
XIPi• ‘/7-
54/fGs
LTIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

GOV ERN MEN

Storage

HEARINGS
BEFORE A

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE --
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

UNITED STATES SENATE
EIGITY-EIGHTH CONGRESS

SECOND SESSION

ON

H.R. 10723
MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1965, AND

FOR OTHER PURPOSES

Printed for the use of the Committee on Appropriations

•



I



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

HEARINGS
BEFORE A

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
UNITED STATES SENATE
EIGHTY-EIGHTH CONGRESS

SECOND SESSION

ON

H.R. 10723
MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1965, AND

FOR OTHER PURPOSES

Printed for the use of the Committee on Appropriations

El S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

:' I WASHINGTON : 1964



SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, Oklahoma, Chairman

HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, Minnesota

E. L. BARTLETT, Alaska
WILLIAM PROXMIRE, Wisconsin
Chairman HAYDEN, Arizona, Ex Officio

THOMAS J. SCOTT, Clerk

II

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, Massachusetts
MILTON R. YOUNG, North Dakota
THOMAS H. KUCHEL, California



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1965

FRIDAY, APRIL 17, 1964

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIA'TIONS

'W ashington,D.C.
The subcommittee met at 8 :30 a.m.

' 
pursuant to call, in room 1223,

New Senate Office Building, Hon. A. S. Mike Monroney, chairman,
presiding.
Present: Senators Monroney, Hayden, and Saltonstall.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

STATEMENTS OF L. QUINCY MUMFORD, LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS;
RUTHERFORD D. R,OGERS, DEPUTY LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS;
JOHN W. CRONIN, DIRECTOR, PROCESSING DEPARTMENT; ROY P.
BASLER, DIRECTOR, REFERENCE DEPARTMENT; LEWIS C.
COFFIN, LAW LIBRARIAN; ROBERT C. GOOCH, DIRECTOR, ADMIN-
ISTRATIVE DEPARTMENT; ABRAHAM L. KAMINSTEIN, REGISTER
OF COPYRIGHTS; HUGH L. ELSBREE, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE
REFERENCE SERVICE; WILLIAM J. WELSH, ASSOCIATE DIREC-
TOR, ADMINISTRATIVE DEPARTMENT; ROBERT S. BRAY, CHIEF,
DIVISION FOR THE BLIND; ROBERT D. STEVENS, COORDINATOR,
PUBLIC LAW 480 PROGRAM; AND WILLIAM W. ROSSITER, BUDGET
OFFICER

1965 BUDGET PRESENTATION

Senator MONRONEY. The Legislative Subcommittee on Appropria-
tions will be in session.
The subcommittee will consider today the appropriations requested

by the Library of Congress. The total appropriations requested by
the Library for fiscal year 1965 are in the amount of $23,959,300 and
the House of Representatives has allowed $23,419,100.
The amount allowed by the House is over the appropriations for

the current fiscal year in the amount of $2,930,300. These figures in-
clude a supplemental estimate in the amount of $211,700 for which the
House allowed $180,000.
I will insert into the record at this point several summary tables

from the justifications. You may proceed to make your presentation.
1



2 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

(The information referred to follows:)

TABLE I.-Comparative summary of appropriations and appropriation estimates

1964 appro-
priation

1965
requested

Increase or
decrease 1965
over 1964

Salaries and expenses, Library of Congress $9,726,000 $10, 790,000 $1, 064, 000
Salaries and expenses, Copyright Office 1,781, 000 1, 828, 000 47,000
Salaries and expenses, Legislative Reference Service  2,119, 000 2, 308,000 189,000
Salaries and expenses, distribution of catalog cards 1 3,253, 700 2 3, 572, 800 319,100
Books for the general collections_ 670,000 670,000  
Books for the law library  110,000 110,000  
Salaries and expenses, books for the blind_ 1,900, 000 2, 446, 000 546,000
Salaries and expenses, organizing and microfilming the papers
of the Presidents 112,800 112,800  

Preservation of American motion pictures 50,000 50,000  

Total, re ular appropriations  13,722, 500 21, 887, 600 2,165, 100
Collection and distribution of library materials (special foreign
currency prujra111) 978,000 1, 860, 000 882,000

Tots. 20,700, 500 23, 747, 600 3,047,100

Includes supplemental r€, -est of $211,700.
2 Includes budget amendment o $132,800.

TABLE IL-Summary of budgeted positions, 1963, 1964, 1965

Appropriation title 1963 total
number

1964 total
number

1965 total
number

Salaries and expenses, Library of Congress 1,253 1,276 1,363
Salaries and expenses, Copyright Office 247 252 252
Salaries and expenses, Legislative Reference Service 215 220 228
Salaries and expenses, distribution of catalog cards 319 1 372 2 393
Salaries and expenses, books for the blind 31 33 36
Salaries and expenses, organizing and microfilming the papers

of the Presidents 19 15 15
Preservation of American motion pictures 1 1 1
Salaries and expenses, revision of Annotated Constitution 2  
Collection and distribution of library materials (special foreign
currency program):
U.S. personneL 4 9 12
Native personnel 59 94 129

Total 2,150 2,272 2,429

1 Includes 41 positions requested in supplemental.
2 Includes 15 positions requested in budget amendment.

NOTE.-The total number in each instance includes the full-tinie equivalent of part-time positions.
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4 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

JUSTIFICATION FOR POSITIONS

Senator MONRONEY. I will insert in the record at this point a sum-
mary of the budgeted positions from 1963 through 1965, the House al-
lowance for 1965 and the employment in each category as of March 29,
1964.
(The information referred to follows:)

Summary of budgeted positions 1963, 1964, 1965, House allowance 1965, and
employment Mar. 29, 1964

Appropriation 1963 1964 1965
Increase,
1965 over

1964

House
allow-
ance

Employ-
ment as
of Mar.
29, 1964

Salaries and expenses, Library of Congress_ 1,253 1,276 1,363 87 85 1,261
Salaries and expenses. Copyright Office__ 247 252 252  248
Salaries and expenses, Legislative Refer-
ence Service 215 220 228 8 8 224

Salaries and expenses, distribution of cata-
log cards 319 1 372 2 393 3 62 62 335

Salaries and expenses, books for the blind_ 31 33 36 3 3 35
Salaries and expenses, organizing and
microfilming the Papers of the Presi-
dents_ 19 15 15  13

Preservation of motion pictures 1 1 1  2
Collection and distribution of library
materials (special foreign currency pro-
gram):

U.S. personnel 4 9 12 3 1 8
Native personnel 59 94 129 35 7 80

Salaries and expenses, revision of an-
notated Constitution 2  

Total 2,150 2, 272 2,429 198 166 2,208

1 Includes 41 positions requested in supplemental.
I Includes 15 positions requested in budget amendment.
Original 1964 budgeted positions for distribution of catalog cards was 331, increased by supplemental

request of 41 and 21 positions requested in 1965 over and above supplemental request, or a total of 62 positions
increase.

GENERAL JUSTIFICATION

Senator MONRONEY. Without objection, I will insert in the record
pages 90 through 93 in connection with this appropriation.
(The information referred to follows:)
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Salaries and expenses, Legislative Reference Service

1964 regular bill  $2, 119, 000

1965 estimate  2, 308, 000

Net increase  189, 000

ANALYSIS OF INCREASES AND DECREASES

Decreases:
1. Regular pay in excess of 52-week base  7, 527

1964 required the appropriation of funds for 1 addi-
tional day than is normally necessary or a total of 262
days. 1965 will require only 261 days.

Increases:
2. Ingrade increases and other anticipated increases in salary

costs 
Of this amount approximately 75 percent is for ingrade

increases and 25 percent for reallocations.
3. Annualization of pay raise costs 

The 1964 appropriation provided funds to finance the
1964 pay increase required by Public Law 87-793 for
approximately 1/2 year. Funds are requested to provide
for this same pay increase on a full-year basis as follows:

Salaries  $37, 745
Personnel benefits  2, 579

Total    40, 324
4. Annualization of positions new in 1964 

The 1964 appropriation provided $20,000 for 5 positions
for part of the fiscal year. In order to maintain these
positions for a full-year it is necessary to request the
balance of funds as follows:

Salaries  $7, 712
Personnel benefits  573

Total  8, 285
5. New positions requested (8) 

To provide adequate staff for the growing congressional
need for assistance in the general area of science and
technology and their relationship to public policy.

37,186

40, 324

8, 285

110, 950

1 GS-17: 2 GS-15; 1 GS-14; 2 GS-13;
1 GS-12 and 1 GS-9 $103, 479

Contribution to retirement 6, 726
Group life insurance 345
Contribution to health benefits 400

Total 110, 950

nAml increases 196,745

Net increases 189,218
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The total number of inquiries answered in the year ending June 30, 1963, was
105,152 an increase of 6 percent over the number answered in fiscal year 1962.
The percentage increase was virtually the same for inquiries requiring substan-
tial research as for simpler reference inquiries.

Fiscal year
Total con-
gressional
inquu ies

Budgeted
positions

Inquiries
per position

1956 59,425 158 3761957 60,443 158 3831958 67,843 163 4161959 76,857 171 449
1960 81,000 180 4501961 84, 195 1 208 4051962 99, 430 1 208 478
1963 105, 152 1 215 4891964 (estimate)  2 100,000 1 220 4551965 (estimate) 105,000 1 228 461

1 Includes temporary positions equivalent to 5 full-time positions.
2 Figures subsequent to 1963 not strictly comparable with those of prior years.

STATEMENT OF THE LIBRARIAN
Senator MONRONEY. We have first as our witness the distinguished

Librarian of Congress, Mr. Mumford, and you may proceed in your
own way, Mr. Mumford.
Mr. MUMFORD. Mr. Chairman and other members of the committee,

I have a brief summary statement I would like to present first. I
would like to say I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you
to summarize briefly the Library's estimates for 1965, and to explain
in such detail as you may wish, the specific increases requested.

TOTAL REQupsT
The total of the requests under all appropriation heads amounts to

$23,747,600 inclusive of an amendment in the amount of $132,800 con-
tained in House Document 284. This is an increase of $3,047,100 over
1964, inclusive of a supplemental in the amount of $211,700 also con-
tained in House Document 284.

ANALYSIS OF INCREASES
I should like to analyze this increase by breaking it down into six

general categories as follows:
1. Nineteen percent of the total increase requested is accounted for

by those increases necessary merely to maintain the current level of
operations, such as in-grade increases, reallocations, and annualization
of positions authorized for part of the fiscal year 1964.

2. Twenty-nine percent of the total increase requested is accounted
for by the increases for the special foreign currency program involving
mainly outlays of soft currency.

3. Eight percent of the total increase requested is accounted for by
increases relating to a self-supporting business operation which brings
in more revenue than it costs.

4. Nine percent of the total increase requested relates to projects
now financed by another Federal agency or by a foundation and there-
fore entails no increases in the level of operations of the Library.

5. Eighteen percent of the total increase requested is for books for
the blind, a most worthy nationwide program, but, nevertheless, a pro-
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gram of a special nature, not closely related to the central operations
of the Library.
Senator MONRONEY. Was the Library requested to undertake that

program?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes. This was done back in about the middle 1930's;

1931 I am told—the Pratt-Smoot Act.
6. The remaining 17 percent of the total increase requested repre-

sents a variety of needs relating mainly to basic workload require-
ments, such as those necessary to meet a critical cataloging arrearage.
Taking up next the requests under each appropriation head, I will

merely highlight the principal items included in the increases re-
quested.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Under our main appropriation, salaries and expenses, Library of
Congress, I am requesting 37 cataloging positions which were a part
of the 1964 request for 57 positions. The Senate and the House agreed
last year on the need for a gradual approach to the solution of the
catalog arrearage problem and gave us 20 positions, deferring con-
sideration of the remaining 37 positions until this year.

INDEX FOR RUSSIAN ACCESSIONS

I also repeat the request made in 1964 for a direct appropriation to
finance the Monthly Index of Russian Accessions which, on the basis
of the House and Senate Appropriations Committee instructions, con-
tinues to be financed this year by the National Science Foundation.
This is an extremely useful publication to both scientists and nonscien-
tists and should be continued with congressional support. The project
involves some 38 positions.

PERSONNEL FOR INFORMATION SYSTEMS OFFICE

Of the remaining 12 positions requested under this appropriation I
select the 3 for the Information Systems Office for special mention be-
cause of its peculiar significance to the long-range plans of the Library.
This request is strongly supported by a recent report of a survey

team, appointed by me but financed by a foundation grant, which
states that "Automation of major operations within the Library was
shown to be both desirable and feasible."

STORAGE AND WORK SPACE

The most important of the nonsalary items requested for 1965 is an
item of $19,370 needed to maintain storage space in the Federal ware-
house at Bengies, near Baltimore, Md. The use of that warehouse
would allow us to transfer materials from the fourth floor of the Li-
brary Annex and thereby make space available to up to 140 staff mem-
bers.
This move and the quarters at the Naval Weapons Plant will enable

us to provide space for the additional catalogers and other staff being
requested, but it should be emphasized that these adjustments are
not a solution to our long-range space problem.
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Turning next to the Legislative Reference Service, it is of the great-
est importance to our service to Congress that we set up a unit ade-
quately staffed to meet the increasing needs of Congress for informa-
tion on science and technology. For this we are requesting eight new
positions.

SUPPLEMENTAL FOR DISTRIBUTION OF CATALOG CARDS

Under the self-supporting appropriation for "Distribution of cata-
log cards" we were obliged by unanticipated increases in business to
submit an amendment to the 1965 estimates and a supplemental re-
quest for 1964.

NEW POSITIONS IN REQUESTED FUNDS

On the assumption that the supplemental will be granted, the esti-
mates now provide for an increase of $319,100 which would give us
62 new positions, of which 41 would be hired this year, and increased
amounts for card printing and necessary publications.
In connection with the supplemental request in the amount of $211,-

700, if action cannot be taken before the close of the fiscal year, this
amount should be added to the 1965 request.

BOOKS FOR THE BLIND

Under the "Books for the blind" appropriation I am requesting
increases totaling $546,000. Over 90 percent of this amount is re-
quired directly to meet the great demands from an increasing num-
ber of blind readers for reading materials in both braille and talking
book form.

FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAM

Finally I come to the amount of $882,000 requested for the emi-
nently successful special foreign currency program. Ninety-three
percent of this amount is for soft currencies surplus to the general
needs of the United States and which, as stated in the report of your
committee on the 1964 appropriations, involves—
bookkeeping transactions and no actual disbursement is made by the Treasury.

The remaining 7 percent is for a very essential hard dollar support.
The basic purposes of the increases requested are to set up programs
in Poland and Yugoslavia, to annualize programs begun or expected
to begin in Burma, Indonesia, and Israel this year, and to continue
the programs initiated in 1962 with some slight increases in India,
Pakistan, and the United Arab Republic.
Mr. Chairman, this is only a brief summary of what is contained

in the 1965 estimates and I shall, of course, be glad to elaborate as you
wish.
Senator MONRONEY. Thank you, very much Mr. Mumford, for your

statement.
RESTORATION REQUESTS

I have received a letter from Dr. Mumford in which he comments on
the House-passed bill, which I will include in the record at this point.
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( The letter referred to follows:)
THE LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS,
Washington, D.C., April 13, 1964.

Hon. A. S. MONRONEY,
Chairman of the Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, Senate Committee

on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONRONEY: The bill (H.R. 10723) making appropriations for
the legislative branch for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, as reported (Rept.
No. 1307) by the Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives
and as passed by the House on April 10, carried appropriations for the Library
of Congress totaling $23,419,100. This is $2,930,300 over the appropriations for
fiscal year 1.964 and $540,200 less than the budget estimates as amended by
House Document 284.
The decreases consist mainly of (1) the amount of $168,000 to finance the

Monthly Index of Russian Accessions, to be derived by transfers from the
National Science Foundation and therefore constitutes no actual reduction in
our program; (2) $31,700 in the supplemental request for distribution of catalog
cards, in view of the time factor; and (3) $318,500 in the special foreign currency
program for the proposed extension of the program to Poland and Yugoslavia.
In regard to the last-mentioned item, the report of the House committee stated:
"For the time being at least, the committee prefers to keep the operation within
current limits."
The Library is very pleased with the increases granted by the House of Repre-

sentatives and hopes that the Senate will concur.
Since these decreases do not involve any significant impairment in programs

proposed by the Library except for those relating to the special foreign currency
programs in Poland and Yugoslavia, I shall limit my observations to the special
foreign currency program.

There is a great interest on the part of the major research libraries through-
out the country, as well as scholars and researchers using the Library of Con-
gress, in materials from Poland and Yugoslavia, and extension of the special
foreign currency program into Poland and Yugoslavia would be highly desirable.
Consequently, if the Senate should concur with the House action, we hope that it
would be without prejudice to a future resubmission of the proposal because of
its importance.

Sincerely yours,
L. QUINCY MUMFORD, Librarian of Congress.

AMOUNT FOR SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Senator MONRONEY. The main appropriation item for the Library
is "Salaries and expenses" for which you are requesting an appropria-
tion of $10,790,000, an increase of $1,064,000 over the current year
appropriation.
The House has allowed $1,626,000 which is $900,000 over the current

year appropriation. The amount you have requested is a large sum
and this appropriation seems to be increasing at a great rate.

REASONS FOR LARGE INCREASE

Your request for 1965 is more than double the appropriation you
received for a year as late as 1957. I can understand such great In-
creases in some of our space and missile programs, but why is this true
in a Library appropriation? Please go through this item and explain
in detail to the committee these increases. Pages 4 through 15 will
be included in the record.
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(The information referred to follows:)

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Object classification

[In thousands of dollars]

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

11 Personnel compensation:
Permanent positions 
Positions other than permanent 
Other personnel compensation 

Total personnel compensation 
12 Personnel benefits 
21 Travel and transportation of persons 
22 Transportation of things 
23 Rent, communications, and utilities 
24 Printing and reproduction 
25 Other services 

Services of other agencies 
26 Supplies and material 
31 Equipment 

Total, Library of Congress 

ALLOCATION TO GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

25 Other services 

Total obligations 

1963 actual 1964 estimate 1965 estimate

7,302 7,928 8, 852
128 143 143
132 113 81

7,562 8,184 9,076
546 598 668
6 6 6
2 2 2

135 274 306
597 577 632
18 8 8
3 17 17
63 60 70

4

8, 932 9, 726 10, 790

950  

9,882 9,726 10,790

Personnel summary

1963 actual 1964 estimate 1965 estimate

Total number of permanent positions 1,211 1,234 1,321
Full-time equivalent of other positions 42 42 42
Average number of all employees 1,176 1,213 1,306
Employees in permanent positions, end of year 1,191 1,228 1,320
Employees in other positions, end of year 147 147 147
Average GS grade 6.7 6.9 7.0
Average GS salary $6,505 $6,872 $6, 938

Program and financing

[In thousands of dollars]

Program by activities:
1. Acquisition of library materials 
2. Organization of the collections 
3. Reader and reference services 
4. Maintenance and protective services 
5. Executive direction and general administrative services_

Total obligations 
Financing: Unobligated balance lapsing 

New obligational authority (appropriation) 

1963 actual 1964 estimate 1965 estimate

598 608 626
2,618 2,915 3,581
3,584 3,861 4,083
1,093 1,102 1,138
1,989 1,240 1,362

9, 852 9, 726 10, 790
260  

10,141 9,726 10,790
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1964 regular bill $9,726,000
1965 estimate 10,790,000

Net increase 1,064,000

ANALYSIS OF INCREASES AND DECREASES

Decreases:
1. Regular pay in excess of 52-week base  —31, 298

1964 required the appropriation of funds for 1 addi-
tional day than is normally necessary, or a total of
262 days-1965 will require only 261 days.

Increases:
2. Ingrade increases, wage board increases, and reallocations__ 139,547

For projected increase in salary level for 1965 over
1964 as follows:

Ingrade increases $71,047
Reallocations 56,000
Wage board increases 12,450

Total  139,547
It is estimated that approximately 50 percent of the

total request is for within-grade increases; 40 percent
for reallocations and 10 percent for wage board in-
creases. To absorb this amount would mean that the
equivalent of approximately 20 positions could not be
filled.

3. Annualization of pay raise costs 
The 1964 appropriation provided funds to finance the

1964 pay increase required by Public Law 87-793 for
approximately year. Funds are requested to provide
for this same pay increase on a full-year basis as
follows:

Salaries  $158, 215
Personnel benefits  10, 811

Total  169, 026
4. Annualization of catalogers positions 

The 1964 appropriation provided $100,000 to employ
20 cataloging positions which were to be hired on a
"staggered" basis. In order to maintain these positions
for a full-year it is necessary to request the balance of
funds as follows:

Cost of 20 cataloger positions for full
year  $131, 993

Personal benefits  10,020

Total  142, 013
Allowed for 1964  100, 000

Additional required for 1965  42, 013
5. Accident compensation 

To reimburse the Department of Labor, Bureau of
Employees' Compensation for benefits and other pay-
ments charged to the Library of Congress for fiscal year
1963 in accordance with sec. 209, Public Law 86-767
approved Sept. 13, 1960.

169, 026

42, 013

11,970
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6. Replacement of car 
In accordance with General Services Administration

standards and Bureau of the Budget instructions re-
quest is made to replace the Library's car with a
medium sedan. The car to be replaced is 7 years old.

7. Binding at the Government Printing Office 
Women bookbinders were granted an 8-cent-per-hour

pay increase in May 1963 and men bookbinders were
granted a 13-cent-per-hour pay increase in September
1963. The Government Printing Office estimates that
these raises will result in an annual increase of ap-
proximately $4,000 in increased binding costs to the
Library.

8. Local telephone service 
This request is necessitated by—
( a) The addition of equipment for direct-in-dial-

ing at an annual cost of $4,000.
( b ) The increase in staff and the use of newer

and improved services has increased the
annual cost by $8,800.

9. Rental of space (commercial) 
The 1965 estimates for the Architect of the Capitol

includes a request to renovate approximately 33,000
square feet of floor space on the 4th floor of the Library
Annex. This space, which will accommodate about 140
employees, is presently used for storage of publications,
files, and materials used in the Library's exchange pro-
gram, processing arrearages, and other purposes. It
has been necessary to find other storage space for these
materials and such space has been found by General
Services Administration at Bengies, Md., a few miles
northeast of Baltimore. The annual operation and
maintenance cost of $0.58 per square foot for 39,780
square feet of single floor fireproof storage space will
cost annually $23,100. However, this is offset by
$3,730 in funds not needed for staffing and maintaining
space at the Naval Weapons Plant, thereby reducing the
commercial space request to $19,370.

10. Printing and reproduction 
This increase is for the following: 1st, $35,000 is

needed to provide sufficient funds for the Library's com-
mercial binding contracts. The 1962 "class A" binding
contract was awarded at $1.74 per volume while the
1963 contract was at $2.85 per volume. The "economy"
binding contract in 1962 was awarded at $1.30 per
volume (successful bidder later defaulted) and in
1963 the contract was $2.50 per volume. An increase
of $35,000 is required to restore the commercial bind-
ing program to the 1962 level.
2d, $10,000 is requested to increase the funds avail-

able for the general publications of the Library from
$41,500 to $51,500. The increase is necessary to meet
the public interest in the Library as well as the expand-
ing concern of the Library with new geographic and
subject areas.
3d, the use of printed forms, especially the Inter-

leaved carbon type which has increased productivity
and efficiency, and the conversion from cash to check
payroll, has increased considerably. Also, wage board
employees, pressmen, bookbinders, printers, and super-
visors, of the Government Printing Office received wage
increases in May and August which result in higher
costs to the Library—$6,000 increase is requested for
printed forms for these reasons.

$4, 000

4, 000

12,800

19,370

51, 000
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11. Supplies and materials 
There has been no increase in funds for housekeeping

supplies since 1954. Conversion of space in the base-
ment areas and other areas of the Library has added
several thousand square feet of floor area for the use of
personnel. This, along with increased staff since 1954,
has caused a considerable increase in consumption of
housekeeping supplies. An increase of $5,000 is re-
quested. Also, funds are needed to provide adequate
quantities and varieties of office supplies and stationery.
The use of photocopying machines, increases in office
machines, and the recent acquisition of the 1401 com-
puter system have required an increase in the use of
office supplies for which an additional $5,000 is
requested.

12. New positions requested (87) 
Processing Department (75).—To provide for direct

financing of the preparation and publication of the
monthly index of Russian Accessions, a project cur-
xently financed by National Science Foundation funds:

1 GS-12; 5 GS-11; 2 GS-9; 2 GS-7;
1 GS-6; 11 GS-5; 3 GS-4; 12 GS-3;
and 1 GS-2 (38) $219,380

Contribution to retirement 14,260
Group life insurance 724
Contribution to health benefits 2,123

Total 236,487

To process current receipts fully and to
reduce existing arrearages in the Descriptive
Cataloging Division:

7 GS-11; 17 GS-9; and 1 GS-5 ( 25)  183,179
Contribution to retirement 11,907
Group life insurance 604
Contribution to health benefits 1,396

Total 197,086

To clear present subject cataloging arrear-
age and keep pace with increased descriptive
cataloging production. This increase is
predicated on the approval of the request for
positions in descriptive Cataloging Division:

6 GS-11 and 6 GS-5 (12) 78,750
Contribution to retirement 5,119
Group life insurance 260
Contribution to health benefits 670

Total 84,799

Total, Processing Department 518,372

Reference Department (7).—To continue
the acquisitions, reference, and bibliographic
activities relating to the African countries
currently financed by a Foundation grant:

1 GS-12; 1 GS-11 and 1 GS-9 25,438
Contribution to retirement 1,653
Group life insurance 84
Contribution to health benefits 168

Total 27,343

$10, 000

631, 344
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To meet the increased workload in provid-
ing reference services in fields of science and
technology:

1965

2 GS-11 and 1 GS-9  $23,878
Contribution to retirement 1,552
Group life insurance 79
Contribution to health benefits 168

Total 25,677

To provide direction and coordination of
the processing and curatorial activities of
the Prints and Photographs Division.

1 GS-12 
Contribution to retirement 
Group life insurance 
Contribution to health benefits 

9,984
649
33
55

Total 10, 721

Total reference Department 63, 741

Law Library (2).—To provide acquisition
and legal and reference service to the Near
Eastern and North African Law Division:

1 GS-11 8, 424
Contribution to retirement 547
Group life insurance 28
Contribution to health benefits 72

Total 9, 071

To provide assistance in reducing arrear-
ages in filing of looseleaf inserts and supervi-
sion of reference services thereon in the
American and British Law Reading Room.

1 GS-5 4,701
Contribution to retirement 306
Group life insurance 15
Contribution to health benefits 40

Total 5, 062

Total, Law Library 14, 133

Office of the Librarian (3) .—To provide ad-
ditional staff for the Information Systems
Office in connection with the development of
an automated library system:

1 GS-15; 1 GS-12, and 1 GS-9 32, 697
Contribution to retirement 2, 125
Group life insurance 108
Contribution to health benefits 168

Total, Office of the Librarian 35, 098

Total increases +$1,095,070

Net increase +1, 063,772
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LIBRARY OF CONGRESS-APPENDIX, 1965 JUSTIFICATION

FUNDS AVAILABLE TO THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, ALL SOURCES

We present the following summary showing funds available to the Library
from all sources, followed by detailed schedules covering funds other than those
appropriated directly to the Library.

Total funds available, all sources

Source 1963 actual 1964 estimate 1965 estimate

Annual appropriations to the Library of Congress $19, 905,340 1 $20,700, 500 2 $23, 747, 600
Annual appropriations for Library buildings to Architect of
the Capitol (see schedule 1) 1, 069, 500 3, 581, 200 2, 625, 400

Gift and trust funds (see schedule 2) 1, 623, 055 1, 752, 337 1, 656, 737
Reimbursement for services performed (see schedule 3) 41, 252 15,314  
Working fund advances and allocations (see schedule 4) 6, 053, 414 6, 618, 339 6, 886, 723

Total 28,692,561 32,667,690 34,916,460

1 Includes $211,700 supplemental request for distribution of catalog cards.
2 Includes $132,800 budget amendment for distribution of catalog cards.

SCHEDULE 1.-Annual appropriations for Library buildings to Architect of the
Capitol

1963 actual 1964 estimate 1965 estimate

Structural and mechanical care $844, 500 $3, 401,200 $2, 396,000
Furniture and furnishings 225,000 180, 000 229,400

Total 1,069, 500 3, 581, 200 2, 625,400

SCHEDULE 2.-Gift and trust funds

1963 actual 1964 estimate 1965 estimate

Gift fund $507, 131 $630, 600 $525, 000
Income from investments 18,925 17, 025 17, 025
Interest on bequest of Gertrude M. Hubbard 800 800 800
Interest on permanent loan 178, 629 178, 912 178,912
Service fees 917, 570 925,000 935,000

Total 1, 623, 055 1, 752, 337 1, 656, 737

SCHEDULE 3.-Reimbursements for services performed

1963 actual 1964 estimate 1965 estimate

For reimbursements to "Salaries and expenses, Library of
Congress," U.S. Information Agency $3, 676  

For reimbursement to "Salaries and expenses, Copyright
Office," Department of Commerce 4,091  

For reimbursement to Legislative Reference Service:
House Committee on Appropriations $8, 196  
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 7,337  
House Committee on the Judiciary 5,000 421  
House Committee on Science and Astronautics 2, 170  
Senate Committee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences__ 16,631 4,237  
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 290  
Senate Committee on Commerce 4,517  

Total 41,252 15,314  

31-836---64--2
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EXPLANATORY NOTES
Annual appropriations to the Library of Congress
These are described in the estimates and the justification of the estimates.

Annual appropriations to the Architect of the Capitol
The two items under this category are appropriated to the Architect of theCapitol in accordance with 2 U.S.C. 141. However, the requests for funds andactions on the use of such funds are normally initiated by the Library.

Gift and trust funds
Funds from non-Federal sources are available to the Library in accordancewith 2 U.S.C. 154-162 and 31 U.S.C. 725s. Further details on the use made ofsuch funds may be found on pages 899-900 of the appendix to the Budget ofthe United States, fiscal year 1965. While contributions to the gift and trustfunds enable the Library to augment its services, the administration of thesefunds and of the programs and projects financed thereby is a charge to theannual appropriations.

Reimbursements for services performed
These are generally for details of personnel and, with minor exceptions, forwork done by the Legislative Reference Service staff. Reimbursement is inaccordance with 31 U.S.C. 686. The bulk of the work performed under reim-bursable arrangements is for committees of Congress or for congressional com-missions. In all instances, work is undertaken at the specific request of thereimbursing agency. In the case of work for committees of Congress, no charge

is added for administration of these reimbursable details.
Working fund advances and allocations
During 1964 about 90 percent of the funds received will be from agencies in

the National Defense Establishment, and the remaining 10 percent will, for
the most part, be defense-related projects. Projects financed by working funds
and allocations require extensive use of the Library's collections or depend upon
specialized library skills generally available only at the Library of Congress.
These are the basic reasons for operation by the Library rather than by the
parent agency.
However, these projects and programs are not of the type which come within

the scope of the Library's normal operations and they would not be included
in the functions for which a direct appropriation would be requested. They are
appropriately operated under working fund arrangements in accordance with
31 U.S.C. 686.
In the case of working fund projects, the Library, by imposing a surcharge,

over and above direct cost, has compensated for the administrative and other
burdens of the projects. This surcharge, which has generally been 10 percent
through fiscal year 1964 to be increased to 15 percent beginning with fiscal year
1965, has amounted to between $530,000 and $600,000 per annum and has pro-
vided for the employment of 100 to 110 persons.

REQUEST FOR BASIC SUPPORT

Mr. MIIMFORD. Mr. Chairman, this is the appropriation that sup-
ports the basic functions of the Library, those of acquiring materi-
als, cataloging and classifying them, and providing service on them.
It includes the Processing Department, the Reference Department,

the Law Library, and the Administrative Department. As the Li-
brary's collections grow larger, it is inescapable, I think, that more
money would be required for this operation.
As I have stressed with this committee before, Mr. Chairman, it is

inevitable that a large research Library must grow if it is to stay
abreast of the times to fulfill its mission in its service to the Con-
gress, to the Government, and to the scholarly world.
I shall be glad to indicate some breakdown of that $900,000.
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Senator MONRONEY. I think that would be helpful. Undoubtedly
some of that is a portion of the pay increase and I believe in your
statement you said a portion of it is due to ingrade promotions.

PAY INCREASES, PROMOTIONS, AND REALLOCATIONS

Mr. MUMFORD. Ingrade increases, and reallocations, and annualiza-
tion of the pay increases.

Senator MONRONEY. I think it would be helpful if you can spot-
light those.
Mr. MUMFORD. On page 4 of the green sheet, sir, is a breakdown on

that, and on page 5 of the percentages, of the amount for ingrade
increases, for reallocations, for wage board increases, and also the
amount for annualization of the pay raise cost.
Senator MONRONEY. The ingrade increases, wage board increases,

and reallocations total the $139,547.
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir; as indicated here, it is estimated that ap-

proximately 50 percent of the total of this particular request is for
within-grade increases; 40 percent for reallocations; and 10 percent
for wage board increases.
The annualization of the pay raise costs amounts to $169,026. Then

we come to the annualization of the 20 cataloging positions which were
authorized in 1964 and that amounts to $42,013.

EFFECT ON OPERATIONAL LATE APPROPRIATIONS

Senator MONRONEY. You were given money enough only for the
lalf year, was it not, because the appropriation was passed so late?
Mr. RUMFORD. Partially. We were given $100,000 and permitted to

employ up to 20 catalogers. Then for the next fiscal year we are ask-
ing for the additional 37 catalogers that were included in our request
list year and, as I indicated in the preliminary statement, both the
Rouse committee and the Senate committee indicated that we should
make a gradual approach on this, I think recognizing that we might
have some difficulty in recruiting and that we wouldn't be able to re-
cruit the entire 57 at one time.

CATALOGING ARREARAGE

These are badly needed to deal with this cataloging arrearage that
we pointed out last year and which I referred to a few minutes ago.
Senator MONRONEY. This section is self-sustaining and, in fact,

makes a small profit, does it not?
Mr. RUMFORD. No,sir; these are the positions which do the catalog-

ing. It is the card distribution services which are self-supporting.
Senator MONRONEY. But this is an essential function for the distri-

bution of the cards.
Mr. RUMFORD. Yes, sir; we have to catalog material in order to use

it. We would have a chaotic condition if we just received the ma-
terial and did not catalog, classify it, and organize it in an orderly way.

PERSONNEL FOR INDEX OF RUSSIAN ACCESSIONS

The 38 positions for the Monthly Index of Russian Accessions that
we are requesting, and the House has allowed one-third of that to be
financed by the Library of Congress---



20 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

Senator MONRONEY. What page is that on?
Mr. MUMFORD. Page 11. During the hearing before the House com-

mittee we pointed out that approximately two-thirds of the entries in
this Monthly Index of Russian Accessions related to science and tech-
nology and approximately one-third to other subjects. That is the
rationale, I think, for allowing one-third of it to be financed directly
by the Library of Congress and requiring the other two-thirds to be
financed by the National Science Foundation.

Senator MONRONEY. Are new positions required?
Mr. MITMFORD. Yes; under this appropriation, the "Library of Con-

gress, salaries and expenses." Shall I move on, Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONRONEY. Wait just a moment. Item 12 on page 11 is the

total?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir. That is the total for this entire appropria-

tion, which is the main central appropriation for the basic functions
of the Library.
Senator MONRONEY. And the Monthly Index of Russian Acces-

sions entails how many new personnel?

SUGGESTED METHOD OF FINANCING

Mr. MUMFORD. A total of 38. Of these the House committee has
suggested that one-third be financed by the Library of Congress and
the other two-thirds by the National Science Foundation.
Senator MONRONEY. Since the material produced and used is, I be-

lieve you said, two-thirds of a scientific nature and used more or
less evidently by our scientists; is that form of financing satisfactory
to the Library?
Mr. MUMFORD. Well, first of all, Mr. Chairman, we feel that this

is a most important reference tool and should be continued. We real-
ize however, that the publication should be issued whether the National
Science Foundation supports it or not. It is a matter of the will of the
Congress and the committees as to how this is to be done, but we would
like to emphasize the importance of the publication, that it should be
continued with congressional support.

1964 SENATE REPORT

Senator MONRONEY. In the Senate report last year it was generally
accepted that additional cataloging employees would be forthcoming
after you had the 20, was it not?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir. I think we accepted the report of the

Senate committee as a willingness to consider this year the balance
of the catalogers we were asking for last year.

NEW CATALOGERS To MARE WORK CURRENT

Senator MONRONEY. If you are able to hire the full number of 3'T
catalogers will you then be able to keep abreast?
Mr. MUMFORD. We will first of all be able to stay abreast of the

material that is coming in currently, and we are losing ground every
day. At the same time it will allow us gradually to work off the
arrearage that has accumulated.
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Senator MONRONEY. Senator Hayden, do you have any questions at
this point?
Senator HAYDEN. No, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Senator Saltonstall ?

HOUSE CUT IN POLISH-YUGOSLAV PROGRAM

Senator SALTONSTALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Mumford,
the House cut you back $540,200. How much of that do you request
as restoration, or do you accept the House figure, unless we wanted to
give you some more voluntarily.
Mr. MUMFORD. The larger part of that, Senator, consisted of the

elimination of funds for initiating the Public Law 480 program in.
Yugoslavia and Poland. As you know, we have been operating pro-
grams in India, Pakistan, and the United Arab Republic, and last
year you authorized us to begin in Burma, Indonesia, and Israel.
I can stress very strongly the importance of publications from

Yugoslavia and Poland, and the reference and research libraries
around the country feel very strongly about the importance of this.
While we are not technically appealing the action of the House

committee, I do want to emphasize the importance and the desirability
of initiating the program in those countries.
Senator SALTONSTALL. From the point of view of our getting the

information that we want from those countries behind the Iron Cur-
tain, unless we include Poland and Yugoslavia we are missing part of
our objective.
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir; we are. As you know, we get a very large

amount of material from Russia, but we are not getting comprehensive
coverage. Of course we can't have any of these funds in Russia. I
think we could do a better job for the Library of Congress and for
the other research libraries if we were able to carry on this kind of
program in Yugoslavia and Poland.

FUNDS FOR NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Senator SALTONSTALL. That accounts for $318,500 in the $540,200.
How do you feel about the other figures?
Mr. MUMFORD. I should point out that $150,000 of the remaining

reduction is offset by the requirement that the National Science Foun-
dation finance two-thirds of the Monthly Index of Russian Acces-
sions.
This is no reduction in our program. It is just a question of re-

quiring the money to come from the National Science Foundation
rather than directly to us.
Senator SALTONSTALL. I don't quite understand then, Mr. Chairman.

Does that mean that you would ask the restoration of that, or does that
mean that the National Science Foundation should be asked to give
you that money?
Mr. MUMFORD. If the Senate committee should follow the action of

the House committee it would require the National Science Founda-
tion to give us that amount of money.

Senator SALTONSTALL. And if it does not, but puts that money back,
then the Library would finance that amount of money itself?
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Mr. MIIMFORD. We would urge that the money be appropriated to
the Library to produce this Index.

