. SERRANO. Right. 
Judge GIBBONS. But, you know, that is not as easy a task as it 

seems, and that is why the damage to the program was really very 
unfortunate——

Mr. SERRANO. Right. 
Judge GIBBONS [continuing]. Because you have to identify able 

attorneys. You have to bring them up to speed. It is not just—it 
is not the same thing as hiring just somebody who is more readily 
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available. But they will get it done, and they are working on it. 
And we are encouraging them to move to hire, even though the fu-
ture is not entirely clear. 

Mr. SERRANO. Right. Any comments? 
Judge BATES. No. I think Judge Gibbons has handled it. 

SECURITY CONCERNS AT ATTORNEY COURTHOUSE

Mr. SERRANO. Okay. That is fine. 
Let me ask you. As you know, I have always had a special inter-

est in issues affecting Puerto Rico. Maybe it has something to do 
with the fact that I was born there. Lately I have heard some trou-
bling reports about the Federal courthouse complex in San Juan in 
the Hato Rey section. My understanding is that there have been 
some serious security breaches at the complex. Are you all aware 
of this issue, and are there plans in place to better secure the com-
plex? Also, I know this is more of an issue for GSA, but has the 
judiciary discussed construction of a new courthouse in San Juan? 

Judge BATES. We are aware of the security issues, and indeed 
they are being worked on. At this time, there is staff from the Ad-
ministrative Office, including the head of our space office, which 
deals with facilities and security, down in San Juan, assessing the 
situation, and working with GSA and the local court officials to ad-
dress those security concerns. There also is a project ongoing, a 
Capital Security Program project going on there in San Juan that 
is helping to address the security deficiencies that have been iden-
tified in Hato Rey. And so we are working very diligently on that. 
There is a security study that is being done and will be completed 
in a few months, and I would expect that improvements can be 
made.

With respect to a new courthouse, I think that that is something 
that GSA has agreed to begin a feasibility study of, and we will 
work with them and, again, with all of the court officials down in 
San Juan to assess that situation and see if the answer is a new 
courthouse.

Mr. SERRANO. So you have both security concerns being dis-
cussed now? You are working with folks down there to see if you 
could come up with a better idea of securing the existing facility, 
and GSA is leading a study to see if there is a need for a new 
courthouse?

Judge BATES. They have agreed to begin the feasibility study of 
the courthouse, looking at all the Federal real estate holdings, and 
determine whether a new building or an annex or some new con-
struction is necessary. 

Mr. SERRANO. Right. 
Judge BATES. On the security side, we know what the security 

issues are, and those are being addressed both through the Capital 
Security Program project that is underway there, it is one of our 
lead projects, through funding from fiscal year 2012 and through 
the assessment that is ongoing at this time. 

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you. 
Thank you both. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Graves. 
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IMMIGRATION REFORM LEGISLATION

Mr. GRAVES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you all for being here today. And, Judge, I just—Judge 

Bates, wanted to see if you could elaborate a little bit on a part 
of your, and I guess it was submitted for the record, your state-
ment as it related to the immigration proposal that was passed in 
the Senate. And in your comments, you indicate that it would take 
a tremendous amount of additional resources if the law was in fact 
enacted, and while the law as it was proposed provided some re-
sources, it wasn’t adequate. Would it be possible to elaborate on 
what you would foresee if that law or other forms of immigration 
reform were adopted, what kind of resources, and really, why—you 
know, I guess what would be the reasoning for additional re-
sources, to help us navigate that as we think and move ahead? 

Judge BATES. I would be happy to. The impact of immigration re-
form legislation on the courts could be substantial, but it does de-
pend on the specifics of any bill that eventually passes. The judici-
ary has no position on the substantive policy issues that are for the 
political branches to resolve, although we have provided some spe-
cific comments both to the Senate Judiciary Committee prior to 
that bill coming out of the Senate, and to Chairman Goodlatte and 
the House Judiciary Committee. 

The cost to the judiciary really results from increased cases com-
ing into the court system. That workload could be great, depending 
on how many new cases. There could be new crimes. Some of the 
proposals have included new crimes being established and also en-
hanced penalties, and those could result in additional needs, par-
ticularly in the border courts, and those needs would include pos-
sibly additional judges, court staff, probation and pretrial services 
officers, and the Federal public defenders, who are representing 
these individuals, as well as the panel attorneys, who are paid for 
through our appropriations. 

The Senate bill does include billions of dollars for the executive 
branch, it is through a trust fund that has been set up, that will 
result in expanded enforcement of existing provisions and new pro-
visions in that bill, but there are virtually no resources for the judi-
ciary, which would be involved in that enforcement effort through 
cases brought into court, except for a small piece that goes to a spe-
cific area in Arizona, the Tucson sector. 

Even now, the Judicial Conference has included a request for ad-
ditional judges in the border courts, but this immigration legisla-
tion could make that need much more acute. And we simply feel 
that it is important to point out that the judiciary has resource 
needs in all these areas that could result from whatever the spe-
cifics of the bill might be. 

Mr. GRAVES. When you reference new cases, is it because the law 
creates new crimes, or is it because there is additional resources 
being provided that provide for more enforcement, which therefore 
leads to more cases? I guess, ultimately, the question being, given 
the current law as we have it today, the laws that are governing 
us now, do you have adequate resources to—or are those—are the 
resources that are there necessary—the necessary resources there 
to enforce the current laws, or do you see that it is inadequate at 
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this point and that these proposals that are out there, whether in 
the House or the Senate, are creating additional laws or enforce-
ment mechanisms that create the need for additional resources? 

Judge BATES. The answer to the current situation is the judiciary 
absolutely does its best to handle the work that comes into the 
courts. The border courts are strapped. They are working very, 
very hard, all sectors, the judges, the staff, the probation offices, 
the Federal defenders, but they are meeting the needs. 

Do they need more resources? Yes, but not as acutely as would 
be true if new legislation both creates additional enforcement by 
the Department of Justice and perhaps even adds new crimes and 
enhanced penalties that would lead to more cases. 

Mr. GRAVES. Okay. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Quigley. 

HIRING IN FEDERAL DEFENDER OFFICES

Mr. QUIGLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Good afternoon, Judges. 
I, too, have, since I got here last year, tried to do what I can for 

the Defender Program. As I mentioned, I was a criminal defense 
attorney for 10 years, 26 in California; highest conviction rate in 
the county. That was funnier last year, I guess. 

I understand a couple things. First, on the rehiring, is it the first 
practice to rehire those that we lost before in the cuts? 

Judge GIBBONS. I don’t know. I think that would be dependent 
on each particular Federal defender’s or community defender’s deci-
sionmaking processes, and that is not something that would be cen-
trally determined in any way. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. It would sort of make sense, though, since they 
have done the job before and had the experience. 

Judge GIBBONS. Well, yes, but you know, uncertainty makes it 
difficult to rehire those—if those people have moved on to other op-
portunities.

Mr. QUIGLEY. You mean uncertainty that they are not sure we 
are going to do this again or not? 

Judge GIBBONS. Well, they might be uncertain but there are no 
guarantees. They could be reasonably assured probably of remain-
ing employed for a period of 2 years, but they may have learned 
a hard lesson, and they may not want to be here and sit there in 
2016.

RESOURCE ALLOCATION TO FEDERAL DEFENDER OFFICES

Mr. QUIGLEY. I understand. I also hear that the Executive and 
Budget Committees of the Judicial Conference have talked about a 
one-size-fits-all program for defenders and that they are going to 
be asked to create—all carry the same number of cases. I don’t 
know if you have heard this or not. 

Judge GIBBONS. I think—— 
Mr. QUIGLEY. Regardless of the type of case that they handle 

or——
Judge GIBBONS. Well, no. Your information is, first, I will say, in-

accurate. There are a couple of things that you might be referring 
to that are ongoing. Taken into account, into determine—— 
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Mr. QUIGLEY. Not the first time a judge has told me I am wrong, 
just so you know. Used to happen on a daily basis. 

Judge GIBBONS. Well—— 
Mr. QUIGLEY. And I always said, Okay. 
Judge GIBBONS. Well, you are—— 
Judge BATES. We are just hoping not to get the same today from 

you.
Judge GIBBONS. You know, there are probably—I can understand 

it. There are a lot of fears out there, but that particular one is not 
one for a defender to be concerned about. Allocation—— 

Mr. QUIGLEY. What would the—— 
Judge GIBBONS. I don’t know, but I can tell you—I think in the 

course of this answer, I will tell you what you might have heard 
about.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Okay. 
Judge GIBBONS. Currently, allocations to individual defender of-

fices in individual districts are based on case weights. That is not 
a one-size-fits-all method, because the whole idea is that different 
cases are different. For example, under a case weight system, as 
you might expect, a murder is an 8.6 under their numerical system; 
a bank robbery is 2.6; possession of marijuana is .34; illegal entry, 
.15.

There is a concern—and this, I imagine, is what you heard. 
There is a concern about apparent disparities in workload among 
defender offices. And we have defender offices where the individual 
lawyers carry workloads far below a national average and offices 
where they carry a caseload that is far above. And there might be 
reasons for those, but they are not reasons that are accounted for 
by case weights. 

One of the efforts that is ongoing, not in an effort to have every 
defender office look exactly the same, but in an effort to more accu-
rately assess staffing needs is the development of work measure-
ment formulas. The case weights, which do differentiate, will be a 
part of the work measurement formula. This is a staffing assess-
ment methodology that we have used successfully in clerks offices 
and probation and pretrial services offices for years. It is not per-
fect. When you get it, it has to be taken with a grain of salt, but 
it is still the best, most objective method we know for trying to as-
sess staffing needs. 

But in the defender world, they have not had a work measure-
ment formula before, so there is concern and some degree of angst 
probably about that, but I think when you look at how they are de-
veloped more closely, that particular fear that you articulated is 
not one that ought to exist. 

A further part of that, further thing that goes to mitigate the 
fear is that there is precedent within the formulas for the use of 
subsets of formulas. So you might have different offices treated dif-
ferently but treated the same as other offices that are similarly sit-
uated. So there are a lot of nuances here that sometimes get lost 
in the shuffle. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. And I will yield back. I just want you to know, 
Judge, obviously we don’t pull this out of thin air. It is percolating 
from something. 
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Judge GIBBONS. I understand that. And I am sure you heard it, 
but believe me, we have heard it, too. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Very good. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Yoder. 

TEMPORARY DISTRICT JUDGESHIPS

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you both for coming to testify today. It is certainly one of 

our more important tasks as we determine how we make sure that 
resources are available for the judicial branch. And I think many 
of us look at our work here as not just another Federal agency, cer-
tainly, but an entire branch of government, and in all cases, the 
work you do is brought to you, not work you seek or cases that you 
have gone out and found. In fact, you can’t do that. And so you 
have got the burdens that are put before you. Regardless of wheth-
er you have the resources, they are there. And so we want to make 
sure that we have the resources properly allocated, we want to 
make sure that we are, you know, resolving disputes in a timely 
fashion and making sure the laws are enforced properly in this 
country.

A couple questions related to just how we have appropriated dol-
lars. I want to thank Judge Bates for at least I think in your writ-
ten testimony discussing the temporary judgeships issue. And I 
think it is an important one, it needs to be acknowledged before the 
committee that we have a number of temporary judgeships; one of 
them happens to be in Kansas, and then certainly in a number of 
other states. We have extended those temporary judgeships every 
year. My hope, of course, my strong wish would be this committee 
would continue that practice to ensure that those judgeships are 
available.

I wonder what our long-term solution is for this issue. Every 
year, it comes up. Every year, we work on it to fix it, and this com-
mittee does their work. Certainly, we would, I think, all appreciate 
if the authorizing committee, the Judiciary Committee, you know, 
maybe permanently made these positions available. But what are 
your thoughts on how we move forward and what does the future 
look like? And thanks for your support on those. 

Judge BATES. Let me start by thanking you and the other mem-
bers of the committee for including language in the fiscal year 2014 
Consolidated Appropriations Act that extended the temporary 
judgeships in nine courts, including Kansas. 

You have identified the long-term solution, and that is for the 
authorizers to convert some of these temporary judgeships to per-
manent judgeships. And indeed, that is the hope of the Judicial 
Conference. That is what the Judicial Conference has requested 
with respect to eight of the nine temporary judgeships which were 
extended this last fiscal year. And that is what the long-term solu-
tion has to be. 

Those courts need that assistance from those judgeships, and it 
would be really a crucial injury if those judgeships lapsed and were 
not continued, but barring that authorization, I think that we will 
be back here year after year with a list of temporary judgeships 
that are very, very important to continue, asking the appropriators 
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to extend those temporary judgeships, as you have done and as, 
again, we really thank you very, very seriously for. 

WORKLOAD OF JUDGES

Mr. YODER. Well, it is an issue we are going to have to continue 
to work on, but I think this committee hopefully will continue to 
support those judgeships. And unfortunately, it creates uncertainty 
in our courts when we don’t know whether those positions will con-
tinue every year. And so far this committee’s done their work and 
will hopefully continue to do so, but certainly I think we all want 
to find a long-term solution. 

In terms of your judicial caseloads and the burdens that some of 
our judges are working through, what is optimal in terms of case-
loads? How many do we have? Is it higher than optimal, I am 
guessing, in many cases? What is the typical caseload for a judge? 
And how many more judges would we need, what would they cost? 
And, I guess, what are the ramifications that we see in the court 
system by not having enough judges to cover the caseloads that are 
available?

Judge GIBBONS. Well, I will start, and I have a feeling Judge 
Bates may well want to add something on this, too. 

That varies greatly by district and part of the country how high 
a caseload individual judges carry. And we use a weighted case sys-
tem in order to determine judgeship needs, too, similar to the one 
I discussed with Representative Quigley for the defenders. And we 
have worked in the past on ways of alleviating this imbalance. We 
have an intra-circuit assignment process. There is a lot that is done 
within circuits to try to relieve this imbalance. We do have a judge-
ship bill pending, which Judge Bates may want to address. I am 
drawing—we will probably supplement this answer, because what 
I am about to say draws on some very old knowledge on my part, 
so it is rough; it is from memory. 

Back in the 1990s, I chaired the committee that is responsible for 
assessing judgeship needs, and the formula that is used for judge-
ships starts at about—you know, if you have a caseload per district 
of over—around 450 per judge, that is the point at which you start 
looking at whether another judge is needed, taking into account 
other factors, like the availability of senior judge help and some 
other things. 

For appellate judges, my memory, subject to being corrected 
later, is that it is around 500 cases per panel. And there is, you 
know, there is a biennial survey. We have an elaborate process for 
determining judgeship needs. 

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Subsequent to the hearing, Judge Gibbons and 
Judge Bates provided the following additional information:] 

The Judicial Conference uses a threshold of 430 weighted filings per authorized 
judgeship in a judicial district as a starting point for considering an additional 
judgeship. For circuit judgeships, the threshold is 500 filings as I indicated in my 
response. The 430 and 500 thresholds for new district and circuit judgeships, respec-
tively, applies to what filings per judgeship in a district or circuit would be after 
a new judgeship is created, unless certain circumstances apply. For this reason, ju-
dicial districts and circuits that are candidates for new judgeships currently have 
filings well above the 430 and 500 thresholds. 

As background, the Judicial Conference considers judgeship needs on a biennial 
basis and transmits its judgeship recommendations to Congress for consideration. 
On April 5, 2013, the Judicial Conference’s new judgeship recommendations to Con-
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gress included adding 5 permanent judgeships and 1 temporary judgeship to the 
courts of appeals, and 65 permanent judgeships and 20 temporary judgeships to the 
district courts, as well as converting 8 temporary district court judgeships to perma-
nent status. In addition, the Judicial Conference recommended the creation of 29 
bankruptcy judgeships, 2 temporary bankruptcy judgeships, and the conversion of 
20 temporary bankruptcy judgeships to permanent status. 

Judgeship recommendations are the product of formal studies and survey proc-
esses, based on caseload standards and workload factors among other consider-
ations, tailored to meet the needs of the United States Article III and bankruptcy 
courts.

The Judicial Conference will next transmit new judgeship recommendations to 
Congress in Spring 2015. 

Judge BATES. I will only supplement that very slightly. There is 
a very elaborate and careful process for determining judgeship 
needs, and each year, the Judicial Conference for each Congress 
makes an assessment and a recommendation of any new judge-
ships.

One way to describe the figures that Judge Gibbons just gave, 
which are, I think, approximately correct, is that the Judicial Con-
ference standard, to pull this back into the temporary judgeships 
arena, the standard for considering whether to recommend a tem-
porary judgeship be converted to a permanent judgeship is weight-
ed filings per authorized judgeship that would rise above 430 if 
that temporary position was lost. And that is on the district court 
level.

In terms of costs, I don’t know the figures. I have heard some 
throw around figures, when you combine staff as well as the judge 
and the build-out for chambers, of something around $1 million for 
a judgeship, but I don’t know that that is right. We would have to 
supplement to give you a more accurate answer to that. 
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COURT SECURITY PRIORITIES

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much. We have got time, maybe, 
for a couple more questions if other members have them. Let me 
ask you a couple questions about security, both court security and 
then courthouse security. I think this year, you asked for an addi-
tional $33 million for court security. How do you go about making 
sure that is the most cost-effective, most efficient way to use 
money? Tell me a little bit about how you decide what you need 
in terms of court security. 

Judge GIBBONS. The security account is one in which it is pretty 
hard to control the costs, but we are committed to our obligation 
to do so. And we want to make sure, though, that we don’t create 
security vulnerabilities when we cut costs. As you know, we are in 
a situation within the security account where part of the funds that 
are appropriated to the judiciary go to the United States Marshals 
Service that is responsible for providing our courthouse security, 
and then we also pay the Federal Protective Service to provide 
some additional security. This creates a little bit of a, I wouldn’t 
call it a problem, but just a situation for us on both sides of that. 

We have worked, though, very successfully with the Marshals 
Service to maintain oversight of our funds. Recent initiatives have 
been new CSO contracts that save some dollars through competi-
tive bidding. We went to fewer part-time CSO’s. While still retain-
ing the flexibility that goes with the part-timers, we were able to 
eliminate some costs that recur through numbers, like uniforms, 
medical evaluations and such. We have eliminated 68 court secu-
rity officer positions in overstaffed courts. 

We have some ongoing concerns about the FPS situation that is 
a little similar to our relationship with GSA, and we have not been 
as successful in validating—getting our bills from the FPS vali-
dated.

We took a 30 percent cut in security and equipment during se-
questration, and the CSO’s had to work fewer hours. Those have 
been restored. But going forward, we have a real need for both new 
equipment that is just necessary to keep up to date on a recurring 
basis, and we have some deferred needs. It is time for cyclical re-
placements. That is just an overall problem. 

The $33 million you referred to is the full appropriations increase 
requested in the account, but obligations would actually go up only 
$18 million, and that is based on an assumption that there will be 
no carry-forward into 2015. We, of course, hope that that assump-
tion proves not to be correct. And we will be updating you, as we 
always do, in May and September, and we hope to have some 
carry-forward that will reduce the amount that is being sought 
from you all. 

JUDICIARY CAPITAL SECURITY PROGRAM

Mr. CRENSHAW. I think you did that last year. On the other side, 
regarding court security, I know a couple years ago we gave the 
GSA $20 million so rather than build a brand new courthouse, the 
Judiciary can renovate it and bring it up to security standards. 
How has that worked out? Is that money all gone? 
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Judge GIBBONS. That has been done largely through the capital 
security project that Judge Bates referred to previously. And he 
can elaborate on that further, but that is exactly what that was in-
tended for and has been used for. 

Judge BATES. And very successfully. And we are grateful to the 
committee for its support of the program, and hope that it will be 
reinstated for 2015 since it was not included in 2014. Those Capital 
Security Program projects have been very successful. It is a way to 
spend a little less to address security needs only where there really 
aren’t space needs that go along with the security needs that would 
warrant new courthouse construction. There are many projects, in-
cluding the one in San Juan that I referred to earlier, that are un-
derway with fiscal year 2012 and 2013 funds. We didn’t get 2014 
funds. Hopefully we will get 2015 funds, and that is included in the 
President’s budget submission, $20 million. 

We have several projects ready to go that have been approved al-
ready by the circuit judicial councils in Columbus, Georgia; Mon-
roe, Louisiana; and Texarkana, Texas and Arkansas. And they are 
all in the $5 million to $7 million range, and they address security 
concerns in the space, some of which are the Marshals Service’s 
space concerns for prisoner security and the like. And it is impor-
tant that it be recognized that it includes both judiciary and Mar-
shals Service’s concerns and security needs, because without the 
capital security project, we can’t really address the Marshals Serv-
ice’s end of it, because with our appropriated money, we couldn’t 
do anything with their space. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Serrano. 

PROBATION AND PRETRIAL SERVICES USE OF TECHNOLOGY

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you. I just told the world that GSA was 
looking at the possibility of building a courthouse in Puerto Rico. 

Judge BATES. They will be happy. 
Mr. SERRANO. Offender supervision technologies. We always kind 

of leave that to the side because we seem to know about ankle 
bracelets and all that. But can you discuss how probation officers 
use technology to improve the supervision of offenders? 

Judge GIBBONS. There has really been a transformation of the 
way supervision is carried out as a result of all the technological 
advancements. You referred to electronic monitoring. We now use 
new technologies for drug detection and abuse of prescription drugs 
detection. Probation officers are able to use data mining computer 
services to better keep up with offenders. We have a PACTS sys-
tem, which is an internal system—I won’t try to tell you what that 
stands for—in which officers are able to record their own notes and 
case events. 

We have an electronic data warehouse for probation and pretrial 
services officers to record workload activity, release data. We have 
another program called LENS that enables us to give electronic no-
tice to local law enforcement if an offender is moving into an area. 
Offenders can report electronically, either online at home or at a 
kiosk. And, of course, all the probation and pretrial services officers 
have all these devices that they can use in the field or in the office, 
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you know, the same ones that all the rest of us use, the phones, 
the iPads. 

One really interesting thing about this is how much the extent 
to which this revolution in technology of supervision goes hand in 
hand with our space reduction efforts, because one of the reasons 
we are able to reduce space for probation and pretrial services of-
fices is because of what technology has done for supervision. 

ECONOMY’S IMPACT ON RE-ENTRY INITIATIVES

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I have one last question. I am not 
a lawyer, but I am told that a lawyer never asks a question that 
he or she doesn’t know the answer to, so I will take a chance that 
I am wrong on this one. 

How has the economy affected the reentry initiatives to help peo-
ple come back and find jobs? 

Judge GIBBONS. Well, as I am sure you can imagine, it has had 
an impact. It is always not the easiest thing to place offenders in 
gainful employment, and, of course, the economy makes that hard-
er.

Another problem has been the lack of availability during seques-
tration of Second Chance Act funding, and that was, as you may 
recall, the funding that enabled probation officers to undertake so 
many of these initiatives that helped reintegrate offenders into the 
community, things like transitional housing, job training, edu-
cational training, cognitive behavior therapy, all those kinds of 
things.

For 2014, courts can use their decentralized funds if they have 
them available for Second Chance Act funding, but for 2015, we 
have requested $2.9 million in dedicated Second Chance Act fund-
ing, and that will help very much with the reintegration of offend-
ers in good times and bad. 

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you. 
As you know, Mr. Chairman, I am not a lawyer, but I did play 

a judge on Law and Order once. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Yeah, we know that. 
Mr. SERRANO. I told the DA to behave, and he didn’t, so I threw 

out the case momentarily and never got it back. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Boy. Good thing this guy doesn’t have a law de-

gree.
Mr. Yoder. 
Mr. SERRANO. He is just saying that because he didn’t get the 

part.

AVERAGE CASELOAD PER JUDGE

Mr. YODER. I was right. Okay, a little bit of follow up on our last 
conversation regarding the amount of caseloads per judge. I think 
you said the optimal was 450 and that is when it means it is time 
to request a new judge or there is a need for a new judge at least. 
I don’t know that I ever got an answer what is the typical, what 
is the average caseload? 

Judge GIBBONS. I don’t have that figure. I mean, we would have 
to do some—we would have to answer that supplementally; 450 for 
a district judge is the figure that I recall as being the figure at 
which you start looking for need. But to look at the typical caseload 
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across the country or average, we would have to give you that fig-
ure.

You know, it is so—it differs so much, and the raw figures that 
we would give you would not be the weighted figures that are much 
more meaningful in terms of evaluating what the workload of a 
court is. Also the average figures wouldn’t give you the caseload 
mix between criminal and civil. 
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Mr. YODER. How many judge also are over a 450 caseload? 
Judge GIBBONS. I don’t know. We would have to provide that in 

a supplemental answer. 
[CLERK’S NOTE.—Subsequent to the hearing, Judge Gibbons and 

Judge Bates provided the following additional information:] 
The Judicial Conference uses a threshold of 430 weighted filings per authorized 

judgeship in a judicial district as a starting point for considering an additional 
judgeship. This threshold applies to what filings per judgeship in a district would 
be after a new judgeship is created, unless certain circumstances apply. Of the 94 
federal judicial districts, there are currently 38 districts that would have average 
weighted filings above 430 with an additional judgeship, thus making each of those 
districts candidates for at least one new judgeship based on the weighted filings 
threshold. Some of the 38 districts would be candidates for more than one additional 
judgeship.

Mr. YODER. Okay. 
Judge, do you have anything on that. 
Judge BATES. No, I don’t know that specifically. The only figures 

I have in my head or in front of me relate to those temporary 
judgeships, and those courts have pretty high average weighted 
caseloads, even including that temporary judge. It goes all the way 
up to over 1,200 in the Eastern District of Texas and over 600 in 
Arizona, over 600 in Florida Southern. So some courts have very, 
very high—— 

Mr. YODER. What is the net effect on the public when our case-
loads get to that amount per judge? 

Judge BATES. I think the primary effect on the public is delay. 
Mr. YODER. Judicial delay. 
Judge BATES. Delay in dispensation of justice. 
Mr. YODER. Where do you see the highest demand for new cases 

right now? Where is the increase coming from or where are the 
greatest demands on the court right now, what types of cases? 

Judge GIBBONS. You know, this is not a period in which the 
courts’ caseloads are rocketing up in any particular area. In fact, 
even the border courts which, of course, have seen dramatic case-
load increases since the early, very early 2000s, have seen a very 
modest diminishment lately, although we do not expect any dra-
matic decline. And, of course, immigration reform could affect that 
greatly, probably on the upswing. 