RECRUITING CATALOGERS

Senator SALTONSTALL. Let me ask you this. Since the chairman
has brought out about the catalogers. As I read the report last year,
we were inclined to 30 rather than 20, and you asked for 57 all told.
We cut them back, because, as you said, you couldn't find and hire

them. How many do you think you can find this year? Do you think
you can find the whole 57?
Mr. M-CrMFORD. It was more a question of space. Recruiting was a

factor, but not the main one, and we have had very successful experi-
ence in recruiting. We have had 20 catalogers employed for some time,
and with the move to the Naval Weapons Plant of the card distribu-
tion service, we will then have space for the additional catalogers that
we are requesting.
Senator SALTONSTALL. So you would like the whole 57?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.
Senator SALTONSTALL. And how many did the House give you?
Mr. MI7MFORD. They granted the 57; 37 additional to the 20 that

were granted last year.

TOTAL NEW PERSONNEL REQUEST

Senator SALTONSTALL. I added up here that you are asking for 128
new employees. I may be incorrect on that. The 37 we have discussed.
Then there are 38 in another area, 12 in another area, and 41 in a fourth
area. Am I correct in that?
Mr. MUMFORD. I think that totals 128 for all the appropriations in-

cluding a very large number of those positions for the Card Distribu-
tion Service, which is completely self-supporting.
Senator SALTONSTALL. And did the House give you all those peo-

ple?
HOUSE CUTS IN PERSONNEL

Mr. MITMFORD. No. We asked for two positions in the Law Library,
one to assist the chief in the Near East and North Africa Law Division
and one to work on looseleaf filing services because of a great increase
in the materials being issued—by these looseleaf services. It is very
important keep them up to date, and these were not allowed by the
House.
However, in view of the generous action of the House in allowing

other items, in my statement to the chairman of the committee I did
not present an appeal for these. Of course, they also eliminated the
positions that we were asking for the program in Yugoslavia and
Poland.

YUGOSLAV-POLISH PROGRAM Cu

Senator SALTONSTALL. That is really the principal one, as I look at
this list that has just been handed to us, the Yugoslav and Polish pro-
gram discussed, the special collection and distribution of library ma-
terials, special foreign currency program. That was where they cut

•you 29 employees? So otherwise except for that, you are satisfied?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.
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Senator SALTONSTALL. And you would like the Yugoslav and Po-
land program put back in?
Mr. MUMFORD. It would certainly be desirable, Senator, to permit

us to initiate a program in those countries.

SATURDAY REVIEW ARTICLE

Senator SALTONSTALL. May I ask you just one more question? I
was handed the Saturday Review article of April 11, 1864, entitled
"The Luckless Library of Congress." I glanced through it rather
hastily, but the indications would be that you are feeling better about
it than you were.
Mr. MUMFORD. Mr. Chairman, in regard to that article I would like

to state emphatically that it represents a point of view which I do not
share. I think the Congress in the years I have been with the Library
has been quite understanding of our needs and has been responsive
to the requests that have been presented. It is true we have been frus-
trated by the question of space and buildings, but we realize there
have been factors in this regard that were difficult to resolve, in par-
ticular the proposal of the Madison Memorial Commission to build
a building that would have some space for the Library and space
for a memorial to Madison over on lot 732 on Independence Avenue.
The picture has been involved and complicated, and we are getting
more and more desperate for space. It is important that some action
be taken, but we realize the problems that the Congress and committees
have had to deal with in respect to this.

SATISFACTION WITH HOUSE ACTION

Senator SALTONSTALL. Then boiled down, Mr. Mumford, with rela-
tion to this year's budget, you are really satisfied with what the House
did with the exception of Yugoslavia and Poland? Am I correct?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir. We accept that. If it is the will of the

Congress, the House and the Senate committees, that we not initiate
programs at the present time in Yugoslavia and Poland, we would
hope that if you decide not to restore it, you would keep the matter
open in order that we might present it at a later time.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, with courtesy of the chair-

man, may I ask one question, Mr. Mumford, that is apart from this but
in which I am very much interested and I know you are.

JUSTICE HOLMES BEQUEST

How is the Justice Holmes bequest going along?
Mr. MUMFORD. Very well, sir. The first volume is expected to come

off the press possibly later this year, the one that is being done by Mr.
Swisher. Other volumes are in varying degrees of completion, but I
would say the majority of them are nearing completion.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Five altogether?
Mr. MUMFORD. No, there are eight.
Senator SALTONSTALL. How about the talks?
Mr. MUMFORD. The lecture series has been going very well. The

next lectures will be at Washington University in St. Louis and Judge'
William Hastie has been invited and has accepted.



24 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

Senator SALTONSTALL. Where will that be?
Mr. MUMFORD. Washington University at St. Louis.
Senator SALTONSTALL. And that would be what? The fourth lec-

ture?
MISSTATEMENTS IN "SATURDAY REVIEW" ARTICLE

Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir. In regard to the Saturday Review article,
Mr. Chairman and Senator Saltonstall, I would like to point out that
there are some distortions and inaccuracies. For instance, in the
second paragraph it says Congress slashed $763,000 from our request
last year. Well, quite a sizable part of this was the Monthly Index
of Russian Accessions which the Congress decided to require the Na-
tional Science Foundation to finance.
Another large item mentioned is $142,000 under the budget of the

Architect of the Capitol. A large part of that was stack equipment.
We have had a regular annual program for the purchase of stack
equipment to place on the decks in the Annex which have never been
completed. Because of the necessity of using the space for working
operations we were not able to install additional shelving.
We voluntarily deleted that. Then further on, the article states:
When the Librarian asked for funds to pay 57 new card catalogers, now that

he has space for them, Congress gave him money for only 22.

Well, we didn't have the space for them at that time.
We have not yet moved into the Naval Weapons plant and it will

be probably around June before we do. In other words, quite a bit
of this is misleading. It says:
They don't seem to care that old and brittle woodpulp books and papers must

be microfilmed before they flutter to pieces and are lost.

CONSULTATION WITH WRITER OF ARTICLE

As you know, your committee and the House committee and both
Houses have authorized a microfilming program of $190,000 which
we are using annually for microfilming old newspapers and brittle
books. We were informed by A. L. Todd that he was going to write
this article, and I spent several hours with him trying to indicate
the things which Congress had done for the Library, but apparently
made no impression upon him.

ANNUAL INCREASES IN LIBRARY APPROPRIATIONS

Senator MONRONEY. In reference to the second paragraph where the
author says:
There is nothing new, because Congress has made it an annual custom to

chop the Library down to size.

I have a table here that Library of Congress appropriations have
grown from $9,416,128 in fiscal year 1953 to $19,905,340 in fiscal year
1963. This is an increase of 111 percent in the 10-year period, during
which time the total Federal expenditures which have also grown,
from $74.1 billion in fiscal 1953 to a total of $92.6 billion in fiscal 1963,
or an increase of 25 percent. So it would appear that during this
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period the Library has been given a greater increase in Federal funds
than the percentage for the entire Federal Government.
We want to finance the things necessary, but I think it is absolutely

important that we check on the expenditures, on the personnel required,
and to try to get maximum value out of the funds that are appropri-
ated.

INCREASE IN PERSONNEL

In regard to the employment, your personnel ceilings have not grown
at too great a rapidity. In 1963 you had 1,253, I believe; 1964, 1,276;
and for 1965 you are asking for 1,363 in this appropriation.
The Bureau of the Budget, that was directed by the Senate Appro-

priations Committee to keep a very close review and continuing ex-
amination of personnel ceilings and personnel requests and very care-
fully screen and evaluate all requests for new and additional personnel,
does not investigate or go into your personnel because you are taken
care of in the legislative appropriations bill, is that not correct?
Mr. ROSSITER. That is right.

SUMMARY OF BUDGETED POSITIONS, 1953-63

Senator MONRONE Y. I have already inserted in the record a sum-
mary of the budgeted positions from 1963 through 1965, the House
allowance for 1965, and the employment in each category as of
March 29, 1964.
(For above information see p. 4.)

EVALUATION OF DIVISION REQUESTS

Senator MoNRoNEy. Do you have a screening or evaluation team
in the Library of Congress that examines personnel requests of the
various departments of the Library?
Mr. MUNIFORD. It is the work of a number of people, Mr. Chairman.

The division chiefs indicate to their department directors what they
consider to be the needs of their particular units. The department
heads screen the requests very carefully and reduce them to items of
top priority.
They are then passed on to me and to Mr. Rogers, Deputy Librarian.

We go over them thoroughly with the budget officer and the fiscal offi-
cer and we have many discussions, even investigations into the work,
.as to the need or requirement for it.

There is a very thorough screening, and reduction, I should say. The
number of requests that come to me are far greater than those I present
to the committee.
Senator MONRONEY. I am sure.

EARLIER UNDERSTAFFING

Mr. MIIMFORD. In respect to the growth in the staff, Mr. Chairman,
may I say that over a period of years, especially during the thirties
and forties, the Library was very badly understaffed. It did not
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receive the additional manpower that was needed. Then there were
some rather drastic reductions in the staff of the Library back about
1948, 1952, and again in 1954, and these increases that have been
granted in recent years have gone partly to make up the ground we lost
during that time.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, lack of staff resulted in a

definite accumulation of work?
Mr. MIIMFORD. Yes, sir. We have tried to catch up in the last 10

years for the loss that the Library had suffered in some previous
periods.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Would the chairman yield for a question

there?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir.

INCREASE IN LIBRARY BUSINESS

Senator SALTONSTALL. In that same period, Mr. Mumford, how
many new books have you gotten into the Library? In other words,
has the business of the Library increased?
Mr. MUMFORD. At the present time we number some 43 million items,

of which about 13 million are in the form of books and about 30 mil-
lion in the form of manuscripts, maps, prints and photographs, and
other library materials.
I would have to look back to see what the figure was as of a particular

year. The collections have grown greatly. I believe it was around
1954 that it was in the neighborhood of 32 million pieces. This may
indicate the rate of growth.
In 1959 we had 38 million pieces of material and now we number 43

million, so we have had an increase of around 5 million more pieces
of material.

Senator SALTONSTALL. About 8 percent.
Mr. MITAIFORD. From 1959 to 1964 and I think the growth in the

years preceding that would probably have been in about the same
ratio.

PERSONNEL GROWTH STATISTICS

Senator MONRONEY. I have a table here, which Senator Saltonstall
is also examining, which I will insert in the record, which reflects the
growth of the Library from 1939 to date, not only as to the appropria-
tions, but also as to the number of personnel engaged in the various
branches of the work.
Mr. MUMFORD. Of course, the volume of work of the Library has

increased greatly over the years, the service that is required for the
Congress, the service by the Legislative Reference Service, and by
the Reference Department that serves other Government agencies and
scholars generally.
(The table referred to folio ws :)



A
n
n
u
a
l
 a
pp
ro
pr
ia
ti
on
s 
a
n
d
 a
ut
ho
ri
ze
d 
po
si
ti
on
s,
 1
9
8
9
-
6
5

Y
e
a
r

19
39

 
19
40
 

19
41
 

19
42
 

19
43
 

19
44

 
19
45
 

19
46

 
19
47
 

19
48

 
19

49
 

19
50

 
19
51
 

19
52
 

19
53
 

19
54

 
19

55
 
 

19
56
 

19
57
 

19
58

 
19

59
 

19
60
 

19
61
 

19
62
 

19
63
 

19
64
 

19
65

 (
es
ti
ma
te
d)
 

L
i
b
r
a
r
y
 o
f 
C
o
n
g
r
e
s
s
 1

C
o
p
y
r
i
g
h
t
 O
ff

ic
e 
3

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 
Re

fe
re

nc
e 
4

C
a
r
d
 d
is

tr
ib

ut
io

n 
8

B
o
o
k
s
 f
or

 t
h
e
 b
li
nd

A
m
o
u
n
t

1?
os
it
io
ns
2

A
m
o
u
n
t

l'
os

it
io

ns
2

A
m
o
u
n
t

Po
si

ti
on

s0
A
m
o
u
n
t

Po
si
ti
on
s0

A
m
o
u
n
t

Po
si
ti
on
s2

$1
, 6
66

,8
00

6
9
8

$3
05

, 4
0
0

13
6

$1
31

, 5
0
0

3
9

$3
65

, 0
0
0

8
2

$2
75

, 0
0
0

4
1,

 74
3,
 98
7

79
2

33
7,
 4
60

14
6

13
8,
 7
00

5
4

40
9,

 56
0

9
2

27
5,

 0
0
0

8
2,
 04

0,
 6
1
8

8
4
2

35
2,

84
0

15
0

15
4,
 5
8
0

6
0

44
4,

 2
60

11
7

32
5,

00
0

8
2,
 21

8,
 8
4
7

8
7
6

33
4,

 7
40

14
8

17
1,

00
5

6
6

45
4,

 3
75

12
7

35
0,

00
0

8
2,
08
9,
 2
62

9
7
2

33
7,

 9
2
0

15
5

18
7,
 4
4
0

6
8

43
4,

09
0

12
9

37
0,
 0
0
0

8
2,
 49

7,
 8
6
2

8
8
2

35
5,
 7
59

12
9

21
9,
 7
51

6
5

53
3,
 9
5
3

12
1

37
0,

00
0

8
2,
 5
42
,2
00

9
1
2

36
8,

00
0

13
1

21
3,

00
0

6
2

53
1,
 60
5

11
4

50
0,
 0
0
0

8
3,
 06

2,
 4
05

9
6
2

37
0,
 7
00

14
9

27
5,

 2
76

7
2

54
2,
 1
00

11
5

50
0,
 0
0
0

10
3,
 5
45

,0
60

9
9
5

62
6,
 92
5

19
2

56
9,
 1
00

13
1

79
1,
 4
8
2

12
9

50
0,
00
0

1
6

3,
 41

9,
 7
00

95
1

62
6,

92
5

18
0

50
0.

00
0

11
3

75
0,
00
0

15
6

1,
 00
0,
 0
0
0

1
6

3,
 82
0,

 27
1

9
6
4

78
1,
80
0

21
1

54
1,

50
0

11
7

89
7,
37
5

14
9

97
9,

40
0

1
7

4,
 17

0,
 1
20

1,
00
9

85
1,

 2
28

22
4

75
1,
 5
98

15
9

1,
02
6,
 7
36

16
6

1,
 00
0,
 0
0
0

1
8

4,
35
5,
 1
80

1,
01

4
92

9,
 5
0
0

23
9

79
0,
00
0

15
1

1,
 1
02

,6
00

1
7
3

1,
 00
0,
 0
0
0

2
0

4,
 81
5,
 4
8
3

1,
01

0
1,
02
7,
 0
10

2
3
9

86
6,
30
0

15
1

1,
 1
72
, 7
50

17
4

1,
 00
0,
 0
0
0

2
0

4,
88

0,
 8
12

1,
01
1

1,
 05
2,
 9
0
9

2
3
9

86
9,
30
0

15
1

1,
23

5,
 1
07

17
9

1,
 00
0,
 00
0

2
0

4,
 81
0,
 2
72

1,
00
2

1,
 1
00

,0
00

24
4

90
1,

 7
21

15
1

1,
 26

4,
 80
0

18
8

1,
 00
0,
 00
0

21
4,

 81
5,
63
6

97
1

1,
 1
23

,9
00

23
8

89
7,
 3
00

14
4

1,
34

9,
 1
00

19
0

1,
 00

0,
 0
0
0

21
5,

 1
43
,0
64

9
7
3

1,
 23

8,
 47
5

24
7

1,
 05

4,
 9
3
2

15
8

1,
 40

2,
 3
59

19
2

1,
 00

6,
 67
8

21
5,
 31
0,
 5
9
3

1,
00

7
1,
28
7,
 5
47

25
6

1,
 06

7,
 3
8
7

15
8

1,
48
7,
 1
00

20
4

1,
 06
7,
 48

1
2
4

7 
6,

 21
7,

 3
45

7 
1,
06
3

8 
1,

 32
9,

 65
5

8 
2
3
3

1,
 2
67

, 0
0
0

16
3

1,
 7
15
,0
00

22
1

1,
 2
06

,0
00

25
6,

 74
8,
 30
0

1,
09
1

1,
 39

7,
 25

6
23

6
1,

 39
0,

 30
0

17
1

1,
 87

8,
 63
5

2
2
3

1,
 36

7,
 9
0
0

25
7,
 1
59
, 8
90

1,
 1
47

1,
 45
0,

 00
0

24
5

1,
 45

5,
 4
00

18
0

1,
 98

1,
 3
00

23
8

1,
 61

9,
 40

0
2
8

8,
 12

2,
 80
0

1,
 1
72

1,
 58

8,
 80
0

2
4
7

1,
 7
80
,2
00

2
0
8

2,
 17

2,
 7
00

26
5

1,
 72

3,
 2
00

2
9

8,
 45

5,
 0
0
0

1,
21
1

1,
 60

0,
00
0

24
7

1,
 80

9,
 20

0
2
0
8

2,
 34

7,
 00
0

28
8

1,
 78

6,
 1
00

31
10
,0
74
, 3
80

1,
25

3
1,
67
3,
 5
60

24
7

1,
96
0,
 8
20

21
5

2,
 75

4,
 3
70

31
9

1,
 89

3,
 91
0

31
9,
 72

6,
 0
0
0

1,
 2
76

1,
 78

1,
 0
0
0

2
5
2

2,
 11

9,
00

0
2
2
0

10
 3
,2

53
, 7

00
3
7
2

1,
 90

0,
 0
0
0

3
3

10
, 7

90
, 0
0
0

1,
36
3

1,
 82

8,
 00
0

2
5
2

2,
 30

8,
 0
0
0

2
2
8

11
 3
, 5

72
,8

00
3
9
3

2,
 44
6,

 0
0
0

3
6

G
e
n
e
r
a
l

in
cr

ea
se

(
a
m
o
 u
n
t
)

In
cr

ea
se

l
a
w

(
a
m
o
u
n
t
)

$1
49

, 5
0
0

11
8,

00
0

14
8,
 0
0
0

24
8,

00
0

17
3,
 0
0
0

19
8,

00
0

19
8.

 0
0
0

52
5,
 0
0
0

37
0,
 0
0
0

30
0,

 0
0
0

30
0,

 0
0
0

30
0,

00
0

27
0,

00
0

27
0,

00
0

27
0,
 0
0
0

27
0,

00
0

26
0,

 0
0
0

30
0,

00
0

30
0,

00
0

32
0,

00
0

32
0,

00
0

35
0,
 00
0

40
0,

00
0

47
0,

 0
0
0

57
0,
 0
0
0

67
0,
00
0

67
0,
00
0

$7
0,

 0
0
0

85
,0
00

85
, 0
0
0

90
,0

00
90
,0
00

95
,0
00

85
,0
00

15
0,

00
0

12
5,

00
0

95
, 0
0
0

95
, 0
0
0

95
,0
00

85
, 5
0
0

85
, 5
00

85
, 5
00

90
,0
00

90
,0
00

90
,0
00

90
, 0
0
0

90
,0
00

90
,0
00

90
,0
00

90
,0
00

90
,0
00

11
0,

00
0

11
0,

00
0 

co
11

0,
00

0 
Cl ca

S
e
e
 f
o
o
t
n
o
t
e
s
 o
n
 p
. 
28

.

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 



1
9
3

19
4(

19
41

19
42

19
4

19
4

19
4

19
46

19
4

19
4

19
4

19
5

19
5

19
5

19
5

19
5

19
5

19
5

1
9
5

19
5

19
5

19
60

19
6

19
6

19
63

19
6

19
6

Y
e
a
r

B
o
o
k
s
 f
or

S
u
p
r
e
m
e

C
o
u
r
t

(
a
m
o
u
n
t
)

Pr
es

id
en

ti
al

 p
ap
er
s

Pr
es
er
va
ti
on
 o
f 
ea

rl
y

A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n
 m
o
t
i
o
n

pi
ct

ur
es

R
e
v
i
s
i
o
n
 o
f 
A
n
n
o
t
a
t
e
d

Co
ns

ti
tu

ti
on

Sp
ec
ia
l 
fo
re
ig
n 
c
u
r-

r
e
n
c
y
 p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 3

A
l
a
s
k
a
n

re
co

rd
s

(
a
m
o
u
n
t
)

A
m
o
u
n
t

Po
si
-

ti
on

s 
2

A
m
o
u
n
t

Po
si
-

ti
on
s 
2

A
m
o
u
n
t

Po
si
-

t
i
O
l
I
S
 2

A
m
o
u
n
t

Po
si
-

t
i
0
1
1
S
 2

$8
,0

00
 
 

10
, 0
0
0
 
 

20
, 0
0
0
 
 

20
, 0
0
0
 
 

20
,0
00
 
 

20
,0
00
 
 

, 
20
, 0
0
0
 
 

20
,0
00
 
 

20
,0
00
 
 

1 
24
,0
00
 
 

1 
25

,0
00

 
 

22
, 5
0
0
 
 

22
,5
00
 
 

22
,5
00
 
 

22
, 5
00
 
 

25
.0
00
 
 

, 
25
.0
00
 
 

27
,5

00
 
 

, 
27
,5
00
 
 

, 
30
,0
00

$1
06

, 8
0
0

1
5

$6
0.
 0
0
0

2
 
 

, 
30
,0
00

10
6,

80
0

1
8

60
. 0
0
0

2
 
 

35
.0

00
11

2,
80

0
1
7

60
,6
00

2
 
 

38
, 0
0
0

11
2,

80
0

1
9

60
, 6
0
0

2
$2
5,
 0
0
0

1
$4
00
, 0
0
0

4
 
 

(
9

11
2,

80
0

1
9

60
,6
00

1
 
 

2
67
9,
96
0

4
$1

5,
 0
0
0

11
2,

80
0

1
5

50
,0
00

1
 
 

97
8,
00
0

9
 
 

(e
st

im
at

e)
 

11
2,
 8
0
0

1
5

50
,0
00

1
 
 

1,
 86
0,
 0
0
0

1
2
 
 

T
o
t
a
l

A
m
o
u
n
t

Po
si
-

ti
on
s 
2

$2
, 9
71

, 2
0
0

3,
 10

7,
 7
07

3,
 5
60
,2
99

3,
 88
6,
 9
67

3,
 70

1,
 7
12

4,
29

0,
 3
2
5

4,
 45

7,
 8
0
5

5,
 44

5,
 4
81

6,
 54

7,
 5
67

6,
 71

1,
 6
2
5

7,
 43

9,
 3
4
6

8,
 21

9,
 6
8
2

8,
 55

5,
 2
8
0

9.
25
9,
 5
4
3

9,
 41

6,
 1
2
8

9,
 41

9,
29

3
9,
 56

0,
 9
3
6

10
, 2

60
, 
50
8

10
, 6
37
, 6
0
8

12
, 1

72
, 5
0
0

13
, 3

89
, 
19
1

14
, 3

02
, 7
90

16
, 0
86
, 
10

0
17
, 1

93
, 7
00

19
, 0

05
, 3
4
0

20
, 7

00
, 5
0
0

23
, 7

47
, G

OO

9
5
9

1,
09
2

1,
 1
77

1,
22
5

1,
33
2

1,
20
5

1,
22

7.
1,
30
8

1,
46

3
1,
41
6

1,
45
8

1,
 5
76

1,
 5
97

1.
59

4
1,

 6
0
0

1,
60
6

1,
 5
64

1,
 5
91

1,
64
9

1,
71
0

1,
76

3
1,
85
8

1,
 9
4
0

2,
01
1

2,
09
1

2,
 1
78

2,
 3
0
0

F
r
o
m
 1
93
9 
to
 1
95
3 
fo
r 
c
o
m
p
a
r
a
t
i
v
e
 p
u
r
p
o
s
e
s
 i
nc
lu
de
s 
ap
pr
op
ri
at
io
ns
 u
n
d
e
r
 t
h
e
 f
ol
lo
w-

i
n
g
 h
ea
ds
: 
sa

la
ri

es
, 
L
i
b
r
a
r
y
 p
ro

pe
r;

 sa
la
ri
es
 a
n
d
 e
xp

en
se

s,
 L
i
b
r
a
r
y
 b
ui
ld
in
gs
: 
sa

la
ri

es
 a
n
d

ex
pe

ns
es

, 
u
n
i
o
n
 c
at
al
og
s;
 g
en
er
al
 p
ri

nt
in

g 
a
n
d
 
bi
nd
in
g,
 m
is

ce
ll

an
eo

us
 e
xp

en
se

s;
 c
on
-

ti
ng

en
t 
ex

pe
ns

es
; 
ph

ot
od

up
li

ca
ti

on
 e
xp
en
se
s;
 e
xp
en
se
s,
 L
i
b
r
a
r
y
 o
f 
C
o
n
g
r
e
s
s
 T
r
u
s
t
 F
u
n
d

B
o
a
r
d
;
 m
o
t
i
o
n
 p
ic

tu
re

 p
ro

je
ct

; s
ec
ur
it
y 
of

 t
h
e
 c
ol

le
ct

io
ns

; 
p
e
n
a
l
t
y
 m
ai

l;
 S
u
n
d
a
y
 o
p
e
n
i
n
g
,

Li
l•
ra
ry
 p
ro

pe
r;

 S
u
n
d
a
y
 o
p
e
n
i
n
g
,
 L
i
b
r
a
r
y
 b
ui
ld
in
gs
.

2 
I
n
c
l
u
d
e
s
 t
he

 f
ul

l-
ti

me
 e
qu
iv
al
en
t 
of

 p
ar

t-
ti

me
 a
n
d
 t
e
m
p
o
r
a
r
y
 p
os
it
io
ns
.

3 
r
e
m
 1
03
0 
to
 1
05
3 
fo
r 
c
o
m
p
a
r
a
t
i
v
e
 p
ur
po
se
s 
in
cl
ud
es
 a
pp

ro
pr

ia
ti

on
s 
u
n
d
e
r
 t
h
e
 f
ol
lo
w-

in
g 
he
ed
s;
 sa

la
ri

es
, 
C
o
p
y
r
i
g
h
t
 O
ff
ic
e;
 a
n
d
 p
ri

nt
in

g 
th

e 
ca
ta
lo
g 
of

 ti
tl

e 
en
tr
ie
s 
of

 t
he

 C
o
p
y
-

ri
gh
t 
Of
fi
ce
.

4 
F
r
o
m
 1
93

9 
to
 1
95
3 
fo
r 
c
o
m
p
a
r
a
t
i
v
e
 p
ur
po
se
s 
in

cl
ud

es
 a
pp

ro
pr

ia
ti

on
s 
u
n
d
e
r
 t
he

 f
ol

lo
w-

in
g 
h
e
a
d
s
:
 s
al

ar
ie

s,
 L
eg

is
la

ti
ve

 
Re
fe
re
nc
e 

Se
rv
ic
e;
 I
n
d
e
x
 t
o 
St

at
e 

le
gi

sl
at

io
n;

 r
ev

is
io

n
of

 t
h
e
 A
n
n
o
t
a
t
e
d
 C
on
st
it
ut
io
n 
of

 t
he

 U
n
i
t
e
d
 S
ta
te
s 
of

 A
m
e
r
i
c
a
.

5 
F
r
o
m
 1
93
9 
to
 1
05
3 
fo
r 
c
o
m
p
a
r
a
t
i
v
e
 p
ur
po
se
s 
in
cl
ud
es
 a
pp

ro
pr

ia
ti

on
s 
u
n
d
e
r
 t
he

 f
ol

lo
w-

i
n
g
 h
e
a
d
s
:
 sa

la
ri

es
, 
di
st
ri
bu
ti
on
 o
f 
ca
ta
lo
g 
ca

rd
s,

 a
n
d
 p
ri

nt
in

g,
 c
at
al
og
 c
ar

ds
.

In
cl
ud
es
 U
.
S
.
 D
ol
la
r 
S
u
p
p
o
r
t
 p
er
so
nn
el
 o
nl
y.

7 
I
n
c
l
u
d
e
s
 $
11

7,
34

5 
c
o
m
p
a
r
a
t
i
v
e
 t
ra
ns
fe
r 
of

 2
0
 p
os
it
io
ns
 f
r
o
m
 C
o
p
y
r
i
g
h
t
 O
ff
ic
e.

E
x
c
l
u
d
e
s
 $
11
7,
34
5 
c
o
m
p
a
r
a
t
i
v
e
 t
ra
ns
fe
r 
of

 2
0
 p
os
it
io
ns
 t
o 
L
i
b
r
a
r
y
 o
f 
Co

ng
re

ss
.

9 
Tr
an
sf
er
re
d 
to
 J
ud

i(
 i
ar
y 
B
r
a
n
c
h
.

19
 I
nc

lu
de

s 
s
u
p
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
l
 r
eq
ue
st
 o
f 
$2

11
,7

00
.

"
I
n
c
l
u
d
e
s
 b
u
d
g
e
t
 a
m
e
n
d
m
e
n
t
 o
f 
$1
32
,8
00
.



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 29

SELF-SUPPORTING DIVISION

Senator SALTONSTALL. Would the chairman yield for one more
question?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir.
Senator SALTONSTALL. I would appreciate it. We have the differ-

ent parts of the Library of Congress before us—Copyright Office, Leg-
islative Reference, card distribution, books for the blind, et cetera.
My question is, How many of that breakdown pay for themselves? I
think certainly one or two of them do.
Mr. MUMFORD. Two; the card distribution service pays for itself

completely and the Copyright Office is self-supporting if you take into
consideration the value of the materials received through copyright
deposit.
The fees alone do not provide for full support of it, but the fees plus

the value of the book material received, which we would have to buy
if it were not for the fact that they are deposited for copyright, about
equal the appropriation.

Senator SALTONSTALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, the number employed in the

Copyright Office and in the distribution of catalog cards would equal
645 if the present increases should be given and that would relate to a
total employment in 1965 of 2,429?

BOOKS FOR THE BLIND PROGRAM

Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir. In addition, Mr. Chairman, as I pointed
out in my preliminary statement, the national program for the blind,
while a Library program and appropriate for the Library of Congress
to administer, is not directly related to our regular internal operations,
and this is a sizable item in our total overall budget.
Senator SALTONSTALL. On personnel it does not seem to require an

abnormal amount.
Mr. MUMFORD. No. Most of the service is provided by the regional

centers. We provide them with the books and with the machines and
they in turn serve the reader directly, although we serve readers here
in the District of Columbia.

METHOD OF DISTRIBUTION OF MATERIAL FOR BLIND

Senator MONRONEY. But the request for the talking books or the
books in braille are made by the State commissions for the blind and
the distribution is carried out from there. Is that correct?
Mr. MumFoiu). No, sir; it does not work quite that way. The de-

mand arises from the fact that more and more blind people are using
these materials and they want more titles and a larger variety of read-
ing material, both in braille and in the talking book. They get a
relatively small amount compared to the total amount available to
sighted people.

PRODUCTION OF MAMMAL

We have been making from ,300 to 400 new titles a year in talking
books. There are perhaps 18,000 to 20,000 titles published in the
United States so you can see that we reproduce only a very small part
of the total publications available to sighted readers.
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Senator MONRONEY. This is in the actual production of the talking
books as well.
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir. That is where most of the money goes, to

the production of the talking books and books in braille.

PERSONNEL FOR ACTUAL LIBRARY OPERATION

Senator MONRONEY. Going back to the personnel figures, the figures
awhile ago that I quoted of personnel ranging upward in 1963 from
1,253 to 1,363 in 1965, that was for the actual operation and personnel
of the Library of Congress and not the specialized departments?
Mr. MUMFORD. That is correct, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Total personnel in the Copyright Office will

remain at 252, is that correct?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir. We are not asking for any addition to that

this year. May I say there has been a continuing increase in registra-
tions, but we have tried to absorb it so far with our present staff.
Senator MONRONEY. And you say it is largely self-financing?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. If you count the books that come to the Library

through the Copyright Office, that is correct.

COPYRIGHT FEE PROGRAM

Senator MONRONEY. Last year, we went into the charges that are
made for copyright fees to some extent and as to whether they hadn't
been increased for a great many years.
Could you give us a report on the copyright fee program?
Mr. MUMFORD. As to the specific fees, I would be glad to have Mr.

Kaminstein, the Register of Copyrights, testify on that, Mr. Chair-
man, and also to the fact that a bill to raise the fees was introduced at
our instigation, but I would be glad to have him comment on that.
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, the bill the Librarian refers to is

H.R. 5136, introduced by Mr. Steed, and it would provide for an in-
crease in most of the fees for registration from $4 to $6 and appropriate
increases for the other services, but the main increase is for the initial
registration.

PORTION OF EXPENSES COVERED BY FEES

Senator MONRONEY. The funds requested for salaries and expenses
of the Copyright Office this year are $1,828,000. The fees today
produce how much to cover this?
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. At the present time the fees are $1,077,747.

Based on a 3-percent increase for 1964 that would amount to 62 percent
of the total cost of running the office. If the value of the materials
going to the library is included it would run to 96 percent.

Actually, we are running now at the rate of a 5-percent increase
which will boost those figures to 63 percent and to 98 percent.
Senator MONRONEY. If the Steed bill was passed and the fee was

raised from $4 to $6 what would that provide?
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. We estimated at one time that it. would bring it

close to 100 percent, about 93 percent.
Mr. MUMFORD. Fees alone.
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EFFECTS OF RAISING FEES

Senator MONRONEY. And the fallout would be from the books with-
out cost to the library?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. Except for the fact that our experience in the

past has been that when we raise the fees there is a drop in the regis-
trations for the first few years, so that would take time to come up
again.
Senator MONRONEY. How many registrations do you have?
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. 260,000 every year.
Senator MONRONEY. That is mostly books and songs?
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. No, sir. Books, music, and periodicals, are each

in the neighborhood of 60,000 to 70,000 every year, and we cover a
wide range of materials, including designs, motion pictures, and the
entire gamut of literary and artistic productions.
Senator MONRONEY. But you would get over 100 percent coverage

if the fee was raised from $4 to $6, considering the books as additional
free fallout?
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. That is right. I don't think it would be quite 100

percent or remain at that figure, but it would be close to full coverage.

WORK OF COPYRIGHT PERSONNEL

Senator MONRONEY. In the utilization of 252 employees, is there
much researching necessary to ascertain whether items are copyrighted
or in copyright contested suits in court where you give services?
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. NO, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. This is just a matter of receiving, filing, and

indexing copyrights, is that right?
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. It is not quite as broad as the first point, Mr.

Chairman, and not quite as simple as the second. We cannot read all
the material received. We do examine for compliance with the for-
malities and the statute, and our effort is to attempt to maintain
currency.
Thus far, we have been fairly successful, but it does take time to

make sure that the works comply with the statute, whether it is books
or other materials.
I should add that we estimated that with the projected bill the fees

alone would cover about 80 percent of the total cost of running the
office.
Mr. MuauroRD. If the new schedule can be adopted.
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. Were adopted and we had a projected drop in

registrations.
WM IN FEES RECOMMENDED

Senator MONRONEY. Do you recommend that Congress increase the
fees?
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. Yes, sir. I think it probably is due and the

House Appropriations Committee felt very strongly that they should
be.
Senator MONRONEY. Has this been before the House Administra-

tion Committee?
31-836-64-•-•.4
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Mr. KAMINSTEIN. No, sir. It would go before the House Judici-
ary Committee. I think some people would like to see what hap-
pens on the Senate side on the patent fee bill which is now before
the Senate Judiciary Committee.

RELATION OF PAY INCREASES TO COSTS

, Mr. MumroRD. I think, Mr. Chairman, that perhaps it should be
stressed that the increased operating cost of the Copyright Office has
been not due entirely to increase of personnel, but the pay increases
over the years have increased operating costs considerably.
Senator MONRONEY. I have a table of salaries and expenses of the

Copyright Office together with the figures from 1959 to 1963, with ref-
erence to the application of fees and the estimated value of materials
transferred to the library, also the cost of operating this Department,
that I would like to put in the record, if there is no objection.
(The table referred to follows:)

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, COPYRIGHT OFFICE

Compared income and cost for the fiscal years 1959-63

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963

Income:
Fees applied_  $979, 941 $975,192 $1, 009,679 $1,043, 587 $1, 077, 747
Estimated value of materials trans-
ferred to the Library 548,169 551,077 604,013 580,672 584,758

Total 1, 528, 110 1, 526, 269 1, 613, 692 1, 624, 259 1, 662, 503

Cost:
Salaries 1, 226,871 1, 280, 185 1,390,073 1,396,187 1, 476,021
Other costs 170,010 169, 196 192, 542 198,021 196,802

Total 1, 396, 881 1, 449, 381 1, 582, 615 1, 594, 208 1, 672, 823

Percent, total income compared to cost 109 105 102 102 99
Percent, fees as applied to cost 70 67 64 65 64

NOTE.-To offset the decline in the ratio of income to cost of operation a bill has been introduced to raise
the fees by approximately 50 percent.

INCREASED REGISTRATION SINCE 1957

Mr. KAMINSTEIN. I think our figures show, Mr. Chairman, that since
1957 there has been a 24-percent increase in the number of registra-
tions made and they are continuing to increase. I was wrong before.
I said 260,000; 1964 is estimated at 272,000 registrations.

Mr.MIJMFORD. But that is an estimate.
Mr. KAMINSTEIN. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have any questions?
Senator SALTONSTALL. No; I have no questions.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE

' Senator MONRONEY. We come to the next item on the salary and
expenses of the Legislative Reference Service. You are asking, I be-
lieve, for an increase of eight over 1964 in personnel; is that not correct;?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir; the major part of this request is to

strengthen our staff in its ability to answer inquiries from Members of
the Congress in the area of science and technology. Dr. Elsbre,e, the
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Director of the Service, is here and I would be very glad to have him
elaborate upon that.
Senator MONRONEY. Dollarwise, in addition to the eight personnel,

this would entail an increase of $181,000?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. The present appropriation is $2,119,000. This

would take it to $2,308,000.
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.

FUNCTION OF REQUESTED PERSONNEL

Senator MONRONEY. These eight would be exclusively for science?
Mr. ELSBREE. In the area of science and public policy, Mr. Chair-

man. Generally, the inquiries we receive are not purely scientific or
technological, but they involve sometimes law, sometimes foreign
policy, and other aspects, but they are all tied in.
This group would be working solely on public policy questions or

issues.
Senator MONRONEY. Science related?
Mr. ELSBREE. That is right, science related.

SPECIALIZATION IN LEGISLATIVE SERVICE

Senator MONRONEY. What branches do you have now operating for
the Legislative Reference Service divided up into specialization?
Mr. ELSBREE. We have the Office of the Director, which includes

the executive officer and his small staff, and the Deputy Director, who
is in charge of the research end of the operations, generally, and the
Coordinator of Research, in charge of the receipt and assignment of
inquiries.

LIBRAR,Y SERVICE DIVISION

This is all in the Office of the Director. Then, there is a Library
Services Division which does not answer Congressional inquiries, but
which services the other divisions in the service. It keeps our main.
files—of previously prepared materials, our own reports, and clip-
pings from several hundred periodicals and newspapers—and also
maintains a bibliographical card file by going through the library's
acquisitions on a regular basis making out annotated cards for the
researchers. It assists the divisions in maintaining collections of the
most used sources, documentary and secondary. In other words, it is
a service division.
Then, there are the operating divisions, that is, the divisions that

actually answer the inquiries. These are the American Law Division,
the largest single division, the Economics Division? the Education and
Public Welfare Division, Foreign Affairs Division, which also in-
cludes National Defense, and the Natural Resources Division. We
have recently changed the title of and have reorganized one division.
It used to be History and Government. It is now Government and
General Research. We have tried to concentrate in the General Re-
search part of this Division the great bulk of general reference in-
quiries that can be answered quite quickly, either by telephone or by
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sending previously prepared material, Legislative Reference Service
reports, Xerox, or other material. This Division answers the larger
part of our inquiries, but they are the most readily answered inquiries.