But we do expect civil cases to increase somewhat. We expect— 
criminal cases have declined a bit, and we think we may see that. 
Bankruptcy filings have been down somewhat, but we expect them 
to level off in 2015. Appeals Court, I think those cases are pretty 
flat right now. 

So you never know exactly what is going to happen next in the 
courts, and things that happen in the country generally very much 
affect that. This is kind of a stable period. 

IMPACT OF LEGISLATION ON THE FEDERAL COURTS

Mr. YODER. Well, the economy was brought up earlier in terms 
of reentry programs. Those are things outside of your control that 
might affect the amount of folks that are coming back through the 
system, which will increase demand on the court system. 

You mentioned immigration, which is something that I don’t 
know that Congress has really had much of a debate about regard-
ing the impact on the court system, so I am actually really glad 
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that you raised that as an issue because that will have to be taken 
into account. 

I think, in previous years, you mentioned when we pass signifi-
cant reforms to enact, like redoing the Bankruptcy Code or if we 
were to do tax reform or things like that, just kick up dust in terms 
of they are new issues that have never been resolved just because 
they are new laws the courts will have to weigh in on as there are 
portions of the laws that, for better or worse, this congressional 
process hasn’t tied up every loose end, and the courts have come 
in and weigh in. 

Are there things beyond immigration, or the economy was men-
tioned earlier, are there other bills that are pending? The bill that 
relates to mandatory minimum sentences that is in the Senate that 
Attorney General Holder is supporting, the idea we would elimi-
nate mandatory minimum sentences, particularly for drug crimes, 
does that affect the court system in terms of caseloads? 

Judge BATES. It does, but not in terms of caseload, per se. The 
place where those kinds of sentencing reforms affect the judiciary 
is more in the release of people. But there are also some effects 
from caseload. If some of the sentencing reforms were put into 
place, it might mean some additional cases because some of the re-
forms relate to changes in the sentences under the sentencing 
guidelines for certain drug offenses. 

Mr. YODER. So they would have to come back through. 
Judge BATES. So they would come back through the system, and 

that could be quite an additional workload for the courts. Early re-
lease programs have an effect, but it is on the courts more through 
the probation and pretrial services end of our resources than 
through new cases occurring. 

Mr. YODER. I appreciate it. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. Mr. Quigley. 
And I would say if you are going to start your next round of 

questions with a joke, you might preface by the remark, ‘‘Here is 
another one you might not like.’’ 

PRODUCTIVITY OF JUDGES

Mr. QUIGLEY. The story of my life. I am beginning to feel like 
Rodney Dangerfield. There is some humor in all of this because it 
is better to laugh than cry about some of it, I guess. 

But following up on Mr. Yoder’s questions about judicial produc-
tivity, and I preface it by saying some of my best friends are 
judges, in watching them for 10 years, obviously some of them are 
more productive than others, much more productive than others. 
The difference at the Federal level, it is not exactly like you can 
fire them if they are really unproductive, and I recognize that most 
are very conscientious and work hard. But how exactly do the 
courts handle this in trying to get judges to be more productive and 
move their caseload along faster and take more cases? 

Judge GIBBONS. You know, it sort of depends on the situation. As 
you can imagine, this raises sensitive questions. I have been a chief 
judge of a district court and if you are the chief judge of a court, 
whether a district court or an appellate court, you try as best you 
can to deal with the case of the unproductive colleague or the less 
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productive colleague and you try also to deal with what the under-
lying cause for that might be if it is something other than simply 
just differing work styles. 

On the one hand, you do have to appreciate that judges have dif-
ferent ways of doing things, and they are entitled to make reason-
able decisions about how to do things. On the other hand, if the 
productivity of a court as a whole is threatened, you have got some 
difficult decisions to make. You might have to figure out whether 
we can get the judge help or whether there is something that you 
can do to encourage the judge to change his or her ways. And you 
hopefully do it in such a way that the judge won’t simply resist it. 
If there is an underlying cause, then, obviously, that is another 
very delicate situation, and you have to try to address that. 

The courts really have tried as best they can to address all of 
those situations and to do it with the best judgment as possible to 
exercise in a given situation. 

Judge BATES. Let me add to that. Judge Gibbons has addressed 
it from the primary place that it needs to be addressed, which is 
locally, where the chief judge and the other members of a court can 
really grapple with any particular instance that may occur. 

But there are some national efforts to address it. We have com-
mittees of the Judicial Conference that do look at the productivity 
of courts, how far behind courts are in terms of the average time 
a civil case may take to get through the system, the time to get 
to trial, things of that sort. Our Committee on Case Management 
and other administrative matters spends a lot of time looking at 
that and then reaching out to those courts and trying to give those 
courts additional help, guidance, expertise, to try to make them 
more efficient. 

Congress has also done things that help. The Civil Justice Re-
form Act is basically a reporting system for district courts where 
judges wind up reporting cases where they have pending motions— 
again this is on the civil side, not the criminal side, which sort of 
has a timeline of its own that is statutory—but the civil cases, the 
Civil Justice Reform Act requires reporting of motions that are 
more than 6 months old, cases that are more than 3 years old, and 
those are mechanisms to prod judges to be more timely where there 
is a need to do so. 

Judge GIBBONS. And I might say that appellate courts have in-
ternal reporting requirements so that the embarrassment factor 
figures there, too. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. I appreciate that. Thanks for your service. 
I yield back. 

CHAIRMAN CRENSHAW’S CLOSING REMARKS

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, thank you both, Judge Gibbons, Judge 
Bates, for your testimony this afternoon. We look forward to work-
ing with you so that you can meet the constitutional needs that 
need to be met, and we appreciate the fact that you have been will-
ing to work with us in these difficult economic times to try to do 
things more efficiently and more effectively, and that doesn’t go un-
noticed. So, again, thank you for being here today. 

The meeting stands adjourned. 
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Judge GIBBONS. We appreciate very much the opportunity to 
work with you all and the staff. Thank you. 

Judge BATES. Thank you all. 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 3, 2014. 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

WITNESS

MARIANNE O’BRIEN MARKOWITZ, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, SMALL 
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. CRENSHAW. The hearing will come to order. 
I would like to welcome to our subcommittee our witness today, 

Acting Administrator Marianne Markowitz from the Small Busi-
ness Administration. Thank you for being here to testify. 

Although the new SBA administrator has been confirmed, we felt 
we might give her a chance to get settled before we asked her to 
come over and testify. The SBA plays a critical role in assisting 
small businesses by providing them with access to capital, opportu-
nities to compete for government contracts, counseling, and tech-
nical assistance. In addition, the SBA helps businesses and home-
owners affected by disasters through the disaster loan program. 

I would like to highlight a few SBA-related successes in my dis-
trict. Heavy Equipment Resources of Florida is a company in Jack-
sonville and it has been named the Florida Small Business Ex-
porter of the Year by the SBA. This Florida small business special-
izes in exporting components and heavy machinery to mining and 
earthwork companies all over the world. In additional, the Jackson-
ville Women’s Business Center won the SBA’s women’s business 
center excellence award for Florida. I am proud of all the work that 
the small businesses in my district do and I appreciate that the 
SBA does a great deal to help them get started, to grow, and to 
succeed.

The Fiscal Year 2015 request for the Small Business Administra-
tion totals $865 million. That is a $64 million decrease from the fis-
cal year 2014 levels. This decrease is primarily due to the decrease 
in the business loan subsidy program. Since the financial crisis has 
wound down, the cost of subsidizing small business loans has gone 
down, and this is good news for U.S. small businesses and it also 
shows that the economy is growing stronger and businesses are 
thriving.

While there is bipartisan support for helping small businesses, 
we need to make sure that your programs are administered effi-
ciently and effectively and that we are not wasting taxpayers fund-
ing on ineffective programs. With that in mind we want to hear 
about areas where the SBA can do more with less. 

The SBA Fiscal Year 2015 request asks for $155 million for Staf-
ford Act disaster loan administration and $32 million for the non- 
Stafford Act disaster administration. In 2013 the Congress passed 
the disaster relief appropriations act, to support the SBA’s efforts 
and to help in the northeast region after Hurricane Sandy. The 
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SBA has continued to carry over large amounts of no-year funding 
for the disaster subsidy. As of your last monthly report, the SBA 
has $736 million in subsidy funding supporting 8.7 billion in avail-
able disaster loan program funds, and yet the SBA has spent $82 
million in administration, but only $15 million on subsidy funds. So 
I am interested to hear how the SBA justifies spending more on ad-
ministration than it does on program costs. 

Whether it is counseling small businesses that are just starting 
or helping businesses scale up, the SBA has a very important role 
to play in helping the U.S. economy grow. It is critical that the 
funding this committee appropriates to the SBA, is used thought-
fully and judiciously. 

This committee is very interested in hearing exactly what the 
SBA is doing to further promote small businesses and their access 
to capital. 

So thank you for being here today. We look forward to your testi-
mony.

And now I would like to recognize the ranking member, Mr. 
Serrano.

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would also like to join you in welcoming Ms. O’Brien 

Markowitz, acting administrator of the Small Business Administra-
tion to the hearing today. 

Small businesses are invaluable engines of economic growth, job 
creation, and innovation, and I am pleased to be able to discuss 
these important issues today. 

The SBA represents the Federal Government’s investment in this 
critical part of our economy. You have the important job of nur-
turing and facilitating entrepreneurship while also making sure 
that people who have been historically underserved by bank loans, 
like women, minorities and veterans, have opportunities to grow 
their businesses. When these individuals have good ideas and firm 
foundations for their new businesses, they deserve help to succeed. 

As our economy improves we need to make sure that we can are 
taking fostering and supporting new ideas and new businesses in 
every segment of our society. As I examine your fiscal year 2015 
budget request, I am concerned that you are again proposing to cut 
funding to the PRIME program. These grants fund technical assist-
ance, capacity building and research and development for organiza-
tions that help low income entrepreneurs. This program is crucial 
to helping small businesses get off the ground. So I hope that this 
subcommittee will once again reject this proposed cut. 

I am encouraged, however, by the continued funding for the 
Micro Loan program. This critical program funds the start-up and 
expansion of small businesses that only need small amounts of 
money to succeed. I hope that this commitment can be maintained 
and extended to other programming. 

I thank you for your service and for appearing before us today. 
I look forward to discussing the important work of the SBA with 
you in more detail, and once again, thank you for your service. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. I would like to recognize the Acting Adminis-
trator. Your written statement will be made a part of the record, 
and the floor is yours to give us your testimony. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you, Chairman Crenshaw. 
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Thank you, Ranking Member Serrano, and distinguished mem-
bers of the subcommittee for this opportunity to testify today. 

We appreciate your ongoing support for the SBA as we work to 
assist the entrepreneurs who are creating the majority of new jobs 
in this country. We know you share our commitment to America’s 
small businesses. 

We remain focused on our core mission. We call it Three Cs and 
a D. Helping small businesses access capital, contracts, counseling, 
and disaster assistance. The SBA is pursuing programs to help 
small businesses export for the first time, to help early stage start- 
ups get the capital they need, and to help existing companies scale 
up, create more jobs to grow our economy. 

Last year was the third straight year that the SBA supported 
over $29 billion in lending to more than 47,000 small businesses. 
We also assisted more than 46,000 businesses and individuals 
through $2.8 billion in disaster lending. 

For fiscal year 2015, the SBA is requesting an appropriation of 
$710 million. This funding would enable us to support loans total-
ing $36.5 billion over the next year. Our budget request would 
allow us to deploy nearly 4 billion in long term investment capital. 
It would facilitate access to $80 billion in Federal contracts for 
small businesses who are too often shortchanged in our procure-
ment processes. 

Additionally, it would enable us to work with our resource part-
ners to counsel and train more than 1 million small business own-
ers over the next year so they can grow their companies and create 
more middle class jobs. 

We are seeking full funding for our Small Business Development 
Centers, our Women’s Business Centers, our Veteran’s Business 
Outreach Centers and our national network of SCORE mentors 
and volunteers. 

Notably, our fiscal year 2015 budget request represents a $64 
million reduction in our business loan subsidy. We have dramati-
cally reduced our subsidy for the 504 loan program down to $45 
million, and I am proud to report that for the second consecutive 
year the SBA is requesting no credit subsidy for the 7a loan pro-
gram. We are making good loans to responsible borrowers and we 
are managing our risk under these programs that we are good 
stewards of taxpayer dollars. 

Our borrowers report that these programs, the 7a and 504 pro-
grams together, support over 650,000 jobs in this country. 

We are requesting authority to continue 504 refinancing lending. 
This program allows business owners to refinance existing debt and 
lower their monthly business costs. 504 Refi was a successful pro-
gram that expired at the end of fiscal year 2012. It supported $5.5 
billion in lending over just 2 years. We are requesting zero subsidy, 
meaning that we can project no taxpayer cost to extend this pro-
gram.

We are focusing on helping our innovators take new products 
and services to market. Our request for $4 billion in lending au-
thority for Small Business Investment Companies will ensure that 
our most cutting edge small businesses, including advanced manu-
facturers, have the capital that they need. 



162

We are helping start-ups through our growth accelerators pro-
gram. We are working with nonprofits, universities, and other part-
ners with a demonstrated expertise in turning promising new ideas 
into successful new businesses. 

Our budget ensures that our transitioning military veterans 
come home with new opportunities to grow the American economy. 
Each year, more than 250,000 service members transition home. 
We know these heroes have the leadership skills to grow successful 
civilian enterprises as small business owners. Our Boots to Busi-
ness program allows them to continue to serve their country as job 
creators. We are requesting $7 million to meet Department of De-
fense’s request for SBA to train transitioning service members at 
more than 200 installations. We are also making it easier for vet-
erans to access capital by reducing or eliminating fees on SBA 
loans.

We are prioritizing entrepreneurial education so successful small 
businesses can become medium and large businesses that create 
more jobs. This initiative builds on the success of our Emerging 
Leaders program. To date, two out of three companies that have 
been through this program have increased their revenue, three out 
of four have hired new employees, and nearly half have secured 
government contracts. We are requesting 15 million to expand a 
program with proven results. 

We are also asking for full funding for disaster loan assistance 
as we continue to make process reforms to ensure that home-
owners, renters, and businesses have access to rapid SBA assist-
ance when they need us the most. 

I would like to close by addressing SBA’s ongoing commitment to 
root out waste, fraud and abuse in our contracting and lending pro-
grams to ensure that Federal dollars go to deserving small busi-
nesses. We have a zero tolerance policy for these types of abuses. 
Since 2008, we suspended and debarred more companies and indi-
viduals for abusing SBA programs than in the previous 10 years 
combined.

At the same time we have tightened our belts within our own op-
erations at the SBA. We are saving $600,000 in rent by moving our 
DC office into our SBA national headquarters. We have reduced 
our fleet management expenses by 9 percent through reductions in 
our fleet. We have invested in new equipment that will save us a 
half million dollars in copying expenses over the next 5 years, and 
we have reduced SBA travel expense 25 percent compared to fiscal 
year 2012 levels. 

We are committed to fiscal discipline at the SBA, and we hope 
that this subcommittee will factor that in as it weighs its support 
of a critical programs that serve America’s small businesses. Thank 
you.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, thank you very much. 
And I think you know this committee has been very supportive 

of the SBA over the years, and rightly so. We appreciate the good 
work that you have been doing. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. CRENSHAW. One of the things I want to ask about is in terms 
of the dollars we appropriated for disaster administration and dis-
aster loan subsidy funding over the years. I think it was in 2013, 
it was $800 million for Hurricane Sandy, and then for fiscal year 
2015, the total request for disaster loan administration is $187 mil-
lion.

As I said in my opening statement, you tend to carry over large 
amounts of funding for disaster subsidy. And I guess the question 
is if you look at last month’s report, you had $736 million in sub-
sidy and $296 million in administrative funding through February 
of this year. 

But, you had only spent $15 million on disaster subsidy and $82 
million on the administration of these funds, and we want to be 
sure that the disaster victims get all the resources they need and 
we appreciate the work that you do, but it seems like that might 
be out of balance; and so can you tell us how you justify that fund-
ing imbalance? 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Sure, thank you Chairman Crenshaw. 
And before I start with my answer, I want to thank you and your 

subcommittee for all your hard work that enabled us to have the 
2014 budget and allowed us to enact the programs that we need 
to support our mission and our small businesses. 

Around the funding for disasters, our actual request for 187 in 
administrative Stafford, non-Stafford funds is actually a reduction 
from the year before, which was 192, and that reduction was be-
cause we made process improvements in our administrative func-
tions. The way the disaster loan program works is actually quite 
efficient. It is flexible. 

So in between catastrophic disasters, we have a core level em-
ployment and we scale up very quickly after a disaster. Going into 
Sandy, we had about 1,100 employees; just after Sandy we had 
2400 on staff because we keep a stable of on-call employees at the 
ready who are fully trained. 

We have been able to reduce our funding request because we 
were able to take a hard look at that core employment number that 
we keep in place to manage floods and droughts and ongoing disas-
ters and we were able to reduce it because of process improvements 
we made around our queueing systems, but also because we rely 
more heavily on innovations in technology. So we rely more heavily 
on electronic loan application processes. So we saw that adoption 
go up quite a bit after Sandy. About 33 percent before Sandy and 
55 percent after Sandy. So we continue to make improvements in 
our administrative areas in disaster. 

And regarding the amount that we requested for Sandy, we ac-
knowledge there was a mismatch in terms what we requested and 
what we ultimately needed. But the reason for this is we go off 
past history in our disasters. The scope and the scale of this dis-
aster was quite large and looking at our past disasters, we made 
some estimates. But what we didn’t anticipate was that in this dis-
aster the demographic was very different. They had access to insur-
ance, or they had insurance. They had access to quite a bit of eq-
uity in their homes. They also had access to commercial programs 
that were more competitive than the programs that we can offered. 
So the demand didn’t ultimately happen in the way that we 



170

thought it would and that is the reason there was a bit of a mis-
match.

So we continue to look at this. There is always lessons learned 
from disasters. We continue to refine not only the way that we esti-
mate our need, but also our administrative functions. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well you have $297 million carried over and 
then ask for 187 for next year—is that normal? Do you always have 
that kind of carryover balance? 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. I can honestly say that in my 2 months as act-
ing administrator I haven’t familiarized myself with that level of 
detail as to how they managed that. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Okay. That might be something to look into be-
cause if you have got almost $300 million in the bank, that is for 
administrative expenses, to ask for more on top of that there might 
be a better way to deal with that. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Yes, we will continue to look into that. Thank 
you.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Serrano. 
Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
So you have been acting SBA administrator since February 8th 

of this year? 
Ms. MARKOWITZ. That is correct. 
Mr. SERRANO. And have served as the administrator for the SBA 

midwest region, Region 5, since August of 2009? How has serving 
as Acting Administrator changed your impression of the SBA and 
its ability to assist small businesses around the country? Because, 
you know, we speak a lot in Congress about small businesses. In 
fact there are many of us who feel that that is the engine that 
drives the economy, and yet the SBA takes both a lot of support 
and a lot of criticism; how do you see it now in this new role that 
you have? 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you, Ranking Member Serrano. 
That is an interesting question. I mean, I loved my role as re-

gional administrator and it has been really interesting to be on the 
ground working with small businesses face-to-face in under-
standing their needs and also seeing how we address their needs, 
you know in many cases very well. 

Being the head of the agency for a short time, you know, I have 
seen how it all comes together. So I mean, I think I don’t know if 
it has changed my perspective. I guess I have a fuller under-
standing of how the agency works together and all the programs 
that work to support us in the field. And I have a better apprecia-
tion for all the work that goes on at headquarters to ultimately 
support the field. 

Mr. SERRANO. Um-hmm, and let me ask you a question, one of 
the issues that always comes up all the time that I have been on 
this subcommittee, both as chairman and as ranking member; is 
whether or not the disaster fund is in good shape, and notwith-
standing a lot of discussions we have had in this country about 
global warming, or now it is called climate change. You know it is 
the same with liberals. We used to be called liberals. Now we are 
called progressives. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Um-hmm. 
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Mr. SERRANO. So we have climate change now. It looks like this 
is not going to end for a while. There will be need for assistance. 
And what shape are we in? Or is that something where SBA feels 
that as the issues come up, they will come to Congress to ask for 
help?

Ms. MARKOWITZ. You know, I don’t—— 
Mr. SERRANO. I mean, because unfortunately the next Sandy we 

can’t predict it. But everything indicates, that there will be the 
next Sandy somewhere, and the devastation that is left behind is 
something that certainly in New York, where we are used to a cou-
ple of inches of snow and people get upset about that, but this was 
a devastation that we had seen only in videos from other parts of 
the south and the midwest and had not experienced. You wonder 
what shape are we in to meet those disasters in the future. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you, Ranking Member Serrano. 
I can tell you that in my time here I have gotten to know more 

about disaster. I haven’t familiarized myself with how they esti-
mate and move forward with how they decide how well funded they 
are. But I can tell you we have a lot of experience in that area. 
We have a 20-plus-year employee that runs disaster, we continue 
to have lessons learned, both administratively and also on the you 
know, on the funding side from every disaster. We take those on- 
board and we continue to reengineer, we continue to make process 
improvements in that area. 

Mr. SERRANO. Another question. You are asking a 60.3 million 
decrease from fiscal year 2014 level for SBA. This seems to be 
largely due to the decrease in loan subsidies. What does this say 
about the state of the economy, how many loans will you be able 
to support with the requested amount? Do you think you will hit 
the authorized cap for 7a loans this year and has that happened 
before?

You know any time we see a decrease being asked for, you won-
der if it is a budget issue or in fact people see fewer problems com-
ing down the road, which I have just spoken about. So the Request, 
is the statement more about the economy or about the agency, or 
both?

Ms. MARKOWITZ. So thank you, Ranking Member Serrano. Let 
me take your question apart a little bit. The decrease in funding 
is around if the 504 subsidy, and the cap for the 504 subsidy is 7 
billion, and the decrease in subsidy is really because of the improv-
ing economy. This is a real estate program, the improving state of 
our real estate in our country. So that is the reason for that de-
crease in funding. 

The 7a program, the cap is 17.5 billion. This year we had very 
spiky sort of volume in that program and we are continuing to 
monitor it. If we feel that we are coming close to the cap in 7a, 
which we have come close to before, we will come to you for more 
authority.

For next year we are asking for 17.5, again, because—the way 
our programs work, they essentially are inversely related to the re-
covering economy. As the economy recovers the conventional loan 
market recovers, the gaps in credit shrink and that is where our 
program lives. We live in the gaps in credit. So as the gaps expand, 
our programs expand, our loan volume goes up. And as they shrink 



172

our loan volume goes down. So we feel pretty confident about not 
reaching those caps next year. 

Mr. SERRANO. Well, I think for your testimony so far and I can 
tell you one thing and I say this in support of your agency. You 
are not one of the agencies that gets mentioned every day on the 
Floor of the House. But yet when something hits hard you are the 
first one we go to for help and so do the American people. 

So, you certainly have the support of this committee. And I know 
if I speak for the Chairman, anything we can do to make your work 
easier and your services better, we will be there. 

Thank you. 
Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Womack. 
Mr. WOMACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And thank you. Madam Acting Administrator O’Brien 

Markowitz.
I can’t believe that Mr. Serrano would ask you questions and 

that you wouldn’t have the answers for. You have been there all 
of 2 months and you don’t know all of this stuff? I am kidding, ob-
viously.

But welcome aboard, and it is a delight to have you before our 
committee. May I start out by throwing a shoutout to a gentleman 
in your organization. You probably don’t know this guy, and I have 
never met him but my staff has worked with him. Nick Coutsos— 
I see a couple of heads nodding over there—worked with one of my 
constituents on a matter that was critically important, and let me 
just tell you, when any of us up here, regardless of party affiliation, 
have an experience that is worth bragging about—I mean, we beat 
you guys up enough on other things, but when something good hap-
pens it is important for people to recognize them, and I sure hope 
that down the chain Mr. Coutsos will know that his work didn’t go 
unnoticed. But again, I thank you for your time here today. 

And I admit that I have another competing subcommittee, De-
fense, that Mr. Crenshaw and I share, and I am going to have to 
escape. Thankfully, Mr. Yoder has come in so that you won’t have 
to just look at Serrano and Crenshaw this whole time. I realize 
that is a problem. 

In my district we had an issue with the SBA being sued after 
they guaranteed a loan for the C&H hog farm, when environmental 
questions arose after the fact. This, my office was told, created a 
new review process for Ag loans through the SBA. Now another 
group of constituents sought help from my office on an Ag loan that 
they submitted in August, throughout which the SBA kept coming 
back and kept asking for additional documentation that I guess 
had not previously been part of the process. So it is frustrating 
from a staff perspective for my constituents to try to navigate this. 
So, is there an average timeline for SBA applications? 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you, Congressman Womack. 
I wish I could give you an average time, but the reality is we 

have different loan programs that have different averages and 
every loan is different. In the best case scenario, say in an SBA ex-
press loan, it can be approved in the matter of hours. It depends 
on the lender that you are going through and whether they have 
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preapproved authority to approve the loans and whether it is a 
lender that does fewer loans and they have to go back to our serv-
ice centers. So it really it depends on those factors to some degree. 

But also remember that we are coming to you asking for a zero 
subsidy in the 7a program and is there is a reason for that. We are 
managing this program well, we are managing the risks in this 
program and much of that is done in this process that we are talk-
ing about right now, the underwriting process and evaluating the 
loan applications, and the risks that are inherent and the environ-
mental and other issues. So I know it can be frustrating, but that 
is the reason for this. 

Mr. WOMACK. So in the example I just gave that prompted at 
least to our understanding a new review process on these Ag loans, 
what would be the protocol that goes into reestablishing a process 
that would be influenced by a case like our case that drew so much 
attention after the fact? 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Sure. I wish I could have Karen—I wish she 
was here to come and testify. Thank you for that question, Con-
gresswoman Womack. I can’t give you full details on that, but I can 
give you a just a brief—my understanding of the issue. And that 
is——

Mr. WOMACK. Give me your understanding. And if there is a 
more technical explanation, just provide that to my office would be 
great.