SPECIALIST DIVISION

Then, we have, in addition to this, a Senior Specialist Division.
This is not in a true sense a division. Each member of that division
is responsible directly to the Director. These specialists are con-
sultants at the higher grades.
Senator MONRONEY. They are supposed to work with the commit-

tees of Congress on call.
Mr. ELSBREE. With the committees or an individual member's re-

quest that may be particularly difficult. I may say, Mr. Chairman,
that as time has gone on the amount of committee consultant work
or committee research work has grown to the point where every divi-
sion is doing some committee work.

INQUIRIES FROM MEMBERS

Senator MONRONEY. How many inquiries a year do you have from
the individual members?
Mr. ELSBREE. We, last year, fiscal year 1963, had two categories of

inquiries. The fully recorded inquiries were 84,788. Of those, 5,016,
Mr. Chairman, were committee inquiries 79,072 were individual mem-
ber inquiries.
This included, Mr. Chairman, what we call constituent inquiries.
Senator MONRONEY. This included constituent inquiries?
Mr. ELSBREE. That is right. That figure of 79,072 includes con-

stituent inquiries. In addition to that, there were about 20,000 in-
quiries which we called spot inquiries. They were quick telephone
calls and not even the member's names were recorded, just the number
of inquiries. We are abolishing that category and are counting this
year and from now on only inquiries which are recorded in full, which
would eliminate a lot of these. So there were pretty close to 100,000
actual member inquiries last year, with the understanding that this
includes everything.

APPROPRIATION FOR LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE

Senator MONRONEY. With the increase of $181,000 and eight new
research people in science, this will give you $228,000 in the Legislative
Reference Service, I believe, for an estimated cost of $2,308,000 for
this Department.
The volume of inquiries, of course, is hard to compare because this

would be like comparing apples and watermelons, perhaps. In refer-
ence to the history of the Legislative Reference Service, in the House
hearings on pages 293 you stated that by 1939 the volume of inquiries
had risen to over 6,000 and the appropriation just over $100,000, and
that that would be a cost, if you measured the number of inquiries by
the expenditures, of approximately $16.50 per inquiry.
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RATIO OF INQUIRIES TO POSITION

In 1964, the current, year, the appropriation is $2,119,000, and you
estimate the number of inquiries at 100,000, or you would come out with
an average cost of $21 per inquiry. Next year, you estimate 105,000
inquiries at a cost of $2,308,000, or $22 per inquiry.
Is there any relationship between these per cost inquiries and the

service you extend to the committees and other expert work that you
have to have as the problems of Congress grow more complicated and
technical?
Mr. ELSBREE. Mr. Chairman, of course, I do not know offhand what

the salary increases have been since 1939. Of course, they have been
very substantial.
Senator MONRONEY. And the number of people, I imagine, has been

substantially larger.
Mr. ELSBREE. Yes, sir. I don't have the figures in front. of me fur-

ther back than 1956 on the number of inquiries per position. There
were 376 in 1956. Do you have the size of the staff?
Senator MONRONEY. The size of the staff in 1939 was 39 positions

at a cost of $131,500.
Mr. ELSBREE. The number of inquiries was 6,000?
Senator MONRONEY. The number of inquiries, according to the

House figure, was 6,000.
Mr. ELSBREE. That is about 150 inquiries per position. We are now

going at the rate of about 450 inquiries per position.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, you are turning out more per

person?
TYPES OF INQUIRIES

Mr. ELSBREE. Yes, sir. I am frank to say that, as you say, it is very
difficult to make comparisons because an inquiry is everything from a
telephone call that you answer immediately without putting the phone
down to a job that takes two or three higher-grade specialists 2 or 3
months or even more. Unquestionably the composition of our work-
load has changed very substantially since 1939 and we haven't had,
until this last year, a really detailed analysis of that workload so that
we can be quite sure what the charges are.
We know that there have been more inquiries of all kinds, and the

efforts I have made in the last 4 or 5 years to keep track of the relative
increases indicate to me that what we call the real research load has
increased just about proportionately to the total increase, but we will
know more about that, I think, in future years.

WORKLOAD INCREASE AND PERSONNEL REQUESTS

Since 1961, for instance, when we last had substantial increases
for research personnel, I am quite sure that our research workload
increase has been in the neighborhood of 20 percent, which is fairly
close to the total, and we have had 12 new positions since 1961, but
10 of those were reference assistants or clerical positions.
Only two were research positions, so our real problem, I think. Mr.

Chairman, this year, is partly this terrific increase in the field of
science related to public policy, but another point is that the research
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workload, in economics, and law, and other fields? has been going up
and in order to try and answer these science inquiries at all, we have
had to divert personnel from these other fields.

BETTER QUALITY RESEARCH

Senator MONRONEY. One of the reasons, I think, too, it has been
going up is the quality of the research. Prior to the Legislative Re-
organization Act, we were paying low salaries and we determined
that we wanted as adequate research arid skilled people, as we had
in the executive departments for theirs.
Mr. ELSBREE. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. I think it has been a good investment because

we have increased the quality.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Would the chairman yield?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir.

COST AND LABOR PER INQUIRY

Senator SALTONSTALL. I don't guarantee my arithmetic, but at $20
an inquiry, it would mean about a half day's work of one of your
experts for an average inquiry. I don't guarantee my arithmetic.
Mr. ELSBREE. I am not quite sure.
Mr. MumPoRD. It would depend upon the grade of the person who

was doing it.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Oh, certainly, but I mean that would be

the average.
HIGH SCHOOL DEBATE MATERIAL

Senator MONRONEY. In this number of inquiries, doesn't it include
the high school debating materials?
Mr. ELSBREE. They did in the past, but those are now eliminated

from our statistics. A law passed this last session, imposes on the
Library the duty of preparing a collection of excerpts and a bibliog-
raphy on the annual high school debate question and the intercollegiate
debate question, but provides that the printing and distribution shall
be by the Joint Committee on Printing. We are not relieved of any
of the research work, but we are relieved of the big burden of dis-
tribution.
Senator MONRONEY. Of the administrative work you are distribut-

ing?
Mr. ELSBREE. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. This is a very fine service. I think the Library

in this way reaches more average homes throughout America.
Mr. ELSBREE. One of the committees generally would pick it up

and publish it as a committee print, but by the time the decision was
made to do it we had had to distribute thousands of copies and then
we continued to receive telephone calls.

SPECIAL MATERIALS FOR MEMBERS

Senator MONRONEY. Do you still have the burden of requests for
speech material and things of that kind from Members of Congress?
Mr. ELSBREE. Yes, sir. We prepare material to be used in state-
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ments. A great deal of material is for presentation at committee
hearings. We get hundreds of these requests or for material for use
in the preparation of floor statements, and a great many statements
to be made before public groups on various matters.

Senator MONRONEY. How about constituent requests?
Mr. ELSBREE. We get a great many of those. We do not get a

large proportion of the total, but practically all offices, I think,
send us some, some a great many.

Senator MONRONEY. Spotty, as I understand it. Some use it very
heavily for constituent mail answers and others do such work them-
selves. Is that correct?
Mr. ELSBREE. Or use the executive. The executive departments are

unquestionably getting a great bulk from what I gather. The great
bulk of those we get, four-fifths of them, are handled by sending
materials that are simply pulled out of boxes or files of expendable
material, which we keep right on hand.
Senator MONRONEY. Thank you very much.

DISTRIBUTION OF CATALOG CARDS

For the distribution of catalog cards, the House has allowed $3,554,-
800 for fiscal year 1965, an increase of $512,000 over the current
year appropriation. The House has also allowed an appropriation of
$180,000 in the form of a deficiency for fiscal year 1964.
You request 41 additional positions for the balance of fiscal year

1964 and 21 additional positions for fiscal year 1965. It would appear
from the House report, that all of these positions have been allowed.

JUSTIFICATION OF CATALOG CARD DISTRIBUTION

Page 107 of the justifications will be included in the record. The
table on this page shows that $3,560,000 will be returned to the
Treasury as a result of this appropriation.

Please justify this to the committee.
(The information referred to follows:)

JUSTIFICATION

As shown in the following table, there has been a rapid increase in number

of cards sold and in dollar volume of sales in the last decade:

Year

Returns to
the Treasury
from sale of
cards and

publications

Appropria-
tions

Percentage
of receipts
to costs

Total cards
sold

1953 $1, 037, 362 $1,235, 107 84 21, 181, 986

1954 1, 087, 326 1, 264, 800 86 22, 340, 089

1955 1, 168,631 1,349, 100 87 23, 450, 243

1956 1, 280, 172 1, 402, 359 91 24, 692, 621

1957 1, 441, 000 1, 487, 100 97 26, 953, 659

1958 1, 558, 762 1, 715, 000 91 28, 351, 083

1959 1, 936, 010 1, 878, 635 103 30, 093, 915

1960 2, 171, 284 1, 981, 300 110 32, 057. 488

1961 2, 409, 650 2. 172, 700 111 35, 678. 496

1962 2, 792, 099 2, 347, 000 119 42, 3,16, 314

1963 2, 959, 770 2, 754.370 107 46, 022, 022

1964 (estimmed) 3, 560, 000 1 3, 253, 700 109 55, 000, 000

1 Includes pending supplemental request for $211,700.
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These cards are sold annually to over 15,000 subscribers throughout the 50States and several foreign countries.

Distribution of catalog cards
Original, 1964 

$3,042,000Subject headings $99, 000Ingrades 34,233Annualization, pay costs 31, 585Pay increases, GPO 16,000Increase size, NUC 21, 000MIRA 10,000Printing, NUCMC 32,875Supplies, NUCMC 1,00041 positions, 1965 188, 85941 positions, 2 months 31,000Positions, NUCMC 51, 27812 positions, NUC 67, 7933 positions, location register 15, 016Card printing increase:
1965 50, 0001964 50, 000

Total 699, 639Less 1 day 6, 839
692,800

Total  3,734, 800
Appropriation  3,554, 800Added amount 180,000

Total  3,734, 800

INCREASE IN USE OF CARDS

Mr. M17MFORD. This request, Mr. Chairman, is based primarily uponthe unprecedented increase in the use of Library of Congress catalogcards by libraries throughout the country. If you will note the tableon page 107 of the book of justifications, there has been a tremendousincrease in the sale of these catalog cards, so that now in 1964 weexpect to sell 55 million cards with a return to the Treasury of about109 percent of the appropriation.
Libraries are increasing their collections around the country. Somenew libraries are being established. The Library Service Act, whichgives some Federal matching funds to the States, has stimulatedgreatly the increase in book collections in libraries all over the countryand this in turn, stimulates the sale of cards.
The demand for catalog cards is something over which we have nocontrol. It is a great service to the libraries of the country. It savesthem the cost of original cataloging and, as a self-supporting activity,I think it is very meritorious.
Senator MONRONEY. This is listed as "Distribution of catalog cards."

The material for the catalog cards is taken care of as a part of thegeneral expenses of the library.
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir; the cataloging. We would have to catalog

the materials for our own use if we didn't sell any cards.
Senator MONRONEY. So there is a free play of the information and

the distribution is the main 
Mr. MUMFORD. Is a very useful byproduct of our cataloging. This

has been going on since about 1901, but, as I say, it has grown in recent
years beyond any expectation.
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Senator MONRONEY. And the cataloging, once done, has a continu-
ing demand, I guess, as more libraries ask for the catalogs.

Air. MIIMFORD. Yes, sir. It isn't just cards for new books, but for
older books as well.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have any questions?

UNION CATALOG LOCATIONS

Senator SALTONSTALL. No. I think on page 118—I just glanced at
it—it indicates the estimated locations are 746,000. Does that mean
the estimated locations to which these cards may go?
Mr. MUMFORD. No, sir. This refers to the Union Catalog. We

publish in printed form a catalog of the books we receive and those
that are reported to us by other libraries.

SELF-SUPPORTING ACTIVITY

This, too, is a self-supporting activity. Libraries are reporting more
and more titles to us, and the cost of issuing that publication becomes
greater, but the money is returned to the Treasury from the sub-
scriptions.

Senator MONRONEY. About 15,000 subscribers in 50 States and
foreign countries take this?
Mr. MUMFORD. No, sir. Those figures refer to the sale of catalog

cards. This is what this National Union Catalog looks like.

BOOKS FOR GENERAL COLLECTION

Senator MONRONEY. You are asking for no increase in the books for
the :general collection, $670,000?
Mr. MUMFORD. NO, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Is that the only acquisition of books that you

make for the coming fiscal year other than your copyrights?
Mr. MUMFORD. No. We have a separate appropriation of books for

the Law Library.
Senator MONRONEY. This for the general collections, though, is the

total investment in new books, is that correct?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, with the exception of some small trust funds

that are used for the purchase of materials. As you know, we do get a
great deal of material by exchange with other libraries in this country
and with institutions abroad, and we get considerable material by gift
and some transfers from other Federal agencies.
Senator MONRONEY. There is no shortage of funds throwing you

behind in your acquisition of the publications that are coming out each
year?
Mr. MUMFORD. I think we are able to stay abreast pretty well of the

current publications. There are older materials which we did not
acquire when originally published that it would be desirable to acquire.
Funds are never sufficient for this purpose, but we decided not to

request an addition here for the current year.
Senator MONRONEY. Books for the Law Library, $110,000. That

shows no increase.
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.
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BOOKS FOR BLIND

Senator MONRONEY. For books for the blind, the House has allowed.
$2,446,000, an increase of $546,000 over the current year appropria-
tion.
Mr. MUMFORD. The main part of this is to provide for more titles

and more copies of the titles so that blind readers will not have to wait
as long in order to obtain the books they wish.
Senator MONRONEY. This is a capital investment, in other words, in

the book supply for the blind?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Which has been inadequate to meet the needs

of servicing these unfortunate people?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir. As I said earlier, the number of blind

people who are using the service is constantly increasing. We are
now serving in the neighborhood of 90,000 blind people.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have any questions, Senator?
Senator SALTONSTALL. No, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Pages 125 through 128 of the justifications will

be included in the record at this point.
Please present your reasons for requesting the increase in this

appropriation.
(The information referred to follows :)

Salaries and expenses, Books for the Blind
1964 regular bill  $1, 900,000
1965 estimates  2, 446, 000

Net increase  546, 000

ANALYSIS OF INCREASES AND DECREASES
Decreases:

1. Regular pay in excess of 52-week base 
1964 required the appropriation of funds for 1 additional

day than is normally necessary, or a total of 262 days.
1965 will require only 261 days.

Increases:
2. Ingrade increases and other anticipated increases in salary

costs 
Of this amount approximately 75 percent is for ingrade

increases and 25 percent for reallocations.
3. Annualization of pay raise costs 

The 1964 appropriation provided funds to finance the
1964 pay increase required by Public Law 87-793 for
approximately % year.
Funds are requested to provide for this same pay in-

crease on a full-year basis as follows:
Salaries  $3, 603
Personnel benefits  246

Total  3, 849
4. Publication contracts and braille handcopy process 

An increase of $25,000 is requested to provide for an in-
crease in the size of catalogs from which readers select
books and an increase in the number of copies distributed
of each catalog.
An increase of $13,000 is requested to provide for addi-

tional single copy books transcribed into braille by sighted
volunteers and proofread by blind individuals to meet the
specialized requirements of blind persons.

824

3, 686

3, 849

38, 000
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5. Books and library materials  487, 000
Increases are requested for books and library mate-

rials as follows:
Books in raised characters, $50,000: To provide braille

editions of books of a vocational and professional nature,
an area which has been virtually ignored heretofore.

Braille music, $37,000: Approximately $12,000 was pro-
vided in the 1964 appropriation to start a library of
musical scores and instructional texts for blind persons.
Response to this program indicates the need to increase
this amount by $37,000 to provide for a useful collection.
Sound reproductions disk, $300,000: To provide addi-

tional copies of talking books on records, and to add 2
new periodicals. This increase will provide editions of up
to 500 copies of 400 book titles plus a total of 11 talking
book periodicals. This will help reduce the period of wait-
ing for popular books now experienced by blind persons.
Sound reproductions, tape, $100,000 (new item) : Re-

cordings of books and periodicals on magnetic tape was
started as an experiment 3 years ago. Response has been
been such that as of June 30, 1963, more than 2,700 blind
persons who have their own tape players are using this
service. The increase requested will permit growth of
the collections and enable submasters to be made and dis-
tributed to regional libraries so that they can duplicate
copies for regional use.

6. New positions (8) 
To provide technicians and circulation assistance in

several areas of the blind program.

14,289

2 GS-5 and 1 GS-3 $13, 292
Contribution to retirement 806
Group life insurance 41
Contribution to health benefits 150

Total  14, 289

Total increases 546, 824

Net increases 546,000

MICROFILMING PRESIDENTIAL PAPERS

Senator MONRONEY. In relation to the next item, "Organizing and
microfilming the papers of the Presidents," this is moving forward
in the present appropriation the same as last year. $112,800 is ade-
quate and no personnel additions are required.
Mr. MUMFORD. That is correct, Mr. Chairman, and you will recall

that originally the bill which authorized this work and directed us
to do it had a ceiling of $720,000 on it. We were required to make
this estimate in a very short time. We had never undertaken this
kind of thing before.
The estimate was much too low, and we have had a bill introduced

that would lift that ceiling and it passed the Senate yesterday,. The
House passed it sometime ago, so that it is possible to appropriate the
$112,800 now without going over the ceiling.
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PRESERVATION OF AMERICAN MOTION PICTURES

Senator MONRONEY. The preservation of American motion pictures
is a very recent program, is it not?
Mr. MIJMFORD. Well, it has been going 
Senator MONRONEY. About 6 or 7 years?
Mr. MUMFORD. It has been going for several years now. It orig-

inally applied to the preservation, by conversion to safety base film,
of the paper prints that were deposited by producers in lieu of film
from 1894 to 1912 and to the valuable Kleine collection of motion
pictures on perishable nitrate film. This work has been completed
and this committee and the House committee have, for the last 2
;Tears, agreed to have us continue this program because we have a
very large amount of material on nitrate film that will be lost if it is
not transferred to safety film. We are doing it gradually and
expect to test materials to see what is in danger of being lost so
that we don't have an enormous program facing us overnight.

Senator MONRONEY. This $50,000 is sufficient to carry on the work
to transfer the film, and you get the film by donation from the
motion picture industry?
Mr. MUMFORD. This is older film, Mr. Chairman, deriving from

the period when nitrate film was used exclusively. Today the films
we receive through copyright deposit, and we make only a small
selection of the total films that are copyrighted, are on safety film.
Therefore, we don't have the problem with films that are coming in
today.
Senator MONRONEY. Storaging and cataloging require some of that

$50,000? Very little of the $50,000 is invested in film itself?
Mr. MUMFORD. No, sir; all of it is for the actual conversion, except

for one position.
Senator MONRONEY. To the safety film?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, this is to preserve. I

remember when this program started and it is a very essential
part of our American life.
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir

' 
there is a great deal of important historical

documentary material in these films and it would be lost to posterity
if we didn't do this.

Senator MONRONEY. This is what it would actually cost?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.

FILMS IN LIBRARY

Senator MONRONEY. I saw a film the other night. the night before
the opening of baseball season, President Wilson throwing out the
first ball and then President Harding and others. It took you back
through history and I imagine some of that film came from our
Library here, did it not?
Mr. MUMFORD. I suspect that particular sequence came from our

'collection because we have many historical events so recorded. We
have the first pictures that were taken in the Vatican, for instance,
about 1897, Admiral Dewey boarding his flagship, the first auto-
mobile race in New York in 1904, and many, many things.
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CHARGES FOR FILM

Senator MONRONEY. Do you charge a fee charge for that when it
is put out to television and the networks?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir; we charge for the actual cost of making

copies, and, in addition to that, firms are asked to provide for an
equivalent amount of conversion of nitrate film as a service charge;
so we get a little bit of this conversion done through the charges
to the people who use the film.

Senator MONRONEY. But otherwise the service is free to legitimate
distributors?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir, of the film that is in the public domain,

they are available to people who want them.

FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAM

Senator MONRONEY. For the collection and distribution of library
materials, the House has allowed $1,417,000 in foreign currencies
and $124,500 in American dollars.
I will insert into the record page 155 of the justification, which

gives the figures and the countries involved in this program and
pages 144 and 145 of the green sheets.
(The information referred to follows:)
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Collection and distribution of Library materials (special foreign currency
program), Library of Congress

1964 regular bill  $978, 000
1965 estimate  1, 860, 000

Net increase  882, 000

Analysis of increases

1. Acquisition of books and other library materials  +$640, 000
The increased amount will permit the annualization of book-

purchasing programs carried out in Burma, Indonesia, and
Israel during the last 6 months of 1964, and the initiation of
book-purchasing programs in Poland and Yugoslavia.

2. Bibliographic control  +58, 000
This amount will provide for the preparation of bibliographic

entries in card and list form in Poland and Yugoslavia to aid the
Library of Congress and other recipient libraries in their cata-
loging programs. The present program of bibliographic listing in
Burma, Indonesia, and Israel will be annualized.
The lists resulting from this activity serve to make known to

libraries not participating directly in the program the books ac-
quired and available in the United States.

3. Operation of centers  +121, 000
The additional amount requested will permit the establishment

and equipping of new centers in Poland and Yugoslavia and will
provide for the annualization of existing centers in Burma, Indo-
nesia, and Israel.

4. Program support (U.S. dollars)  +63,000
The increase in dollar support provides for payment of salaries

and fringe benefits for the oversea directors of the new centers
Poland and Yugoslavia; for a director of the existing operations
in Pakistan; for annualization of the salaries of the directors
in Burma, Indonesia, and Israel; for ingrade increases in present
salaries; and for payment of full salary in U.S. dollars while U.S.
staff is on home leave.

Total increase  +882, 000

REASON FOR INITIATING PROGRAMS

Senator MONRONEY. I wish you would briefly describe this program,
as to where the materials go and what use they are put to.
Mr. M17MFORD. If I may go back a step, Mr. Chairman, this pro-

gram was initiated because of the great difficulty of obtaining im-
portant publications from these countries. Neither the Library of
Congress nor other large research libraries on their own were able
to get a good coverage of the important publications because the
book trade is not organized in these countries in such a way that would
facilitate or assure the obtaining of such publications.

OPERATION OP PROGRAMS

On pages 147 and 148 are listed the libraries that are participating
in this. Centers are established in each foreign country for the pur-
pose of maintaining direct contact with government agencies that
are issuing publications and with dealers that supply trade publica-
tions. Because we purchase multiple copies, it becomes worthwhile
for the dealers to give attention to the program and assures a rather
comprehensive coverage of the important publications.
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Books are received, are listed, and accession l ifs are prepared for
them by a native staff. In New Delhi, for instance, we have 46 em-
ployees working with 18 different vernacular languages. These ac-
cession lists come to the libraries in the United States, not only to those
that are receiving material but to others as well.
The native staff also does the preliminary cataloging, making use

of their linguistic abilities. They send the cataloging copy to the
Library of Congress where it is revised, and cards are printed and
distributed to the libraries that are receiving the material. The li-
braries and the scholars of the country have hailed this as a major ad-
vance in providing more information for research on these countries.

USE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES

Senator MONRONEY. In other words, by the use of this foreign cur-
rency, which has very little value to us, particularly in many of the
countries where these programs are working, we are enhancing our
knowledge and the availability of what is being published throughout
the world, and particularly in these particular areas. Is that correct?
Mr. MIIMFORD. Yes, sir, and the countries themselves have welcomed

this because they are pleased that we want to know more about them
and that our scholars and research people will have these materials
Available for research: so we have received very good cooperation
from the local authorities and, of course, from our own State Depart-
ment in carrying on the program.

DOLLAR CONTRIBUTION TO PROGRAM

Senator MONRONEY. Last year we had $32,898 in the_l dollar contri-
bution to this work overseas, plus another $10,543 of U.S. personnel
and related costs for a total of $43,441. The programs in Burma,
Indonesia, and Israel total $16,449 U.S. dollars plus related personnel
costs of $3,110, or $19,559, which is the way the House passed this. Is
that correct?
Mr. MIIMFORD. I think that is correct, Mr. Chairman.

INCLUSION OF POLAND AND YUGOSLAVIA

Senator MONRONEY. And you said the decision on whether we would
include Poland and Yugoslavia was a matter for the Congress todecide and the Library had no recommendation on it, is that correct?Mr. MII3fFORD. We would be very pleased if this committee would•adopt it and if the House committee would accept it.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, this would employ with localcurrency certain numbers of personnel in. Poland and Yugoslavia todo this indexing work?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes. It would be almost all native personnel withone American in charge of the project.
Senator MONRONEY. In each country?
Mr. MITNIFORD. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. That is the $10,966?
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PROGRAM COSTS

Mr. MUMEORD. We would be paying 75 percent of the salary of those
two people in American hard dollars.

Senator MONRONEY. I don't understand quite. You add $10,966 in
Poland and Yugoslavia, but your U.S. personnel and related costs total
$45,887, which jumps the total dollar contribution. Where does that
money in that last line item go?
Mr. MUMPORD. Mr. Stevens, who is in charge of the project, is

here and may wish to speak to this, but I know it includes an item for
one American to go to Karachi, Pakistan. Heretofore we have carried
on the program in New Delhi with an American traveling from India
and this is not entirely satisfactory. Mr. Stevens can elaborate fur-
ther on that item of total personnel.

INCREASE IN HARD DOLLARS FOR PROGRAM

Senator SALTONSTALL. If the chairman would yield, it would in-
crease the hard dollars from $19,500 to $43,400 if we add Poland and
Yugoslavia as I read these figures.
Mr. STEVENS. Sir, if we add Poland and Yugoslavia, we would be

adding only the two positions which show in the column under "Other
increases-1965 U.S. dollars."

Senator SALTONSTALL. $10,966.
Mr. STEVENS. $10,966 in each country, and that represents 75 per-

cent of the salary of the American. He would get the remainder of
his salary from the foreign currency amount which shows in the next
column.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Are we looking at the same table?
Mr. STEVENS. Right here, sir, under "Other increases-1965 U.S.

dollars."
Senator SALTONSTALL. It would make a total, Mr. Chairman, of

hard dollars of $143,000, is that correct? That is the next to the
last column, and as opposed to foreign currency of $1,717,000.
Mr. STEVENS. That is correct, sir. That $143,000 includes not only

the new positions in Poland and Yugoslavia, but annualizing positions
in Burma, and Indonesia, and Israel which were covered in last year's
budget for half a year.

Senator MONRONEY. But the dollar cost in 1964 goes up from
$80,000 to $143,000 in 1965?
Mr. STEVENS. Yes,, sir.
Mr. MUMFORD. That is correct.
Senator SALTONSTALL. We get a full year in Israel, where we have

only had a half year, a full year in Indonesia, and a full year in
iBurma, and a full operation n Pakistan when we only had a branch

operation there.
In other words

' 
this is a very small program and it is expanding now

to take in more than twice as many countries?
Mr. STEVENS. That is correct.

31-536-64--4
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CONTRIBUTIONS OF RECEIVING LIBRARIES

Mr. MUMFORD. Mr. Chairman, if I may point out, and I think this
is important, the libraries that are receiving this material will be
contributing about 29,000 hard dollars to the program for participa-
tion in it and in addition will contribute about $165,000 for the co-
operating cataloging of materials, which assists us at the Library of
Congress greatly as well as serving the purposes of the participating
libraries. So they are making a very substantial investment in this
project.
Senator SALTONSTALL. What is the net cost in hard dollars, not

$143,000, but $143,000 less-
Mr. MUMFORD. Less $29,000 in contributions because the $165,000

for cooperative cataloging goes to employ catalogers to handle the
material.

NET COST OF PROPOSED YUGOSLAV-POLISH PROGRAM

Senator SALTONSTALL. Would you tell us if the Senate decided to
add Poland and Yugoslav what is the net cost of the program in
dollars, as opposed to the $1,717,000 that is in foreign currency? I
think that is important to know.
Mr. STEVENS. Sir, each participating library pays into the Treasury

$500 for each set of publications from each country, and if we were to
add Poland and Yugoslavia to these other countries this would in-
crease the number of libraries by 24 and it would bring the hard dollar
contribution up to $42,000 next year.
Senator SALTONSTALL. So the net cost would be approximately

$100,000 to the Government?
Mr. STEVENS. That is correct, sir.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Instead of $143,000, which you show. You

get back $42,000 of that?
Mr. STEVENS. Yes, and that goes directly into the Treasury. That

is not available to us for expenditure.
Mr. ROGERS. To put it another way, Senator, the hard dollar costs

proposed in Yugoslavia and Poland would be just under $22,000 and
we would recover $12,000 of that from contributions from partici-
pating libraries.

FINANCING RUSSIAN ACCESSIONS

Senator SAIMONSTALL. These Russian Accessions are entirely outside
of the figures that Lou are giving us?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.
Senator SALTONSTALL. And that is entirely financed by the National

Science Foundation.
Mr. MITMFORD. Has been in this current year.
Senator SALTONSTALL. And the House stated it should be this year.
Mr. MumFoRD. Two-thirds of it.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Two-thirds.
Senator MONRONEY. This is completely separate V
Mr. ROGERS. That is under the first program, Library of Congress

salaries and expenses, page 24. It actually begins on page 21.
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Mr. RUMFORD. Senator, you may be interested in seeing some of the
catalog cards that are produced for this material.

PERSONNEL REQUEST—RUSSIAN ACCESSIONS INDEX

Senator MONRONEY. At that point I would like to put these pages in
the record for further information on this program.
(The information referred to follows:)

JUSTIFICATION OF NEW POSITIONS REQUESTED

To provide for direct financing of the publication of the Monthly Index of Rus-
sian Accessions ' Cyrillic Bibliographic Project, Monthly Index of Russian
Accessions Section, 38 positions

1 GS-12-9 Editor $12,626
1 GS-11-7 Subject cataloger-translator 10,109
1 GS-11-5 Subject cataloger-translator 9,547
2 GS-11-3 Subject cataloger-translators, at $8,986 17,972
1 GS-11-2 Assistant editor 8,694
1 GS-9-6 Subject cataloger-translator 8,195
1 GS-9-7 Subject cataloger-translator 8,424
1 GS-7-6 Head, card copy and indexing 6,781
1 GS-7-4 Supervisor, cataloging and searching 6,386
1 GS-6-8 Assistant head, card copy and indexing 6,469
2 GS-5-6 Catalogers, at $5,491 10, 982
5 GS-5A Editorial assistants, at $5,179 25, 895
1 GS-5-2 Proofreader 4, 867
1 GS-5-2 Searcher 4, 867
1 GS-5-2 Filer 4, 867
1 GS-5-2 Preliminary cataloger 4,867
1 GS-4-4 Serial assistant 4,638
2 GS Editorial 9,276-4A clerks, at $4,638 
1 GS-3-9 Arranger-messenger 4,784
7 GS-3-4 Clerk-typists, at $4,202 29,414
4 GS-3-2 Clerk-typists, at $3,994 15, 976
1 GS-2-2 Arranger 3,744

Total 219,380
Personnel benefits 17, 107

38 positions 236,487

1 The cost of printing this publication, $28,000, is covered under the appropriation "Dis-
tribution of Catalog Cards."

Financial support for MIRA has come from several sources since its inception
in 1948. Last year the House Appropriations Committee, responding to a re-
quest for a direct appropriation for this purpose, provided that support for
1964 should come from the National Science Foundation. It was also indicated
that "* * * another look can be taken at the financing arrangement in future
budgets." The Senate Appropriations Committee concurred. On the grounds
that about a third of the contents of MIRA relate to subject fields outside the
mission of the agency, the National Science Foundation has urged the Library
to include funding for MIRA in its own budget for 1965.
The report of the user survey made last year by the Diebold Group, Inc.,

indicated strong support for continuance of this publication. In its summation
the report stated:
"It is estimated that about 2,500 individual users would be critically affected

if MIRA were to be discontinued, including about 1,500 physical scientists.
"The body of opinion developed in this study discloses numerous important

benefits from the use of MIRA, and many claims of serious adverse effects
should the publication be discontinued. The results of the study point toward
the continuation of MIRA"
Two specific improvements most frequently requested by users were made in

1964. The listing of tables of contents of periodicals, the former part B of the
index, was reinstated, and a reduction In the timelag in listing publications was
achieved.
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Sixty-five to seventy percent of the contents of the index fall into the fields
of science and technology and its heaviest use is by physical scientists. How-
ever, use by social scientists is also significant. It should also be noted that the
Library of Congress makes considerable use of this publication for the biblio-
graphical control and reference exploitation of its own collections.

All positions requested are in the present table of organization of the Monthly
Index of Russian Accessions.

Table of increase in number of monographs received and in number of outside
library entries received for listing in MIRA

1960 1961 1962 1963

Monographs received in the Library of Congress 35,900 43,100 54,600 55. 300
Other locations reported 32,200 35,600 46,600 71,500

Total 68,100 78,700 101,200 126,800

RETURN OF BOOKS UNDER FOREIGN CRRENCY PROGRAM

Senator MONRONEY. I would like to ask in reference to this foreign
currency prop-am, do the books and the nubl;ca tions that are pur-
chased all come back to the libraries in the United States that are
participating?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. And the programs supported by these libraries

and by the Library of Congress increase the sum total of information
on science and technology, and Government, and all the information
we can o•et as to what is going on in these various nations?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes; that is entirely correct.
Senator MONRONEY. The thrust of the program is to make our

scholars more aware and better informed than they would otherwise
be by picking it up through propaganda sources or other means.
This provides basic documents that are published frenerallv for dis-

tribution within the underdeveloped areas in the Far East and through
thA Communist bloc countries?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir.

AVAILABILITY TO SCHOLARS AND PUBLIC

Senator MONRONEY. And in Poland and Yugoslavia, these pub-
lications are available to the general public and scholars?
Mr. MUM-FORD. You say available to the scholars in Yugoslavia?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes. I mean these are domestic or internally

circulated items.
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, sir: Government publications and trade pub-

lications which are available there, which we bring over and make
available to the scholars and public here.

HOUSE ALLOWANCE, CATALOG CARD DISTRIBUTION

Senator MONRONEY. Just one further question. The House allowed
180.000 for the distribution of catalog cards for the current year,

fiscal 1964, and $3,554,800 for the next year, fiscal year 1965.
You say in your prepared statement if action cannot be taken this

year this should be added to the 1965 request. Why is this?
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Mr. MUM/FORD. Mr. Chairman, this is rather involved, the matter
of the supplemental request and the amended request and the regular
request.
I would like to ask Mr. Rogers to undertake to state the figures on

that.
Mr. ROGERS. Senator, I think if you look at this table (see p. 38)

it will help to explain why this is necessary. This itemizes the amounts
that are included in this particular request. You will see there are
three items with a checkmark which add up to the $180,000 down be-
low: the subject headings, $99,000; the 41 positions for 2 months of
this fiscal year, $31,000; and the $50,000 for increase in card printing.
Now, each one of those three items will be necessary as far as the pro-

gram is concerned whether or not they can be spent this year or next.
In other words, the subject heading list is a one-time appropriation

and if it is financed and paid for this year, it will not be done next year.
The work that has to be done in the Card Division for which we have
asked the 41 positions earlier is still going to be there whether we get
it done before July 1 or afterward.

SUPPLEMENTAL FOR SEVERE ARREARAGE

At the moment we have a very bad arrearage there, and that is why
we had to ask for a supplemental. The same thing is true of card
printing. There is a backlog in card printing; if we don't (Yet that
done before July 1, the printing is still going to have to be done in
order to supply the cards to the libraries.
Senator MONRONEY. The need has to be liquidated by this $180,000

charge?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir. We would expect, of course, in fiscal 1966 to

drop nonrecurring amounts like the $99.
'
000 for the subject headings.

Senator MONRONEY. And the $50,000 for increasing the number of
cards, is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.

ADDED FUNDS NECESSARY

Senator MONRONEY. The House language could be amended to make
the funds available in 1964 and 1965, could it not, and it would not
be necessary to add it in?
Mr. ROGERS. No,sir; the amount does have to be added. Otherwise

the funds will not be available. That is correct, is it not, Mr. Welsh?
Mr. WELSH. Yes, sir; if we are unable to expend or obligate the

funds in fiscal 1964, they will have to be included in the base For 1965.
Senator MONRONEY. Unless they are what?
Mr. WELSH. Unless the funds were included in the base in 1965 we

wouldn't have authorization to expend these funds in 1965. I see Mr.
Scott does not agree.
Senator MONRONEY. I think he wants to make it available in 1964

and in 1965.
Mr. WELSH. Yes.
Mr. ROGERS. I thought the wording of the House bill did provide

this.
Senator MONRONEY. It says $180,000 to be immediately available.
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BUDGET BUREAU OPINION ON FUNDS AVAILABILITY

Mr. Scow. The Bureau of the Budget has advised the committee
that unless this money is made available in 1965 by language to be
included in the bill it will expire on June 30.
Mr. ROSSITER. That should read "To be continued until expended."
Mr. Scow. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. You could do it that way?
Mr. Scow. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. It could be continued. I would like to put

some documents in the record and, Mr. 1VIumford, if we need further
information we will call on you. Of course the repairs that are being
done at the Library of Congress are rather extensive. Are they well
underway now by the Architect of the Capitol?
Mr. MUMFORD. Yes, indeed.

ADDITIONAL SPACE, TOP FLOOR OF ANNEX

Senator MONRONEY. One thing I am sorry we didn't get a chance
to go into, and we might go into it a bit, is the need for the additional
space on the top floor of the annex.
Mr. MIIMFORD. It is very badly needed. This space has not been

usable as workspace up to now because of lack of lighting and ventila-
tion. As I indicated, we can locate approximately 140 people there
and thereby relieve some of the congestion in other parts of the annex.
We are just trying to make use Mr. Chairman, of every inch of

space that could possibly be utilized for operations until such time
as we get an additional building.
Senator MONRONEY. We made some temporary space available to

you in the Naval Weapons Plant.
Mr. MIIMFORD. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Would the space there be less expensive to

recondition than this part?
Mr. MumFolu). At the Naval Weapons?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes. I notice you will have to store materials

now that are in the annex fourth floor out in Maryland.
Mr. MUMFORD. We have some figures on that. Mr. Welsh?
Mr. WELSH. Yes. The space in the fourth floor of the annex can

be renovated at a very reasonable rate. It would include air condi-
tioning and new lighting and heating. It would be cheaper to do
that than to renovate space in the navy yard annex.
Senator MONRONEY. You have no figure from the Architect yet on

that, or will that be in his presentation? 
Mr. WELSH. Yes • it will be in tomorrow.
Mr. MUMFORD. And, of course, we don't have any offer of any avail-

able additional space at the Naval Weapons Plant at the present time.