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Okay. 
Mr. WOMACK. We would love to be able to see that so that my 

staff members can have a better understanding and can explain it 
to our constituency better and maybe prepare them for what might 
lie ahead. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Sure. So, our loan processing revolves around 
the lender puts in an application, it goes through the service cen-
ter. If everything is normal and it can be handled at the service 
center, it is. If there is an question or something that comes up it 
goes to Sarah’s office, she is the general counsel, and they work out 
the legal issues, and if there is something that they see that could 
be a reoccurring issue or something that we can use as a lessons 
learned issue, they work closely with our risk management area 
and they continue to reengineer the processes around this. So I 
think that is what we are talking about here. 

Mr. WOMACK. Do these changes create a backlog for your agency 
that might complicate a budget as an example? 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. I think what we are talking about are loans 
that go straight through and they are not held up by the exception 
items that go off to the side. So there are exception items, like the 
one I think we are talking about right now, that go off into a side 
process and are managed thoroughly and thoughtfully by the legal 
staff.

So I don’t think it causes a full backlog of the whole process, but 
it may cause a little bit of a delay on that particular loan that has 
a particular issue. 

Mr. WOMACK. One other question about technology and your 
budget. Flexibility, as you know, is a key to success when we are 
dealing with time frame and resources are strained. So I would like 
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to just a basic overview of how leveraging of technology within the 
SBA is helping during these critical resource constrained times. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Sure. 
Well, thank you, Congressman Womack. 
That depends on the different areas. We are constantly working 

to reengineer the technology. Again as I mentioned in disaster we 
are relying much more heavily on the electronic loan application 
process which has caused a decrease in our funding request. 

We are rolling out SBA One, which is a new heavily streamlined 
technology-based application process in the rest of our lending pro-
grams and that is a huge improvement that is coming later this 
year. So there is that. There is some technology projects that are 
on ongoing in our GCBD area. We are continually changing our 
technology. We just brought on a highly competent brand new CIO 
who is ramping up her staff and looking at all the ways that we 
can continue to advance in this area. 

Mr. WOMACK. Before I leave and before I close out this—my por-
tion of the hearing, I would just like to be on record as saying con-
gratulations to this agency, Mr. Chairman. You know when I look 
in here and see that they have made some changes in their travel 
budget that saved 25 percent, that they have consolidated some of-
fice space that is saving $600,000 and reduced the fleet manage-
ment expenses by more than 9 percent, it demonstrates to me that 
the SBA is behaving more like the small businesses that they sup-
port, that they recognize that we do live in constrained resource 
times and that they have got to do their part to root out these 
kinds of excesses. So I want to congratulate you for that and thank 
you for your testimony here this morning. 

And I yield back. 
Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you, Congressman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Yoder has joined us and he is collecting his thoughts and 

preparing an exciting question. So, while he does it that, let me ask 
a question. 

We all talk about how half the folks in our country are employed 
by small businesses and two-thirds of the new jobs that are created 
and you all do a tremendous job of helping in that. But one of the 
concerns that I hear from time to time talking to the small busi-
ness folks is that sometimes maybe you focus on the high growth 
small businesses that are doing pretty well, and sometimes the 
true, true small businesses that are just getting started don’t al-
ways get the same attention; and it would seem that if you are a 
growing small business, you have I guess easier access to capital 
than you might when you are just a brand-new start-up. 

So can you tell us in your view are we giving enough priority to 
the true brand new start-ups? 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you, Chairman Crenshaw. 
We absolutely are and we help a lot of different businesses in all 

different areas of their life cycle and start-ups is definitely a focus 
for us. Outside of access to capital, in this budget we have re-
quested $5 million for growth accelerators and that is directly tar-
geting, strengthening the start-up ecosystem. 

Essentially these accelerators employ experienced entrepreneurs 
to serve as facilitators to bring together a group of highly vetted, 
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high potential start-ups and they help them access networks of you 
know, mentors and other forms of capital, even outside of our pro-
grams, venture capital, angel capital, et cetera. That is one area 
that we are focusing on start-ups. 

But in another important way that we are focusing on the access 
to capital programs is that we have asked to set zero level of fees 
for loans under 150,000 just for that reason. To spur sort of de-
mand in the lower level, the lower dollar loans. And those are the 
loans that start-ups are looking for. They are not asking for a mil-
lion dollars. 

And then on the supply study to also spur demand in that area 
we have introduced the Small Loan Advantage program along with 
its partner program, the Community Advantage program, and 
these are just for that reason. We streamlined the platform that 
our 7a loan program is offered on in the Small Loan Advantage to 
help encourage banks to make these less profitable loans. A small-
er loan is less profitable, has higher risk for the startup and with 
other industries in certain communities, and to make it more prof-
itable and less time consuming, encouraging the bank to make 
more loans at that level. 

And then the Community Advantage program is for the same 
reason. To work through mission driven, not-for-profit lenders, with 
the scaled down streamlined version of our 7a program to help en-
courage them—give them another tool to make access to capital 
available to higher risk industries, higher risk communities, and 
start-ups.

Mr. CRENSHAW. That is great, because one of the things I read 
is that micro loans, $50,000 to $350,000, actually have been on the 
decline. But it sounds to me like you have recognized that. I was 
going to ask you about incentives and things, but it sounds like you 
recognized that and are working to make those loans available. 

Because, as you point out, sometimes is takes the same amount 
of work to make a $100,000 loan as a million dollar loan. And so 
banks may say they would rather make the million dollar loan. But 
I think when we look at small businesses it is important to let our 
focus be on some of the true start-ups. So thank you for recognizing 
that.

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you, Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Yoder. 
Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you for joining us today, and appreciate your service at 

the SBA, and consistent with the Chairman’s remarks, I think we 
all know that job creation, job growth comes from our small busi-
nesses, our entrepreneurs. 

The Federal Government is not going to grow the jobs that is 
going to create a rejuvenation of our economy. It is not going to 
come from big businesses; it is going to come from small busi-
nesses, and so we thank you for your work. We know that you are 
sort of the tip of the spear when it comes to the economy. 

We spend a lot of time on both sides of the aisle talking to con-
stituents and talking particularly to small businesses, local compa-
nies, whether they be a high-tech start-up or a mom and pop shop 
that has been on Main Street for 30 years, and spend a lot of time 
trying to figure out how to help them grow; I know you do the same 
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thing. I thought you might give us some insight on what you and 
some of your staff have heard and feedback we should be hearing 
regarding what holds small businesses from going out and taking 
risk and maybe adding another employer or employee and expand-
ing.

And I wondered if you could just shed some light on what you 
hear. And as I have been out in my district, I hear concerns about 
Federal policy, uncertainty created in Washington policy. Whether 
it be policies or past, in previous years or policies we are looking 
at now as we change the rules, it creates I think uncertainties for 
businesses. That they want to know what the cost of doing business 
is they wait on us. 

I hear concerns about the Dodd-Frank rules being implemented 
and their impact on community banks and how that might affect 
local lending. I hear concerns about the Federal tax burden and 
small businesses concerned about taxes that have gone up in the 
past few years. 

We all hear concerns about the Affordable Care Act and whether 
businesses can accurately determine what their costs of health care 
are going to be. 

We hear concerns about regulatory costs. That as a new regula-
tion comes down it might have been affect a business and the lack 
of predictability in that. Immigration concerns come up a lot. Folks 
having trouble getting access to labor or the rules being difficult for 
them to follow through. Job training, being one. Whether there is 
a well prepared labor pool in the region. Maybe businesses say we 
may go overseas because we don’t have access to the engineers that 
we need locally. 

Depending on the businesses, there are a variety of concerns. I 
just wanted to share with you some of the concerns that I hear and 
in general I hear that all of these policies together make it difficult 
for small businesses to calculate the cost of hiring a new person, 
when they are not sure what their health care costs are going to 
be, their tax burden is going to be, their regulatory burden is. 

And so what do you hear out there and what can we do collabo-
ratively to try to improve the climate to encourage our small busi-
nesses to feel comfortable to take risks and hire new people and 
help get our economy moving again? 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Sure. Thank you Congressman. 
We hear a lot of different things from different businesses. Some 

businesses are more focused on that and some businesses are fo-
cused on access to capital and how we can help them with more 
fundamental counseling around, you know, business decisions. We 
help businesses with all of this, and we certainly, you know, do a 
lot to get out and message around changes in our regulatory envi-
ronment.

We spent a lot of time out on the Small Business Jobs Act, which 
was the largest piece of legislation to impact small businesses in 
the last 10 years. It was very positive legislation, so we were out 
talking about the 17 tax cuts that the President put forward for 
small businesses. 

We went out and did a lot of messaging around the Affordable 
Care Act, because this a huge law that businesses had to learn 
about and understand how to respond to, and you know, what I en-
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countered in that outreach—I did about 30 seminars on the Afford-
able Care Act, so I heard a lot from small businesses about this. 
I first and foremost encountered an awful lot of confusion and that 
was holding businesses back from doing their detailed analysis 
about how they could and should respond to this law. So we did 
a lot of work to clear that up and we continue to work in that area. 

And, you know, you would be surprised by how fundamental 
issues are for businesses when—depends on if you are talking 
about a startup or a larger business or whether they are focused 
on regulatory issues or not. We do everything we can through our 
counseling resources through our field office and structures to meet 
their needs on these questions. 

Mr. YODER. You brought up some of your seminars that you did 
on the Affordable Care Act. How much new staff time has been de-
voted towards just the implementation of that? We are kind of at 
a real hot point right now as the penalties and mandates are going 
into effect for certain segments of the economy. There have been 
some delays, which causes you know additional, probably some con-
fusion. Folks don’t know what is being implemented and what is 
not. And both sides have advocated for certain delays. I think that 
is part of the challenge. 

How much time has your staff spent on that? Is there a spike 
right now? Has it sort of subsided? What sort of traffic are you get-
ting on implementation of that, questions from businesses? 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Sure, Thank you Congressman. 
Just to be clear that our field staff is primarily an outreach orga-

nization and what we do in our normal operating business is out-
reach. So we haven’t spent any additional time, I mean that is 
what we do, outreach. And responding to questions about this new 
law falls in the scope of our duties. 

So one really happy by-product that happened as a result of this 
outreach, there is so much general interest in understanding this 
law and learning how to respond to it that we reached whole new 
groups of small businesses. And we often will do a side-by-side 
seminar, ACA seminar, SBA seminar. So we reached whole new 
groups with our message, which deepened and broadened our levels 
of businesses that we touched with our services. So there was no 
new money or time being it spent. It is just part of our normal ac-
tivity in the field. 

Mr. YODER. And in terms of interest level, is it higher now or are 
folks sort of getting a good understanding of it? Because, obviously 
our offices get lots of calls, lots of concerns, lots of just uncertainty. 
Whether you are for the law or against the law, we can continue 
to debate that and we do in this town. But your job obviously is 
not to render a decision on whether it is a good law or bad law, 
but just to get out and to make sure that whatever laws are the 
books that people have the information so that they can move for-
ward.

And, I think what we all want is a growing robust, economy and 
that means that Republicans and Democrats have to work together 
and ensure that you have the tools necessary when you are out 
there to answer all the questions that you need and have the re-
sources to help these small businesses. 
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Because I think, as we started, that is the key to our economy, 
and so we want to encourage and support your efforts and ensure 
that we are not doing anything with some of these policies that we 
have brought forward to make it harder. 

And so if you will let us know thing things at least that you are 
hearing that might allow us to modify policies, make things more 
effective or at least easier for these businesses to grow and expand, 
I think we are looking for opportunities for everybody to work to-
gether to do that. I appreciate your efforts. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you. 
Mr. YODER. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Mr. Serrano. 
Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
You know throughout the years that I have been on this com-

mittee, from its start-up actually, it existed in the past as the Post-
al Subcommittee then it came back as the Financial Services Com-
mittee, but both as chairman and ranking member there is always 
something that happens and it is happening again, and that is the 
disconnect between the support that the PRIME technical assist-
ance program has from Members of Congress and the continued de-
sire by the Administration to get rid of it. And we see it happening 
again.

First of all, and again it is unfair to ask you questions you know, 
2 months in, but is there something about that program that the 
administration has looked at to see why it is so popular with Mem-
bers of Congress and why it is so unpopular with you folks? Be-
cause it gets restored every year, every year it is almost like a done 
deal. You propose to get rid of it, you and your predecessors, and 
then we restore it. 

And restoring around here is not something that we take lightly, 
especially in this climate. You know, people saw things that they 
really want to restore, and I suspect it is going to happen again 
this year, or at least there will be a big push to do it. So what do 
you think is the disconnect? 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you, Mr. Serrano. 
Mr. SERRANO. And I am not assuming Members of Congress 

know best. 
Ms. MARKOWITZ. Sure. Well, this sort of links back to your ques-

tion earlier about how has my perspective changed now that I have 
had this experience as the acting administrator. As the regional ad-
ministrator, I know the organizations in my area that benefit from 
PRIME and who really want PRIME to be restored and I under-
stand the good that it does. Being in this seat, I also understand 
that as an agency we have to make hard choices and PRIME is one 
of those hard choices we have to make. 

While we fully support the good that it does, you know when you 
are looking at a whole organization and the funding structure, we 
also know that we have some overlap and we have some duplica-
tion with PRIME and some of our other programs. 

And so sitting in this seat we have to make choices around that 
duplication. That is why we don’t always go back and ask for fund-
ing in PRIME. 
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We have, as you mentioned, funding in the micro loan technical 
assistance area which provides technical assistance to people seek-
ing micro loans by a large and low income areas. This is the same 
population, the same assistance that PRIME seeks to give. 

And then outside of micro lending we have also requested full 
funding of our resource partner network then which would then 
give us access to all the counselors through this. SCORE, the 
SBDC and the Women’s Business Center, who also provide tech-
nical assistance and counseling in these low income areas. 

So that is the main reason. We have nothing against PRIME, we 
fully applaud the mission. It is really just about making the hard 
choices that we have to make around the budgeting process. 

Mr. SERRANO. So what you are basically saying is that the infor-
mation that the agency has, which Members of Congress may not 
have, is that PRIME, while it serves a purpose is a duplication in 
many cases and that is the reason why year after year people try 
to get rid of it. 

Because I have seen a lot of programs where you have support 
for it and you have support for it in Congress. But I have never 
seen one where it is almost like universal the support for it and 
almost understood that you know, when you are going to look at 
a budget to put together this bill you almost kind of put that aside 
and say, well that is going to get funded so let’s move on to item 
two. If you are saying it is a duplication, if that is a case even from 
a fan like myself, maybe it is time the administration—the Small 
Business Administration lets Members of Congress know where the 
duplication is so that we stop this yearly occurrence. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. We can give you more details about how the de-
termination was made to not include PRIME and you can make 
your own determination about that. But I understand. It is a good 
program. We really just can’t fit everything into our budget. So 
thank you. 

Mr. SERRANO. Okay. But here is my last point on that. I don’t 
want to drive that to death. You say it doesn’t fit into the budget 
so you make that cut. But that is the one that always keeps getting 
cut. So there must be something more than a budget issue every 
year. Somebody, somewhere or some folks somewhere in the ad-
ministration, must feel that this program is not worth a penny, be-
cause it just doesn’t get reduced, it gets cut every year. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. I can honestly say I don’t have the details on 
that. I only understand it as a budget item and an issue in terms 
of duplication. 

Mr. SERRANO. Well, we would appreciate it if you could get us 
more information on that. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Okay. 
Mr. SERRANO. For Women owned and minority owned businesses, 

the Small Business Act sets a government wide goal of 23 percent 
of Federal procurement contracts going to small businesses with 
specific goals for different categories of small businesses. Can you 
tell the subcommittee how the Federal Government is doing on 
meeting these contracting targets? 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you, Ranking Member Serrano. 
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We are still analyzing the data from fiscal year 2013, so I can’t 
comment on that today. But we can talk about fiscal year 2012 still 
and we had some great successes. 

We exceeded the 3 percent goal for service disabled veteran- 
owned businesses for the first time ever, and around our socially 
disadvantaged or 8a goals, which is 5 percent, we hit an 8 percent 
target in 2012. So we are excited about that and we are excited 
about the successes we had that year and we are looking forward 
to hopefully even more in the future. 

Mr. SERRANO. Well, it would help us as a Committee, and I know 
that the Chairman would agree with this, that when we begin to 
dissect what this budget will look like, and this bill will look like, 
we need to know the success stories, and again this is one that al-
ways gets looked at because it is minority and women owned busi-
nesses. So we need to know to what extent it is succeeding and to 
what extent it is exceeding our goals. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Ranking Member Serrano, I can’t comment on 
2013, but as I said we hit an 8 percent metric around socially dis-
advantaged in 8a programs in 2012. 

We have enacted women’s contracting rule to make traction in 
that area and my understanding is we have made significant 
progress. We have rolled out some outreach efforts to help that new 
rule take hold. We are currently involved in a very aggressive 
Challenge Her campaign around the country, making sure that 
women understand the benefits that are available to them under 
this new women’s contracting rule, that there are now contracts set 
aside in over 300 industries, for women to compete against women, 
so that they have a more level playing field. We are making 
progress and hopefully we can share those numbers for fiscal year 
2013 soon. 

Mr. SERRANO. Well, we appreciate that. Mr. Chairman, I would 
make a request which is a mantra with me as you know. That is 
if at some time, not necessarily for our budget but for our under-
standing, they could give us a report on how the Small Business 
Administration is dealing with the territories and what is being 
done there or not being done or what needs to be done. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. I am sure that they will take that under advise-
ment. I think that is a great idea and gives us a little focus. 

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you. Notice he didn’t say you should give 
us a report. He said he will take it under advisement. A very smart 
Chairman.

Mr. CRENSHAW. They are going to take it under advisement. 
Do you have any more questions, Mr. Yoder? 
Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I had one quick question related to veterans programs. And I 

know you have spoken about that and that is in your testimony. 
I wanted to follow up. 

You know, one of the most troubling statistics that I think both-
ers a lot of us is that 22 veterans die by suicide each day, according 
to Federal Government statistics. It is a staggering, heartbreaking 
number. It is much higher than the general population and it 
speaks to a lot of larger issues that we are working on here. 

But I wanted to maybe tie it into some of the work you are doing. 
The 2014 NDAA act established a study in which the DOD would 
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examine the ties between the veterans’ economic situation and 
homelessness and suicide. One of the key aspects, in addition to 
proper mental health treatment, to help veterans succeed and to 
keep them from being homeless or committing suicide is economic 
success.

Can you discuss some of the efforts the SBA is making to collabo-
rate with veterans groups, particularly at the Veterans’ Business 
Outreach Center, and are there sufficient resources to assist vet-
erans in the four key areas that the SBA works on, the capital, 
contracts, counseling, disaster assistance? Thank you. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you, Congressman. 
I would like to highlight Boots to Business, which is a program 

that we are requesting $7 million in funding, and it is directly tar-
geting this issue. We know that there are 250,000 veterans return-
ing each year transitioning. They all need an opportunity. That op-
portunity can take many forms. It can be going out finding a job 
or can be creating a job, and we are stepping forward to help with 
that process. 

We know that these veterans have leadership skills that we can 
help them port into success into the private enterprises. We also 
know that these veterans over index in entrepreneurship already. 

So the Boots to Business program is in partnership with the De-
partment of Defense. We go out and meet these veterans at 200 in-
stallations around the world during their transition process and we 
begin by showing them a short video on entrepreneurship. And if 
that is something they are interested in, we take them further. We 
do 2-day face-to-face training and then an 8-week training course. 
We are very excited about this, we know that it gives them con-
fidence and skills that they need to pursue entrepreneurship as an 
option.

We have also gone down the access to capital route and made our 
loans more available to them. We have a patriot pledge that we 
have asked banks to enter into to increase their lending to vet-
erans, and then we have also set the fee at zero or reduced the fees 
to veterans on our loan programs to encourage them to seek access 
to capital through our program. 

So we are very focused on assisting the veterans transitioning to 
a successful life back home. 

Mr. YODER. Well, I just wanted to highlight the efforts you are 
making there and continue to encourage you and to support any-
thing we can do to really connect these veterans as they come back 
home. We have job fairs in my district where we link up businesses 
with folks who are looking for work every so often. We have the 
first hour just for veterans. 

So we want to make sure these folks on are the front lines for 
us overseas; they ought to be first in line when it comes to getting 
a job when they come home. So I appreciate your efforts in that re-
gard.

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you, Congressman. 
Mr. YODER. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Just to follow up on that, this Boots to Business 

program. I think it was started in 2012, and I think it is important 
to highlight. 
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Can you tell us, for instance, do you know how many veterans 
have been through that program? How many you expect to go 
though it this year? How do you gauge the success of that pro-
gram? Do you try to follow through? Not only do they come through 
your program, but is there a way to keep track of how many actu-
ally go out and actually start a business? 

Talk a little bit about who goes through it, how they go through 
it, and how you follow up and measure the success of the program. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Okay. Thank you, Chairman Crenshaw. 
I know that we essentially show the video around entrepreneur-

ship to everybody. And then there is a subset you know, that take 
it further. I don’t have the details on those numbers and I don’t 
have the details on the processes around tracking outcome data, 
but we can certainly get that to you. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. I would be interested to see if we could really 
track the follow through. I think it is a tremendous program and 
we ought to emphasize it, and if we can point to success, we could 
make it grow even stronger. 

Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Anybody else have another question? 
We are joined by Mr. Diaz-Balart. I thank him for being here. 
I know that there are many different subcommittee hearings 

going on at one time, and it is hard to get everybody in the same 
room at the same time. 

But I thank the members for being here. 
Thank you very much for your service. It is pleasant every now 

and then to have some agency testify and talk about the good 
things that are going on and we appreciate the work that you do. 

So thank you very much, and this meeting is adjourned. 
Ms. MARKOWITZ. Thank you. 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 8, 2014. 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

WITNESS

DAN TANGHERLINI, ADMINISTRATOR 

Mr. CRENSHAW. This meeting will come to order. They are ex-
pecting votes around 3:00. We will proceed. I think that there are 
so many different subcommittees meetings at this time that people 
may be wandering out. I know I have been to three subcommittee 
meetings already in this hour. So let’s proceed and then we will see 
what happens. But we want to thank the Administrator 
Tangherlini. Welcome to the hearing today. 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. The General Services Administration is often re-

ferred to as the landlord of the federal government, but GSA’s mis-
sion goes beyond providing office space and managing property. 
Agencies across the federal government rely on GSA to assist in 
their procurement and acquisition needs and to deliver effective ec-
onomical technological solutions. In a time when the budgets are 
shrinking and resources are scarce, GSA’s role is all the more im-
portant and we on this committee expect you to be a leader to find 
savings and drive efficiencies in your own budget. 

Only a few years ago, Congress and the American people learned 
of the terrible abuses and excesses that took place during a time 
when the General Services Administration was flush with money 
but short on integrity. You have worked and we appreciate the re-
forms that you have attempted to implement since joining the 
agency, but we here in the committee and the American taxpayers 
need to be convinced that the culture has really changed. For that 
reason, the committee included several reporting requirements in 
the 2014 Omnibus Bill regarding training, spending, and bonuses, 
and we look forward to reviewing those reports. 

This subcommittee has pressed GSA to make better use of its ex-
isting portfolio of buildings and shrink the federal footprint 
through reduction in GSA’s inventory in leased and owned office 
space. In the last years, we have seen a reduction in staffing across 
the federal government, and so you would think that we would see 
reductions in space requirements as well. 

GSA’s 2015 request proposes something called zero Net Budget 
Authority, which would allow GSA to spend up to the level of rent 
collections that you take from agencies across the federal govern-
ment. We are a little skeptical of this approach and we want to 
talk about it. Maybe you should budget for the highest priority 
projects and not simply match the budget to the level of rent you 
are collecting because the federal government is your customer and 
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your job is to be a good steward of tax dollars. If you are collecting 
more than is needed then maybe you should charge agencies less. 

You inherited a mess and I appreciate your efforts to instill a 
culture of transparency and accountability at GSA and restore the 
public’s trust in the agency. So welcome again, and I appreciate 
your service and look forward to your testimony. I would like now 
to recognize the ranking member, Mr. Serrano. 

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like also to join 
you in welcoming the GSA administrator to this very I was going 
to say warm setting, but actually, the room is cold. 

I am going to have call GSA. 
General Services Administration provides a spectrum of services 

to the federal government. It is our government’s landlord, archi-
tect, facilities manager, procurer, and supplier. GSA’s work is in-
credibly important and I hope that today we can discuss how this 
subcommittee can best equip the agency to fulfill its mission. 

As the nation’s landlord, GSA both owns and leases property. I 
have always been concerned about excess rental properties. Over a 
period of years, it is less expensive to own property than to lease 
it. I look forward to discussing with you about the potential to in-
vest in and pursue federal property ownership as a more uniform 
policy and how your budget seeks to do that. 

Another issue of concern for me is a process by which the agency, 
the size on construction of the Federal Judiciary courthouses. This 
year’s budget request once again includes no funds for courthouse 
construction. I am sure that this is not what the Federal Judiciary 
requested, but I will be interested in understanding how you inter-
act with the Judiciary in making these decisions. I encourage a 
greater level of transparency between GSA and the Judiciary as 
well as between GSA and the Congress. 

Over the last three years, the GSA has been under increased 
scrutiny. This has resulted in organizational changes as initiated 
by Congress, specifically restructuring the agency so that adminis-
trative costs are separated from program funds. Hopefully your 
agency is getting acquainted with these changes and what results 
they are yielding. 

GSA’s a major actor in ensuring federal efficiency. This is in-
creasingly critical now post-sequester. I look forward to discussing 
the agency’s many responsibilities and how we can work together 
to accomplish the General Services Administration’s goal. I thank 
you for your service and for appearing before us today. Again, 
thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, and now I would like to recognize 
Mr. Tangherlini. If you would make your written statement part of 
the record and if you would limit your oral statement to about five 
minutes, we would appreciate it. But the floor is yours. 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. Yes, sir. Thank you, and good afternoon Chair-
man Crenshaw, Ranking Member Serrano, members of the sub-
committee, and staff. Thank you for inviting me to appear before 
you today. My name is Dan Tangherlini and I am the adminis-
trator of the U.S. General Services Administration or GSA. GSA’s 
mission is to deliver the best value in real estate, acquisition, and 
technology services to the government and the American people. 
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Before I go any further, I would like to thank the chairman and 
the ranking member and the committee and the committee staff for 
their hard work on the Fiscal Year 2014 Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, especially in the current funding environment. 