COMMITTER RECESS

Senator MONRONEY. The committee will stand in recess and you
will be subject to call on any further application the committee might
desire.
We will be in recess until 9 o'clock tomorrow morning.
(Whereupon, at 10 a.m., Friday, April VT, 1964, the committee re-

cessed, to reconvene at 9 a.m., Saturday, April 18, 1964.)
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SATURDAY, APRIL 18, 1964

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMI1 IEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

Washington, D.0 .
The subcommittee met at 9 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room 1223,

New Senate Office Building, Hon. A. S. Mike Monroney (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Senators Monroney, Hayden, Proxmire, and Saltonstall.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

STATEMENT OF J. GEORGE STEWART, ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL,
ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES A. HENLOCK, ADMINISTRATIVE
OFFICER; PHILIP L. ROOF, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT; WALTER L.
RUBEL, COORDINATING ENGINEER; THOMAS F. CLANCY, SUPER-
VISING ENGINEER, CAPITOL BUILDING, J. LEWEY CARAWAY,
SUPERINTENDENT, SENATE OFFICE BUILDING; PAUL PINCUS,
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT AND HORTICULTURIST; CHARLES A.
DURKIN, ASSISTANT TO ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER; AND
DANIEL J. GEARY, ACCOUNTING OFFICER

ESTIMATES AND HOUSE ALLOWANCE, 1965

Senator MONRONEY. The Legislative Subcommittee on Appropria-
tions will be in session.
We are glad to have as our first witness today the Architect of the

Capitol and his staff.
Mr. Stewart, do you have a statement?
Mr. STEWART. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. The estimates by the Architect of the Capitol

for fiscal year 1965 are in the amount of $22,236,400 and the House has
allowed $19,607,000.
Mr. STEWART. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. By custom, the House has not considered the

items for the Senate. I would like to insert in the record at this point
the table showing the figures for last year, the budget estimate and
the 'amounts in the House bill.

13
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(The table referred to follows:)

Appropriation
Appropri-
ations,
1964

Budget
estimates,

1965
House

bill, 1965

House
allowance,
196.5, over/
under 1964
appropri-
ations

House
reduction
under

estimate

Senate
items and
restoration
requested

ARCHETICT OF THE CAPITOL

Salaries, Office of the Archi-
tect_  $442, 500 $569, 000 $539, 000 +$96, 500 -$30, 000  

Contingent expenses 50, 000 50,000 50,000  
Capitol Buildings l 1, 428, 500 3 1,675, 000 1, 630, 000 +201,500 -45,000  
Extension of the Capitol 700, 000 3 125, 000 125, 000 -575, 000  
Capitol Grounds 476,000 678,000 665,000 +189,000 -13,000  
Senate Office Buildings 2, 535, 300 2, 402, 000  +$2, 402,000
Legislative garage 50, 500 52, 000 52, 000 +1, 500  
House Office Buildings 1, 778, 000 3, 354, 000 3, 230, 000 +1,452,000 -124,000  
Acquisition of property, con-
struction, and equipment,
additional House Office
Building (liquidation cash) _ 20,000, 000 8, 000, 000 8, 000, 000 -12,000, 000  

Capitol Power Plant (opera-
tion) 2, 213, 000 2, 706, 000 2, 700, 000 +487,000 -6,000  

Planning for restoration, old
Senate Chamber and old
Supreme Court chamber in
Canitol 37,500  -37,500  

Library Buildings and grounds:
Structural and mechani-
cal care_  3, 388, 200 2,396, 000 2, 396, 000 -992,200  

Furniture and furnishings_ 180,000 229,400 220,000 +40, 000 -9,400  

Total, Architect of the
Capitol 33, 279, 500 22, 236, 400 19, 607, 000 4-11,137,200 4 -227,400 8+2,4O2, 000

1 And reappropriation, estimated now at $82,000.
2 Includes $160,000 in H. Doc. 284.
3 Submitted in H. Doc. 284.
4 Excludes figures for fiscal years 1964 and 1965 for "Senate" and "Senate office buildings", which items are

customarily not considered by the House.
3 Since House did not consider Senate items, the amount in the column is larger than House reductions

under budget estimates.

SALARIES, OFFICE OF THE ARCHICECT

Senator MONRONEY. You may proceed with your statement, Mr.
Stewart.
Mr. STEWART. The first appropriation item is on page 12 of the

justification 
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have copies of that?
Mr. STEWART. Yes.
Under this appropriation, we are asking $44,800 increase for 1965

to meet on a full-year basis the cost of 14 additional positions allowed
on a part-year basis for 1964. on the central professional administra-
tive, fiscal, and clerical staff of the Architect of the Capitol, previously
carried on construction project payrolls. The amounts allowed for
1964 provided for the 51/2-month period, January 16-June 30, 1964.

ADDITIONAL POSITIONS

We are also asking $51,976 for six additional positions. Four of
these are electronic equipment technicians and have been approved by
the House. The House has, however, added these four positions to the
"Capitol Buildings" appropriation, instead of the "Salaries, Archi-
tect" appropriation, in view of two longstanding precedents. The
"Capitol Buildings" appropriation has for many years carried the
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funds for the personnel operating and maintaining the electrical sub-
stations in the Capitol, Senate, and House Office Buildings; also, for
the special elevator maintenance force charged with the responsibility
of special testing, inspecting, and recabling of all elevator units in all
buildings under the Architect, while the supervising elevator engineer
and his assistant have been carried on the "Salaries, Architect" pay-
roll. The House considered the same arrangement should be fol-
lowed with respect to the four electronic technicians, since they will
service extensive electronic equipment in the Capitol, the New Senate
Office Building, and the Rayburn House Office Building. The time
of two men will be required for the Capitol and Senate Office Build-
ings, and the time of the remaining two will be required for the Ray-
burn Building. Further detail with respect to these jobs and the
amount of equipment to be serviced and maintained by them is set
forth on pages 16 and 17 of the justifications.

TRANSFER OF CONSTRUCTION POSITIONS

Last year, we told the committee that we would have one or two
more positions to request be transferred from construction rolls to
the permanent central office staff of the Architect, before completing
our organization. We are asking for those two positions for 1965—
one an attorney, and one an architectural engineer. The need for these
two positions is set forth on pages 13, 14, and 15 of the justification
and I would like to read those sections of the justification.

Justificaticm, of salaries, Office of Architect

1964 appropriation in annual act  $442, 500
Deductions:

Regular pay above 52-week base allotment decreased from $3,200
to $1,800 due to 1964 being leap year and containing 2 additional
days instead of the usual 1 additional day above the 52-week
base  —1,400

Base for 1965  441, 100
Additions:

Within grade salary advancement and other changes authorized
by the Classification Act of 1949, as amended  6, 295

Increased pay costs due to Public Law 87-793, approved October 11,
1962, "Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962," to cover increases
which went into effect January 5, 1964, under authority of that
act and must be met on a full-year basis in 1965  5, 236

Wage-rate increases authorized by Public Law 763, 83d Congress
for wage-board employees  793

Overtime and holiday pay increased by $9,600 to meet increased
pay costs under this allotment resulting from base pay increases
and the proposed addition of 6 positions  9,600

An increase of $44,800 is requested for 1965 to meet on a full-year
basis the cost of 14 additional positions allowed on a part-year
basis for 1964, on the central professional administrative, fiscal,
and clerical staff of the Architect of the Capitol, previously
carried on construction project payrolls. The amount allowed
for 1964 provided for the 511 -month period, January 16, 1964, to
June 30, 1964  44, 800

6 additional positions: 1 attorney. GS-15, at $15,665 per annum;
1 architectural engineer, GS-13, at $11,725 per annum; 2 assistant
electronic equipment technicians, wage board 12, at $6,448 per
annum each; 2 electronic equipment technician helpers, wage
board 10 at $5,845 per annum each  51, 976
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NEED FOR ATTORNEY POSITIONS

Mr. STEWART. The need for these positions is explained as follows:
Attorney, GS-15 at $15,665 per annum: The Architect's Office is not

presently provided with an attorney on its permanent office staff. The
point has now been reached where the legal workload of the Archi-
tect's Office requires the full-time service of an attorney, in order to
properly protect the Government's interest. These services are re-
quired for both maintenance and construction activities and in con-
nection with administration of the numerous laws affecting the opera-
tions and activities of the Architect of the Capitol.
The services of the attorney, requested to be added to the permanent

office staff for 1965, are required for such work as the following:
Review of all specifications for maintenance and construction work

to insure their conformity with the requirements of law, particularly
to see to it that they do not contain restrictive provisions in violation
of the open competitive bidding requirements of section 3709 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended, which govern the Architect, generally,
in his operations, and also to endeavor to eliminate ambiguities; re-
view of proposed contracts to insure their conformity with the law,
including their legal sufficiency as to form and execution, inclusion of
Davis-Bacon, Contract Work Hours Act of 1962, Walsh-Healey, and
other applicable statutory requirements, and securing decisions from
the Secretary of Labor whenever questions arise as to the proper appli-
cation of such laws to contract operations under the Architect; advice
as to application of general statutes to the Architect of the Capitol
and his functions in cases where any doubt exists as to their applica-
tion or manner of application and the securing of decisions from the
Comptroller General where necessary; negotiating settlements under
the Federal Torts Claims Act, and development of information re-
quired for the hearing of claims under that act which are filed with
and adjudicated by the courts; proper execution of released under
contracts; negotiation of settlement of claims under contracts;  con-
ference with the legal staffs of the Comptroller General and Attorney
General and any other Government agencies where mutual collabora-
tion or advice in legal matters is required; codification of laws appli-
cable to the Architect of the Capitol and his functions; legal advice with
respect to decisions of the Comptroller General and of the courts in
their application to the Architect of the Capitol and his functions.

LEGAL DETERMINATIONS MORE DIFFICULT

Contract administration, in particular, has become more aid more
complex in recent years, not only with legislative changes, but due
largely to the fact that in the present era, most contractors maintain
legal services for screening and interpretation of plans and specifica-
tions and raise legal questions as to their responsibilities under dis-
puted provisions of contracts, necessitating legal representation on the
part of the Government in handling rebuttals and controversies.
For many years, the legal work of the Office was carried on by the

administrative staff, with advice from the Comptroller General's Office
and other available sources. In recent years, with the heavy construc-
tion program in progress, it has been necessary, in addition, to employ
attorneys on construction payrolls. At the present time, a full-time
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attorney is being carried on the Additional House Office Building pay-
roll, who is having to devote most of his time to the general legal work
of the central office, itself, and it is proposed to transfer this employee
to the permanent force on the salaries, Office of the Architect roll, if
funds for the requested position are allowed for 1965.
Approval of this position on the permanent office staff for the fiscal

year 1965 is urgently requested.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Would it be proper to ask questions now?
Senator MONRONEY. I believe it would be appropriate.

ADDITION TO OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Stewart, if you are going to have to have
a man who will do all these things, why would it not be better for us to
add this as an additional position to the Legislative Counsel. This
would give you the benefit of all the staff of the Legislative Counsel,
who do our work, and not confine it to one man? This would permit
them to parcel out the different sections of the work so that you have a
contract man doing one thing, you have a labor man who understands
the labor laws do another, and so forth.
Mr. STEWART. May I ask Mr. Henlock to answer to that inquiry?
Mr. HENLOCK. Our needs involve a constant flow of work, such as the

daily detail flow of contract work and specifications. Contract admin-
istration is a constant operation. We find that the Legislative Counsel
specializes in the drafting of the legislation rather than in contract
law and the application of court decisions, adjudication of tort claims,
general administration, and matters of that nature.
We think it is rather dangerous, from the standpoint of protecting

the Government's interest, to attempt to operate our office without the
services of a full-time attorney on our permament staff, as the require-
ments of law have become so extensive and so complex.

CONTINUATION OF WORKLOAD

Senator MONRONEY. You had been operating for years without an
attorney until the Rayburn Building started. That construction,
which was of great magnitude, probably required a special attorney
to keep you advised and to help in the contract matters. I wonder
now if the workload, maintenance of buildings and matters of that
kind, will continue to demand a full-time attorney such as you have
employed during the construction period?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes; we feel very definitely so, as we let a hundred

or more maintenance contracts a year, and they present much the same
problems as construction contracts.
Under the Government contract laws that exist today, any time a

contractor disputes a finding of the Architect of the Capitol, he has
the right to demand that there be a hearing board set up and judicial
hearing procedures be followed.
Senator MONRONEY. If the Architect finds he is not doing work

properly.
Mr. HENLOCK. Normally, hearings result from differences of opin-

ion or disputes in the negotiation and settlement of claims or change
orders, in fact, the settlement of any dispute under the contract.
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CONTRACTOR'S LEGAL STAFF

Mr. STEWART. Or in the interpretation of the specifications.
Mr. HENLOCK. When I first, came here, for many years. apparently,

contractors did not generally employ attorneys regularly to screen
plans and specifications. Today I do not think there is a contractor,
small or large, that. does not have a legal staff available to him and
he challenges any number of items in the specifications, particularly
ambiguities or other points giving rise to disputes, claims, or allow-
ances.
We have no option under the court decisions but to grant formal

hearings when our findings are appealed. That, in itself, is an ex-
tensive operation.
But before appeals arise, Senator, is where the key comes in. That

makes it doubly necessary to have someone competent to screen all our
specifications before they are issued to bidders, and make sure, as far
as we can, that ambiguities or other matters that might give rise to
claims are eliminated at the source.

POSSIBLE SAVINGS UNDER CONTRACT REVIEW BY ATTORNEY
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, would reviewing and spot

checking and approving the form of the contract offer savings to the
Government through protection against clauses that might perhaps
raise the cost of construction?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir; we definitely feel a full-time attorney will

save money in that respect.
Mr. STEWART. I might bring up one instance where an attorney was

of great value to the Government. That was in a tort claim case.
The tort claim came in for around $100,000. It was heard in court,
tried in court. The preparation of the defense of that case was the
effort of this attorney. The accident occurred in the U.S. Capitol.
The court finally found in our favor. So, there are occasions where
we benefit if we are properly equipped to take care of claims, and we
have tort claims quite often on the grounds and in the buildings. It
gives us someone that we can depend on to handle the work at the
right time and do it in the right way.
Senator MONRONEY. In addition to employing an attorney, if he were

given to you on a permanent basis, you would have to employ stenog-
raphers, too?
Mr. STEWART. No; sir, he is using the employees that we now have

on our general staff. There is no additional clerical help required.
We can take care of the clerical work by drawing on our general office
force.

SALARY OF ATTORNEY

Senator MONRONEY. What is the salary range?
Mr. STEWART. $15,665 is the starting salary, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. Is that what he is paid now?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. This is the first and the highest paid of the six

additional positions you are asking for.
Mr. STEWART. That is right..
Senator MONRONEY. Attorney, $15,665.
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Do you have any further questions?
Senator SALTONSTALL. No.

DAILY NEED FOR ATTORNEY

I reiterate that I hate to see separate attorneys in all the different
departments. It seems to me to be very much more efficient to have
them under one head. Thus, you can call on the Legislative Counsel's
Office for all your questions. This way our work is parceled out in
different divisions of our force and complications can arise.
Mr. HENLOCK. Of course, Senator, as we see it, our requirement is a

daily operation. Our workload does not come up every few days or
once or twice a week. There are matters every day to be handled. I
do not believe that the Legislative Counsel's Office has specialized in
such work as we are doing, such as contract law and administration.
We have to be familiar with court decisions, contract board of appeals
decisions, and many other specialized matters.
Senator MONRONEY. Now that you have completed the Rayburn

Building, however, and have no further work on the Capitol at this
time of any magnitude, repair projects are underway in the Library
of Congress and other places, what is the volume of your contract
work that would require a full-time attorney?
Mr. HENLOCK. I would say we have at least 100 contracts a year,

some are small and some are of magnitude. You have given us two
and a quarter million dollars to replace the city water distribution sys-
tem and sewer and drainage systems serving the main Library of Con-
gress building and grounds. That, in itself, is a big item.

Senator MONRONEY. You surely know what the magnitude of these
items is. For the Library of Congress, $2.5 million, and you are asking
for further money this year, too.
Mr. HENLOCK. About $15 million in appropriations affecting con-

tracts on both maintenance and construction work.

ARCFITTECTURAL ENGINEER

Senator MONRONEY. You may proceed to the next item, which I
believe is the architectural engineer.
Mr. STEWART. Architectural engineer, GS-13 at $11,725 per annum.

Funds are requested for 1965 to provide an architectural engineer to
work under the direction of, and as an assistant to, the Assistant Archi-
tect of the Capitol. The professional workload of the office justifies
this request.
This employee is required to serve as liaison architect-engineer be-

tween the Assistant Architect and consulting architects, engaged
under personal service contracts and also the field construction staff
of the Architect of the Capitol; assist in the development of schematics
and criteria for construction and maintenance projects in the de-
velopmental stage; coordinate the efforts of technical, architectural
and engineering specialists in the development of working drawings
and specifications.

SCOPE OF WORK

His duties would include the development of schematic and prelimi-
nary architectural design studies for proposed new buildings and for
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alterations, repairs, and restorations to existing buildings under the
jurisdiction of the Architect of the Capitol. These design studies
would include the preparation of schematic plans, elevations, sections,
and supporting data; examination of site conditions to determine the
extent of construction or repair proposed; compatibility and tie-in
with existing structures, condition of existing structures, condition of
existing improvements, public utilities, underground structures, grades
to be maintained, and development of preliminary project directives
outlining the scope of the project, facilities to be included, and material
and finishes to be used.
His duties would also include preparation and collaboration with

others in the preparation of working drawings and specifications for
maintenance projects; attendance at meetings with consulting archi-
tects for the purpose of offering suggestions relating to the preparation
of preliminary drawings, working drawings, and specifications; con-
ferences with Members of Congress and their staffs to help work out
changes desired or authorized with respect to occupancy conditions.
Senator MONRONEY. Is this another one of these transfers from the

temporary staff of the Rayburn Building?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, it is the final one.
Senator MONRONEY. He has been a pretty busy man just in the work

of supervising, checking, and doing the necessary duties on the con-
struction. But do you feel that there is enough work remaining now
that that huge building is finished, that we should cover him as well
as the attorney, and I think we have allowed you to place several other
employees last year on the permanent staff? How long are we going
to keep enlarging the staff, which seems to grow year by year? This
is six more positions of an executive nature and technical nature that
you are asking for.

PERFORMANCE OF MAINTENANCE WORK

Mr. HENLOCK. Senator in providing Mr. Campioli, the Assistant
Architect of the Capitol, with an assistant, you will make it possible
for us to do the planning and specification writing for most of our
maintenance work through our own architectural and engineering
force rather than through outside architects and engineers now
required to prepare many of the plans and specifications. It would be
very helpful in that respect.
Mr. STEWART. As a matter of fact, I might point out that our budget

request includes funds for construction of rooms in a small interior
shaft located in the House side of the central section of the Capitol
and that it is proposed, with the aid of this assistant, to prepare the
plans and specifications for this work without engaging the services
of an outside architect.

NUMBER OF ARCHITECTS

Senator MONRONEY. How many architects do you have not counting
the architectural engineer?
Mr. STEWART. Our professional architect is Mr. Campioli, who

serves as Assistant Architectof the Capitol.
Senator MONRONEY. Mr. Campioli is not here today. He is the pro-

fessional architect. His title is the Assistant Architect of the Capitol?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
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Senator MONRONEY. You have no second or third?
Mr. STEWART. I have a second assistant named Col. James Banks,

who is on our engineering staff engaged, primarily, in field construc-
tion work.

Senator MONRONEY. What do you mean by field?
Mr. HENLOCK. The construction project force for work done in our

field office.
USE OF OUTSIDE ARCHITECTS

Senator MONRONEY. In the building of the Rayburn Building,was
this architectural work all done by the Architect of the Capitol .
Mr. HENLOCK. No, sir; it was done by outside architects.
Senator MONRONEY. Don't you have outside architects on most of

these things? On the East Front, was that done in-house in the
Architect of the Capitol's Office, or done by an outside architect?
Mr. HENLOCK. It was done by outside architects.

IN-HOUSE ARCHITECTURAL WORK

Senator MONRONEY. What jobs do you do in-house that would re-
quire the additional licensed architects?
Mr. HENLOCK. All our maintenance work, Senator; work involved

in the maintenance and repair and upkeep of our buildings.
Senator MONRONEY. That runs into considerable money, but it is

more or less a repair job, is it not, not a creative job requiring archi-
tectural planning?
Mr. HENLOCK. There are plans and specifications required for this

type of work, as well as construction work.
Mr. ROOF. We have to take open competitive bids for all work over

$1,000.
Mr. HENLOCK. Nonrestrictive plans and specifications have to be

detailed before we proceed to invite competitive bids.
Senator MONRONEY. This is the first time that there thas been

recommended an architectuaral engineer.
Mr. HENLOCK. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. This is to put a man on permanently who has

been helping on the construction of Rayburn Building?
Mr. HENLOCK. That is correct.

SUMMATION OF POSITION REQUESTED

Senator SALTONSTALL. Boiled down, Mr. Stewart, you are asking
for six additional positions, these are brandnew positions. The House
gave you four more positions to take from temporary to permanent.
Mr. HENLOCK. The four electronic technicians are to provide new

employees—two for the Rayburn Building, one for the Capitol, and
one for the Senate Office Building.
Senator SALTONSTALL. What I was trying to say, you are asking for

six new jobs.
Mr. HENLOCK. Four new and two transfers from the construction

rolls to the regular roll.
Senator MONRONEY. You may proceed.
Mr. STEWART. The next section is on "Travel," page 21 of the justi-

fication.



62 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

ELECTRONIC TECHNICIANS

Senator MONRONEY. Wait a minute. You have not justified these
electronic technicians except to say they take care of the clocks. If
that is all they are going to do, this committee turned down the clocks,
and I think wisely so, when you came in with an estimate of $230,000,
I believe to equip the Senate Office Buildings with these electronic
clocks. 

believe,
turned it down.

Now we understand that you tell us we can get these clocks, some-
thing just about as good, for $100,000. Is that correct?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Is this what these men are for, to maintain
Mr. HENLOCK. As shown on pages 16 and 17, two of them are for

the Rayburn Building.
Mr. STEWART. Two assistant electronic equipment technicians at

$6,448 per year and two electronic equipment technician helpers at
$5,845 per year.

Senator MONRONEY. Is this electric or electronic?
Mr. STEWART. Electronic.
At the persent time, one electronic equipment technician, wage board

14, is provided on the "Salaries, Architect of the Capitol" payroll.
Due to the very substantial increase in the electronic equipment work-
load which will materialize when the Rayburn House Office Building
is occupied in January 1965, the need for two assistant electronic
equipment technicians and two helpers will become imperative.

WORK OF ELECTRONIC TECHNICIANS

These employees are required for the maintenance and adjustment
of electronically operated clocks and electronically operated legislative
call systems in the Capitol Building; electronically operated clocks in
the New Senate Office Building; and the electronically operated clocks
and legislative call system and public address systems now being in-
stalled in the Rayburn House Office Building.
The clock and legislative call systems in the Capitol Building in-

clude 275 clocks, 100 electronic receivers, 109 legislative call visual
signal units, 14 electronic coupling units, 6 generator control units, 2
master control stations in the Senate and House Chambers, and many
other miscellaneous devices.
The New Senate Office Building is equipped with a Simplex clock

system throughout the building. All of these clocks are electrically
operated and corrected hourly by impulses transmitted by a master
clock also located in this building. Each clock is equipped with an
electronic receiver and a buzzer to sound the legislative calls, initiated
from a control station on the rostrum in the Senate Chamber.
The Rayburn Building will add 254 electronic clocks, 436 combina-

tion clock and legislative call visual signal units, 57 corridor-type
visual signal units, 259 electronic receivers, and 9 sound reinforcement
systems. The new equipment in this building is being connected and
coordinated with the legislative call system in the House side of the
Capitol.
These numerous devices and their associated electronic circuits must

be calibrated and adjusted at regular intervals to assure accurate and
dependable operation of the clocks and the legislative call systems.
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The complex devices and circuits associated with the electronic legis-
lative call buzzers and visual indicators require the daily attention of
specialists competent in diagnosing and correcting malfunctions, mak-
ing necessary adjustments in defective devices, and installing and
calibrating new devices. The electronic clocks and the frequency
generators—both in the category of rotating equipment—require pe-
riodic lubrication, cleaning and other preventive maintenance work
to maintain them in perfect order.

LOCATION OF ITEM REQUESTED

In preparing the 1965 budget, the funds requested for these four
additional positions have been included in the appropriation item
"Salaries, Office of the Architect of the Capitol." It may be that the
committee would prefer to provide these four additional positions
under the appropriation item "Capitol Buildings," in view of two long-
standing precedents. The "Capitol Buildings" appropriation has for
many years carried the funds for the personnel operating and main-
taining the electrical substations in the Capitol, Senate and House
Office Buildings; also, for the special elevator maintenance force
charged with the responsibility of special testing, inspecting, and re-
cabling of all elevator units in all buildings under the Architect, while
the supervising elevator engineer and his assistant have been carried
on the "Salaries, Architect" payroll.
A similar arrangement with respect to the electronic equipment

maintenance personnel would be equally effective.
Senator MONRONEY. Primarily this is for the maintenance of clocks

and call signals for the Rayburn Building for the Capitol and, if we
install them, for those clocks and call systems over here, is that correct?
Mr. STEWART. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. The elevator operations and all are a very minor

part of what you are asking for.
Mr. HENLOCK. We cited the elevator work just as an example of a

prior setup and why we thought now it would be better to put the
electronic technicians under the Capitol Building appropriation in-
stead of on the central office staff of the Architect's Office.

Senator MONRONEY. It seems to me that to require two more elec-
tronic technicians for the Senate Office Building and for the Capitol—
then if the House needs them for the large Rayburn Building, I think
that is their business, but I have my doubts whether we want to go
into any systems that would require this much maintenance and all.
At the time we buy these clocks we certainly expect them to function
without the constant attention of skilled technicians. They are pretty
well considered to be almost automatic and almost foolproof in most
installations. I have been here for a number of years and I cannot
remember mine getting very far off.
You now have doing this work how many?
Mr. HENLOCK. We now have one man on the roll.
Senator MONRONEY. You are asking for five.
Mr. HENLOCK. Four more.
Senator MONRONEY. A total of five?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir.

31-836-64-5
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MAINTENANCE OF ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS

Mr. RUBEL. Anything mechanical and electrical, of course, does re-
quire routine maintenance. The equipment is working every day, 24
hours a day, 7 days a week. Even if it is just a matter of cleaning
contacts it takes time and effort for proper accomplishment but there
is more beyond that. Lubrication and adjustments are always essen-
tial. There are a tremendous number of units to be handled. It is
impossible to get along with one person even if he worked 24 hours a
day. With the long sessions of Congress, it means that we need at
least one relief to take care of this work.
The number of clocks previously mentioned did not include about

500 clocks already in the New Senate Office Building, like this one at
the end of this room. That is an electronic clock.
These clocks were included in the construction contract for this

building. However, this building does not have the light signal units
as we do have in both the House and the Senate side of the Capitol,
and as we will have in the Rayburn Building and ultimately in the
two Old House Office Buildings.

SIGNAL SYSTEM ON OPERATION

You mentioned the fact that in 1963 and 1964 we requested an ap-
propriation of $230,000 to add the electronic clocks and the legislative
call signal units in the Old Senate Office Building and the legislative
light signal units in the New Senate Office Building. Since that time
we have had the system in the Capitol Building in operation for about
18 months. The systems in use in the Senate and House wings of the
Capitol are unique devices specially developed for the needs of the
Congress. There has been no previous experience with systems of this
type.

Profiting by the operating experience acquired during the past
year or more and as the result of research conducted by our own engi-
neers, it has been established without doubt that the high-frequency
generating equipment presently in operation in the Capitol Building
possesses capabilities substantially in excess of the manufacturer's ex-
pectations and can be used to operate clock and legislative call systems
in the two Senate Office buildings, besides also being capable of oper-
ating such devices already installed in the Senate wing of the Capitol.
This development alone, which is the result of our own efforts, repre-
sent., a savings of $50,000 approximately in the cost of generating
equipment not contemplated when the 1963 budget was prepared.

NEW TYPE CLOCKS

Also, through our own efforts, the manufacturers have been per-
3uaded to develop a new style clock embodying in a single unit what
formerly required three separate units namely, a clock, a legislative
Light signal unit, and a decoding receiver. All told, the cost of the
new unitized clock is about $40 less than the total cost of the three
separate units previously mentioned.
The overall cost of labor and materials is reduced substantially by

the use of the unitized clock. The simplification of the external wir-
ing and elimirution of practically all other construction work result-
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ing from the use of the unitized clock will make it possible for our
own mechanics to install the new equipment in both buildings in a
reasonable period of time. This procedure will effect a further saving
of about $63,000.

REDUCTION IN COST

In other words what we thought formerly would cost $230,000 will
now cost not in excess of $117,000, included in which is about $15,000
in excise tax, which goes back to the Government.
So, in effect, we have reduced the cost from what we thought would

be $230,000 to about $100,000. That would equip the Old Senate Office
Building with a new clock system. The present clock system in the
Old Senate Office Building has been in operation, according to the
records we have, since 1916. It was probably installed prior to that
time.

BUZZER SYSTEM

The buzzer system in that building has definitely been in operation
since the building was constructed, around 1904. The wiring in both
systems is so deteriorated that it is failing constantly. We have had
complaints daily about the buzzer system in the Old Senate Office
Building: and they are becoming more frequent with the longer ses-
sions of Congress. It is getting so now that there is no time available
in the day or night to test these systems to find out whether they will
function properly the next morning. We have had complaints from
several Senators.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Do I understand, that you are asking us to

put in $102,000 worth of new equipment in the Old Senate Office
Building? This would include the light and buzzer plus new clocks.
Actually there would be two items, one would be the new system of
electric buzzers and lights, showing when the Senate is in session and
rollcalls and so on and in addition a new system of clocks.

BREAKDOWN OF COSTS

Mr. RUBEL. No, sir. Perhaps I didn't make it clear. The total cost
for the installations in the two buildings would be about $117,000,
including the item of excise taxes.

Senator MONRONEY. You said $15,000 would come back to the Fed-
eral Government.
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir. For the old building alone, to install new

clocks and the light signal systems, the cost would be about $66,000.
In the new building, where we already have the clocks and need only
to install the light signal units, it would be about $51,000, making a
total of $117,000, including the tax, for both buildings.
Senator MONRONEY. How much wiring would that include?
Mr. RUBEL. That includes all the wiring.
Senator MONRONEY. Complete installation and replacement of obso-

lete cables?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir. If we do not do this work in the Old Senate

Office Building, gentlemen, we will have to replace the wiring for the
obsolete buzzer system in there now and that would cost in the neigh-
borhood of $30,000. You would still have the old buzzer system and
the old clocks.
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UNIT CONTROL MASS NOTIFICATION SYSTEM

• Senator MONRONEY. We have been getting some estimates, as the sub-
committee members know, from the telephone company in trying to
get a mass notification system wired into all Senate offices to announce
the rollcalls or quorum calls. The purpose of it is to have a backup
for the buzzer system as well as doing away with the signal lights or
getting by at a much lower expense.
Senator SALTONSTALL. This $117,000, Mr. Stewart, is not in your

budget at the present time?
Mr. STEWART. No, sir.

IMPROVEMENT IN SENATOR'S OFFICE SYSTEMS

Senator SALTONSTALL. SO, if we put this in, we put it in as our re-
sponsibility, an improvement to the whole Senate office system ?
Mr. STEWART. That is right.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Would your four additional employees, elec-

tronic technicians, take care of this as well as the new Rayburn.
Building?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
Senator SALTONSTALL. You are sure of that?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. And they will have a call signal, I think, in

each of the three clocks, in each of the rooms; will that be true?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. The Bell Telephone system we have been talk-

ing about is a newly designed instant group alerting equipment which
would be provided at a cost of $650 a month, supplying 243 equipped
lines. It would include signals and pickup butttons on existing tele-
phones in all key offices.
We are trying to find a way of minimizing the cost of this.

TIMING OF WORK ON SIGNAL SYSTEMS

Senator SALTONSTALL. I say this in the form of a question to you,
Mr. Chairman, and to Mr. Stewart. Since we will be in session now
for several months to come—you certainly could not do this work as
conveniently while we are in session as when we are not in session.
Would it not be helpful if you made a further study of this whole
business with relation to the telephone, the clocks, and the whole notifi-

cation system, and perhaps come before us in a supplementary request
at a later time?
Mr. STEWART. Senator, first, let me say that we haven't had the ad-

vantage of being consulted at all about the telephone call system. I
think that was done through some of your own Senate officials.

Senator MONRONEY. Through the committee.
Mr. STEWART. But I will be very happy to cooperate in this matter

in any way I can if you want me to do so.
Senator SALTONSTALL. I put that in the form of a question to the

chairman and yourself.
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NEW EQUIPMENT FOR HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

Senator MONRONEY. Do I understand that this equipment you are
talking about now that requires these extra technicians has been
bought and is being installed in the Rayburn Office Building and has
been contracted for installing in the other two House office buildings?
Mr. STEWART. That is right with respect to the Rayburn Building.
Mr. RUBEL. But not in the other two House office buildings.
Senator MONRONEY. But it has been bought and equipment is ready

for installation or installed in the new building?
Mr. STEWART. That is right. It has been installed in the Rayburn

Building and has been approved by the House Office Building Com-
mission for installing in the other two buildings.
Senator MONRONEY. That would require, regardless, these two extra

technicians which would be charged to the House?
Mr. STEWART. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. If we do not add to our electronic equipment

over here, then, or any more in the Capitol, we would not necessarily
have to have the other two, is that correct?
Mr. RUBEL. We would have to have one of them, sir. The workload

is too heavy to handle it.
DEFERMENT OF ITEM

I might make one more remark in regard to Senator Saltonstall's
suggestion about deferring this item because of the Senate being in
session. First of all, it would take at least 4 months to get the new
clocks manufactured. They are special items. They are not a shelf
item by any means. No work could start in the buildings until the
clocks were delivered. Even so the clocks could be installed pro-
gressively in one suite at a time without disturbing the occupants. It
could be done at any time whether or not the Congress is in session.
Senator MONRONEY. Thank you.

EMPLOYEES' HEALTH FUND

Mr. STEWART. The next item is for "payment to employees' health
benefits fund"—increased from $2,400 to $3,000—$600.
This covers the cost of Government contribution to employees' health

benefits fund required by Public Law 86-382, 86th Congress, Federal
Employees' Health Benefits Act of 1959, approved September 28, 1959.
The increase results from increase in basic pay rates and proposed
addition of six positions.

EMPLOYEES' LIFE INSTJRANCE FUND

The next item is for "payment to employees' life insurance fund"—
in creased from $1,100 to $1.500—$400.
This covers the cost of the Government's payment to employees' life

insurance fund required by Public Law 598, 83d Congress, Federal
Employees' Group Life Insurance Act of 1954. The increase results
from increase in basic pay rates and proposed addition of six positions.
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CONTRIBUTION TO RETIREMENT FUND

The final item is "contribution to retirement fund," increased from
$23,000 to $31,500—$8,200.

This increase results from increase in basic pay rate and proposed
addition of six positions, and is required to cover the cost of Govern-
ment contribution to retirement fund authorized by Public Law 854,
84th Congress.
Our total estimate for 1965 is $569,000.
Senator MONRONEY. Will you take up the next item?

TRAVEL REQUEST

Mr. STEWART. The next item is "travel," on page 21 of the justifica-
tion. This item carries the same limitation of $20,000 as allowed for
the past 3 years. It is not an appropriation but a limitation on the
total amount under all funds which may be expended by the Architect
in any one fiscal year for travel.

Senator MONRONEY. How much has the travel been rununing?
Mr. HENLOCK. $15,489 in 1962, $12,437 in 1963, and will run about

same this year.
Senator MONRONEY. What is the purpose of the travel?
Mr. HENLOCK. It is necessary in connection with our construction

programs, such as the Rayburn Building and the expansion and im-
provement program on the Capitol Power Plant where we are operat-
ing under a $6 million authorization; also for our maintenance work.

Senator MONRONEY. The next item.

CONTINGENT EXPENSES

Mr. STEWART. The next item is "Contingent expenses." We are
asking $50,000 for this item, the same amount as allowed annually
since 1956. Our obligations for 1963 amounted to $41,033; and for
1964, they have amounted to $22,855, to date.
I might say that no money out of this fund is expended without

the approval of the distinguished chairman of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee and the Speaker of the House, acting concur-
rently or individually.
Senator MONRONEY. This is for emergency items, construction or

repairs; is that correct, that are too small in themselves to seek separate
appropriations?
Mr. STEWART. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. All these vouchers are approved either by the

Speaker of the House or the President pro tern?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. The next item.

INCREASES FOR CAPITOL BUILDINGS

Mr. STEWART. The next item is the "Capitol Buildings." That is
page 25 of the justification.
The first four items on pages 26 and 27 are for mandatory pay in-

creases, totaling $20,473. They are $11,585 for wage board increases;
$2,440 for Classification Act increases; $3,448 for Salary Reform Act
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of 1962 increases; $3,000 for overtime and holiday pay increase due
primarily to proposed addition of three wage board positions.
Senator MONRONEY. That is the pay increase that was voted 2 years

ago, the last part takes effect now?
Mr. STEWART. That and wage board increases.
Senator MONRONEY. What percent of your employees are under the

wage board?
Mr. HENLOCK. More than 75 percent of the whole organization.
Senator MONRONEY. There have been increases in that in the last

2 years.
Mr. HENLOCK. Every year, there have been wage board increases

that have occurred in accordance with adjustments which conform to
the prevailing wage rates, and our adjustments are uniform with
what is done throughout the Government.

ADDITIONAL POSITIONS

Mr. STEWART. An increase of $48,877 is asked for 11 additional posi-
tions. Of these positions, two are elevator mechanics and eight ele-
vator operators required to maintain and operate the four new ele-
vators installed in the House wing of the Capitol at the new House
subway terminal, which are to be placed in operation during the fiscal
year 1965. The other position is an air conditioning helper at $4,701
required to help handle increased workload, particularly with regard
to the repair and renewal of deteriorated insulation on pipes, air ducts,
and air-handling units.

EXTERIOR PAINTING, CAPITOL

The other large item of increase, $75,000, was requested in the
budget to paint the exterior of the cast iron dome of the Capitol, the
exterior stonework of the west central section of the Capitol, and the
exterior woodwork of windows. Due to the recent authorization of
surveys, studies, and examinations to be made of the west-central sec-
tion, the House approved the recommendation of the Architect that
this painting work be deferred for next year.
(The justification follows:)

Capitol Buildings' justifications

1964 appropriation in annual act  $1,428, 500

Wage board pay supplemental in H. Doc. 203  20,000

Total appropriations, 1964  1, 448, 500
Deductions:

Regular pay above 52-week base allotment decreased from
$4,400 to $2,200 due to 1964 being leap year and containing
2 additional days instead of the usual 1 additional day above
the 52-week base  2,200

Nonrecurring items under the painting allotment, totaling  21, 850
$11,530 for painting all of the corridors in the basement

of the Senate and House wings and the terrace corridors, ex-
tending from the Old House subway to the Old Senate
subway.