I also want to take a moment to introduce new leadership at 
GSA. Denise Turner Roth is GSA’s new deputy administrator and 
Norman Dong is GSA’s new commissioner for public buildings. 
Denise is unable to join us today, but Norman is here and is seated 
right behind me; they both are dedicated public servants and will 
help us as we continue on the path to improve the efficiency of 
GSA.

GSA’s Fiscal Year 2015 budget request seeks to build on the 
progress made in the Fiscal Year 2014 budget. While we have 
started to address years of backlog repairs, there is still significant 
work to do. We need to ensure that our buildings can support the 
work of the government in the 21st century. This budget provides 
essential funds to support our public infrastructure while also 
growing our economy, creating jobs, and saving money for the 
American taxpayer. 

Perhaps most importantly for the federal government’s real es-
tate inventory, the president’s budget requests that the rent agen-
cies pay into the Federal Buildings Fund be reinvested back into 
our publicly owned buildings. These investments will meet the ur-
gent needs of our partner federal agencies and preserve these pub-
lic assets for future generations. Every dollar GSA can spend on re-
pairs can save $4 in potential costs later. 

In order to provide much-needed investments in our nation’s pub-
lic infrastructure, GSA’s Fiscal Year 2015 budget requests include 
more than $1 billion in repair projects. These range from crucial 
life safety upgrades to full-scale modernizations. 

In addition, the budget looks to continue critical investments 
along the border by providing $420 million for three border cross-
ings: the Alexandria Bay land port of entry in New York State, the 
Calexico land port of entry in California, and the San Ysidro land 
port of entry in southern California. These facilities are vital to our 
country’s security and economy. San Ysidro is a perfect example of 
this. Every day, 50,000 vehicles and 25,000 pedestrians enter the 
United States at San Ysidro, making this the busiest border cross-
ing in the world. Using these funds, we would finally complete our 
work on this important project after 10 years. These improvements 
would ease traffic throughout the region, promote economic growth, 
and better equip the Department of Homeland Security to ensure 
our nation’s safety. 

Another national security priority in this budget is a $250 mil-
lion request to continue our consolidation of DHS at the Saint Eliz-
abeth campus. Consolidations such as this are essential to oper-
ating an efficient and effective government. Building on the 
progress from last year, GSA has again requested $100 million to 
continue our work to support our partner agency’s efforts to 
streamline their space. 

The Fiscal Year 2015 budget request also includes more than 
$240 million in much-needed funds for critical programs at GSA. 
By supporting the Office of Government-wide Policy and the Office 
of Citizen Services and Innovation, Innovative Technologies, GSA 
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will continue to provide our partner agencies in the American pub-
lic with tools and services that increase the efficiency, effectiveness, 
and transparency of the federal government. 

As I reported to the committee last year, when I came to GSA, 
we undertook a top to bottom review of the agency. Through that 
effort, we consolidated major functions of the agency to eliminate 
redundancy and improve oversight and accountability. GSA con-
tinues to consolidate and streamline key administrative service 
functions to improve efficiency and better align our own internal 
operations.

These reforms are already reducing costs. GSA has reduced the 
Working Capital Fund by $39 million or 5.6 percent. We saved 
more than $310 million through efficient spending on printing, ad-
visory services, and IT devices, including $68 million over two 
years in travel costs. We have more than 380 full time positions 
and we have reduced indirect costs by more than $130 million. 

GSA has also seen significant savings through our ongoing pro-
grams. We have helped agencies save more than $300 million 
through our Strategic Sourcing Initiative, we have cut our lease in-
ventory by 5 million square feet, and we have saved $193 million 
in avoided energy costs by improving energy efficiency. We expect 
further reductions in savings as we move forward and we will con-
tinue to keep the committee updated. 

The president’s budget provides the investment we need to help 
rebuild our nation’s public building infrastructure, ensure that fed-
eral agencies can support economic and job growth in communities 
across the country, and provide vital services to the public. I appre-
ciate all your work on the Fiscal Year 2014 Consolidated Appro-
priations Act and I want to continue our partnership to make sure 
this is not an isolated investment, but a foundation for long-term, 
sound management of our government’s infrastructure. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify before you today 
and I look forward to any questions you might have. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, thank you very much. We will start with 
questions now and we will try to observe the five-minute rule or 
the lights will go on. That will give everybody a chance to ask a 
question or two before we have our votes sometime around 3:00. 

Let me start by saying that I think between Fiscal Year 2011 
and 2013, our allocation was reduced and so we chose to reduce the 
funding for building projects so we could live within our allocation 
instead of dramatically reducing staffing for some of the other 
agencies that we oversee. As you know, in 2014 the Building Fund 
received an increase of more than $1 billion, and when you talk 
about zero Net Budget Authority, I guess that means you spend all 
the rent that you collect from the federal agencies. We understand 
you have a long list of projects, both construction and repair, that 
you think are necessary. For 2015, you are requesting even more 
funds than you received in the Omnibus so that your spending 
matches your rent collections. 

We understand you want to provide a good level of service for 
your customers, but when I looked at it, I looked at the long list 
of projects included for Fiscal Year 2015, and if I am not mistaken, 
I see that the number one priority for major repairs and alterations 
is $7 million for an IRS parking lot. So I just wonder how you 
prioritize the projects on your list. How did you determine that the 
parking lot was the highest priority? Can you talk about that? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. No, I appreciate that question because I think 
it is an incredibly important one. First, very quickly a little bit 
about the idea of this zero Net Budget Authority. Congress, when 
it set up the Federal Buildings Fund, tried to bring commercial dis-
cipline into the way we manage federal real estate, and so they re-
quired that we charge agencies the commercial equivalent of rent 
so that we actually do a market-based assessment of what the cost 
of rent is in any jurisdiction. We then received the money as a de-
posit into the Federal Buildings Fund and then that amount is ap-
propriated out for specific projects. And the idea is like any other 
real estate business, we would take that money that we collected 
in rent and we would reinvest it back in the assets. 

Now, how we determine the reinvestment, after three years of 
getting very constrained funding where the rents we were col-
lecting were not going back into the assets, we have actually ac-
crued a number of pretty serious projects. The particular project, 
the one in Chambliss, Georgia for the parking garage, which was 
a project that when we asked for the original funding I think about 
three years ago was something closer to $3 million. What has hap-
pened is it is a great example of if you do not make that initial in-
vestment when the problem first crops up, and if you get a little 
hole in your roof and you do not patch it, more of the roof begins 
to collapse in. We have gotten to the point where half of the garage 
is roped off and if we do not make this $7 million investment, we 
think we will lose the entire garage. So that is essentially the way 
we prioritize, and really in this instance, it became an issue of how 
do we maintain what is left of the asset that we have? 

That having been said, there is a long list of projects out there 
that need to be done. We have worked very closely with each of our 
regions to try to prioritize the projects and then we have our cen-
tral office folks really test and stress test the ability of the region 
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to actually get the project done, can we contract for it, can it hap-
pen quickly, and we try to apply some test of our ability to do the 
project to the priority that the components of the agency assign to 
it.

We would be happy to walk your staff through the process we 
use, the systems we use, and the way we have gone back and forth 
with the regions. We have even held some money in reserve so that 
they have to, at some level, demonstrate that they can actually de-
liver great outcomes in order to compete successfully for the funds. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Like for instance, has that parking lot been like 
that for three years? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. Yes, it has. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Is this the first time it became the number one 

priority?
Mr. TANGHERLINI. It has been in prior budget requests. I think 

it got to the top of the list, and I do not know if it was alphabetical 
or what. I would say that it is a high priority as well as all the 
other RNA projects are. It is an example of where, if we were able 
to meet the priority as it develops, we could have probably done it 
cheaper.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, another quick one. The budget requests 
$12 million to buy an IRS annex building in Austin, Texas, and you 
are paying $1 million rent for it every year. So if you pay $12 mil-
lion for it today, then that means it will take you 12 years to re-
coup your investment. So I just wonder do you look at the function 
of the building. Do you think it is important to own it as opposed 
to lease it for now? What goes into that decision to make that a 
priority?

Mr. TANGHERLINI. No, that also is an excellent point. I think 
striking the right balance between leasing and owning is incredibly 
important. I will tell you that that balance may have gotten 
skewed over the last several years. Our average length of tenancy 
on a leased building is about 27 years now growing. So if we were 
to retain our kind of locational position in that place in Austin, 
Texas, which, in working closely with IRS, we believe that there 
will be a continued ongoing need for that facility in Austin, Texas. 
It really makes sense to recognize that even a 12-year payback is 
not bad. Some of the projects we have and really in the relocation 
and consolidation activity, we have projects that pay back virtually 
instantaneously in less than two years. So we are constantly look-
ing at what is the right payback, really whether we think there is 
a continuing need for the agency to stay there, and what is our ex-
posure? What will happen to that rent when we go back if we are 
going to renew our tenancy there? 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. Mr. Serrano. 
Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Administrator, 

since GSA provides so many products and services to so many 
other agencies, you are in a unique position to talk about the ef-
fects of sequestration and the government shutdown. Can you 
speak to how both affected GSA and how it affected other agencies 
you work with from your perspective? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. I appreciate the question, Ranking Member 
Serrano. For GSA directly, the impact was in many ways indirect 
because our services are provided to other agencies and then agen-
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cies, depending on who they were or what they did and what their 
mission was, they had a different impact from things like the shut-
down. Although almost uniformly, people have had some impact of 
the across the board cuts associated with sequestration. 

We have seen two things happen as a result of it. One is that 
just in general business volumes and things like the Federal Acqui-
sition Service are reduced. Agencies are scrambling to figure out 
how they are going to close the gaps. Sometimes the choices are not 
based on outcomes; they are just made on that bottom line number. 

At the same time, we have seen then agencies really get increas-
ingly creative and emphatic about finding ways to save money; and 
so suddenly there are a lot of people who want to talk about con-
solidating space and are there better ways that they can do acquisi-
tion.

That having been said, we felt the impact in terms of the argu-
ments over the right level of funding most acutely in our Federal 
Buildings Fund where for about three years, we were not getting 
full access to the rents that we were collecting from the federal 
agencies. And so we were collecting their rent and so agencies are 
already constrained from resources. We were collecting the rent, 
but we were not making the reinvestment back in the facilities. 
And so that was not doing a lot of great stuff for my relationship 
with those agencies as we were trying to work with them and fig-
ure out how we could address their specific facility needs as well 
as help them manage through the implications of sequestration and 
the certainly the shutdowns. 

Mr. SERRANO. In dealing with their facility needs, are you still 
able to help other agencies find savings in their own budgets, 
whether that be through travel, leases, or commodities purchased 
through GSA? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. That is really what we have decided should be 
the main focus of our agency. There are a couple of services we pro-
vide directly like facilities. There are some that we provide based 
on agency choice like acquisition, technology, and fleet manage-
ment. What we think our job is is to really be the experts in admin-
istrative services and come to agencies and give them ideas about 
how they can save money either working with GSA or doing it 
themselves. As a result, we have seen agencies increasingly get in-
terested in ways that they can shrink their footprint, that they can 
reduce their lease cost. We have seen a lot of interest around re-
ducing fleets, a lot of interest in some of the work that we have 
done around travel and conference management, alternative means 
of training, and implementing of the latest technology like cloud 
computing which can save agencies money. 

So we are working every day trying to figure out how to get 
agencies to gain access to some of these best practices that will re-
duce their cost. 

Mr. SERRANO. Coming back a second to the issue which you know 
I am very much interested in, leasing versus purchasing. Are all 
federal purchased buildings yours, owned buildings, or is it The De-
partment of the Army, for instance or other people own their own 
buildings.
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Mr. TANGHERLINI. Nothing is easy in this business, right? So we 
manage about 10 percent of the federal real property. Now, we 
manage closer to 70 to 75 percent. 

Mr. SERRANO. You say you manage or you own? 
Mr. TANGHERLINI. Well, of the property we manage, it is about 

50 percent leased and 50 percent owned. 
Mr. SERRANO. I see. 
Mr. TANGHERLINI. We are responsible for about 70, 75 percent of 

the commercial real estate, the traditional office space. So we are 
a large player in office space but we are just one of many players 
in space in general because you have big players like the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Department of Interior, the Department of 
Energy with their labs, and certainly the Department of Defense 
is really the big property manager and property owner. 

Mr. SERRANO. Right. One last part of that, Mr. Chairman. Why 
the argument throughout the years, why do people like me have to 
continuously say let’s own our buildings; let’s not rent them. It is 
cheaper to own them than it is to rent them. Why do you think 
there was always a movement for renting or leasing? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. I think there is a lot to be said about the flexi-
bility that a lease offers and the ability to very quickly go into the 
market and meet the space needs of an agency. I will say though 
over time, because of the difficulty of getting the resources to-
gether, and in order to buy something or build something you need 
to get all the resources together necessary to make that invest-
ment, because of the difficulty getting all the resources together at 
the time that you wanted to buy or build it, it has become easier 
and easier for agencies frankly to get into operating leases to meet 
whatever space need they have. 