$10,320 for painting the walls and ceilings in the House
document room and the Senate library located on the attic
floor in the old section of the Capitol.
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Deductions—Continued
Repairs, works of art, decreased from $12,100 to $7,100 

For a number of years, an annual allotment of $5,000 was
allowed for restoring and repairing the Brumidi decorations
on the 1st floor of the Senate wing of the Capitol. For 1964,
an additional amount of $5,000 was allowed to carry on this
work on a more extensive scale. For 1965, we have reverted
to the usual annual allotment of $5,000. The balance of the
1965 allotment, $2,100 is for cleaning, toning and highlight-
ing the highly sculptured and ornamented 3 bronze doors at
the east entrances to the Capitol, principal floor—the same
amount as allowed for 1964.

Roof repairs and replacements, nonrecurring item allowed for
1964, dropped for 1965, for replacing 3 sections of the copper
roof located over Statuary Hall and the Senate Law Library 

Exhibit wall and floor cases, crypt, nonrecurring item allowed
for 1964, dropped for 1965 

$5, 000

49, 800

21,500

Total decrease  100, 350
Base for 1965  1, 348, 150

Additions:
Personal compensation:

Wage Board increases authorized by Public Law 765, 83d
Cong  11,585

Under the provisions of Public Law 763, 83d Cong., 109
laborers and mechanics on the Capitol buildings roll are
compensated on a wage board, prevailing rate basis.
Public Law 763 provides that the compensation of such
employees shall be fixed and adjusted from time to time
as nearly as is consistent with the public interest in ac-
cordance with prevailing rates.
An increase of $6,985 is requested for 1965 to meet

on a full-year basis the cost of increased wage rates
established for these wage board positions as a result of
a general survey of Government and industrial em-
ployees' wages in the Washington metropolitan area,
conducted during the past year. The new rates went
into effect December 8, 1963, in accordance with the pro-
visions of Public Law 85-872, 85th Cong. This increase
is necessary in order that the Capitol Buildings wage
board employees may be compensated on a full-year
basis in the fiscal year 1965 in accordance with present
prevailing rates.
An increase of $4,600 is requested for 1965 to meet the

cost of within-grade promotions falling due in that year,
authorized by Public Law 763 under the wage board
system, for employees compensated under that act.

Within-grade promotions authorized by the Classification
Act of 1949, as amended, for employees compensated under
that act  2,440

Increased pay costs due to Public Law 87-793, approved
Oct. 11, 1962, "Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962," to
cover increases which went into effect Jan. 5, 1964, under
authority of that act and must be met on a full-year basis
in 1965  3, 448

Overtime and holiday pay increased by $3,000 to meet in-
creased pay costs under that allotment resulting from
base pay increases under Public Law 763 and Public Law
87-793 and from the proposed addition of 3 new wage
board positions  3, 000
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Additions—Continued
Personal compensation—Continued

11 additional positions: 1 elevator mechanic, wage board 11,
at $6,136 per annum; 1 elevator mechanic, wage board, 9,
at $5,616 per annum; 8 elevator operators, at $4,053 per
annum each; 1 air conditioning helper, wage board 5, at
$4,701 per annum 

An increase of $11,752 is requested for 1965 for 2 ad-
ditional positions on the elevator maintenance force: 1
elevator mechanic, wage board 11, at $6,136 per an-
num, and 1 elevator mechanic, wage board 9, at $5,616
per annum, explained as follows:
3 passenger elevators extending from the new House

subway terminal, located 45 feet below the present
basement terrace level of the Capitol, to the gallery
floor of the House wing and 1 passenger elevator and
2 escalators extending from the House subway terminal
to the basement terrace level of the Capitol, are being
installed in the west side of the House wing of the
Capitol to serve Members, staff, and other individuals
using the new subway being constructed between the
Rayburn House Office Building and the House wing
of the Capitol. With the addition of these units, it is
requested that 2 additional elevator mechanics be added
to the Capitol Building maintenance force. The ele-
vators and escalators are expected to be completed
and ready for service by the close of the present fiscal
year. It is important that qualified mechanics be avail-
able to service these units and keep them in safe opera-
tion.
At present, a force of 3 elevator foremen and 6 elevator

mechanics is carried on the Capitol Buildings payroll.
In addition to the daily routine care of the 30 elevator
units in the Capitol, the present force performs the
work of special testing, inspecting, and recabling of all
elevator units, totaling 127 units, in all the buildings
under the Architect.
Under the present setup, 1 foreman and 2 mechanics

are required for full-time duty at the Capitol. The
other 6 men work as a group and their time is consumed
in making periodic tests, general inspections, major ad-
justments, biannual cable inspections, and heavy repair
work on the 127 elevator units located in 10 separate
buildings under the Architect.
In the interest of safety to the Congressmen, em-

ployees, and the public who use these elevator units
daily, the maintenance force should be increased by the
addition of 2 mechanics in order to provide an adequate
staff.
An increase of $32,424 is requested for 1965 for 8

additional elevator operators at $4,053 per annum
each, to operate the 4 passenger elevators in the House
wing of the Capitol, being installed in connection with
the new terminal being constructed at the Capitol end of
the subway extending from the Rayburn House Office
Building to the House wing of the Capitol. These
elevators are expected to be placed in service at the com-
mencement of the fiscal year 1965, and until they are
required for subway service, will in the interim provide
additional elevator service between the basement and
gallery floor of the House wing and thereby afford some
relief to overcrowded conditions in the other existing
elevators in the House wing.

$48,877



72 LEGISLATIVE BRANC11 APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

Additions—Continued
Personal compensation—Continued

11 additional positions—Continued
An increase of $4.701 is requested for 1965 for 1 addi-

tional air-conditioning helper, wage board 5. With the
addition of the east front extension and additions and
modifications to equipment in the remainder of the
Capitol during the past several years, the point has been
reached where an additional W-5 helper should be
added to the air-conditioning maintenance force to assist
in minor maintenance and repair work not requiring the
services of a journeyman mechanic. Such work in-
cludes principally the insulating of pipes, air ducts, and
air-handling units. There is much of this work to be
done throughout the year, particularly with regard to
the repair and renewal of deteriorated insulation. The
time of journeymen mechanics should not be used for
such purpose, and the addition of this helper will elimi-
nate the necessity of any of their time being required
for such purpose.

Contribution to retirement fund, increased from $48,000 to
$50,380 

This increase results from increase in basic pay rates
and is required to cover the cost of Government contribu-
tion to retirement fund authorized by Public Law 854,
84th Cong.

Payment to employees' compensation fund, increased from
$5,800 to $8,875 

This item represents an increase of $3,075 over the
amount allowed for 1964 and is requested to cover the
cost of the Government's payment to employees' compen-
sation fund, required by sec. 209 of Public Law 86-767,
which provides that each agency shall include in its an-
nual budget estimates a request for an appropriation in
an amount equal to the amount paid from the employees'
compensation fund for compensation benefits to em-
ployees of the agency during the preceding fiscal year
on account of service-connected injury or death.

Annual painting, regular annual allotment increased from
$32,000 to $34,650 

For a number of years, an annual allotment of $32,-
000 has been provided for the painting normally re-
quired for the proper preservation and appearance of
committee rooms, offices, corridors, restaurants, and
other spaces in the Capitol—the amount allowed for
1964.
For 1965, an additional amount of $2,650 is requested

to paint all of the public corridors in the east front
extension of the Capitol. During the coming fiscal
year, these corridors will have been in use for 4 years
and should be painted for preservation and appear-
ance.

Elevator repairs and improvements, increased from
$6,000 to $7,000 

For 1965, $7,000 is requested—an increase of $1,000
over the amount allowed for 1964. The annual amount
of $6,000 provides for the maintenance and upkeep of
the 20 elevators, 2 sidewalk lifts, 1 dumbwaiter, and 4
conveyors in the Capitol Building, including such items
as cable, repair parts, lubricants, oil, grease, tools, and
and cleaning fluids.

$2, 380

3, 075

2, 650.

1, 000
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Additions—Continued
The additional amount of $1,000 is requested to pro-

vide for maintenance and upkeep of the conveyor sys-
tems installed in the House and Senate kitchens during
the period when the east front extension improvements
were carried forward. These systems are used to convey
food and soiled dishes from the basement floor to the first
floor. They are no longer under guarantee and an an-
nual allotment of $500 should be set up for maintenance
of the Senate restaurant conveyors and $500 for main-
tenance of the House restaurant conveyors. These con-
veyor systems are very complex mechanical and elec-
trical installations and include 11 drive assemblies,
consisting of motor and gear reduction units for opera-
tion of the conveyors; conveyor chains, belts, draw-
bridges, controllers, safety devices, limit sw itches,
rollers, wheels, gears, shafts, and drive chains.

Substation equipment and repairs, increased from $8,405
to $10,500 

An increase of $2,095 is requested to meet increased
maintenance costs under this allotment for 1965. With
the completion of the electrical conversion program in
the Capitol and other buildings under the Architect,
there are now 25 electrical transformer stations to be
maintained. The last 4 substations to be completed are
those in the Capitol Building which were placed in serv-
ice in the past year. With all the transformer stations
now in service, it is estimated that the annual cost for
their maintenance in the fiscal year 1965 will amount to
$10,500—based on an annual requirement of $5,800 for
purchase of circuitbreakers and other replacement parts
for the new 60-cycle, 13.2-kilovolt substations and trans-
formers, recording instrument charts, and indicating in-
struments; and $4,700 for testing, adjusting, and recall-
brating meters and relays.

Maintenance, air-conditioning system, increased from $14,800
to $16,000 

For 1965, an increase of $1,200 is requested under this
allotment to meet a gradual rise in maintenance costs
resulting largely from the increased number of filters to
be replaced annually, due to the number of air-condi-
tioning units added in the Capitol over the past several
years. There has been no increase provided under this
allotment since 1958.
The allotment provides for filters, oil, grease, cleaning

equipment, tools, paint, refrigerant, waste, antifreeze
liquid, minor repairs and improvements, and heating
and cooling coils to replace defective coils.

Painting dome, exterior stonework of west central section
of Capitol, and exterior woodwork of windows—Nonre-
curring item 

When the budget was prepared for the fiscal year
1965, there was included a request of $75,000 for paint-
ing the exterior of the cast-iron dome and the ex-
terior of the west central portion of the Capitol—the
portion that is constructed of Acquia Creek standstone ;
also, the exterior doors, windows and frames, exterior
ductwork on roof, ladders and runways.

$2, 095

1,200

75, 000
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Additions—Continued
In view of the fact that in the 1964 Legislative Branch

Appropriation Act, Congress has authorized surveys,
studies, and examinations to be made of the condition of
the west central front, with a view to determining what
remedial actions should be taken with respect to this
portion of the building, it is recommended that the paint-
ing of the dome and the west central portion and other
parts of the Capitol included in the 1965 estimate be de-
ferred for the coming year.

Equipment: Two nonrecurring items of equipment are re-
quested for 1965, totaling 

$6,300 is requested to purchase a new 11/2-ton truck,
specially equipped with a hydraulic extension ladder
and tool compartments, for use in servicing the street
and park lighting systems throughout the Capitol
Grounds and the Capitol Building floodlighting system.
In order to replace burnt out lamps, renew sockets, and
perform other required maintenance service, it is
necessary that the truck, when purchased, be equipped
with an hydraulic extension ladder, as the upper parts
of the lighting standards cannot be reached from the
ground or through other means.
The present truck used for this purpose was purchased

in 1951 and the extension ladder with which it is
equipped was purchased in 1934 and reinstalled on the
1951 truck. Extension is accomplished by means of
ropes and pulleys. Both the 1951 truck and the 1934
extension ladder have now reached the point where
they must be replaced. Replacement parts have become
difficult to obtain, and the present extension ladder is
also too short to reach many of the new lights, such as
on the parking lots, without standing on the topmost
rung in a hazardous position.
The equipment to be serviced includes 551 lighting

standards, 769 lights, 600 globes and canopies, and other
miscellaneous equipment.
$3,800 is requested for the purchase of 127 dry-

chemical fire extinguishers at $30 each to replace 127
soda-acid and foam extingushers now in use. The dry-
chemical extinguishers will provide a 50 percent greater
extinguishing capability than the extinguishers now in
use. The dry-chemical extinguishers require no main-
tenance, except for periodic checking of the pressure
gages, whereas the existing extinguishers must be re-
charged every 12 months and hydrostatically tested at
specified intervals. The dry-chemical extinguishers also
will not damage materials on which they are used. They
can also be used on electrical fires, whereas soda-acid
and foam extinguishers may not be used on this type of
fire without exposing the user to the dangers of elec-
trical shock.

$10, 100

Total additions  +166, 850

Total estimate for 1965  1, 515, 000

SUPPLEMENTAL ITEM, CAPITOL BUILDING

Mr. STEWART. After the formal budget was printed, I was directed
by the Speaker of the House to submit a supplemental estimate of
$160,000 for the Capitol Buildings, which I did, and which is con-
tained in House Document 284. This item was submitted after our
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justification book was made up, and is presented to you as a separate
statement. It is short and I would like to read it now.

Capitol Buildings: Supplemental item not included in 1965 budget,'
$160,000.
The Speaker of the House of Representatives has requested that I

submit to your committee for consideration, as an addition to the
1965 appropriation estimate for the Capitol Buildings, an amount
Of $160,000 to provide for the construction of rooms in a small interior
light and air shaft located in the House side of the central section
of the Capitol.

AMENDMENT REQUESTED

In order to accomplish this objective, it is recommended that the
"Capitol Buildings'. appropriation item, as shown on page 74 of the
committee. print, be amended by striking out the amount `$1,515,000"
and inserting, in lieu thereof, the amount of 11,675,000" and adding
thereafter a comma and the following language: of which $160,000
shall remain available until expended.
The shaft in which it is proposed to construct these rooms originally

supplied light and air to nine rooms with windows opening onto the
shaft, but is no longer required for such purpose, now that the. rooms
are air conditioned and properly lighted with artificial illumination
As a matter of fact, its usefulness as a. source of light actually ceased
in 1865 with the construction of the present cast-iron dome and its
iron skirt extending over the clear area of the. shaft; and its usefulness
as a source of air ceased in 1937 with the air conditioning of the Capi-
tol. This is the shaft faced by windows of two rooms ()lithe basement
floor, occupied by Congressional Directory personnel and staff mem-
bers of the Foreign Affairs Committee; of two rooms on the first floor
occupied by Dr. Calver's office; of two rooms on the second floor occu-
pied by the Prayer Room and office, room; of two office rooms on the
third floor; and one room on the attic floor occupied by files of the
Architect of the Capitol.

WORK UNDER REQUESTED FUNDS

Under the estimate of $160,000, it is proposed to install structural
steel framing in the shaft; to install concrete floor slabs supported by
the steel members; to cover the concrete floors either with resilient tile
or carpet; to partition the areas formed by such construction into
rooms by installation of lightweight masonry partitions; to construct
an additional mezzanine floor level between the first and second floors;
to cover the enclosure with a sheet copper roof laid over precast con-
crete planks supported by fireproofed steel. It is further proposed
that the interior finishes on the first, second, and third floors consist of
plaster walls and hung acoustical plaster ceilings; that the rooms be
provided with clocks and legislative call system, where necessary.
The existing shaft walls will be furred with metal chaimels, metal lath,
and plaster, where necessary, to allow for the installation of conduits
for electric wiring to base receptacles, switches, ceiling lights, and
other fixtures. The rooms will be provided with 50-foot candle light-
ing and will be air conditioned. Most of the existing windows facing
the shaft will be left undisturbed and will be blanked off on the shaft
side with plastered block walls.
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It is anticipated that, from the time funds become available, it will
require 1 year to complete all work to be done—which includes the
preparation of working drawings, specifications, obtaining bids, award
of contract, and the actual construction work itself.

ADDITIONAL ROOMS PROVIDED

Under the plans proposed, the following additional rooms would be
'provided:

Basement floor: A storage room, containing 400 square feet of stor-
age space, with access to the existing doorway to the present shaft.
Inasmuch as the only access to the existing elevator machine room in
this shaft will be through the storage room, it is proposed that this
„space be for use of the Architect of the Capitol.

First floor: Three small rooms, each approximately 9 by 11 feet, for
use of the Capitol physician; a lavatory; a small storage room; and
a stair leading to a mezzanine floor level which would provide two
additional rooms, lavatory, and storage room for the Capitol physician.
Second floor: Either two rooms, each approximately 13 by 18 feet

in size, or one large room, approximately 18 by 28 feet, with lavatory.
Third (gallery) floor: Either two rooms, each approximately 13 by

18 feet in size, or one large room, approximately 18 by 28 feet, with
lavatory.

Attic floor: Storage and mechanical equipment space.

COST OF NEW ROOM CONSTRUCTION

Senator MONRONEY. The total construction is $160,000?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
I might say at this time this is an improvement which the Capitol

physician is very anxious to have made.
Senator MONRONEY. This would be only on the south side. There is

another light and air well on the north side, is there not, the same
size?
Mr. STEWART. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. So we will be doing half of it for $160,000.
Mr. STEWART. That is right.

EFFECT ON WEST FRONT WALLS

Senator MONRONEY. Have you made any studies as to the effect on
the problem which you have brought before this committee so many
times and which we now are going to have outside experts study, the
need for extending the west front, whether this work would have any
effect on overloading those west walls?
Mr. STEWART. No, sir, it is fully 60 feet from the west wall.
Senator MONRONEY. The central core is strong enough to support

that, is that correct?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir. There is no indication of any weakness

there at all. I am sure we would not weaken it.
I think in all fairness we can say that the weaknesses, pointed out

by not only the engineers we had employed some time ago but also by
my office, exist on the exterior west walls.
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Senator MONRONEY. Yes, but the west wall is supposed to support
most of that center section of the Capitol, the oldest part of the Capitol.
Mr. STEWART. The weakness of the west wall is related to the thrust

of the floor arches on the west wall; but if anything, with the concrete
construction in the shafts, this would tend to strengthen it rather than
weaken it.
Senator MONRONEY. This would not go down into the foundations,

would it, it would be hooked to the present floor?
Mr. STEWART. That is right. It would be that much extra weight

to hold it there.

Senator SALTONSTALL.
amount?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
Senator SALTONSTALL.

be half of the job, so to
done, too.
Mr. STEWART. That is
Senator SALTONSTALL.
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.

APPROVAL OF PROJECT

Has the House committee approved this

As the chairman brought out, this would only
speak, if the Senate wanted to have the job

right.
Did the Speaker personally request this?

FIRMNESS OF ESTIMATE

Senator SALTONSTALL. The only thing that appeared to me, Mr.
Chairman, this is an awful lot of money for the amount of additional
space you get. However, this is true of all changes here in the Capitol.

Senator MONRONEY. How firm is this $160,000 estimate?
Mr. CLANCY. That will cover it, Senator. We are getting up the

plans and specifications right now in the office, Senator. These are all
interior walls. They are not exterior walls.

Senator PROXMIRE. On page 4 of this little sheet we have, you state
it is the basement floor, first floor, second floor, third floor, the attic
floor, this is the additional space that will be provided.
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir.

NEED FOR ADDITIONAL SPACE

Senator PROXMIRE. What is the need for this additional space? Dr.
Calver, apparently, wants more room. Except for that, I cannot see
any specific purpose for providing this additional space.
Mr. HENLOCK. We initiated the budget request because the Speaker

felt space was needed on the House side in addition to the physician's
requirements.

Senator PROXMIRE. Committee rooms?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir.
Mr. STEWART. May I say something, Senator, in answer to that?
Senator PROXMIRE. Yes.
Mr. STEWART. It is true that we could help out Dr. Calver by erect-

ing a structure only to the height of the second floor; but the Speaker
felt the House needs could only be adequately met by erecting the
structure to the gallery floor level.
I might say at this time, so far as the expenses are concerned, in

order to get materials to this job, it will be rather expensive because
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we will have to take most of the materials up to the roof and lower
them into the shaft.
Senator PROXMIRE. It will be three small rooms for Dr. Calver and

two offices for the Speaker?
Mr. STEWART. Dr. Calver is being provided, as well, with a mezza-

nine floor. There will be three offices on the first floor and two on
the mezzanine floor level. There are five altogether. It will give him
five additional rooms.

Senator PROXMIRE. Thank you.
Senator MONRONEY. What is the total additional square footage

that will be added?
Mr. HENLOCK. It is around 4,500 square feet, Senator.

EXTENSION OF THE CAPITOL

Senator MONRONEY. The next item is for the extension of the Capi-
tol, the House has allowed $125,000. As I understand it, this amount
is for the employment of non-Government engineering and other
necessary services in connection with the west front which this com-
mittee recommended last, year.
Please give the details, for the record.
Mr. STEWART. The next item is extension of the Capitol, which is a

supplemental budget item under separate submission.
Senator MONRONEY. This is the funds, is it not, for the study?

AUTHORIZATION TO OBLIGATE FUNDS

Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir. The Commission for the Extension of the
U.S. Capitol, at a meeting March 6, 1964, authorized the Architect
of the Capitol to obligate an amount, not to exceed $125,000 prior to
the appropriation thereof, for the employment of nongovernmental
engineering and other necessary services and for test borings and other
necessary incidental items required to make a survey, study, and ex-
amination of the structural condition of the west-central portion of the
U.S. Capitol, to make reports of findings, and to make recommenda-
tions with respect to such remedial measures as may be deemed neces-
sary, including the feasibility of corrective measures in conjunction
with extension of such west-central portion—as authorized in the
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1964.

PERSONAL SERVICE CONTRACT

Acting under authority of this directive, the Architect of the Capi-
tol, on March 13, 1964, entered into a personal service contract, in
the amount of $30,000, with the Thompson & Lichtner Co., Inc., of
Brookline, Mass.—this firm having been approved by the Commis-
sion—for furnishing the necessary engineering services to make a sur-
vey, study, and examination of the structural condition of the west-
central portion of the Capitol, extending from the House connection to
the Senate connection, and of adjacent terrace walls, including ex-
amination and analyses of test pits, soil borings, and cores of wall
construction; to make reports of findings; and to make recommenda-
tions with respect to such remedial measures as may be deemed neces-
sary, including the feasibility of corrective measures in conjunction
with extension of such west-central portion.
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This is a well-established company that has been in existence since
1896 and is an engineering firm that specializes in materials
stone masonry construction. Their practice over a long period cat
years has embraced consultation, design, supervision, and research in
practically all branches of engineering. Their consultation services
on other projects have involved decisions of a far-reaching nature
affecting the safety of the structures through their foundations and.
structural design, the cost of structures through analyses of most eco-
nomical design and methods of construction, and through supervision,
inspection, and test.

REQUIREMENTS OF CONTRACT

Under their contract, they are required to make a detailed exami-
nation of the entire exterior face and selected areas of the interior
face and interior of the building walls of the west central section of the
Capitol, and examination of terrace walls parallel and adjacent to the
building walls, so as to determine the condition of the sandstone an4
other construction. They are also required to prepare plans and spe-
cifications and layouts for test pits, soil borings, and cores of the wall
contruction—to be made under a separate contract, based on such
plans, specifications, and layouts; to make all tests of the soil samples
and core borings necessary to determine soil bearing values, settle-
ment analysis, lateral earth pressures, and foundation and structural
analyses; to make reports of their findings to the Architect of the Cap-
itol, together with recommendations with respect to such remedial
measures as may be deemed necessary, including recommendations as.
to (1) whether the existing wall, if found deficient, can be repaired
in its present condition; (2) whether the existing wall can be refaced
with marble in its present location; (3) whether remedial action re-
quires extension of the west central front and its reconstruction in,
marble; or (4) whether any other means of preservation is deemed
feasible and advisable. The company is required to submit their report'
and recommendations not later than September 1, 1964.
As soon as the Thompson & Litchner Co. completes the plans, speci-

fications, and layouts for the test pits, soil borings, and cores of wall
construction, in accordance with the Commission's directive, a con-
struction contract will be entered into for making the test pits, soil bor-
ings, and taking the cores of the building wall, at an estimated cost
of $90,000.
In approving the amount of $125,000, the Commission allowed an al-,

location of $5,000 for miscellaneous administrative, costs and contin-
gencies.

CAPITOL GROUNDS

Senator MONRONEY. For Capitol Grounds, the House has allowed
$665,000, an increase of $189,000 over the current year appropriation.
Was it this increase for?
Mr. STEWART. The four items of increase on pages 52 and 53 total'

$14,871 and cover mandatory pay increases.
Nine additional positions were requested, of which the House al-

lowed seven. Three are for care of the grounds and courts a the My-,
burn Building, and the other four are for trash removal from that
building.
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Capitol Grounds

1964 appropriation in annual act $476,000
Wage board pay supplemental in H. Doc. 203 

Total appropriations, 1964 

4,500

480,500

DEDUCTIONS

Regular pay above 52-week base allotment decreased from $2,000 to
$1,000 due to 1964 being leap year and containing 2 additional days
instead of the usual 1 additional day above the 52-week base, $1,000.

EQUIPMENT

Two nonrecurring items of equipment allowed for 1964 and dropped
for 1965, as follows :
Purchase of a 500-gallon wood tank power sprayer for use in spray-

ing the trees and shrubs in the Capitol and other grounds under the
Architect with insecticides to safeguard against disease, $4,300.
Purchase of two gang mowers, five units each, mounted on tractor

to replace obsolete, deteriorated equipment, $15,400; decrease, $20,700.
Base for 1965, $459,800.

ADDITIONS

PERSONNEL COMPENSATION

Wage rate increases authorized by Public Law 763, 83d Congress,
$7,814.
Under the provisions of Public Law 763, 83d Congress, 56 laborers

and mechanics on the Capitol Grounds roll are compensated on a wage-
board, prevailing-rate basis. Public Law 763 provides that the com-
pensation of such employees shall be fixed and adjusted from time to
time as nearly as is consistent with the public interest in accordance
with prevailing rates.
An increase of $4,358 is requested for 1965 to meet on a full-year

basis the cost of increased wage rates established for these wage-board
positions as a result of a general survey of Government and industrial
employees' wages in the Washington Metropolitan area, conducted
during the past year. The new rates went into effect December 8,
1963, m accordance with the provisions of Public Law 85-872, 85th
Congress. This increase is necessary in order that the Capitol
Grounds wage-board employees may be compensated on a full-year
basis in the fiscal year 1965 in accordance with present prevailing rates.
An increase of $3,456 is requested for 1965 to meet the cost of

within-grade promotions falling due in that year, authorized by Pub-
lic Law 763 under the wage-board system, for employees compensated
under that act.
Within-grade promotions authorized by the Classification Act of

1949, as amended, for employees compensated under that act, $395.
Increased pay costs due to Public Law 87-793, approved October 11,

1962, Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962, to cover increases which
went into effect January 5, 1964, under authority of that act and must
be met on a full-year basis in 1965, $662.
Overtime and holiday pay increased by $6,000 to meet increased pay

costs under that allotment resulting from base-pay increases under
Public Law 763 and Public Law 87-793 and from proposed addition
of nine new positions, $6,000.
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ADDITIONAL POSITIONS

Five laborer-gardeners, wage-board grade 6, at $4,950 per annum
each; one truck driver, wage-board grade 6, at $4,950 per annum; three
laborers, wage-board grade 4, at $4,243 per annum each, $42,429.
In 1935, when the Capitol Grounds consisted of 120.2 acres, a main-

tenance force of 54 employees was allowed. At the present time, this
force has to maintain a total of 155 acres of grounds under the Archi-
tect, due to additional areas acquired in the intervening years. The
only increases in this force since 1935 has been one position of tree
surgeon and four positions of laborers. The grounds surrounding the
Rayburn House Office Building and the courtyards of that building
will be completely landscaped by next fall and the areas above the
garages to be constructed underground in squares 637 and 691 are also
to be landscaped and developed. These areas, when landscaped, will
have to be maintained by the grounds force. The work to be done will
include mowing of grassed areas, weeding of lawns and plant beds,
watering of lawns and plant material, trimming and pruning of plant
material, spraying of lawns and plants with insecticides and fungi-
cides, replacing of plant material from time to time, fertilizing, seed-
ing, cleaning of fountains, sweeping and keeping the areas clean of
paper and trash, removal of ice and snow from steps and walks, and
other miscellaneous duties. It is impossible for the present work
force to satisfactorily maintain these expanded areas. Three addi-
tional laborer-gardeners are requested to maintain the grounds of the
Rayburn House Office Building and two additional laborer-gardeners
to maintain the grounds in squares 637 and 691.
At present, four truckdrivers and four laborers on the Capitol

Grounds maintenance force are engaged throughout the year in haul-
ing and removing trash from all buildings and grounds under the
Architect. With the gradual addition of 'buildings and grounds in
the legislative group during the past several years, the point has now
been reached where the regular assigned crews cannot keep up with
the daily routine work required. It will not be possible for this force
to handle the heavy increase in workload resulting from the addition
of the Rayburn House Office Building to the Capitol group next year,
without an increase in force. In the interest of the orderly and efficient
performance of this work, it is requested that one additional truck-
driver and three laborers be allowed for 1965.

Contribution to retirement fund—increased from $22,000 to $24,700;
$2.700.
This item is required to cover the cost of Government contribution to

retirement fund required by Public Law 854, 84th Congress. The
additional cost results from increase in basic pay rates and from the
proposed addition of nine positions.

SIGNAL LIGHTS MAINTENANCE

Maintenance of signal lights, increased from $2,000 to $2,600; $600.
There has been no increase provided under this allotment for the

past 8 years and an additional amount of $600 is requested to meet
current costs. This allotment provides for maintenance of 105 traffic
signals, 28 walk lights, and 2 demand lights in the Capitol Grounds.
The cost is determined by rates fixed by Public Utilities Commission.
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RESURFACING PROJECT

Resurfacing the Capitol Plaza from Constitution Avenue to Inde-
pendence Avenue, nonrecurring item $95,000.
The Capitol Plaza was last reconstructed and resurfaced in 1914.

During the period 1941 to 1954, funds for reconstruction and resurfac-
ing were requested on a number of occasions, but not allowed. De-
ferment was due at first to war conditions and later in 1949-50 to the
reconstruction of the roofs and Chambers in the House and Senate
wings of the Capitol which entailed heavy hauling over the plaza,
and finally due to the extension of the Capitol in 1958-62.
In the interim, the plaza area has been patched and repaired from

time to time, particularly prior to Presidential inaugurations, but the
point has now been reached where the plaza has deteriorated to such
an extent that a major resurfacing job should be undertaken without
further delay.

CAPITOL PLAZA RESURFACING

The Capitol Plaza is subject to heavy traffic use. Due to prolonged
usage and to the age of the existing surface and wear and tear from
the weather, large cracks and holes have developed throughout the
plaza and in many places the surface has settled excessively, resulting
in pockets in which water and ice collect. The plaza is not deemed to
be m a satisfactory condition for the coming Presidential inaugura-
tion in January 1965. Deterioration has now reached the point where
conditions can no longer be remedied through temporary patching and
repairs.
Under the amount of $95,000 requested for 1965, it is proposed to

frresurface the entire area of the Capitol Plaza, om Constitution
Avenue to Independence Avenue, laying a 4-inch layer of bituminous
concrete surface course over the existing paved surface and raising
manholes to the new surface level. The estimate is based on resur-
facing 20,000 square yards of paving.
The work would be so pragramed as to cause a minimum interrup-

tion to traffic and can be done within a 2- or 3-week period.

RESURFACING DRIVES

Resurfacing Northeast and Southeast Drives, from First Street to
the Capitol Plaza, nonrecurring item, $14,000.
These approaches leading to the Capitol Plaza from First Street are

in much the same deteriorated condition as the plaza, having last
been resurfaced in 1914. Their condition is becoming progressively
worse. Large cracks, holes, and separation of the road surface have
occurred to such an extent that the paving has become hazardous.
The area has settled to a considerable degree, causing depressions in
the surface.
Under the amount requested for 1965, it is proposed to remove the

existing road surfaces by heater-treatment method for a depth of one-
half inch, and lay a new 11/2-inch layer of bituminous concrete sur-
face course. The total area to be resurfaced in the two roadways is
4,800 square yards. Under this method, the upper surface of the
roadway is heated by an oil burner, then the burned asphalt is scraped
off and new asphalt and sand mixture is spread over the scraped sur-
face and rolled into place.
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SIDEWALK REPLACEMENT

Replacement of concrete sidewalks along East Capitol Street, north
and south sides, from First Street to the Capital Plaza, nonrecurring
item, $26,000.
These approach walks to the Capitol Plaza were last renewed over

35 years ago and have now deteriorated to the point where they are
badly in need of replacement. They have been patched and repaired
throughout the years in an effort to keep them in serviceable condition.
These walks are used by many tourists who visit the Capitol and by
many other persons and their present condition is considered to be
hazardous, exposing the Government to the danger of Federal tort

Under the amount of $26,000 requested for 1965, it is proposed to
remove these two sidewalks and to replace them with new sidewalks
of 6-inch reinforcd concrete slab. There are 2,250 square yards of
sidewalks to be replaced.

EQUIPMENT ITEMS

Equipment: Nonrecurring items requested for 1965, as follows,
totaling $22,600:
An increase of $4,100 is requested for the purchase of one new 2-ton

stake-body truck, equipped with a hoist for dumping purposes. This
new truck will be used for the removal of trash and other materials
from the buildings and grounds under the Architect. At present, the
maintenance force has only one trash truck and the increased workload
imposed on this one truck during the past several years makes it im-
possible for the Rayburn House Office Building to be serviced next
year without the addition of another truck.
We have asked for an increase of $18,500, Senator, for a new tractor

loader known as a payloader.
Senator MONRONEY. The $22,600?

PAYLOADER TRACTOR SHOVEL

Mr. STEWART. That is the larger item of the two; the other is for
a stake-body truck, for the Rayburn Building.
Senator MONRONEY. What is the payloader?
Mr. STEWART. The payloader consists of a 4-wheel drive tractor-

shovel. The new payloader is to replace an existing payloader which
has been in service since 1951 and is now in very poor condition and
difficult and costly to keep in repair and operation.
The payloader is the most valuable piece of heavy equipment which

the Capitol Grounds has in service. The use of this equipment has
resulted in the saving of many thousand of dollars to the Government,
such as when used for loading snow after a snowstorm; it having
been possible on a number of occasions to handle the removal of
snow by use of the payloader

' 
without the aid of an outside contractor,

with resultant saving in funds.
It would be difficult to attempt to estimate the number of man-hours

saved' by using this payloader. It is used in almost every operation
of the grounds force, particularly for such work as loading topsoil,
removal of dead tree stumps, loading dead trees onto trucks, moving
large plants, moving debris and earthfill.

Senator MONRONEY. The $218,200 figure includes what?
Mr. HENLOCK. That is the total increase we are asking.
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Senator MONRONEY. In other words, this is the combined total fig-
ure?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. The next item.

LEGISLATIVE GARAGE

Mr. STEWART. The next item is on page 94, which is the legislative
garage. The only increase under this appropriation is $700 for man-
datory wage-bdard pay increase.
Senator MONRONEY. That is 50-50 between the House and Senate?
Mr. HENLOCK. Beg pardon?
Senator MONRONEY. This is the legislative garage in the Old Senate

Office Building. The cost of maintaining that and operating it is
divided half and half between the House and the Senate.
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, it is a joint item.
Senator MONRONEY. The $700 increase is the only one.
Mr. S'rEWART. Yes; that is for mandatory wage increases.

VANDALISM IN THE CAPITOL

Senator SALTONSTALL. The House committee brought out some
vandalism in the Statuary Hall. Is there any vandalism over in the
Senate side ?
Mr. CLANCY. No, sir;  it is seldom we have any vandalism over there.

The last time was 15 or16 years ago when they tried to steal that shield
off the clock in the Senate Chamber. Fortunately, we found the shield
the next morning. We put a safety lock on it so that they could not
steal that any more.
Senator SALTONSTALL. We had vandalism in connection with that

big picture.
Mr. CLANCY. That was several years ago. Nothing since then.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Then there is some over in the House side?
Mr. CLANCY. In Statuary Hall, yes.
Senator SALTONSTALL. What are you doing to take care of it?
Mr. CLANCY. We have already taken care of it. We had experts

from the National Gallery come up here and they repaired them for
US.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Are you protecting it now?
Mr. CLANCY. The police are looking out for that, Senator.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
So that, we have been lucky on the Senate side.
Mr. CLANCY. Very lucky, sir, for several years since the Battle of

Lake Erie painting was damaged.

USE OF LEGISLATIVE GARAGE

Senator MONRONEY. Could I ask, after the House finishes its garages
which are part of the Rayburn structure, will the legislative garage
be turned over to the Senate completely?
Mr. HENLOCK. By law, that is up to the Vice President and Speaker,

as at the present time they have charge of the assignment of space and
determination of use of the garage.
Senator MONRONEY. It has been shared in the past.
Mr. HENLOCK. That is right.
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Senator MONRONEY. Please prepare and insert in the record at this
point a table showing all positions by appropriation item under the
Architect of the Capitol, all of the additional positions you requested
in the budget estimate for fiscal year 1965, and the number allowed
in each instance by the House.
Mr. HENLOCK. We will be glad to supply that for the record.
(The table referred to follows:)

Architect of the Capitol

Positions under the Architect of the Capitol,
fiscal year 1964

Additional posi-
tions, fiscal year 1965

Appropriations Wage-
board

positions

Unclassi-
fled posi-

tions

Classi-
fication
act posi-
tions

Statutory
positions

Total
positions

Number
requested

Allowed
by House

lanes, Office of Architect of
the Capitol 3  40 6 49 6 I 6

New positions asked,
1965: 1 GS-15 attorney; 1
GS-13 architect-engineer;
2 electronic technicians; 2
electronic technicians help-
ers (2 electronic techni-
cians, Rayburn Building;
2 electronics technicians,
Capitol and Senate Office
Building).

ipitol Buildings 109 43 17 1 170 11 11
New positions asked,

1965- 2 elevator mechanics
and 8 elevator operators to
maintain and operate 4 new
elevators in House wing of
Capitol; 1 air conditioning
helper.

tpitol Grounds 56  3  59 9 7
New positions asked,

1965: 5 laborer-gardeners;
1 truck driver; 3 laborers
for care of Rayburn Build-
ing grounds and other
grounds adjacent to House
Office Buildings, and for
trash removal from Ray-
burn Building. .

Tislative garage 7  7  
.nate Office Buildings _ 287 54 23 9 373  
ouse Office Buildings 290 75 22 1 388 285 281

New positions asked,
1965: 285 positions to staff
Rayburn House Office
Building.

apitol Power Plant 80  4  84 5 5
New positions asked,

1965: 5 maintenance me-
chanics to handle increased
workload resulting from
expansion program under
Public Law 413, 81st Con-
gress and Public Law 85-
895, 85th Congress.

ibrary buildings and grounds_ 57 2  59 5 5
New positions asked,

1965: 3 air conditioning me-
chanics to operate and
maintain on a 24-hour per
day basis the new heating
and air conditioning sys-
tem being installed in
Main Library Building; 1
carpenter and 1 helper to
handle increased workload _

Grand total, Architect•of
the Capitol  889 172 111 17 1, 189 321 319

1 2 allowed under "Salaries" appropriation, 4 allowed under "Capitol Buildings" appropriation.
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COMMITTEE RECESS

Senator MONRONEY. I think before we start on this big appropri-
ation of $2.5 million for the Senate Office Building, there is a quorum
call ringing, the committee will be forced to recess and at some later
date we will ask you to come back.
We are trying to get these hearings moving as fast as we can as the

limited time allows before the morning sessions.
Thank you very much for your appearance.
We will recess, subject to the call of the Chair.
Thank you.
Mr. STEWART. Thank you very much.
(Whereupon, at 10 a.m., Saturday, April 18, 1964, the committee

recessed subject to the call of the Chair.)
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MONDAY, APRIL 27, 1964

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

W asking ton, D .0 .
The subcommittee met at 8:30 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 1223,

New Senate Office Building, Hon. A. S. Mike Monroney (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Monroney, Proxmire, and Young.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

STATEMENT OF JAMES L. HARRISON, PUBLIC PRINTER; ACCOM-

PANIED BY HARRY D. MEROLD, DEPUTY PUBLIC PRINTER;

FELIX E. CRISTOFANE, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO THE

PUBLIC PRINTER; HARRY J. HUMPHREY, DEPUTY COMPTROL-

LER; ROBERT E. KLING, JR., SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE PUBLIC

PRINTER; LOUIS J. NAECKER, PLANT ENGINEER; CARPER W.

BUCKLEY, SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS; WILLIAM H.

ADDISON, ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS; AND

MERRILL C. GLEASON, BUDGET AND ACCOUNTING OFFICER,
OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS

OPENING STATEMENT

Senator MONRONEY. The Subcommittee on Legislative Appropria-
tions will be in session.
We have as our witnesses today the officials of the Government

Printing Office led by Mr. James L. Harrison and his staff: Mr. Harry
D. Merold, Deputy Public Printer; Mr. Felix E. Cristofane, Adminis-
trative Assistant to the Public Printer; Mr. Harry J. Humphrey,
Deputy Comptroller; Mr. Robert E. Kling, Jr., Special Assistant to
the Public Printer Mr. Louis J. Naecker, plant engineer; Mr. Carper
W. Buckley, Superintendent of Documents; Mr. William H. Addison,
Assistant Superintendent of Documents; and Mr. Merrill C. Gleason,
budget and accounting officer, Office of the Superintendent of Docu-
ments.

ESTIMATES, 1965

I believe your budget estimate that we have for the Government
Printing Office is before us in the amount of $18 million. This is a
reduction of $200,000 under the current appropriation. The House, I
believe has allowed you the full amount requested, have they not?
Mr.

believe, 
Yes, sir.

Senator MONRONEY. I will insert in the record certain pertinent
pages from the justification.

The information referred to follows:)
87
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Billings for work ordered in fiscal year as of January 31, 1964

Amount Amount
1954 $9,840.403.69 1960 $13,098,920.14
1955 9,083,413.32 1961 11,599,208.74
1956 10,321,442,51 1962 13,938,951.88
1957 10,076,164.34 1963 14,357,754.28
1958 11,392,154.87 1964(7 months) _______ 5,406,892.64
1959 11,568,168.24

NOTE.-With the inception of the revolving fund accounting system in fiscal year 1954,
all billings for each fiscal year are based on the orders received during the respective
fiscal year.

Employees on roll

As of I- Number As of 1- Number

Fiscal year: 1959 Feb. 28, 1959 6, 513
1954 Jan 1,1954 7,148 1960 Feb. 29, 1960 6, 547
1955 June 1, 1955 6,803 1961 Feb. 28, 1961 6,614
1956 Apr. 1, 1956 6,687 1962 Feb. 28, 1962 6, 887
1957 Mar. 15, 1957 6,490 1963 Feb. 28, 1963 7, 161
1958 Mar. 31, 1958 6,432 1964 Jan. 31,1964 7, 273

Based on information developed annually for hearings before the Committee on Appropriations.

Value of outside purchases based on billings

Fiscal year-
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 

Amount

$18, 273, 329
20, 343, 177.
21, 420, 761.
25, 476, 038.
27,962, 333.
27, 229, 082.

08
66
04
24
00
72

Fiscal year-Continued
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 (7 months)___

$30.
31,
40,
46,
26,

Amount

1644, 932.
728, 996.
928, 891.
377, 028.
293, 120.

70
74
79
65
26

Total billings, including all field work

Fiscal year- Amount Fiscal year-Continued Amount
1954 $71, 280, 536.48 1960 $95,644,677.72
1955 77, 261, 053.75 1961 96,058,298.76
1956 82, 453, 884 66 1962 120,262,670.56
1957 93, 641, 307 04 1963 127,102,711.78
1958 87, 166, 185.77 1964 (7 months)._ 76,077,522.02
1959 90, 728, 052.47

1964 wall calendars ordered from Government Printing Office

Ordered by-

Clerk's office, House of Rep-
resentatives.
Do 
Do 

Total ordered by
House of Represent-
atives.

Secretary of the Senate ..

Total ordered by
House, and Senate.

Requi-
sition
number

Date

Govern-
meat

Printing
Office
jacket
number

Number of calendars

Cost

Large Small Total

50 Aug. 7,1963 21-904 50,500  50,500 $21. 114. 40

697 Jan. 10,1964 27-181 10.000  10.000 5, 139. 78
857 Feb. 8,1964 28-508 2,000  2,000 1 1,315. 00

 62,500  62.500 I 27, 569. 18

3,847 Aug. 9,1963 22-096 8,200 1,000 9,200 3, 946. 57

 70,700 I 1,000 71.700 I 31. 515. 75

I Estimated.

NOTE.-Large House calendars, size 124 by 18, are printed with numerals in 2 colors, mounted on board,
lined with blue paper, and have a 2-color illustration showing panoramic view of Capitol. Large Senate
calendars, size 91 •18 by 15, are printed with single-color numerals, mounted on board, lined with blue paper,
and have illustration showing Senate wing of Capitol. Small House calendars, size 11% by 9•716, consist
of the calendar portion only, wire stitched. Small Senate calendars, size 9 by 10, consist of the calendar
portion only, stitched to board.
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Profits and losses from printing and binding operations, Government Printing
Office revoking fund, fiscal year 1954 through January 81 of fiscal year 1964

Fiscal year:
Net profit
or loss (—) Fiscal year—Continued

Net profit
or loss (—)

1954 $3,483, 727 1960  $1, 264, 135
1955 3, 156,673 1961  —809, 188
1956 3, 203, 201 1962  2, 326, 531
1957 2, 971, 901 1963  1, 343,814
1958 975, 037 1964 through Jan. 31,
1959 1, 218, 169 1964  1, 078,261

Senator MONRONEY. Do you have a statement to make, Mr.
Harrison?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. You may proceed with your statement.

STATEMENT OF THE PUBLIC PRINTER

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to once again appear
before you.
I appreciate this opportunity to discuss with you the accomplish-

ments, the plans, and the needs of the Government Printing Office.
I am aware of the many demands on your time and intend to be

as brief as possible in my remarks. However, there are some things
pertaining to our operation which I believe will be of special interest
to this committee and I will summarize them for you.

CHANGES IN PRINTING INDUSTRY

Far-reaching changes are taking place in the printing industry,
and we are attempting to keep abreast of these developments. During
the past year, we installed and have in production several new high-
speed offset presses and some astonishingly new binding equipment.
Also recently installed were units of electronically controlled tape-
operated typesetting machinery.
We have now in production a photocomposing system which will

accept information both from computer-developed magnetic tape or
punched tape produced by keyboards. These last two operations have
been grouped in our new Electronic Printing Production Unit, and are
being used in experimental composition. It is expected that these new
techniques will reduce the cost of printing and at the same time recover
their original cost.

Also being developed for the Office is a radically new type of high-
speed photocomposing equipment, based on the cathode-ray tube
principle. This new machine should enable us economically to pro-
duce negatives and printing plates at very high speeds. This will
make it feasible to reduce the bulk size of present technical publications
and improve legibility, and at the same time reduce their overall cost.
Other technical information will, for the first time, become economical
to print.
This modernization of machinery and equipment, together with im-

provement in production procedures, has enabled us to offset to some
extent the effect of salary and wage increases.



92 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

PRODUCTION PROBLEMS OF LONG SESSION

The extended first session of this Congress posed some productionproblems for the Office and some modification of schedules was neces-sary to meet the service and production requirements of the Govern-ment. The daily Congressional Record had 133 issues during the first7 months of fiscal year 1964, compared to 99 issues for the same periodof the previous year. One issue of the Record, for March 28, 1963,contained 364 pages. The total pages for the fiscal year 1964 may set anew high for a fiscal year.
The Government Printing Office is a manufacturing agency and assuch has attendant hazards associated with its work. However, theOffice ranks creditably in safety achievement when compared with theprinting industry as a whole, our accident-frequency rate being about25 percent less than the national average. This justifies the emphasiswe place on safety and good housekeeping.

INCENTIVE AWARDS

During the past year, it was my pleasant duty to present 335 of ouremployes with awards under the incentive awards program. Thisactivity continues to be a rewarding one and provides measurable sav-ings in cost through greater efficiency and increased productivity.
APPRENTICE PROGRAM

Our apprentice training program is well organized and providescomprehensive instruction in all phases of printing and binding, withthe goal of producing competent skilled craftsmen to take their placesin our working force. We are training the maximum number of ap-prentices allowed under the present law, but find that our graduatesof about 40 per year are far from enough to meet our needs. It is myhope that the law will be modified to permit the training of an adequatenumber of apprentices, who, with those journeymen we recruitthrough civil service, will be sufficient to maintain our working forceat needed strength.

NEED FOR WORKING AND STORAGE SPACE

One of our major problems is the need for more working space andmore economical warehouse storage. I have a detailed report onthis subject, prepared for this committee's use, which, if it pleases thecommittee, I would like to present after we have concluded our dis-cussion of the congressional printing and binding appropriations.
CONGRESSIONAL PRINTING AND BINDING

We have prepared justifications for congressional printing andbinding for the fiscal year 1965. I will be pleased to submit themfor the record, or, if you prefer, I will read them, item by item.
Senator MONRONEY. I believe it would be a good idea to read it itemby item on the justification so that if we have any questions we can

ask about them.
You may proceed.
Mr. HARRISON. All right.
Senator MONRONEY. The total estimated cost of the first item is theCongressional Record; is that correct?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 93

EXPENDITURES 1963 AND REQUEST, 1965

Senator MONRONEY. Expenditures for the last fiscal year would be
$3,216,877; correct?
You are asking for $3,345,000 this year?
Mr. HARRISON. What statement are you reading from, Senator?
Senator MONRONEY. "Congressional Printing and Binding, State-

ment of Expenditures and Estimated Outstanding Expenditures."
Mr. HARRISON. Senator, your question was 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

Senator MONRONEY. You are asking for the Congressional Record
$3,345,000 which is slightly above 1963 and considerably above by
about $600,000 for 1964?
Mr. HARRISON. We had a deficiency, if you will notice, in 1963 of

$485,000. We have attempted in the estimate for 1965 to cover that.
Senator MONRONEY. Does that count the $485,000 deficiency for

1963 and the estimated deficiency of $110,000 for 1962?
I notice your estimated expenditure in column 5 is $2,750,000.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes; that is right.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, that is the same estimate you

had in 1964; $50,000?
Mr. HARRISON. $50,000 more.
Senator MONRONEY. But the increase is largely to cover the defi-

ciency in the preceding year?
Mr. HARRISON. $110,000 for 1962 and $485,000 for 1963.
Senator MONRONEY. All right.

MISCELLANEOUS PUBLICATIONS

Your next item is "Miscellaneous publications."
Mr. HARRISON. There again we had a deficiency in 1963 of $385,000.

We are asking for $885,000 more in 1965 than we asked for in 1964.
Senator MONRONEY. $885,000 increase for what? Is this for con-

gressional printing?
Mr. HARRISON. That is for congressional printing; miscellaneous

publications.
MISCELLANEOUS PRINTING AND BINDING

Senator MONRONEY. Your estimate of expenditure virtually is the
same as for miscellaneous printing and binding as for 1964, but you
had a carryover estimated deficiency of $400,000?
Mr. HARRISON. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. You would like to make that up?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Which would increase it to $1,900,000?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.

PUBLICATIONS FOR INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGE

Senator MONRONEY. Publications for international exchange is the
same as last year, is that correct?
Mr. HARRISON. Well, we are asking for this year, $160,000, but in

1963 we had a $15,000 deficiency which we want to make up.
Senator MONRONEY. You had practically that expenditure in 1963.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
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FRANKED MATERIAL

Senator MONRONEY. Franked envelopes and document franks. This
applies only to the mail that is carried under the Members' franks?
Mr. HARRISON. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. The House and the Senate?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes. We feel there will be a slight reduction this

year because, being an election year, we do not anticipate Congress
will be in as long as they were last year so we can get by with a little
less, we think. Last year, we had a $35,000 deficiency.

HOUSE AND SENATE CALENDARS

Senator MONRONEY. Next is the House and Senate Calendars, $550,-
000 last year; estimated $690,000 for this year.
There is no carryover for deficiency on that?
Mr. HARRISON. No.
Senator MONRONEY. Why is this higher?
Mr. HARRisox. We expect to have a deficiency for fiscal year 1964.

BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND AMENDMENTS

Senator MONRONEY. The matter that Senator Young was asking
about was covered in the bills, resolutions, and amendments, item 7 ?
Estimated $1,210,000?
Mr. HARRISON. That is a $10,000 increase we expect this year.
Senator MONRONEY. You have $140,000 deficiency from last year.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
Senator YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this question?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.

NIGHT PRINTING COSTS

Senator YOUNG. When you do printing at night like committee re-
ports, does that require overtime pay?
Mr. HARRISON. No, sir. We pay a 15-percent differential to our

night employees; regular time plus 15 percent.
Senator YOUNG. You use your regular night crew?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
Now, there may be an emergency where in the early morning hours

the night crew will have to work a few extra hours at time and a half,
but that is the exception.

VACATION PERIODS

Senator YOUNG. This appears to offset, then, the longer vacation
period that your workers get than those in private industry.
How much vacation do your employees get each year?
Mr. HARRISON. They get leave at the rate of 26 days a year if they

have been employed for over 15 years; 20 days from 3 up through 15
years of service; and 13 days under the 3 years of service.
, Senator YOUNG. Twenty days up through 15 years?
Mr. HARRISON. That pretty generally, I think, coincides with the

industry, Senator. Three weeks or more after you have been there 10,
15 years.



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 95

Senator YOUNG. Is this the same as other departments of Govern-
ment?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes; this is under the civil service leave system.
Senator YOUNG. I thank you.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

The next item is 8, "Committee reports," $600,000 estimated for
1964; $675,000 for this year. That is because there will be more than
$15,000 deficiency carried over from 1962, is that correct?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Otherwise, you are figuring the same, practi-

cally?
Mr. HARRISON. About; yes, sir.

DOCUMENTS

Senator MONRONEY. Documents, what does that include, sir, under 9?
Mr. HARRISON. This heading includes all classes of Senate and.

House documents ordered printed by Congress which carry a congres-
sional number such as annual reports, engineers' reports, special re-
ports made by Government departments in response to resolutions,
supplemental estimates of appropriations, et cetera.

Senator MONRONEY. The total you are asking for is $670,000 which
would take care of deficits for 1962, $10,000; deficits for 1963 of
$260,000; is that correct?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.

HEARINGS

Senator MONRONEY. Hearings on item 10, you are asking for a little
bit more than you had.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes; about $320,000 more.
Senator MONRONEY. And this would make up also estimated defi-

ciencies of $540,000 for 1963; estimated for 1962, $65,000; is that
correct?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. And that includes all of the committee hearings,

special committees and subcommittees and others held before the House
and the Senate?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. It is not divided up?
Mr. HARRISON. No.

FEDERAL REGISTER, ORGANIZATION MANUAL, PRESIDENTIAL PAPERS

Senator MONRONEY. The Federal Register, U.S. Government Orga-
nization Manual, and Public Papers of the Presidents, item No. 11,
you are asking for more this year than you had in 1963 or the estimated
expenditures of 1964.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Then also you ask for $40,000 to cover the

deficit, estimated deficiency in 1963; is that correct?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.

31-836-64 7
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POSSIBILITY OF CUT IN COST FOR HEARINGS

Senator YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, if I may go back to that cost of
printing hearings, with the Senate having fewer hearings this year
than in previous years, would this be one item that could be cut? It
does not look like we will have nearly as many hearings as we ordi-
narily have.
Mr. HARRISON. Of course, this runs through the first part of the first

session of the next Congress which is generally heavy. The first ses-
sion of a Congress is usually very heavy and history tells us that we
need more money to cover hearings the first session than we do the
second session.

Senator YOUNG. Do you think a new Congress will come back with a
lot of new ideas?
Mr. HARRISON. Well, either that or they want to reconsider a lot of

old ideas; it is hard to tell.
Senator MONRONEY. This covers the House, as well.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.

UNEXPENDED FUNDS IN REVOLVING FUND

Senator MONRONEY. This is not under any kind of restriction, is it?
If this money is not spent, it stays in the revolving fund, does it not,

and there is $540,000 carried for estimated deficiency for 1963; for
1962, $65,000.
It is impossible to tell how many pages of hearings congressional

committees will have.
Mr. HARRISON. That applies to the whole operation, Senator. We

attempt on the basis of historical information to make the best edu-
cated guess we can as to what Congress will need for printing in the
coming year. Sometimes we hit it close; sometimes we don't.
Senator MONRONEY. These deficiencies are taken out of the revolving

fund?
Mr. HARRisoN. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. When you get your appropriation, you place

that in the revolving fund?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir at the time of billing.

REASON FOR DURATION OF DEFICIENCY

Senator MONRONEY. I cannot understand why it takes so long to
take the deficiency up, though, an estimated deficiency of $65,000 in
1962.
Mr. HARRISON. There again it depends on whether or not com-

mittees feel they might want additional copies. We have to hold the
job orders open until the committees authorize us to kill type, indicat-
ing there will not be need for further printing of that particular
document.

Senator MONRONEY. So you don't close off that account; you still
would not come back for more than one deficiency?
Mr. HARRISON. At a time.
In other words, when you have hearings, until that particular hill

the hearing was held on was finished, we have to hold it open.
Senator MONRONEY. You mean until the bill is passed or vetoed?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
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COSTS CHARGED ONLY ON COMPLETION OF BILL

Senator MONRONEY. So you can't charge any of your costs regarding
that particular bill up finally until the bill is passed.
Mr. HARRISON. We can charge some of the cost but we cannot com-

plete the charge.
Senator MONRONEY. I see. This is a pretty big carryover. The

whole thing for 1963 is $2,300,000.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. I know you cannot estimate the pages and the

cost of printing these things, but if you have that drain on your own
account there which is a revolving fund, as I understand, for the whole
Government-
Mr. HARRISON. Yes. It is for our entire operation. We were in.

trouble until last year.
Senator MONRONEY. We replenished the fund.
Mr. HARRISON. You graciously restored some of the funds thathad been returned to the Treasury.

SUPPLEMENTS TO CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS
Senator MONRONEY. The last item is the Supplements to Code ofFederal Regulations. That is different from the printing of the codethat you mentioned above?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes this is the annual supplement.

SUMMATION or FUNDS REQUEST
Senator MONRONEY. SO, the $18 million you are asking for includes$15,500,000 for the actual estimated expenditures of 1965?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. $200,000 that would go into the estimated de-ficiency of 1962 and $2,300,000 that would go into estimated deficiencyof 1963 correct?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. All right.
Now, all of the other expenditures of the Government PrintingOffice are taken care of on a direct chargeable basis to the Department.Mr. HARRISON. That is right.

VOLUME OF OUTSIDE PRINTING

Senator MONRONEY. What is the volume of the printing that youdo outside? Do you have $15,500,000 plus your deficiencies that youdo for the Congress?
Mr. HARRISON. Last year, Senator, fiscal 1963, we billed $127,102,-711. So far the first 7 months of 1964, $76,077,522.
Senator MONRONEY. $77 million?
Mr. HARRISON. Y06, sir $76,077,522.
Senator MONRONEY. Now, what percent of the printing do you esti-mate this $127 million a year is of Government printing?
What percent, in other words? You do only a portion of it Agreat deal of it is done outside the Government Printing Office.
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Mr. HARRISON. A little over a third we buy commercially, Senator.
Of this $127 million, about 37 percent we purchase. In 1964, I be-

lieve our commercial purchase was $47 million.
Senator MONRONEY. I see.

PAYMENT UNDER KIESS ACT

Now, your employees are paid on the blue-collar basis?
Mr. HARRISON. Some are, and some are paid on the annual-rate

basis.
Senator MONRONEY. The craftsmen?
Mr. HARRISON. The craftsmen are paid on a wage that is estab-

lished under the Kiess Act.
Senator MONRONEY. What is the number of employees that you

have on an annual basis on the craftsmen? That is the Kiess Act.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, the Kiess Act. That, in effect, sets up the basis

whereby the Public Printer shall meet with the craft, any craft of 10
or more, and consider wages. We have been using a weighted average
of the 25 largest cities in establishing wages for our journeymen.

TOTAL EMPLOYEES

The total number of employees in 1964 was 7,273.
Senator MONRONEY. 7,273?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Now, is that the total?
Mr. HARRISON. That is the total.
Of those, 225 are outside of Washington.
Senator MONRONEY. Those 7,273 are both administrative and crafts-

men?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. And 225 of those are outside Washington?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.

NUMBERS OF PRODUCTION CRAFTSMEN AND ADMINISTRATORS

Senator MONRONEY. How many of those are craftsmen of the total
7,000-plus your craftsmen and how many are administrators?
Mr. HARRISON. 4,428 are production employees including crafts-

men and 1,427 administrative employees.
Now, we have 500 in our, field service altogether 503 in documents.
Senator MONRONEY. And that is on top of the 500?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. I see.

REGULAR AND TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES ON DOCUMENTS

Mr. HARRISON. We have 406 who are temporaries. They work on
Sunday night and Monday night to open the documents mail.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, you would have 909 regular

and temporaries in the documents?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir 909.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
Now, is that self-sustaining?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. That brings in income enough to pay for the

salaries?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
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FUNDS RETURNED TO TREASURY

Senator MONRONEY. How much does that amount to?
Mr. HARRISON. I think last year Superintendent Buckley turned

back to the Treasury $5,731,000.
Senator MONRONEY. $5,731,000 returned to the Treasury as a result

of sale of documents in this department?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. I see.

ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL REQUIRED

Are you asking for any additional personnel this year?
Mr. HARRISON. In the Superintendent of Documents; yes, sir.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes. That is the only part. We are asking for 10

additional persons.
Senator MONRONEY. Asking for 10 additional persons, and the rest

of the Government Printing Office none? Do you go out and hire as
you need?
Mr. HARRISON. We have to hire as we need. Title 44, section 40,

of the United States Code is the law under which the Government
Printing Office operates, and it gives the Public Printer that au-
thority.
Senator MONRONEY. Then, as the need is met, you reduce them?
Mr. HARRISON. That is right.

UNDERSTANDING ON HIRING W.A.E. EMPLOYEES

Senator MONRONEY. And you always have a group that are em-
ployed with that understanding, is that correct, that their work will
be not annually but on a part-time basis?
Mr. HARRISON. No, sir; except for these 406 w.a.e. employees, Sena-

tor. Our other employees we strive to keep, because it is difficult to
employ trained journeymen personnel on a part-time basis.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have enough workload to generally keep

them on?
Mr. HARRISON. Not only enough workload to keep our people busy

but also to purchase $47 million worth of printing, in addition.
Senator MONRONEY. That is the 37 percent outside procurement that

you get?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.

EMPLOYMENT OF NEGROES

Senator YOUNG. You have as high a percentage of colored people in
your employ as any department, do you not?
Mr. HARRISON. I think we have about 40 percent, Senator.
Senator YOUNG. I note that when they walk out of the building as

I drive by. That is about as high as any department in the Govern-
ment.
Mr. HARRISON. I would imagine. unless the Bureau of Engraving

and Printing would be that high. We hire a very large number of
skilled laborers.

Senator YOUNG. I am not criticizing for hiring Negroes.
Mr. HARRISON. I just wanted to explain why we did. We have

some very fine Negroes in very good positions.
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BILLINGS BASED ON COST

Senator MONRONEY. On your $127 million printing that you do for
the other Government departments other than Congress, is this charged
them on actual costs of work basis?
Mr. HARRISON. Senator, that includes the Congress.
Senator MONRONEY. That includes the Congress.
So this would be the $15,500,000 minus.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. It would be $112 million that you do ask for?
Mr. HARRISON. The billings are as near cost as we can figure.
Senator MONRONEY. I see.
Mr. HARRISON. This $127 million is the work we billed for that year.
Now, there is another $3,600,000 that we are yet to bill, so our total

volume in 1964 amounted to about $130,837,000. There again a lot of
this work is not completed and we bill when it is completed.

Senator MONRONEY. But your objective is to recover the full cost
of Government printing as furnished for the Government departments
out of the billing?
Mr. HARRISON. That is right.

CONTINGENCY FUND

Mr. MONRONEY. Do you ever consider a cushion there to make up
for contingencies?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Is that a part of the billing cost?
Mr. HARRISON. We attempt to recover cost plus a very small percent

for contingencies. I think last year our profit ran about one to one and
a half percent.

REPLACEMENT OF MACHINERY

Senator MONRONEY. I notice your revolving fund which we gave
you, three and a half million dollars, $3,550,000-1 don't see any
amount there for the acquisition of and replacement of machinery.
Mr. HARRISON. No there is not. That comes out of the profits that

we make, the small percent that we recover.
Senator MONRONEY. Is that new Linotype machines and offset

presses?
MT. HARRISON. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. What is the offset of the expenditures?

MODERNIZATION PAID FROM EARNINGS

Mr. HARRISON. Our modernization program runs about a million and
a half dollars a year. So far, since I have been Public Printer, we have
been able to earn that much over our actual costs.
Senator MONRONEY. SO, the modernization of the machinery, presses

and so forth is taken care of out of this slight overage that you charge,
about one and a half percent; correct?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
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PRINTING OF POSTAGE ENVELOPES

Senator MONRONEY. I notice you have a figure in there for printing
of franked envelopes and document franks.
Do you print the postage envelopes, the Government envelopes that

are sold at the post offices with the postage on?
Mr. HARRISON. NO.
Senator MONRONEY. That is all done by outside contractors?
Mr. HAmusoN. Yes. I understand the manufacturer that makes the

envelopes prints the stamp at the same time.
Senator MONRONEY. There is always a complaint about local com-

petition. The Government Printing Office does absolutely none of
that?
Mr. HARRISON. No.
Senator MONRONEY. The company that does it is the company that

manufactures the envelopes?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes. That is a Post Office contract over which we

have no control. The envelopes that we print are the congressional
franks.

Senator MONRONEY. As I understand the congressional franks, these
are billed to the Congress.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.

BILLING FOR FRANKED ENVELOPES USED

Senator MONRONEY. And the Post Office then bills the Congress on
the number of franked envelopes that are purchased each year; is that
not correct?
Mr. HARRISON. I am not sure.
Senator MONRONEY. That is not in your department?
Mr. HARRISON. No; it would not be.
Senator MONRONEY. This is the way I understand the pro rata that

we pay to the Post Office for the use of franks. The use of the frank
mail is paid and all of the envelopes that are destroyed or lost I un-
derstand we have to pay for out of our Government allotment.
Do you have any questions, Senator Proxmire?
Senator PROXMIRE. Yes.

ITEMS INCLUDED IN COSTS

I would like to ask, on your computation of the cost of the docu-
ments that you print that are purchased, what do you include in your
cost?
Mr. HARRISON. Everything.
Senator PROXMIRE. Well, let me run down some of the things. You

include, of course, all the overhead salaries, prorated share?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator PROXMIRE. You include the depreciation on the building?
Mr. HARRISON. No; not on the building.
Senator PROXMIRE. Why not?
Mr. HARRISON. We include maintenance.
Senator PROXMIRE. Why don't you include depreciation on the

building?
Mr. HARRISON. The law does not allow us to do that.
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Senator PROXMIRE. You are not allowed to?
Mr. HARRISON. No.
Senator PROXMIRE. It seems reasonable to me that building has been

there a long, long time but I hope it is not going to be there forever.
I imagine you are going to have to replace it some time.
At any rate, you include everything except depreciation price on

the building?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator PROXMIRE. You include depreciation on all the machinery?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator PROXMIRE. Overhead of all the operations?
Mr. HARRISON. Absolutely.
Senator PROXMIRE. Not on any land, of course, because you have

none.
Mr. HARRISON. NO.
Senator PROXMIRE. No government-owned land.
Mr. HARRISON. Of course, it is the only Source Of income we have

and we must include everything or we would run a deficit. We main-
tain our own guard force, our own facilities.
Senator PROXMIRE. Your own guard force?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes; everything, including repairs of the buildings.

BREAKDOWN OF COSTS AND INCOME

Senator PROXMIRE. Let me just ask one other question.
You have undoubtedly said this but I came in a little late.
Do you have a breakdown of the cost and income from what you

print and sell and the cost of what you produce, but, of course, produce
for the Congress, the Congressional Record, and so forth?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator PROXMIRE. What is that, the $18 million here?
Mr. HARRISON. How many million dollars?
Senator PROXMIRE. $18 million I see in "Printing and binding."
Mr. HARRISON. The total value of work produced in 1964 was $130

million-plus.
Senator PROXMIRE. I see.
Mr. HARRISON. Now, that is how much we handled. We purchased

from commercial printing plants $47 million of that. That was under
the regular invitation, bid, and low-bidder basis.

1965 REQUEST

Senator PROXMIRE. I take it the total appropriation by the Govern-
ment is $26 million-plus which you are asking for 1964.
Mr. HARRISON. No; we are only asking for $18 million, Senator.

Now, that is to cover congressional printing only.
Senator PROXMIRE. I see; I include printing and binding, but the

printing and binding cost is $18 million.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.

PRINTING FOR DEPARTMENTS OTHER THAN CONGRESS

Senator PROXMIRE. Then you have a total overall cost including what
you charge people who buy publications of $113 million; is that cor-
rect?
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Mr. HARRSION. That was the volume the plant produced and pur-

chased for departments other than Congress.
Now, the Superintendent of Documents sold something like 60

million publications and turned back to the Treasury in excess of $5

million.
Mr. BUCKLEY. $5,731,000.
Senator PROXMIRE. Thank you very much.

UNCREDITED REVERSION TO TREASURY

Senator MONRONEY. The bookkeeping account shows that does not

give you credit for the $5,731,000 that you realized from the sale of
documents does it not?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. We appropriated $5,242,000 last year. You

sold $5,731,000 but this $5,731,000 went directly into the Treasury as
revenue?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.

RELATIONS WITH COMMERCIAL ESTABLISHMENTS

Senator PROXMIRE. Let me ask this one other question.
I used to be in the printing business myself, of course in a very

small way compared to your operation. I have always been impressed
by the tremendously competitive business and the great advances they
have made as you indicated in your presentation in presses and so
forth.
I am just wondering if you have any group of outside experts who

consult with you and who give you the benefit of their views on mod-
ernization and on cutting costs and so forth, or do you think that is
desirable or necessary?
Mr. HARRISON. Senator, we have a very wonderful working relation-

ship with the commercial printing establishments. They have been
most gracious in sharing knowledge with us. They call on us if they
have a problem and we discuss problems across the board.
For instance, when we put in our web offset equipment the first

time, a printing establishment from Michigan sent a team of men
in for 3 days to discuss the problems of web offset printing with our
people. That probably saved us hundreds of thousands of dollars
because we got started in web offset printing with the least amount of
waste of anybody I have ever heard of.
Now, we have had an engineering concern, the Charles T. Main Co.,

one of the leaders in the field, especially in the field of printing. They
have been in to our office they have done a preliminary survey, pri-
marily on our space problem.

DISCUSSION OF OVERALL OPERATIONS

Senator PROXMIRE. Do you have anybody to do that kind of thing
for your whole operation?
Mr. HARRISON. No.
Senator PROXMIRE. The kind of presses you should have, the layout?
Mr. HARRISON. No.
Senator PROXMIRE. You have not had that?
Mr. HARRISON. NO.
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Senator PROXMIRE. Why would that not be desirable?
Mr. HARRISON. It would be.
Senator PROXMIRE. Great advances.
Mr. HARRISON. Well, of course, our officials keep up with the indus-

try in all of these things. There is hardly a week passes that we
don't have some of our technical officials that are attending seminars.
We take many, many trade journals which keep us up to date, and the
industry looks to us in a great many instances for research into these
problems.
As an example, we have just let a contract for two highspeed elec-

tronic composing machines which have never been built at this
moment. The minimum requirement is 600 characters a second and
they are pretty sure that the machines will reach a thousand charac-
ters per second.

NO RESTRAINT THROUGH APPROPRIATION

Senator PROXMIRE. IS it a true statement that neither you nor any
of the people who work with you or any of the officials who have been
advising and consulting with you feel you are constrained or con-
strained unduly by the appropriation process making this kind of
investment in presses and other equipment that would enable you to
do an even more efficient job?
Do you feel you are in a position to get what you need to do this

job at the overall cost at the lowest cost over a long period of time?
Mr. HARRISON. We certainly feel that Congress has been very gen-

erous with us in our proposals. I think when we present a proposal
to Congress we, in our own minds, at least, are convinced that it is a
justified proposal. Operating under the revolving fund system as we
do, we are able to do many things without loss of time that we would
not otherwise be able to do.
Senator PROXMIRE. There is no minority voice that says that you

should move ahead faster, that you should have more equipment, that
you are not taking advantage of some of the technological advances.
Of course there are people that always disagree, but I am talking
about a substantial group within either the industry or within the
Printing Office.
Mr. HARRISON. There have been times when I have heard the Gov-

ernment Printing Office referred to as a horse-and-buggy operation,
Senator, but I think those times are past. I think we have taken the
lead now, as we rightly should, in furthering the development of
proper printing equipment. There comes a time when, if you are not
modern

' 
your costs are such that you just don't give your customers

and the taxpayers an even break.
Senator PROXMIRE. That is right.
Thank you very much.

PROGRESS IN INDUSTRY

Mr. HARRISON. The Congress and the committees of Congress have
been very wonderful in assisting us to proceed in a number of these
ventures which have paid off very handsomely.
Senator PROXMIRE. I know there is no industry in which you can

get a more rapid payoff in getting new modern, high-speed equip-
ment. It is a matter of arithmetic.
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Mr. HARRISON. Senator, for 50 years, the printing equipment manu-
facturing industry was asleep but in the past 15 years they have made
greater progress in the advancement of equipment than they did in
the previous 50 or even 100 years, almost since movable type was in-
vented. It is hard to keep up with the equipment industry now.

COMPARISON Or OLD AND NEW PRESSES

Senator MONRONEY. To expand the point that Senator Proxmire
has raised, could you provide for the record the analysis of cost and
productivity of your older presses compared to the cost for your
newer models?
Mr. HARRISON. It would be a very difficult thing to do, Senator,

because many of our older presses are adapted to certain types of
operation which are economical. The newer presses would not be
adaptable to that type of operation.
For instance, in printing our patents, we print them on very old, you

might say, antiquated presses. We have 4 handfed flatbed letter-
presses but we only print 200 at a time. By the time you would make-
ready on a fast press, you could have these printed and be ready for
your next 200.
There are applications for many old pieces of equipment in our

plant which have been adapted to certain operations. For instance,
we have a press 69 years old that runs full time on printing forwarding
address cards for the Post Office Department and it keeps about three
men busy on the delivery end of this press packaging these cards.
There is no other way that we can find that could be as economical as
this 69-year-old press.

NEWER PRESSES MORE ECONOMICAL

Senator MoNRoNEr. But you have offset presses you mentioned and
others, and I think a good comparison could be drawn in favor of the
modernizing process. I don't mean to compare every piece of machin-
ery, comparing a 30- or 25-year-old piece of machinery and its cost of
operating on the same job if it is used.
Mr. HARRISON. Senator, there is no question but what the newer

high-speed presses are more economical if the job lends itself to that
press.
Now, our web offset presses and, of course, this figure has been de-

bated many times, anything less than 5,000 run on this press is ques-
tionable as to whether it is economical or not. You need long runs.
Commercial plants which have installed very large, many cylindered
high-speed presses print very long runs.

MODERN PRESSES ON LONG RUNS

For instance, the McCall's magazine printing plant out in Dayton,
Ohio, they have 10 color presses that take them about 3 or 4 days to
makeready and then they put the Reader's Digest on and they run for
24 days, without stopping, day and night.
Now, that type of thing lends itself well, but if you have to print

200 copies of a patent or 350 copies of a 10-page bill, how useless it
would be to expect to effect economy by putting this on a high-speed
press.
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Senator MONRONEY. We realize that.
Mr. HARRISON. But in jobs that are adaptable to a new high-speed

press, then that is where they ought to go. That is why we buy high-
speed presses because we do have a percentage of our work that lends
itself to that kind of production.
Senator MoNRoNEy. I think you can find, if you look around, some

illustrations where you have modernized and how these specifics as
to how the modern machinery has paid off dividends and in lowering
your costs and perhaps reducing your necessary manpower require-
ments as well.

MODERNIZATION HELP IN SHORT RUNS

Senator PROXMIRE. Are there not any areas where the moderniza-
tion has helped on the short runs?
Mr. HARRISON. Oh, yes, sir.
Senator PROXMIRE. Where you only have 200 or 300 copies to make

and their relationship between setting type and running the final job
has been speeded up?
Mr. HARRISON. There again, Senator, it depends on the type of

composition you have. If you have straight-line matter, just straight
reading matter, then you can type it up on a cold type composition
machine and run it offset. If it requires a formula which is required
in many of our patents today, with all sorts of signs, which you just
don't have on every machine, you need different equipment. If the
job is small and the matter lends itself to cold type composition, yes, we
can cut many corners. Again, it requires a great deal of evaluation
and planning in a plant like ours to decide how is the best way to do
this particular job. Any planner can make or break the operation.
We are very fortunate in having most able planners.

STANDARDIZATION OF AGENCIES' WORK

Senator PROXMIRE. Do you have any relationship with the agencies
so that they are familiar with the enormous saving in printing?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes.
Senator PROXMIRE. If they can standardize what they require, be-

cause sometimes just a little change in each document can make a
terrific increase in your printing cost.
Mr. HARRISON. That is right.
Senator PROXMIRE. If they know it, maybe they can obviate this

change.
Mr. HARRISON. We have in session right now in our conference room

63 editors from departments, and tomorrow we will have a different 63
that come in 2 days per week for 6 weeks. This goes on twice a year.
Our officials discuss with these editors, who actually send us the copy
for the publication they want for their department, our problems and
they discuss their problems. I think it is one of the Government's
greatest money savers for printing and binding.
We do it twice a year, 6-week courses, which helps us tremendously

in getting copy that fits our equipment, which enables us then to eco-
nomically give the department, our customers, the type of finished
publication that they want.
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OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS

Senator MONRONEY. The next item on the list is the amount re-
quested for the Office of the Superintendent of Documents, Mr. Carper
W. Buckley.
This amount is in the sum of $5,562,000, an increase of $320,000 over

the 1964 appropriation. The House has allowed you this full amount;
$57,000 of the increase you request. is to start a new feature of the
enlarged depository program.