We have some interesting long-term data that shows that our 
ownership trends have been holding constant for the last 20 years 
but our leasing square footage has been going up. Now, in the last 
two or three years and I think in a large part because of the work 
of this committee and a huge focus on this issue on the part of the 
administration, we have begun to bend the cost curve if you will 
of leasing and we have reduced the amount of lease space that you 
will see in the Fiscal Year 2015 budget by about 5 million square 
feet off of a high of about 200 million square feet of leased space 
about three years ago. 

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Graves. 
Mr. GRAVES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Administrator, good 

to see you again. 
Mr. TANGHERLINI. Nice to see you. 
Mr. GRAVES. A few questions about the LEED program and such 

and I think we have had this conversation before. I would like to 
get some updates. I know there has been some changes since we 
last spoke. First, can you maybe share with us how much each year 
on average is spent by federal agencies to adhere to the lead stand-
ards? Is it a measurable amount at this point that you can put 
your finger on? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. I am going to have to get back to you with 
specifics about what that is. If it is measurable, we will figure it 
out and we can get back to you. 
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Mr. GRAVES. Is it a voluntary or is it required to abide by the 
standards?

Mr. TANGHERLINI. We have said that as part of a requirement 
that the Department of Energy has about having energy standards 
for buildings, we have just issued, as you pointed out, a rec-
ommendation to the Secretary of Energy that agencies be able to 
choose from two competing offerings of certifications. 

Mr. GRAVES. Do you see some of the agencies going to another 
to Green Globes? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. I have already heard indications that a num-
ber of agencies are looking at potentially adopting Green Globes as 
an alternative to LEED because it better matches the way they 
perform their mission. The way these certification systems work 
that some are frankly better for certain types of buildings and ef-
forts and some are better for others. 

Mr. GRAVES. It seems like with those two, and I appreciate the 
fact that you are recommending multiple applications. I think that 
is good. That is very helpful. Do you sense that LEED is the pre-
dominant program as to your recommendations? Are most agencies 
sort of pushed in that direction or is it an open platform in which 
they really can choose between alternative methods? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. We would hope it is an open platform and we 
have proposed instructions for how agencies could understand how 
they might pick one versus another and we encourage agencies to 
be very thoughtful in choosing. In terms of whether one is more 
predominant than another is, there was only really one for a good 
long time, and so there is some incumbency there. 

We have personally looked at it at GSA and given our long track 
record with LEED, we think that it makes sense for us to continue 
using for at least this period, but we want to look at the emerging 
competition within this marketplace; we think it is good. We think 
third party standards in general are good. They are useful for help-
ing people have some way of evaluating whether the investment 
they are making was actually worthwhile and whether they are 
getting the results they claim they are going to get from the invest-
ment they make. 

Mr. GRAVES. Right, and I appreciate that. And that sort of leaves 
my last question. So it is been just over five years since I guess 
the voluntary, which is now sort of a requirement I suppose with 
most of the agencies. Has there been any analysis, cost-benefit 
analysis, as to the costs they incurred to adhere to these standards 
versus maybe energy savings? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. I know that is one thing we are very inter-
ested in is looking at making sure that the investments we make 
and in the LEED certification part of the investments we make in 
making a building more sustainable is actually very small. I would 
be happy to talk to you or your staff about what that actual rel-
ative cost is. 

We are very interested in making sure that the investments we 
make actually yield meaningful life cycle cost benefits and it really 
gets back to the chairman’s point earlier. Look, if we are going to 
have access to this money, we want to make sure you are spending 
it in the most productive way possible or else maybe we should not 
collect it from the agencies to begin with. 
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Mr. GRAVES. Okay. No, that is good. I would look forward to see-
ing some of that analysis, and maybe it is just folklore, but that 
it is much more expensive to adhere to these policies when maybe 
it is new construction or renovation or upgrading. It would be fas-
cinating to see, in the event that it is more, that there is a savings 
over time that offsets that additional expense. 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. If I could add one more point to that, and this 
gets a little bit to the conversation I was having with the ranking 
member. This issue of life cycle cost is incredibly important for us; 
it is not just the initial expenditure, but what is it going to cost 
over the period of time that we occupy the asset? 

Mr. GRAVES. Great. Thank you, Administrator. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. Mr. Quigley. 
Mr. QUIGLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome. 
Mr. TANGHERLINI. Thank you. 
Mr. QUIGLEY. There have been national analysis of LEED certifi-

cation and other certifications by the private sector that show en-
ergy savings, cost savings that you are well aware of, correct? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. Yes, and in fact, in our evaluation of alter-
native certification methods, which we are required to do as part 
of the Department of Energy, it was based on the understanding 
that there was benefit to these certifications. As I said before, we 
find third party certifications to be incredibly useful in actually 
proving whether we are getting what we are paying for or not. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Sure, and we welcome whatever works best and I 
note that you talk about the fact that different certifications matter 
for different types of use for buildings and we understand that as 
well, but there is also an evolving world from when LEED certifi-
cation started. 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. Yes. 
Mr. QUIGLEY. There are other things about water savings and, 

you know, what comes off the rough and so forth in flood areas that 
really makes a difference as well. They are also cleaner buildings, 
healthier buildings, buildings that reduce the environmental foot-
print in the region as well, correct? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. That is true, and I think it is actually some 
of the evolution of the certifications that has caused some of the 
controversy over the last year or two, and I think we just need to 
be aware that this is an evolving science, it is an evolving approach 
to making sure that we are being as smart as we possibly can and 
building buildings that will be around for a long time. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. I agree. Let’s talk about buildings that should not 
be around anymore. I think your inventory is over 900,000? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. Our inventory at GSA, including leases, is 
only about 10,000, but the broader federal building inventory 
reaches your bigger number. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. 900,000. It adds up after a while. 
Mr. TANGHERLINI. Yes, it does. 
Mr. QUIGLEY. We got something from the Congressional Research 

Service that their latest estimates are about 77,000 buildings were 
identified as either not utilized or underutilized. Does that also 
comport with numbers you are familiar with? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. Those numbers come out of the Federal Real 
Property Profile. Those numbers are a couple years old at this 
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point, but the rough order of magnitude costs the federal govern-
ment there roughly, right? 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Well, bonus points for telling Mr. Chaffetz and I 
what a great bill we have on a pilot program to get rid of the ones 
that we do not need. If you want to touch on that, fine, but your 
best plan to help us drive this because it is not just the cost of not 
selling them and the money, and I do not know how much there 
would actually be there, but it is the extraordinary cost of main-
taining them and sometimes the risk involved with those buildings 
being abandoned. What is your fast track way to help us get rid 
of the buildings we do not need anymore? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. Well, we appreciate actually, as you pointed 
out, the fact that both the House and the Senate have proposed 
bills to speed disposal of underutilized or vacant property. The 
president, once again, in his Fiscal Year 2015 budget request, also 
includes a proposal. I have said that those are the three ingredi-
ents you need to get anything done in Washington: a House pro-
posal, a president’s proposal, and a Senate proposal. Hopefully this 
year will be a year where we could maybe move something forward. 

In the meantime, frankly we see it as one of our core responsibil-
ities to make sure that we are delivering the best quality asset, 
which means getting rid of assets that no longer serve the Amer-
ican people. 

I will tell you GSA has only 23 locations on that list of vacant 
or underutilized properties and in each one of those cases, I am 
working very closely with Norman in the Public Building Service 
to have a plan to dispose of those assets that are repurposed. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Not to interrupt, but do you play a role in helping 
other agencies get rid of all the other ones that we talked about 
as well? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. Well, we play a role if the agency wants us to 
play a role, and so we have been working very closely with agencies 
such as the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
NASA. We have helped NASA broker a deal with a private sector 
operator for Moffett National Airfield and we are in the final nego-
tiations with a very prominent local business partner who is going 
to actually operate that field, take it off the rolls of the books of 
NASA; NASA will no longer have to pay to operate and maintain 
it, and as an extra benefit to the federal taxpayers, the Hangar 
One, the historic, iconic Hangar One will be reclad by the operator 
of that airfield. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. What do we best on for getting rid of these? Is it 
saving money for lack of maintenance and so forth or is it the addi-
tional revenue we are going to get in actually selling these? 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. I actually think the real benefit is the long 
term benefit to the agency of not having to worry about what it is 
going to do with that asset, how they are going to maintain it, how 
they are going to fund additional resources. The other long-term 
benefit is a benefit to the national account. Returning these assets 
to productive use within the economy of the localities in which they 
occupy is an unwritten part of the benefit of this story. By auc-
tioning the West Heating Plant just over here in Georgetown, we 
have got $19 million towards reduction of the cost of federal gov-
ernment, but more importantly, there is now a private sector devel-
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oper who is going to turn that building into something employing 
hundreds of people in the process and providing tax revenue and 
benefits to the economy as a result. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. There are four votes. There is eight minutes left. 

We have three folks that have questions. So I think we can finish 
up and I am sure there are questions for the record, but let’s go 
to Mr. Amodei. 

Mr. AMODEI. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and in view of 
that, I will just abbreviate my comments. Mr. Administrator, I 
want to sensitize you to an issue that we have seen in other execu-
tive branch agencies. I want to revisit the stuff that happened in 
conferences four years ago. What I do want to revisit or do want 
to visit with your staff offline is to check to make sure that as a 
result of those things that there are not any internal administra-
tive policies within GSA that say, ‘‘Stay away from these locations,’’ 
as it is our belief, and as you said in your statement, your priority 
is continue to improve efficiency of our own operations so that we 
utilize resources in the most effective manner possible. 

All I am concerned about is to the extent when you folks go to 
have a meeting, a training, a conference, whatever somewhere that 
you are picking the place with the best value for the taxpayer and 
not being afraid of the fact that perhaps, as for instance Depart-
ment of Justice has done, says, ‘‘For God’s sake, stay away from 
New Jersey and Nevada because gambling is legal.’’ I am sure you 
are not going to say, ‘‘We want to stay away from Washington 
State or Colorado because some of their recreational smoking ac-
tivities might be dangerous,’’ or, ‘‘God forbid, stay with the coast-
line because you might drown.’’ So you get the gist. 

We will go ahead and visit with you offline just to make sure 
that there are not any, because I know there are no statutes or reg-
ulations on the requiring that, and make sure there are not any 
administrative policies doing that and I yield back. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.

Mr. TANGHERLINI. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. Mr. Yoder. 
Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thanks for coming back 

to our hearing again this year Mr. Administrator. Last year when 
we were here, we had a conversation about the same topic that Mr. 
Quigley just raised, which is a very important one, which is all of 
the property the federal government owns and how we can dispose 
of portions of it that are unneeded, unused, and are not benefiting 
taxpayers. One critical component to that is being able to know 
where all the property is. I thought you might update us on what 
the GSA has done since our hearing last year. 

My question was then, and it still is now, does the GSA have an 
ability to pinpoint every piece of property owned by the GSA and 
does the federal government have the ability to pinpoint every 
piece of property, real property owned by the federal government? 
Can we geolocate that property, can we point to it on a map very 
easily, and can we search in a way in which I could tell my con-
stituents how many golf courses the federal government owns? Can 
we answer that? Can we answer how many parking garages the 
federal government owns, how many hotels the federal government 
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owns, how many grocery stores, and what has changed over the 
last year? I know we had this dialogue. You were working on it. 
Where are we now and how can we get to a point that we need to 
be?

Mr. TANGHERLINI. No, I really appreciate you asking the question 
because I took your last set of questions last year really as a chal-
lenge to the organization and our staff to make substantial 
progress. I can tell you for GSA, we actually do have a website 
where you can go and it shows a map of the United States and you 
can click on any state and you get the congressional districts and 
it will tell you every property and it will tell you the specifics of 
the property, whether it is leased, whether it is owned, what the 
terms of the lease are, and we are working to actually make that 
much more graphically interactive and simple for people to use. 

We want to use the progress we have made at GSA, because 
those are the assets we control and, frankly, we think we are the 
best at this or among the best in the federal government. We would 
like to take the progress we have made at GSA and then export 
that across the federal government to other agency landowners. 

In the meantime, we are working very closely with OMB, and 
there has been great leadership there with Director Burwell and 
Deputy Director Cobert, to get the Federal Real Property Council 
to really push up the quality of the data it is putting in to the Fed-
eral Real Property Profile so that we can be much better about an-
swering what is the status and the nature and the quality of as-
sets.

I can tell you we are not quite there yet where there is one 
website where people can click and ask those questions, but we 
have taken a substantial step in that direction over the last year, 
particularly starting at GSA, and we want to export that progress 
to other agencies. 

Mr. YODER. Well, I was looking at your website earlier. It does 
seem like you have made some significant progress in that. We are 
going to kind of work through it and see where we can even make 
it more user friendly because the idea is to let the public and ev-
eryone in this country know what they own and be able to find it. 
That will hopefully have all of us looking to root out waste and find 
efficiencies and hopefully what you are doing here as a model that 
we can push to other parts of the federal government. 

Mr. TANGHERLINI. We agree, and we would love your ideas and 
suggestions.

Mr. YODER. Right. Thank you for your work. I appreciate it. 
Mr. TANGHERLINI. Thank you. 
Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, I think those are all the questions and we 

appreciate the work that you are doing. 
Mr. TANGHERLINI. Thank you. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. I think having a list of all the property that the 

federal government owns would be a great idea and I know you are 
working on that. 

Thank you for the work you do. I thank the members for their 
understanding. We have got about a minute and a half left to vote 
and they are four votes. So, again, this meeting will stand ad-
journed.
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