Pertinent pages from the justification will be included in the record.
at this point.
(The information referred to follows:)

STATEMENT SUPPORTING 1965 ESTIMATE FOR SALARIES" AND EXPENSES, OFFICE OF.
THE SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS

The Office of the Superintendent of Documents is a division of the Government

Printing Office which operates under a separate appropriation. This appropria-
tion provides funds for the performance of the four functions with which this
Office is charged by law. All of these functions are of a service nature and
there is no Control over the volume of work that we are called on to perform.
They are (1) the sale of Government publications produced by the Government
Printing Office; (2) the compilation of catalogs and indexes of Government pub-

lications; (3) the distribution of Government publications to designated deposi-
tory libraries; and (4) the mailing for Members of Congress and other Govern-
ment agencies of certain Government publications as authorized by them.
The sale of Government publications by the Office of the Superintendent of

Documents for fiscal year 1963 amounted to $11,297,784.06, from which earnings
realized for return to the U.S. Treasury were $5,731,791.17. We accomplished
this with a total appropriation of $4,759,530. With sales for the current year
approximately 12 percent ahead of last year, we look ahead to fiscal year 1965
and an estimated sale of $12,100,000 of Government publications, with earnings
of $6,200,000. The total amount of the appropriation we are requesting for that
year is $5,562,000, and the anticipated earnings from the sale of publications
would again exceed that total by a substantial amount, just as it has in every
recent year.
Our appropriation request for fiscal year 1965 provides for $320,000 in excess

of that for 1964. Of this increased amount, $263,000 will defray the cost of
within-grade and salary increases and personnel benefits provided by law, as well
as additional amounts needed for sanitation services and printing of publica-
tions for distribution to depository libraries. These costs all relate to established
programs of the Office, including the depostory distribution program now in
operation. A detailed breakdown of these increases is shown in the attached
statement supporting the 1965 estimate for salaries and expenses for the Office
of the Superintendent of Documents, page 3.
The remaining $57,000 requested is the estimated cost of distributing to de-

pository libraries the non-GPO publications of two Government agencies, the
Department of the Interior and the Bureau of the Census. This is designed for
the first time to implement that portion of the Depository Library Act of 1962
which provides for the inclusion of non-GPO printed material into the established
depository distribution program administered by this Office. A detailed report,
Including statistical information, will be found in the attached appendix.
(An income and expense statement for the fiscal years 1962, 1963, 1964, and

1965, listed on pp. 8 and 9 will supply additional statistical information.)



108 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

I. Increases requested for currently established programs:
(a) Personnel compensation 

Regular within-grades and hourly increases
$75,

for employees $49,213
6 months of 1964 pay rates needed in 1965 36,036

Total  85,249
Less the 1 day in 1965 for days over 52-week
base  —9,776

Total  75,473

OFFICE OF THE 'STJPERINTENDENT.OF DOCUMENTS

Salaries and expenses

Appropriation estimate for 1965 $5,562,000
Appropriation for 1964 5,242,000

Increase for 1965 320,000

Estimate
1964

Estimate
1965

Increase

11 Personnel compensation $3,193,646 $3,313,743 $120, 09712 Personnel benefits 190, 884 195, 871 4,98721 Travel and transportation of persons 1,500 1,500  22 Transporation of things 2,300 2.300  23 Rents, communications and utilities 149,700 175,365 25,60524 Printing and reproduction 960,000 1,115, 440 155,44025 Other services 108,000 116,000 8,00026 Supplies and materials 371,870 377,741 5,87131 Equipment 64,100 64, 100  Contingency fund  200,000 200,000  

Total estimate 5,242, 000 5,562, 000 320,000

I. Increases requested for currently established programs  $263, 000
II. Increases requested to implement the depository library program

to include the distribution of certain non-GPO material to deposi-
tory libraries  57, 000

Total Increases    320,000

Schedule of 1965 increases requested

473

(b) Personnel benefits  4, 987
(c) Costs of printing copies for distribution to an estimated 134

additional depository libraries that will be on the deposi-
tory library lists in fiscal year 1965  155, 440

Explanation: We estimate that there will be 838 de-
pository libraries on the official lists in fiscal 1965. This
will exceed by 134 our estimate of 704 for fiscal year
1964. There are now 749 libraries on the official lists.
(Average printing cost of depository copies per library
$1,160 x 134 additional libraries.)

(d) Postage costs for mailing the depository copies to an addi-
tional 134 designated libraries  16, 500

(e) Cost of the mailing supplies needed for mailing the deposi-
tory copies to an additional 134 libraries  2, 600

(f) For increased costs of cleaning work areas and maintain-
ing rest rooms  8, 000

Total increases for currently established programs__ 263. 000



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 109

Schedule of 1965 increases requested-Continued

II. Increases requested to implement the depository library program to
Include the distribution of certain non-GPO material to deposi-
tory libraries:
(a) For new employees to implement the program of furnish-

ing the non-GPO material to depository libraries  $44, 625
(b) Postage costs for mailing the non-GPO material to all de-

pository libraries requesting same  9, 105
(c) Cost of mailing supplies needed for mailing the non-GPO

material to depository libraries  3, 271
Total increases to implement the depository library
program to include the distribution of certain non-
GPO material to depository libraries  57, 000

Object

11 Personnel compensation 

Regular within-grades and hourly increases for em-
ployees 

6 months of 1964 pay rates needed in 1965  

Subtotal 
Less the 1 day in 1965 for days over 52-week base 

Total for established programs 
New employees to implement new depository library
program:
1 GS-8 $6,390
1 GS-4  4,215
1 GS-3  3,880
7 skilled laborers, at $2.07 30, 139

Subtotal 
12 Personnel benefits 

For the required contributions to the retirement
fund due to increased compensation payments.

21 Travel and transportation of persons 
22 Transportation of things 
23 Rents, communications, and utilities 

Postage costs for mailing Government Printing Office
printed depository copies to an additional 134
designated libraries 

Postage costs for mailing the non-Government Print-
ing Office material of Census Bureau and Depart-
ment of the Interior to all depository libraries re-
questing same  

Total 
24 Printing and reproduction 

Costs of printing copies for distribution to an
estimated 134 additional depository libraries that will
be on the depository library lists in fiscal year 1965.
Explanation: We estimate that there will be 838

depository libraries on the official lists in fiscal 1965.
This will exceed by 134 our estimate of 704 for fiscal
year 1964. There are now 749 libraries on the official
lists.
(Average printing cost of depository copies per

library $1,160X134 additional libraries.)
25 Other services 

For increased cost of cleaning work areas and main-
taining restrooms.

28 Supplies and materials 

Cost of the mailing supplies needed for mailing Gov-
ernment Printing Office printed copies to an addi-
tional 134 designated libraries 

Cost of the mailing supplies needed for mailing the
non-Government Printing Office material of Census
Bureau and Department of the Interior to all de-
pository libraries requesting same 

Total 
31 Equipment 

Contingency fund 

Estimate,
1964

Estimate,
1965

Increase

$3,193,646 $3,313, 743 $120, 097

49,213  
36,036  

85,249
-9,776  

,
75,473  

44, 624  

120,097  
190,884 195,871 4,987

1,500 1,500 None
2,300 2,300 None

149,700 175,305 25,605

16,500  

9,105  

25,605  
960,000 1,115, 440 155,440

108, 000 116,000 8,000

371,870 377,741 5,871

2,600  

3,271  

5,871  
64,100 64, 100 None
200,000 200,000 None
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INCOME AND EXPENSE STATEMENT, SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS

Sale of publications

1962 actual 1963 actual 1964
estimated

1965
estimated

Income:
Sales $10, 901,646 $11, 297, 784 $11, 700,000 $12, 100,000

Deduct:
Cost of publications purchased for re-
sale 4, 155, 780 4, 549, 389 4,606, 000 4, 773,000

Cost of postage for sales copies mailed_ _ 702, 570 797, 546 810,000 838,000
Reserve for unsalable publications 357, 503 378,393 390,000 400,000

Total 5, 215, 853 5, 725, 328 5, 806. 000 6, 011. 000

Gross earnings 5, 685, 793 5, 572,456 5, 894, 000 6, 089, 000
Other income:

Gift publications-these are surplus copies
furnished by other Government depart-
ments and agencies which must be re-
corded separately and not included in the
value of publications purchased 48,805 91, 638 50,000 52,000

Unclaimed balances of prepaid deposit ac-
counts remaining after a period of 10 years_ 4.448 32,436 20,000 21,000

Transfer of coupons-unredeemed public
document coupons sold for the purchase
of Government publications 31,055 35, 261 36,000 38.000

Adjusted gross earnings 1 5, 770, 101 5,731, 791 6,000, 000 6, 200, 000

Expenditure from appropriated funds:
Salaries 2, 029, 312 1, 998, 608 2, 289, 844 2, 343,958
Mailing supplies 123, 856 110, 410 115, 889 116, 809
Office supplies  31, 120 33,065 31.951 31,951
Price lists and circulars 311, 188 349,322 345, 000 345. 000
Communications 44, 730 51, 147 47, 030 47, 030
Heat, light, and power 12,601 12,353 12,924 12,924
Delivery services 2, 037 1, 582 2,300 2. 300
Repairs and alterations 33, 232 34, 758 33, 028 33, 028
Sanitation 44, 150 51, 373 44,516 50, 260
Insurance, retirement contributions, and

health benefits 113, 744 116,913 136, 865 140, 438
Equipment 44,464 20,939 42, 362 53, 132

Total expenditures 1 2, 790, 434 2, 780, 470 3, 101, 709 3. 176, 830

Net earnings 2, 979, 667 2, 951, 321 2, 898, 291 3, 023, 170

1 This amount is turned into the U.S. Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.
1 This is the amount of the annual appropriation required to operate the sales program.
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APPENDIX

PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION OF NON-GPO MATERIAL TO DEPOSITORY LIBRARIES

PUBLICATIONS INVOLVED

With particular reference to the function under which we must distribute
Government publications to designated depository libraries, Congress enacted on
August 9, 1962, the Depository Library Act of 1962 (Public Law 87-579). This
law provided for the number of depositories to be approximately doubled (there
are now 749 depositories as compared with 594 at the time the law was enacted),
and for our appropriation thereafter to assume the postage cost of the mailings
to the depositories which they had borne prior to that time. It also imposed on
the Office of the Superintendent of Documents for the first time, responsibility for
distributing to the depositories, in addition to publications printed by the Gov-
ernment Printing Office, nonclassified publications of informational or educa-
tional value which are produced by Government departments and agencies out-
side the Government Printing Office, in departmental and field plants, and to be
provided by them to the Superintendent of Documents for the purpose. In dis-
allowing, last year, the additional funds requested for the cost to our Office of
providing the distribution of these non-GPO publications, this committee di-
rected the Superintendent of Documents "to continue his exploratory relation-
ships with the agencies so that he can be in a better position to size up the problem
and definitize a budget for it."
Our explorations with the agencies have verified the tremendous scope of this

undertaking and the only practical means we have found whereby a budget can
be definitized for the implementation of the distribution of non-GPO publica-
tions, is to make an individual approach to the task on an agency-by-agency or
bureau-by-bureau basis, as resources can be made available for the purpose.
On that basis, the initial program now contemplated would involve only those
publications of a public informational nature which are issued and will be pro-
vided by the Department of the Interior and the Census Bureau of the Depart-
ment of Commerce. Each of these agencies has submitted lists of publica-
tions to this Office. We have reviewed them carefully and the publications listed
would appear to come within the purview of Public Law 87-579 (the Depository
Library Act of 1962) as being of public informational value and of interest to
certain depository libraries. This is substantiated by the fact that the publi-
cations listed are, in general, currently being made available to the public on a
limited-distribution basis by the individual agencies. Also, much of this mate-
rial has a direct relation in subject content to that which is being produced by
the Government Printing Office for these same agencies. Details as to estimated
number of publications and related costs, including methods of computation
follow:

ESTIMATED TOTAL NUMBER OF COPIES INVOLVED IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF NON-GPO
PRINTED MATERIAL ISSUED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND BUREAU OF
THE CENSUS, COMMERCE DEPARTMENT

(1) Department of the Interior publications.—After reviewing the Depart-
ment of the Interior publications which are printed at the Government Printing
Office and which are similar in content to the non-GPO material being considered,
we find that, of the 631 depository libraries on the rolls at the end of the last
fiscal year (1963), 311 of these, or 49 percent, selected this type of material.
Projecting this figure to the 838 libraries that we estimated at the end of the last
fiscal year would be on the rolls in fiscal 1965, indicates that 49 percent of this
figure, or 413, would most likely select the Interior Department publications not
printed at the Government Printing Office.
The list of publications supplied by the Department of the Interior indicated

that approximately 2,128 publications per year would be available for selection
and distribution to depository libraries by this Office.

Computation

Number of publications to be distributed 2, 128
Estimated number of libraries that would select the material X413

Copies to be distributed in 1 year 878, 864
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(2) Census Bureau, Department of Commerce, publications.—After reviewing

the Census Bureau, Department of Commerce, publications which are printed at

the Government Printing Office and which are similar in content to the non-

GPO material being considered, we find that, of the 631 depository libraries on

the rolls at the end of the last fiscal year (1963), 397 of these, or approximately 63

percent, selected this type of material. Projecting this figure to the 838 libraries

that we estimated at the end of the last fiscal year would be on the rolls in fisca
l

1965, indicates that 63 percent of this figure, or 527, would most likely select the

Census Bureau, Department of Commerce, publications not printed at the Gov-

ernment Printing Office.
The list of publications supplied by the Census Bureau indicated that approxi-

mately 1,655 publications per year would be available for selection and distribu-

tion to depository libraries by this Office.

Computation

Number of publications to be distributed 1, 655

Estimated number of libraries that would select the material X527

Copies to be distributed in 1 year 872, 185

The two above requirements would require that a total of 1,751,049 copies of

non-GPO material be processed by this Office in fiscal 1965.

COSTS

Labor.—The man-hours per copy required to distribute the regular depository

material printed at the Government Printing Office during fiscal year 1963

amounted to 0.0079.
By applying this figure to the total estimated number of copies of non-GPO

material, our projection and computation is as follows:

Estimated number of copies of Interior Department and Bureau of

Census publications per year  1, 751, 049
X0. 0079

Man-hours required  13, 833

,NOTE.-13,833 divided by 2,080 man-hours per year equals 6.65 man-years.

This would indicate a requirement of approximately 7 man-years to distribute

the estimated vohune of non-GPO material.
Using this application, which is probably conservative, we feel that we can

process this additional distribution volume with seven additional positions at

the skilled laborer rate of $2.07 per hour.
In addition, the distribution of non-GPO material will require additional

work operations that do not now exist in the depository library distribution pro-

gram. These operations would require frequent contacts with the Government

agencies involved about many details and problems that will be inherent in any

program involving the acquisition and distribution of non-GPO printed material.

The preparation of special annotated listings of publications and the prepara-

tion and answering of an increased volume of correspondence are other require-

ments of the administration of this expanded program.
To perform these difficult operations, which will require competent person-

nel, we estimate that one GS-8 library technician, one GS-4 correspondence

clerk, and one GS-3 clerk-typist will be needed.
This would result in total personnel requirements as follows:

1 GS-8  $6,390

1 GS-4  4,215

1 GS-3  3,880

7 skilled laborers, at $2.07  30, 139

Total  44, 624

Postage.—Postage costs per copy for non-GPO material, $0.0052. The cost fig-

ure of $0.0052 per copy is based on the actual postage costs per copy now being

paid for mailing material printed at the Government Printing Office, which

amount to double this amount per copy. We are using the figure of $0.0052,

however, as we estimate that the non-GPO material will consist primarily of
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lighter publications and will weigh about half that of the GPO material. Thisfigure, multiplied by the estimated total number of copies to be mailed in fiscal1965, 1,751,049, equals a total cost of $9,105 required for postage for the non-GPO material.
Mailing supplies.—Mailing supply costs in fiscal 1963 amounted to $0.0019 percopy. Projecting this figure to the estimated 1,751,049 copies of non-GPOmaterial, results in a figure of $3,271 as the cost of mailing supplies required forfiscal year 1965, in this operation.
Total cost of personnel, postage, and mailing supplies for distributing to de-positories the non-GPO publications of the Interior Department and CensusBureau for fiscal year 1965, $57,000. ( See p. 4 of statement supporting 1965estimate for "Salaries and expenses, Office of Superintendent of Documents.")

STATEMENT OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS

Senator MONRONEY. You may proceed to justify your request.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to

present our estimate of the amount needed in fiscal year 1965 to
perform the functions required by law, of the Office of the Superin-
tendent of Documents.

1965 ESTIMATE

Our requested 1965 appropriation is $5,562,000, an increase of
$320,000 over 1964. Of this additional amount, $263,000 is to cover
costs of the already established programs of selling U.S. Government
publications, issuance of publications catalogs and indexes, distribu-
tion of copies of publications printed by the Government Printing
Office to designated depository libraries, and the distribution of cer-
tain publications for other Government agencies and Members of
Congress.
The remaining $57,000 requested would enable us to make a start on

a new feature of the enlarged depository program authorized by
Public Law 87-579. After explorations with, and through the co-
operation of, the Department of the Interior and Bureau of the
Census, we have arranged to secure in fiscal year 1965 from those two
agencies certain publications which they are producing outside the
Government Printing Office, for distribution to the depository li-
braries interested in receiving them. This experiment with the pub-
lications of two components of the Government, should provide re-
sults that. can be evaluated against the cost and other factors involved
in the tremendous scope of the undertaking provided for by the de-
pository law.

REVENUE FROM SALE OF DOCUMENTS

In our function of selling Government publications to the public,
our only revenue-producing operation, this sale reached $11,297,784 in
1963, with earnings of $5,731,791 for return to the U.S. Treasury.
Sales for the current year are about 12 percent ahead of last year, and
we estimate that by 1965, we must be prepared to operate a $12,100,000
sales operation from which earnings would be $6,200,000.
Senator MONRONEY. Would you yield right there?

COST OF PRODUCING DOCUMENTS SOLD

How do you figure the cost of the gross sales of $12,100,000? Is
this the cost of the personnel? I believe we were told this is charged
directly against the Government appropriation. Now, do you pay
the Library for the slice that you get as well?
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Mr. BUCKLEY. We pay the Public Printer, the Government Printing
Office, for the producing of all copies required for the sales program
and, of course, all of the copies required for the distribution to deposi-
tory libraries.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, you are a buyer of approxi-

mately what would amount to $5,900,000 in printed material?
Mr. BUCKLEY. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. Reports, documents, and so on?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. And to that you add the $5 million-plus of your

own overhead for the answering of these inquiries, the purchase of
these documents and the mailing of them, which comes out of your
direct appropriation?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes. In addition to the cost of the sales publica-

tions, we also have the costs of distribution, including personnel,
supplies, equipment, and so forth.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes; I see.
You may proceed.

THE 1965 SALES OPERATION PLAN

Mr. BUCKLEY. We are preparing in 1965 to operate a $12,100,000
sales operation from which the earnings would be $6,200,000. Should
this materialize, as there is every reason to anticipate, the earnings
realized from the sales operation would, again in 1965, exceed the
amount of the total appropriation of $5,562,000 that we are requesting.
We shall continue to make every effort to provide the Congress and

the public with the best possible service, as economically as we can.
I appreciate your help to us in the past and the privilege of appear-

ing here today.
ENLARGED DEPOSITORY PROGRAM

Senator MONRONEY. Now, this $57,000 of the increase that you re-
quest, that is $320,000 over 1964, will be to start the new future of
the enlarged depository program?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. You testified that this is expected to distribute

on a trial basis certain documents printed outside of the Government
Printing Office by the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of
the Census; correct?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. All of the items that will be served in this new

program of which this is a pilot start would be those that would be
printed outside of the Government?
Mr. BUCKLEY. That is correct, sir.

FUNDS FOR DEPOSITORY LIBRARIES

Senator MONRONEY. The present depository libraries have a right
to receive their regular deposits without cost from the Federal Gov-
ernment?
Mr. BUCKLEY. The publications printed by the Government Print-

ing Office; yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Where do the funds for that come from?
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Mr. BUCKLEY. They are included in our appropriation.
Senator MONRONEY. That is included in your appropriation?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Then the balanced budget you charge to Con-

gress and to others does include a figure of considerable amount for
servicing of these Government depositories?
Mr. BUCKLEY. That is right, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have the present figure of what that

cost is?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. That is not shown in the breakdown?
Mr. BUCKLEY. The cost for the current year, Senator, of the de-

pository library program is $832,000.
Senator MONRONEY. What fund does that come out of?
Mr. BUCKLEY. From the appropriation for the Office of Super-

intendent of Documents.
Senator MONRONEY. I see. It is included in that $5,242,000?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes, sir.

PERSONNEL CHARGES

Senator MONRONEY. Since these are distributed free, there is no,
charge made for the documents themselves, and no charge made
against the personnel of the Office for the mailing out to the Govern-
ment depositories?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Well, in the personnel that we request, Senator, for

the Office of the Superintendent of Documents, there is included the
personnel that would be used in this program; yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. That would be part of the 503 in the Docu-

ments Department and 406 in the temporary?
Mr. BUCKLEY. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. I see. But there is no charge passed on?
Mr. BUCKLEY. No.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you recover more than that charge by the

sale outside of the depository?
Mr. BUCKLEY. All of that program is financed by the appropriation

of the Office of the Superintendent of Documents, and it is entirely
separate from the sales program. Even though they are not directly
related, the amount returned from the sales program exceeds the en-
tire amount of the appropriation for sales and for the other functions
as well.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, you make enough from the

sales as that is returned to the Treasury in order to finance the entire
operation, including the purchase of the documents and the personnel?
Mr. BUCKLEY. All costs of distribution; yes, sir.

NUMBER OF DEPOSITORY LIBRARIES

Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
As I recall, you had about 600 new depository libraries about this

time last year. How many do you have at the present time?
Mr. BUCKLEY. We have 769 as of today, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. 769 new depositories?
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Mr. BUCKLEY. A total of 769.
Senator MONRONEY. That is the result of the law the Congress

passed 2 or 3 years ago?
Mr. BUCKLEY. They are not all new. That is the total number

compared with the 604 we had last year.
Senator MONRONEY. What do you estimate as the number for the

year 1965?
Mr. BUCKLEY. We are figuring on 838, but we feel that perhaps

that estimate will be conservative.
Senator MONRONEY. I see. These are going up at the rate of more

than 100 a year?
Mr. BUCKLEY. That is right. We estimated 100 a year at the time

the law was passed, and that has been close, but it has been running
a little more than that.

Senator MONRONEY. But even with this acceleration in the present
depository libraries, you are still able on an amount returned to the
Treasury and income from purchases by others to break even on the
Superintendent of Documents?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Happily, so far, Senator; yes, sir.

EFFECT OF ACCELERATION OF NUMBER OF DEPOSITORIES

Senator MONRONEY. How much longer would you estimate you
could continue to break even if we continue to accelerate the number
of depositories?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Well, the volume of sales would be the determining

factor. The demand has been increased steadily, as we know, and we
are hoping that it can continue. It would be hard to say. It would
depend on the rate of acceleration of the two programs.
Senator MONRONEY. How many of the new depository libraries are

authorized under the act?
Mr. BUCKLEY. The number varies between 1,328 and 1,340 as a total

maximum number under the present legislation. There are 769 as of
today.

Senator MONRONEY. Yes.

CONTINGENCY FUND

The $200,000 contingency fund that Congress gave you several years
ago, can you advise the committee how this is working?
Mr. BUCKLEY. It has worked very well, Senator. It is one of the

features that we are very happy with. We had to use it entirely, the
first year that we had it. The second year we did not have to use any
of it. We have not asked for the use of any so far this year but we
feel that we may have to ask for a portion of it. It has helped a great
deal in avoiding the necessity of our coming over frequently for
amended budgets, as was the case before we had it.

NUMBER OF PUBLICATIONS NEEDED

Senator MONRONEY. I notice you contemplate distributing 878,864
Department of the Interior publications and 872,185 Census Bureau
publications under this new future program for which you are re-
questing $57,000.
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How can we be sure that these libraries will want all of these
publications?
Mr. BUCKLEY. We shall survey them to find out exactly which li-

braries would be interested in receiving these specific publications.
We arrived at our estimate, Senator, on the basis of the number of
libraries that are now receiving Bureau of the Census and Department
of the Interior material printed by the Government Printing Office,
roughly similar to what we would distribute under the new program.
Senator MONRONEY. What do you do? Send samples out and say,

"How many of these do you want?"
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. You don't send out the whole quota of what

you estimate they would need?
Mr. BUCKLEY. We try to get one copy to send of the first issue of

a series or general category, and on that basis they make the determina-
tion of whether the particular library would be interested in receiving
it as issued.

CHECK ON NEED FOR PUBLICATIONS

Senator MONRONEY. One of the reasons we held back before was the
fear that you would send out dozens of these publications to these
depository libraries that would perhaps not have any real need for
them. We were fearful we would open up a whole floodgate of offset
or multilith and many other types of printing that might be done in
just dozens or even hundreds of Government departments that could
find their way into these depository channels.
Mr. BUCKLEY. We are working closely with the officials of the two

agencies, and this material that would be brought into the program is
material that rather generally is going to the libraries now.
Senator MONRONEY. The type you mean?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. The types of material that they want?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.

PUBLICATIONS INVOLVED

Senator MONRONEY. But, as you broaden this program, this will not,
mean that you will he limited in the amount sent out to the two pub-
lications. This would probably involve how many publications from
the Bureau of the Census and the Department of the Interior?
Mr. BUCKLEY. It would be from the Department of the Interior

about 2,100 different publications comprising 878,000 copies and for
the Bureau of the Census, it would be roughly 1,600 different publica-
tions with a total of approximately 872,000 copies.
Senator MONRONEY. These would be on the sampling basis, I would

presume, and then they could reorder if they wanted them?
Mr. BUCKLEY. They will all have an opportunity to get a sample

copy and a description first. On that basis, they can make their wishes
-known and they may amend those selections at any time.

Senator MONRONEY. And these will be sent free to them?
Mr. Buciu,Ey. That is right, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Now, how many copies are they entitled to

receive free?
Mr. BUCKLEY. One copy for each library.
Senator MONRONEY. One copy for each library?
Mr. BUCKLEY. That is right, sir.
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RELATION OF SALES PROGRAM TO DEPOSITORIES

Senator MONRONEY. The sales, then, emenate from selecting what in-
dividual buyers want from these depositories?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Well, we feel that there is a certain amount of tie-in,

but unless some patron of the library sees the publication there, assum-

ing it is a sales publication, and on that basis would wish to purchase

a copy for his own use, there would not be any relation between the

sales program and the depository. The depository program is pri-

marily a program for making these collections of Government docu-
ments available throughout the different States for the use of the
public for consultation.
Senator MONRONEY. These are mostly in libraries?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. College libraries in which we pay no cost what-

ever for the servicing?

FEDERAL FUNDING OF DEPOSITORY PROGRAM

Mr. BUCKLEY. That is right. The Government defrays the entire
cost of the depository program as far as the distribution of the pub-
lications, the providing of the publications, and the postage. Of
course, the costs of maintaining the collections and the servicing of
the collections for the use of the public are borne by each individual

library.
METHOD OF ASCERTAINING LIBRARIES' INTERESTS

Senator MONRONEY. Now, do you have a system other than just
mailing out sample copies wherein these depository libraries indicate

their interest in these publications or a lack of interest in them?
Mr. BUCKLEY. We have them broken down into series and categories

which enables them to determine what type of publication it is, ap-
proximately, how frequently it would be issued, and that is the basis
on which they make their selections.
The other feature that is flexible is the permission under the law

that they may amend their selections at any time. So, if they turn
down the first chance and later find that something they need is com-
ing into a particular series, they may ask to have that and we will
put them on the list and amend our selections at that time.

Senator MONRONEY. I see.

INTERIOR AND CENSUS PUBLICATIONS PRINTED OUTSIDE GPO

Please give us some information as to just what these publications

are from the Interior and the Census that are not printed in GPO
plants. Who will pay for the printing of these publications from the

Interior Department and the Census Bureau?
Mr. BUCKLEY. They will be paid for, Senator, by the Interior De-

partment and the Census Bureau. They would pay the costs of pro-
ducing the publications and sending them to the offices of the Superin-

tendent of Documents.
We would pay the cost of distribution to the libraries, including the

postage. There would be included a variety of publications. There
would be publications series of both departments that the officials of
those departments have determined would be of most potential value
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to the depository libraries because they had have in the past from the
Interior Department and Census Bureau a rather substantial library
distribution.

HANDLING ORDERS FROM SAMPLE COPIES

Senator MONRONEY. So you are starting in on two that are rather
sure to be ordered?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Then they will be applied on reorders?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes. Selections will be based on the sample copy

initially distributed.
Senator MONRONEY. Then, supposing individuals becoming familiar

with this series of these Census publications wish to order them. They
will write in to you as the Superintendent of Documents?
Mr. Bucimmr. You are correct that they would probably write to us,

but the publications will not be for sale to the public by the Superin-
tendent of Documents. Distribution other than the library distribu-
tion would still be in the hands of the Interior Department and the
Census Bureau. If we get the letters, we would turn them over to those
two agencies.

Senator MONRONEY. Would it be easier for you to have a short stock-
pile within the Superintendent of Documents' Office so we could order
them in one place?
Mr. BUCKLEY. We anticipate very little public demand, Senator, for

the material. We feel that the main use of these series will be by the
libraries.

Senator MONRONEY. And people will go to these libraries?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.

DEPOSITORY LIBRARIES PER STATE

Senator MONRONEY. Roughly, how many depository libraries do you
have per State?
Mr. BUCKLEY. There can be two in each congressional district and

four for the State at large, and then you have land-grant colleges
and State libraries. I don't believe we have ever figured an average
for each State, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. Maximum 1,340?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Sentaor MONRONEY. Of which we now have 769?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. I see.

PAYMENT BY CENSUS BUREAU AND INTERIOR DEPARTMENT

Now, the Census Bureau and the Interior Department in this ex-periment will pay not only for the mailing out of these publications
as they may be later reordered, but also will pay for the printing cost?Mr. BUCKLEY. They will pay the full printing cost and the cost
of sending them to us from the point of printing. We will pay forthe cost of mailing them to the libraries and amending the selections
as may be necessary.
Senator MONRONEY. I see.
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ORDERING AND MAILING

They order, then, through Interior but you finally get the order to
mail them out?
Mr. BUCKLEY. The libraries would order through us, Senator. In

other words, the depository system will be operated by us, but in case
an individual should want a copy he would order directly from
Interior and Census.

Senator MONRONEY. But you would mail that out.
Mr. BUCKLEY. No; they would mail the copies to the public.
Senator MONRONEY. You separate your supply to the depository

libraries?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. And the other orders would come in and they

would be charged if a charge is made for them?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Most of these publications do have a charge?
Mr. BUCKLEY. I would think not.
Senator MONRONEY. You would think not?
Mr. BUCKLEY. No, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Senator Proxmire.

ACTUAL INCOME AND GROSS EARNINGS

Senator PROXMIRE. In your supporting statement, on page 8, be-
hind your general statement, you document your statement of the
sales and the earnings by indicating that your actual income from
sales in 1963 was $11,297,000. Your gross earnings were $5,572,000.
Is that right?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator PROXMIRE. Now, that seems like a very high margin of

profit. I presume that when you say "deduct costs of publications
purchased for resale" you are including the cost of the Printing Office,
too, not simply the cost which you have to buy from the outside; is that
correct?
Mr. ADDISON. These are actually copies we buy from the Public

Printer and the Public Printer includes all overhead costs.
Senator PROXMIRE. Then you are making a profit; about 50 percent

of your sales are profits?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes, sir. That is what the law provides, that we

should have a markup of 50 percent.

DISTRIBUTION OF MATERIAL SOLD

Senator PROXMIRE. Now, what percentage of your sales is to Govern-,
ment agencies and what percentage is to the general public?
Mr. BUCKLEY. I don't believe we have a figure but there would be a

very small percentage to Government agencies.
Senator PROXMIRE. You just talked about the Interior Department

and the Bureau of the Census.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes, sir; but this is an entirely different program,

Senator. This is the program we were talking about for distributing
publications to designated depository libraries which is not a sales
program; it is a program whereby these publications are distributed
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free of charge to 769 libraries. Apart from that and unconnectedwith it, we have the operation whereby we serve as the GovernmentBookstore in which we sell to the public. In that operation therewould also be some sale to Government agencies. If an agency neededa few copies over and above those that it was furnished for its officialuse, it would buy them from the Superintendent of Documents. Yet,I would think maybe 95 percent or more of the sales would be from
the public.

DROP IN 1963 GROSS EARNINGS

Senator PROXMIRE. Now, in view of the legal requirement of mark-
up, I notice there is a sharp discrepancy between your gross earnings
on your 1962 experience. Your sales there were $10,901,000. Your
gross earnings were $5,600,000. In 1963, your gross sales increased
substantially, but your earnings dropped.
Mr. ADDISON. That was due to the increased cost of postage, Senator.
Senator PROXMIRE. That is not taken into account by the law?
Mr. ADDISON. We are permitted to change the price of our publi-

cations but we want to keep them as low as we can. We try to avoid
constant changing of our pricing schedule which would make it very
difficult, because we would have some of the same publications at one
price and some at another. As necessary, however, we can increase
the prices of our publications.
Senator PROXMIRE. I see.
Could you try to make a calculation so that your price will reflect

your cost and give you a 50-percent markup?
Mr. ADDISON. Yes.
Mr. BUCKLEY. We try to set it so it will not have to fluctuate.
Senator PROXMIRE. That is only a small percentage?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator PROXMIRE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONRONEY. Thank you, sir.

STATEMENT FROM AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION

I would like the indulgence of the committee to call on Mr. Edmon
Low who not only is librarian of Oklahoma State University but also
represents the American Library Association. The association has
been vitally interested in this matter, and I would like to have him
come forward.
Mr. Low, would you give us the advantage of your statement at

this time?
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY

STATEMENT OF ED1VION LOW, LIBRARIAN

APPROPRIATION FOR DEPOSITORY LIBRARY PROGRAM

Mr. Low. Chairman Monroney and members of the committee, my
name is Edmon Low and I am librarian of Oklahoma State Univer-
sity.

It is a pleasure to appear before this committee today to represent
not only my own university library, but also the whole of the Ameri-
can Library Association in support of a requested appropriation for
the Superintendent of Documents for the operation of the depository
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library program and especially for the added amount to enable him
to secure and distribute to depository libraries publications not now
printed by the Government Printing Office, in accordance with the
authorization contained in Public Law 87-579—the Depository Li-
brary Act of 1962.

PURPOSE OF DEPOSITORY ACT

The original depository act had as its purpose the preservation in
many libraries of Government documents which could then be made
available for use by interested people everywhere. During the more
than half century since its enactment, millions of publications have
been thus distributed and have been of great assistance to people in
all walks of life throughout the country.
I am sure I do not need to belabor the general importance of Gov-

ernment publications to the members of this committee, for you are
all Members of the Congress which, itself, publishes so much of value
to us all.

USE OF PUBLICATIONS

For example, your hearings, as exemplified by this one I selected at
random from our shelves of the Senate Subcommittee on Antitrust
and Monopoly which has been used over and over again in our library,
constitute a mine of valuable information unobtainable elsewhere and
are used constantly.
I also have here two committee prints, one by the Joint Economic

Committee on the European Economic Community and one by the
Committee on Foreign Affairs on International Lending Agencies
as examples of ones so important that we at Oklahoma State have
to have multiple copies and keep them on the reserve shelves to meet
the demand. You see, we have to have them bound so they will sur-
vive.
Another by the Joint Economic Committee, Annual Economic Indi-

cathrs for the U.S.S.R., is a prime example of important informa-
tion very hard to come by in any other way. These and hundreds of
other publications of Congress leave us continually indebted to you
gentlemen and your staffs for the preparation of materials which are
exceedingly useful in many areas far beyond the confines of the Halls
of Congress.
In the field of the physical sciences? the publication of the National

Aeronautics and Space Administration come immediately to mind.
These again have a wealth of information, mostly unclassified, that is
usable constantly in research. In fact, it is probably in the field of
the natural sciences where documents today have almost universal use
in libraries, from the small public library to the great research institu-
tion.

IMPORTANCE OF PUBLICATIONS TO PUBLIC

It is true that commercial organizations carry on vast research
programs but they are not obliged to give the results of their investi-
gations to the world. On the other hand, governmental bureaus,
laboratories, and experiment stations investigate problems for the
benefit of the people as a whole, thereby giving even the smallest
operator the benefits of value research, and therein lies much of the
importance of documents.
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For instance, a small manufacturer of electrical lighting equipmentin Oklahoma City came to us at Oklahoma State for help. He haddeveloped an underwater flashlight but he and his partner did notknow whether or not it was safe to use and consequently did not knowwhether to go forward with manufacturing plans. He had been ad-vised that the National Bureau of Standards had done a study,"Gassing of Dry Cells," for the Navy Bureau of Ships, and we didhave same. We did not—it was not a depository item and we had not.acquired it--but we were able to get a copy on interlibrary loan and,with the assistance of our chemistry department in interpreting it,he was able to determine that his flashlight was indeed safe to use.The above are all examples of the importance of Government pub-lications about which we are talking today. In my own institution,with some 12,000 enrollment and a library of around three-quartersof a million volumes, we have one of the most complete documentscollections in the Southwest and give service not only throughout ourState but to adjacent States as well on special items.

DOCUMENT DEPARTMENT IN LIBRARY

The department in the library devoted to this collection has an an-nual budget of university money in excess of $60,000; employs sevenfull-time people, three of whom are professionally trained librarians,to acquire, arrange, and service these documents, and is one of thebusiest departments in the library. In fact, documents and periodicals,because they contain the latest and sometimes the only reports of re-search activity and achievement, have become more important inmany instances than books to research in the natural and socialsciences.
As Government research has grown, it has become more widespreadand decentralized and is now being carried on in every State and in.many foreign countries. This, among other things, is causing an in-creasing amount of documents, which represent the results of this re-search, to be published outside of the Government Printing Office andhence not available on the depository arrangement.

NEED FOR MORE DOCUMENTS

In fact, to refer again to my own library, the depository privilegeis bringing less than one-half of the documents we now receive and thepercentage is constantly decreasing.
The situation is making it very difficult and expensive for librarieswhich attempt any completeness in holdings in this field. There is noteven a complete listing at present of documents published—the Gov-ernment itself does not actually know what it is publishing; therefore,a library such as ours often cannot find out about publications whichwould be very useful indeed.
For example, one of our professors has just come to us for severalof the Hydrologic Investigations Atlases published by the U.S. Geo-logical Survey. In spite of our efforts at completeness, we find we donot have these but they will be coming to us automatically if the pro-gram we are now considering is approved. For these needed now, weare trying to secure, but so often publications such as these go out ofprint quickly and we do not know how successful we will be.
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COMMITTEE PRINTS REQUESTED INDIVIDUALLY

The committee prints which I mentioned above, useful though they
are, also do not come on the depository privilege but must be requested
individually. Others we not only have to search for but have to buy
outright. We are now using: the full time of one highly trained_pro-
fessional person and expending several thousand dollars of State
money annually in just this kind of searching and ordering to try
to keep our files complete and this kind of search is being duplicated
in the libraries of Kansas and Minnesota and California and at most
other research libraries throughout the United States.

FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR AVAILABILITY OF DOCUMENTS

I have here a photostatic copy of an interlibrary loan request which
just came to my desk from the University of Kansas for the series
of climatological data for New York State from 1955 to 1963 with an
appended mite, "We are having an extremely difficult time trying to
borrow these and will certainly appreciate borrowing same if you have
them." We did happen to have these our searching in this instance
paid off, but they did not come through the depository program. In
other cases, Kansas may well have acquired items which we missed;
hence, the continued search back and forth just described.
We believe the Government has a responsibility in this connection

not only to finance research but also to make freely available through
distribution of its publications the results of such research, which
publication and distribution can be achieved for only a fraction of
a percent of the original cost of the research. There is a great need
to list and collect and distribute these publications in an orderly,
effective, and economic way. This was the purpose of the provision
in the Public Documents Act of 1962.

DETERMINATION OF PROBLEMS

This is not an easy problem and there are several points on which
we need more information. It therefore seems desirable that we
start on a limited basis to determine more accurately what the prob-
lems are. The Department of the Interior and the Bureau of the
Census have been selected for this purpose and an amount of $57,000
is requested for this work. We think that from this experience, which
we—I mean Mr. Harrison and Mr. Buckley and the librarians who
are interested in this program and work with it—we think from their
experience we can determine what difficulties are involved and the
usefulness of these extra publications to the general depository
library.

HOUSE APPROVAL OF REQUEST FOR TRIAL PROGRAM

The House has already approved this request and we are asking that
this committee concur in their action. If the committee feels it can do
this, I assure you that the Advisory Committee of Librarians to the
Public Printer and librarians generally throughout the country will
make every effort to assist the Public Printer and the Superintendent
of Documents to secure cooperation, evaluate series for inclusion or
exclusion, and judge the ultimate worth of the activity.
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This committee, and indeed the whole Congress, has been most sym-
pathetic in recent years to the needs of libraries, and librarians every-
where are most appreciative of this interest. You have approved each
year the appropriations which have made possible the depository pro-
gram and the many benefits to the people of this country that have ac-
crued from it. Also, I wish to say that Mr. Harrison and Mr. Buckley
have done a wonderful job in distributing these publications. They
have done it accurately and quickly and we think have done their part
of the program in very exemplary fashion.
It is to enable us all to do a still better job that we are urging you to

approve the request for this appropriation at this time.
Thank you, gentlemen, for the privilege of appearing before you

today.
Senator MONRONEY. Thank you, Mr. Low, for your statement.

TRIAL PROGRAM

A trial is proposed here, substituting for the general program which
we had before us last year. Do you feel this would be a satisfactory
beginning to test what could be supplied by Government from those
sources other than the Government Printing Office?
Mr. Low. Yes, sir we think that it will. These are typical depart-

ments and I see no reason why we could not determine more accurately
what our problems will be. One of them is that we do not actually
know how many libraries will select these publications and we want
to see how responsible libraries will be.
I was speaking to a group of librarians at the Texas Library Asso-

ciation at Abilene last week. In talking to them about this they said,
"We are going to be responsible on this selection. We are not going
to ask for things that we do not really need for use in our libraries
that our people use."
I think we will find this true everywhere and we are going to talk

with our librarians about it at every opportunity possible. This is
one of the parts of the program that we librarians feel we can be
helpful in trying it out.

PROCEDURES USED BY DEPOSITORY LIBRARIES

Senator MONRONEY. Now tell us just what the process will be among
these 769 depositories that we have. Will they receive samples Gf
these publications from outside of Government at this time limited
to the Interior and the Census?
Mr. Low. Mr. Buckley will send us a cony of the publication and ft

card on which, after examining the publication, the individual librar-
ian decides whether he wants this publication.
For instance, the Department of Interior has records of fish landings

in various places such as, say, California or Maine or Louisiana, which
would not be of much benefit to us in Oklahoma, and we would not ask
for those, while a Louisiana library might well ask for them. But if
there was a series on pollution of rivers and the effect on fish which
would be of very much interest to our State, we would ask for that
series.

Senator MONRONEY. From the results of this one sample publication
that you would receive?
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Mr. Low. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. And unless you ordered that publication, then

you would not receive it?
Mr. Low. No, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. How many copies would you normally order?
Mr. Low. Well, you have opportunity to ask for only one.
Senator MONRONEY. You still have your sample that you have

received.
Mr. Low. But that is just one.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
Mr. Low. Suppose it comes out once a month and there would be

12 issues during a year. He would supply you with one issue as that
issue of a periodical. Then after that, you would receive only one.

Senator MONRONEY. And all the other depositories would be given
only one in the regular course of distribution.
Mr. Low. Yes; if they requested it. If they didn't request it, they

would not receive any.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
Then, anything that is not a serial publication, they would receive

the sample of one and would keep and would not necessarily have to
reorder unless they wanted more for their depository?
Mr. Low. I ask Mr. Buckley to speak on that. It does not work

quite that way.
SERIAL PUBLICATION S

Mr. ADDISON. We group these into different categories, different
serial publications or by categories in the case of monographs. For
example, there are various series of general publications of the Bureau
of Mines and the Geological Survey. We would send one sample of
the series or general category of publication to the library and say,
"Here it is." We send them two cards, "Do you want to continue re-
ceiving this?" Some would send the cards back and say, "Yes, we
want to get each issue of this," and others would not.
So, based on the return from 769, perhaps 300 would take one cate-

gory within the Bureau of Mines, for example. Another series within
the Bureau of Mines, maybe 500 libraries would want it.
So, based on these selections that are returned, then we determine

how many to ask the Department to print of each succeeding issue and
that would be automatic until they changed it. They can ask any
time to have an item eliminated or one added.
I don't know whether that clarifies it or not.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
The cost of the printing would be on the Department; the cost of

distribution would be on the Superintendent of Documents?
Mr. ADDISON. Yes.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Some of these series go on year after year.

Does that mean they are of indefinite duration and published at regu-
lar intervals?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. And this probably results in a very steady

stream of source material going to the libraries?
Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.

31-836-64-9
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Senator MONRONEY. The monographs would be less.
Mr. ADDISON. They would be in categories. We put those iM

categories.
PROVISION FOR ADVANCE SELECTION

Senator MONRONEY. It would be cheaper, I presume, since these
documents are printed, to send out the documents than to try to cata-
log, to document, or issue a booklet showing what would be available?
Mr. ADDISON. Yes. The law was changed to _provide that. At one

time the law provided that the libraries had to take everything whether
they wanted it or not. The law was subsequently amended; they must
now select the material in advance.
Senator MONRONEY. Under the Government Printing Office mate-

rial selection, do you have any idea what percentage generally is
selected? 
Mr. ADDISON. That would vary, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. With libraries.
Mr. ADDISON. Depending on the type of material. For example,

any congressional material, I would say most of the libraries would
take. It would vary on some publications to as few as 50 copies; on
others the full number would be selected. It varies considerably.
The average roughly now, I think, is about 400 to 425.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Out of 769 libraries.

PRESENT PLAN SATISFACTORY

Senator MONRONEY. Mr. Low, may I ask you in considering this
program, you supported last year the carte blanche approach of every-
thing that would be produced outside the Government Printing Office
to be available to the libraries and depository libraries.

Congress and the committee questioned the wisdom of making such
a large jump into the distribution of these publications, not knowing
what the ultimate cost would be or the practical use that might be
found in these publications. Do you think that this plan would be a
satisfactory beginning?
Mr. Low. Yes, sir; it will be. The total distribution would, of

course, be very desirable, but it may well be some distance away.
I must say that as I worked with Mr. Buckley and Mr. Harrison

trying to (Yet this in more definite form I became aware of difficulties
that I didn't know existed. I think this is the wiser way to proceed.
My thinking has undergone some change from last year.

EXPANSION OF SELECTION PROGRAM

Senator MONRONEY. In other words, if you have two specific areas
in which you are adding to the fund of knowledge and availability of
publications, such as the Bureau of the Census and the Interior De-
partment, then if the librarians get used to picking and choosing from
those, we might come along and add two more.
Mr. Low. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. And to specify and keep it under control of

the Congress, how large this program finally would become. This is
what I think caused the Congress last year to back away from it, was
the unknown quantity of stuff we might be dumping on these various
depository libraries simply because it had been published by some one
of the hundreds of Government agencies.
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Mr. Low. That is correct. It is all to gain and nothing to lose. I
mean the two departments is that much gain. We don't have to do
it all in order to have it gain and we would evaluate it each year as it
goes along.

Senator MONRONEY. And your committee would probably study it
also because you mentioned earlier the last thing you want to do is fill
your depository libraries with unwanted material, material that would
be just sterile and unused. Do you think that all of the libraries in
each State will want this material or just the larger universities?
Mr. Low. Certainly not all of them will want it. I am a little doubt-

ful of the figure that Mr. Buckley and Mr. Harrison gave you on this,
although they have much more data to go on than I have. I think as
we add more, the percentage of libraries taking may become fewer
because in many cases the publications become more specialized. That
is not always true, however. There are many series not now coming
to us that are more valuable than series that are coming to us. I be-
lieve, Mr. Buckley, would you say that might well be true?
Mr. BUCKLEY. That could be, Dr. Low.
Mr. Low. Consequently, some of the series might be taken more

generally than some that are now available. For the most part, they
will tend to become a little more specialized, and I think the large
number of libraries may decrease.

REQUEST FROM SMALLER LIBRARIES

Senator MONRONEY. Would you not have in the average State sev-
eral rather modest-sized libraries in county seat towns? I favor their
having everything they need, but I wonder what their call would be
on these publications.
Mr. Low. There are a good many libraries that are that way but

that is not typical. Not every library in the county seat town is a
depository library.
Senator MONRONEY. No no. I realize that, only two to a congres-

sional district plus the universities and educational institutions, I
understood you to say.
Mr. Low. That is exactly what we are urging the librarians to be

careful about, is asking for something that they do not want. In my
rather limited experience, they are assuring me that they are very
•conscious of this and actually have been reducing the number that
they have been taking in various instances where they are finding they
are not used.
Mr. BUCKLEY. I think the operation of the regional library feature

of the 1962 law could be a factor here. As the regional libraries are
established in each State, we might well find that since they take and
retain permanently everything, the smaller libraries of the type you
mentioned, Senator, would look to these key libraries as time went
along for the material that they might not find it necessary to keep in
their own library.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, this would take a considerable

amount of personnel on the part of the small library, not only the
new but the flow that comes now from the Library of Congress.
Do you have anything else to add, Mr. Low?
Mr. Low. No I do not.
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Senator MONRONEY. We will have to suspend our hearings until a
later call by the Chair. We would like to go further into this but
we do not wish to hold you in Washington longer because it might be
2 or 3 days before we get back to these appropriation hearings.
Mr. Low. I will be here for a few days in case you should want me.
Senator MONRONEY. Regardless?
Mr. Low. Regardless.
Senator MONRONEY. We will get in touch with you if we are able

to get back following some other appropriation hearings at 10 a.m.
This is perhaps the most important new item in this bill, particularly
with relation to the Government Printing Office, and we want to be
sure as we make this step we are not making one that would engulf
the libraries with a vast amount of material which would be of little
practical use for in their circulation.
Mr. Low. This is a program that is very important to us and I

stand ready to be of aid at any time. I am at your service at your con-
venience.
Senator MONRONEY. Thank you very much, sir, for appearing here.
Thank you very much, Mr. Harrison, for your appearance.

COMMITTEE RECESS

The committee will stand in recess, subject to the call of the Chair.
(Whereupon, at 10 a.m., Monday, April 27, 1964, the subcommittee

recessed, subject to the call of the Chair.)
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SATURDAY, MAY 2, 1964

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

Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 9 a.m., pursuant to recess in room 1223,
New Senate Office Building, Hon. A. S. Mike Monroney (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Senators Monroney and Hayden.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

ACQUISITION OF SITE AND CONSTRUCTION OF BUILDINGS

STATEMENT OF JAMES I. HARRISON, PUBLIC PRINTER; ACCOM-

PANIED BY HARRY D. MEROLD, DEPUTY PUBLIC PRINTER;

FELIX E. CRISTOFANE, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO THE

PUBLIC PRINTER; ROBERT E. KLING, JR., SPECIAL ASSISTANT

TO THE PUBLIC PRINTER; LOUIS J. NAECKER, PLANT ENGINEER;
AND HARRY J. HUMPHREY, DEPUTY COMPTROLLER

FUNDS REQUESTED FOR NEW BUILDING

Senator MONRONEY. The Legislative Appropriations Subcommittee
will resume its hearings. Our testimony today will be received on the
request that is before us for funds to construct a new building in the
amount of $47,287,000.
We are glad to have the distinguished Public Printer, Mr. James

L. Harrison, here.
Will you start off with your statement? We must finish by 10

o'clock, as you know. We would like to have as much time as possible
for a protest that is lodged with the committee—and witnesses are
here—by the Printing Industries of America, representing some 7,000
members, I believe, of the commercial printing trade. You may brief
your statement, if you desire.
Mr. HARRISON. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF THE PUBLIC PRINTER

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am delighted to
have this opportunity to discuss with you the proposed building pro-
gram for the Government Printing Office. I believe you will find this
information of interest.

131
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As you are aware, there has existed for many years a serious short-
age of space at the GPO for the storage of paper. In July 1956, the
Joint Committee on Printing recognized this situation by directing
the Public Printer to make a study concerning the feasibility of ex-
panding the North Capitol Street warehouse sufficiently to meet this
need. The Public Printer, in following this directive, found that it
would be more economical and practical to build a paper storage
warehouse adjacent to the present building complex than to continue
using the Franconia warehouse, which is located 15 miles from the
GPO.
Presentation of this evaluation was made to the Joint Committee on

Printing and in May 1958 the Joint Committee on Printing endorsed
the proposal and authorized the GPO to submit it to the appropriate
committees of the Congress. This was done and the Public Works
Committees reported favorably on a bill which provided for con-
struction of a fireproof annex building for GPO use. This bill was
enacted into law in 1961 (Public Law 87-373) . In 1962, Congress
authorized the fiscal year 1963 appropriation of $6,450,000 for ac-
quisition of a site and the construction of the annex (Public Law
87-730) .

INCREASE IN WORK AT GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

During this period of planning and final authorization, the volume
of work at the Government Printing Office increased tremendously.
In fiscal year 1961 the work volume was valued at approximately
$98,600,000, in fiscal year 1962 it was worth about $122,500,000, and
by fiscal year 1963 it was about $131 million. While about half of
this added work was procured from commercial sources, the impact
on the Office was great. As our Nation grows the volume of our
work will inevitably continue to increase, and I was convinced that
our space requirements should be reevaluated. Soon after I became
Public Printer in March 1961, I initiated a study of current space
needs. This evaluation revealed that further expansion on our pres-
ent site would perpetuate the uneconomical vertical movement of paper
from storage to pressroom, from pressroom to bindery, and from
bindery to shipping.

RESULTS OF RELOCATION OF PRINTING OFFICE

Information developed from this study forms the basis of the justi-
fications to relocate the Government Printing Office. This justification
has been submitted to the Public Works Committees. It has been esti-
mated that savings to be realized through relocation will amount to
approximately $3 million per year, including a reduction of 400 em-
ployees in our labor force. This reduction in personnel is anticipated
primarily from the elimination of the vertical movement of paper and
the finished product. In addition to the anticipated annual savings of
$3 million, derived from the GPO operation, there is expected an addi-
tional savings to the Government of $1,500,000 per year in rental value
of the present buildings.
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Senator HAYDEN. You mean the present building could be rented
to some other agency?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator HAYDEN. Some other agency of the Government?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir; that is the value of the space which we now

occupy, if we had to rent it.

APPROVAL OF RELOCATION PLANS

The House and Senate Public Works Committees of the Congress
have approved the General Services Administration prospectus for the
relocation of the Government Printing Office to an area where a build-
ing can be designed and built specifically to more efficiently and eco-
nomically serve the Congress and the departments.
I wish to review portions of the justifications we have prepared for

this building program and submit it in its entirety for the record.
(The justification referred to follows:)

MEETING THE GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE'S SPACE NEEDS

February 1964

GENERAL

In 1956, the Joint Committee on Printing directed the Public Printer to investi-
gate the possibility of expanding the Government Printing Office's warehouse
facilities.
In 1961, as a result of this study, the Congress authorized the construction of

a four-story and basement fireproof annex to the Government Printing Office
(Public Law 87-373). However, the growing space requirements and rising
dollar-volume soon made it apparent that additional space, over and above that
provided by the annex, would be needed. Consequently, the Public Printer asked
that General Services Administration delay action on the annex until such time
as the Office could reexamine its overall storage and production space require-
ments.
In April of 1963, Congressman Robert E. Jones, chairman of the Public Build-

ings Subcommittee of the House Public Works Committee, asked why the de-
lay was requested. The Public Printer met with Chairman Jones and explained
that a comprehensive reevaluation of our needs seemed advisable before pro-
ceeding with construction. He also explained that such a study was presently un-
derway. As a practical matter, transferring certain operations to the proposed
annex would further complicate the vertical-handling problems associated with
moving paper and printed materials, not moderate them.
Chairman Jones, Deputy Administrator Knott of General Services Admin-

istration, and the Public Printer met in May to review the Government Print-
ing Office space problem. The Public Printer stated that he felt the most last-
ing and desirable solution to the Government Printing Office's space dilemma
was relocation to a plant designed and engineered to the Government Printing
Office's specific needs. Deputy Administrator Knott agreed and offered the full
cooperation of the General Services Administration.
At Mr. Knott's suggestion a meeting was arranged with Mr. Robert T. Daly,

Commissioner of Public Buildings, General Services Administration, to discuss
the relocation concept. At this meeting Mr. Daly strongly favored the reloca-
tion idea. His office proceeded to locate a number of sites which the Public
Printer and staff members visited. The site which most nearly met the criteria
for the proposed relocation was a portion of the Bolling-Anacostia Air Base.

Practical studies of paper movement from railroad car and truck to storage
locations, and later to production areas, were conducted. These studies revealed
that vertical movement by elevator, plus time lost waiting for elevators, caused
movement costs to be many times greater than supposed.
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The straight-line arrangement of key production equipment is prohibited by
insufficient floor space plus restricted floor-loadings and in many instances limited
ceiling height and columnar spacing. Crowding high-speed machinery into se-
verely cramped locations prevents its being used to full advantage by restricting
running rates and making periodic stoppages necessary for feeder loading and
delivery unloading. The complete dependance upon elevators for movement
between manufacturing stations nullifies efforts to streamline production opera-
tions. Safety hazards and spoilage of both materials and products are created
by crowding skid storage into work areas.
Moreover, fixed rental and transportation costs are incurred for storage at loca-

tions far removed from the main plant where these materials are used. The best
solution to this problem is storing paper at, or near work areas which use it.
The Government Printing Office's present needs do not contemplate calling in

work which is now procured commercially. They are predicated upon present-
day requirements and projections of these requirements into the immediate
future. On the contrary, contract printing has shown a regular annual growth
rate. It now accounts for more than one-third of our annual dollar volume.
The Government Printing Office will continue its long-established policy of buy-
ing specialty printing, and book and job printing which exceeds its normal capaci-
ties, consistent with Joint Committee on Printing regulations and the prudent
expenditure of public funds.
The Government Printing Office's steady business growth and the static space

situation is shown in the following chart. This chart compares dollar volume
with gross floor space.
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Since occupying building 3 in 1940 ( Government Printing Office's last expan-
sion) dollar volume has steadily trended upward from approximately $20 mil-
lion in 1940 to nearly $130 million in 1963.
Pounds of paper used is an even better yardstick with which to measure growth.

( See chart below.) For example, in 1940 the Government Printing Office used
111 million pounds of paper. By 1963, however, the Government Printing Office
was using more than twice this amount-236 million pounds. Almost every
pound of this paper has been printed, cut, folded, bound, or subjected to many
hand and machine operations in the same floor space which was considered
only adequate 24 years ago when building 3 was occupied.
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576

RENTAL SPACE

2.36

At the present time the Government Printing Office rents 171,000 square feet of

storage space at the General Service Administration's Parr-Franconia warehouse,

located approximately 15 miles from this Office. The annual cost of this operation

exceeds $300,000. Warehousing 28 million pounds of paper, 8 million envelopes,

and 140,000 cartons at this location is inconvenient, costly, and wasteful

since every pound of paper must be rehandled and transported 15 miles to place

it at the point of use. If sufficient space were available at the plant to include

this storage, more than four-fifths of the total cost of the Franconia operation

would be eliminated. The General Services Administration has been most

patient in view of their own pressing need for the space which we now occupy

in this facility. Recently the Government Printing Office also found it necessary

to rent 30,000 square feet of storage space at the Washington Star warehouse.

DISTRIBUTION

The present system of distributing printed material is both costly and time

consuming. Throughout the Federal establishment in the Washington area a

great many individuals are engaged in this activity—one which is more often

than not accomplished by hand. Using this method, printing is counted, wrap-

ped, packaged, labeled, and delivered by this Office to the ordering agency. They

in turn must again handle this material by unwrapping, counting for each dis-

tribution point, rewrapping, repackaging, and relabeling for shipment in mail-

bags or cartons to secondary destinations.
The Public Printer has been approached repeatedly with requests that the

Government Printing Office assume the distribution of Government publications

for its customer agencies. The lack of adequate space has prevented the Govern-

ment Printing Office from providing this service. When sufficient space is made

available, the Public Printer hopes to concentrate these fragmented distribution

activities in a centralized distribution facility within the Government Printing

Office. By doing this, it will be possible to automate many of the functions now

performed by hand and eliminate the duplication of effort and delay in putting

Government publications in the user's hands.
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RELOCATION PROGRAM

Faced with growing demands for printing, and the attendant need for ware-housing greater paper tonnages, provisions for more space at the present locationwould only partially ease the situation. The real need is not only for additionalspace but space which can be used most effectively. In order to fill congressionaland agency requirements, meet production schedules, and still maintain a rea-sonable and competitive price structure, the Office must modernize and streamlineproduction operations along the lines tested and proven by commercial establish-ments. Basically, costs incurred by the vertical movement of raw stock andprinted material, from processing point to processing point, are excessive. Theonly practical way to attack these costs is to place printing equipment, usingpaper, and printed stock close to paper storage points, and in turn these storagepoints should be placed close to receiving operations. This concept requiresthat printing presses and bindery machinery be placed on one level. If this ideais carried out, paper storage and warehousing facilities would be placed on thissame level. In short, to obtain maximum production and storage effectivenessit is necessary to relocate to a new structure designed and built to meet thesecriteria.
By far the greatest percentage of prime stock is received by rail. Rail ship-ments must be made to warehouse building No. 4, across North Capitol Streetfrom production installations in buildings 1, 2, and 3. Each pound of paperreceived must be lowered from storage levels in building 4, powertrucked throughthe underground tunnel connecting buildings 4 and 3, and then raised to points ofuse in buildings 1, 2, or 3. These points of use are vertically separated by asmany as seven floors. ( See p. 139.)
Most of the truck-transported paper stock, while only a fraction of that re-ceived by rail, must also be delivered to receiving docks at the building 4 ware-house. Therefore, this paper too, must be subjected to multiple lifting andtransporting to place it at points of use.
The advantages to be derived from relocation of the Government PrintingOffice to a site such as the Bolling-Anacostia Airbase, where vertical movementof materials could be eliminated may be summarized as follows: ( See p. 140.)1. Will permit construction of a functional two-story building engineeredto meet the Government Printing Office's specific needs.2. Will place production equipment in best location, and on same level withstorage and shipping areas, assuring the free flow of work in and out.3. Preferred type of construction will be far less costly than multistoryconstruction.

4. Will significantly lower the costs of moving rail-received paper to pro-duction areas, and reduce attendant stock damage.
5. Will enable existing buildings 1, 2, and 3 to be conveyed to GeneralServices Administration, thereby helping to alleviate the Government-wideshortage of office space in the close-in metropolitan area.
6. Will make warehouse building No. 4 available to the Post OfficeDepartment.
7. Will allow for concentration of distribution center activities which willreduce costs and delays presently associated with this activity.
8. Will lower fixed maintenance costs for building and facilities.9. Will permit logical and simplified expansion should the need arise inthe future.
10. Will permit free access by truck, auto, and rail traffic.
11. Will provide for employee parking.
12. Will permit type of construction which will reduce noise levels andvibration associated with high-speed printing machinery.
13. Will allow centralized utility systems to be "built in," thereby reduc-ing fixed costs and improving reliability.
14. Will improve plant safety.
15. One level for heavy production operations will permit machine group-ing for maximum output.
16. Will improve supervisory efficiency and overall communications.
17. Will serve to improve standards of service to the Congress and othercustomer agencies through simplified workflow and materials handling.

With the foregoing advantages in mind, estimated costs were developed forproduction and storage operations in a two-story structure. The two-story plan
was selected since it offered sufficient floor area for heavy production and paper
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storage and would permit the light production units responsible for supporting
operations, such as composing, platemaking, and planning, on the second level.
By placing heavy production on the ground floor, high-floor loading and wide
bay spacing could be obtained without resorting to heavy and expensive bearing

walls. Most important, however, it places paper receiving and storage areas
contiguous to press and bindery equipment. This type of construction also tends

to reduce noise and vibration. It is anticipated that administrative offices would

also be placed on the second level. A space comparison table showing present
and proposed allocations of floor space is located on page 13.
The results of this study are shown in the following cost statement which com-

pares present costs with estimated costs in the proposed relocated facility.

Present annual operating costs compared with projected annual operating costs
in new structure

Present
annual
costs

Personnel
as of June
30, 1963

Estimated
cost new
structure

Estimated
labor

reduction

1. Material handling labor in production $1, 239,000 192 $657. 000 78.0

2. Other labor in production 31, 220, 000 3, 919 30, 320, 000 120.0

3. Paper and material handling in stores 1, 733, 000 184 1, 077, 000 70.0

4. Manning elevators_ 54,000 9 9.0

5. Modernization and depreciation of elevators 150,000  10,000  
6. Elevator and conveyor maintenance 177, 000 25 1 18,000 23.0

7. Incinerator operation and maintenance 19,000 4.5 7.000 3.0

8. Window maintenance 36,000 7.25•16,000 4.0

9. Door maintenance 22,000 3 5,000 2.5
10. Building structure maintenance 149,000 20 100,000 7.0

11. Driveways, sidewalks, and lawns 3,000 .25 30,000 -6.0

12. Plumbing maintenance 47,000 6 32,000 2.0

13. Air-conditioning, heating, and ventilation mainte-
nance 139,000 16 116,000 3.0

14. Electric truck maintenance 103,000 12 64,000 5.0

15. Other costs including administration and docu-
ments 10, 722,000 1,843 10, 377,000 70.0
(a) Field service 3, 118, 000 496 3, 118.000  
(b) Details 996,000 125 996,000  
(c) WAE, Superintendent of Documents 496,000 329 469,000  .
(d) WAE, Disbursing Office 63,000 43 63,000  

Total_ 50, 459, 000 7,234 47, 475, 000 390.5

1 Including escalators.

NOTE.-Net annual savings, $2,984,000.

Estimated cost of relocation

Design, engineering, supervision, etc 
Improvements 

$3,
40,

257, 000
926,000

Fallout shelter 104,000
Costs incident to moving 3,000,000

Total estimated cost1 47,287,000

Annual gross savings 2,984,000
Annual rental value of space to be conveyed to GSA (based on GSA
estimates) :

Office space, at $3 per square foot, 107,209 square feet 322,000
Industrial space, at $1.50 per square foot, 594,933 square feet 892,000
Storage space, at $1 per square foot, 322,874 square feet 323,000

Total rental value 1,537,000

Total savings 2 4,521,000

Amortization period (years) 10.5

I If a suitable Government-owned site is not available, an additional $1,800,000 will be

required for purchase of a site.
2 This total savings figure does not include the savings which are anticipated through

assumption of distribution responsibilities by the Government Printing Office.
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The encouraging results of the preceding cost comparisons, the relatively short
period of amortization, and the marginal advantages of making the present site
available to meet other governmental space needs serves to strongly recommend
relocation as a sound and practicable course of action. After the cost of this
proposal has been recovered this action will continue to serve the public inter-
est through reduced operating and fixed expenditures, and the rental value of
the released office, industrial, and storage space.
On September 23, 1963, the Public Printer presented this relocation proposal

to the Joint Committee on Printing. It was favorably endorsed by the Joint
Committee on Printing and the Public Printer was authorized to present this
proposal to the appropriate congressional committees.

Space comparison

[In square feet]

Now Proposed

Production 475,000 615,000
Delivery and shipping 20,000 72,000
Receiving and storage 380, 000 440, 000
Administration 95,000 120,000
Documents  151,000 210,000
Distribution _ 1 5, 000 100,000
Maintenance and buildings equipment 95,000 110,000
Cafeteria, recreation, and miscellaneous 175,000 233,000

Total net floor space 1,396,000 1,900,000
Utility and service area (halls, stairways, shafts, toilets, elevators, etc.)._ 232,000 285,000

Gross floor space 1,628,000 2,185,000

I Estimated.

Estimated minimum acreage requirements at site such as Bolling-Anacostia
Airbase

Acres
Buildings (1,092,000 square feet)  25
Parking (1,000 cars at 100 per acre)  10
Roads, docks, and railroad spur  6
Future expansion, landscaping, and miscellaneous  33

Total  74
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PRIME STOCK MOVEMENT FROM RECEIVING TO PRODUCTION

Proposed System

- -

PAPER IN
BY TRUCK

STOCK DELIVERED
TO PRESS

BLDG. 3

.07:1474tt.,

POST Of fICE BUILDING

PAPER 'AI
BY RAIL SIDING
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STUDIES OF PAPER MOVEMENT

Senator Momummy. You may highlight your statement. What
page are you on?
Mr. HARRISON. I am on page 2 now, Mr. Chairman.
Beginning with the third paragraph on page 2.
Practical studies of paper movement from railroad car and truck to

storage locations, and later to production areas, were conducted. These
studies revealed that vertical movement by elevator, plus time lost
waiting for elevators, caused movement costs to be many times greater
than supposed.

RESTRICTION OF WORK BY INSUFFICIENT FLOOR SPACE

The straight line arrangement of key production equipment is
prohibited by insufficient floor space plus restricted floor loadings and
in many instances limited ceiling height and columnar spacing.
Crowding high speed machinery into severely cramped locations pre-
vents its being used to full advantage by restricting running rates
and making periodic stoppages necessary for feeder loading and de-
livery unloading. The complete dependence upon elevators for move-
ment between manufacturing stations nullifies efforts to streamline
production operations. Safety hazards and spoilage of both materials 
and products are created by crowding skid storage into work areas.

Moreover, fixed rental and transportation costs are incurred for
storage at locations far removed from the main plant where these ma-
terials are used. The best solution to this problem is storing paper at,
or near work areas which use it.

NO CALL-IN OF COMMERCIALLY PRODUCED WORK

The Government Printing Office's present needs do not contemplate
calling in work which is now procured commercially. They are pred-
icated upon present-day requirements and projections of these require-
ments into the immediate future. On the contrary, contract printing
has shown a regular annual growth rate. It now accounts for more
than one-third of our annual dollar volume. The Government Print-
ing Office will continue its long-established policy of buying specialty
printing, and book and job printing which exceeds its normal capaci-
ties, consistent with Joint Committee on Printing regulations and the
prudent expenditure of public funds.

BUSINESS GROWTH

The Government Printing Office's steady business growth and the
static space situation is shown in chart 1, which compares dollar
volume with gross floor space. As you can see, gentlemen, the last
expansion of the building was in 1940. Since that time the volume
has increased from around $20 to $131 million.

Since occupying building 3 in 1940, as I have just stated, dollar
volume has steadily trended upward.
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(Chart showing dollar volume follows:)
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Pounds of paper used is an even better yardstick with which to
measure growth (see chart 2 below). For example, in 1940 the Gov-
ernment Printing Office used 111 million pounds of paper. By 1963
however, the Government Printing Office was using more than twice
this amount-236 million pounds. The major portion of this paper
has been printed, cut, folded, bound, or subjected to many hand and
machine operations in the same floor space which was considered only
adequate 24 years ago when building 3 was occupied.
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( Chart showing above follows:)

CHART 2
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RENTAL SPACE

At the present time the Government Printing Office rents 171,000
square feet of storage space at the General Services Administration's
Parr-Franconia warehouse, located approximately 15 miles from this
Office. The annual cost of this operation exceeds $300,000. Warehous-
ing 28 million pounds of paper, 8 million envelopes, and 140,000 car-
tons at this location is inconvenient, costly, and wasteful, since every
pound of paper must be rehandled and transported 15 miles to place it
at the point of use. If sufficient space were available at the plant to
include this storage, more than four-fifths of the total cost of the
Franconia operation would be eliminated. The General Services
Administration has been most patient in view of their own prssing
need for space which we now occupy in this facility. Recently the
Government Printing Office also found it necessary to rent 30,000
square feet of storage space at the Washington Star warehouse.

Since then, we have rented an additional 20,000 square feet of space
in Bladensburg.

DISTRIBUTION

The present system of distributing printed material is both costly
and time consuming. I am referring now to the produpt when we
finish printing it, getting it to the' initial poiht of use. Throughout
the Federal establishment in the Washington area a great many indi-
viduals are engaged in this activity—one which is, more often than

31-836-64-10
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not, accomplished by hand. Using this method printing is counted.,
wrapped, packaged, labeled, and delivered by this Office to the order-
ing agency. They in turn must again handle this material by unwrap-
ping, counting for each distribution point, rewrapping, repackaging
and relabeling for shipment in mailbags or cartons to secondary
destinations.
The Public Printer has been approached repeatedly with requests

that the Government Printing Office assume the distribution of Gov-
ernment publications for its customer agencies. The lack of adequate
space has prevented the Government Printing Office from providing
this service. When sufficient space is made available, the Public
Printer hopes to concentrate these fragmented distribution activities
in a centralized distribution facility within the Government Printing
Office. By doing this, it will be possible to automate many of the
functions now performed by hand and eliminate the duplication of
effort and delay in putting Government publications in the users'
hands.

RELOCATION PROGRAM

Faced with growing demands for printing, and the attendant need
for warehousing greater paper tonnages, provisions for more space at
the 'Present location would only partially ease the situation. The real
need is not only for additional space but space which can be used
most effectively. In order to fill congressional and agency require-
ments, meet production schedules, and still maintain a reasonable and
competitive price structure, the Office must modernize and streamline
production operations along the lines tested and proven by commerical
establishments. Basically, costs incurred by the vertical movement of
raw stock and printed material, from processing point to processing
point, are excessive. The only practical way to attack these costs
is to place printing equipment, using paper and printed stock, close
to paper storage points, and in turn these storage points should beplaced close to receiving operations. This concept requires thatprinting presses and bindery machinery be placed on one level. Ifthis idea is carried out, paper storage and warehousing facilitieswould be placed on this same level. In short, to obtain maximum pro-duction and storage effectiveness, it is necessary to relocate to a new
structure designed and built to meet these criteria.

RAIL SHIPMENT OF PAPER STOCK

By far the greatest percentage of prime stock is received by rail.
Rail shipment must be made to warehouse building No. 4, across NorthCapitol Street from production installations in buildings 1, 2, and
3. Each pound of paper received must be lowered from storage levelsin building 4, power-trucked through the underground tunnel con-
nected buildings 4 and 3, and then raised to _points of use in building1,2, or 3. We use paper as high as the fifth floor in our present build-ing. These points, as I have said, are vertically separated by asmany as seven floors.
(Chart showing above follows:)
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TRUCK TRANSPORTATION OF PAPER STOCK

Most of the truck-transported paper stock, while only a fraction of
that received by rail, must also be delivered to receiving docks at thebuilding 4 warehouse. Therefore, this paper, too, must be subjected
to multiple lifting and transporting to place it at points of use.

ADVANTAGES OF RELOCATION OF OFFICE

The advantages to be derived from relocation of the GovernmentPrinting Office at a site such as the Bolling-Anacostia Airbase, wherevertical movement of materials could be eliminated may be summa-rized as follows:
1. Will permit construction of a functional two-story building engi-neered to meet the Government Printing Office's specific needs.2. Will place production equipment in best location, and on samelevel with storage and shipping areas, assuring the free flow of workin and out.
3. Preferred type of construction will be far less costly than multi-story construction.
4. Will significantly lower the costs of moving rail-received paperto production areas, and reduce attendant stock damage.
5. Will enable existing buildings 1, 2, and 3 to be conveyed to Gen-eral Services Administration, thereby helping to alleviate the Govern-ment-wide shortage of office space in the close-in metropolitan area.6. Will make warehouse building No. 4 available to the Post OfficeDepartment.
7. Will allow for concentration of distribution center activitieswhich will reduce costs and delays presently associated with thisactivity.
8. Will lower fixed maintenance costs for building and facilities.9. Will permit logical and simplified expansion should the needarise in the future.
10. Will permit free access by truck, auto, and rail traffic.
11. Will provide for employee parking.
12. Will permit type of construction which will reduce noise levelsand vibration associated with high-speed printing machinery.
13. Will allow centralized utility systems to be "built in,' therebyreducing fixed costs and improving reliability.
14. Will improve plant safety.
15. One level for heavy production operations will permit machinegrouping for maximum output.
16. Will improve supervisory efficiency and overall communications.17. Will serve to improve standards of service to the Congress andother customer agencies through simplified workflow and materialshandling.
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( Chart showing above follows:)

CHART 4

PRIME. STOCK MOVEMENT FROM RECITIVING TO PRODUCTION

Proposed System

PAPER IN
BY TRUCK

Vet crock OELIVERISD
TO PRESS

TWO-STORY PLAN FOR BUILDING

PAPER IN
BY RAIL sloir4c.

With the foregoing advantages in mind estimated costs were de-
veloped for production and storage operations in a two-story structure.
The two-story plan was selected, since it offered sufficient floor area
for heavy production and paper storage and would permit the light
production units responsible for supporting operations, such as com-
posing, platemaking, and planning, on the second level. By placing
heavy production on the ground floor, high floor loading and wide
bay spacing could be obtained without resorting to heavy and expen-
sive bearing walls. Most important, however, it places paper receiv-
ing and storage areas contiguous to press and bindery equipment.
This type of construction also tends to reduce noise and vibration. It
is anticipated that administrative offices would also be placed on the
second level. A space comparison table showing present and pro-
posed allocations of floor space is located on page 13.

COMPARATIVE-COST STATEMENT

The results of this study are shown in the following cost statement
which compares present costs with estimated costs in the proposed
relocated facility.
You can see in the following table 1 the total of our present annual

cost, $50,459,000 with a personnel of 7,234. Estimated cost in the
new structure—gentlemen, this was arrived at after 21/2 years of very
careful study by our entire official production force—a reduction to
$47,475,000, with a reduction in personnel of 390.5, or a net annual sav-
ings of $2,984,000.
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TABLE 1.-Present annual operating costs compared with projected annual operating
costs in new structure

Present
annual
costs

Personnel
as of June
30, 1963

Estimated
cost in new
structure

Estimated
personnel
reduction

1. Material handling labor in production $1,239, 000 192 $657, 000 78.02. Other labor in production 31, 220, 000 3, 919 30, 320,000 120.03. Paper and material handling in stores 1, 733,000 184 1,077, 000 70.04. Manning elevators M. 000 9 9.05. Modernization and depreciation of elevators 150.000  10,000  6. Elevator and conveyor maintenance 177,000 25 1 18, 000 1 23.07. Incinerator operation and maintenance 19,000 4. 5 7.000 3.08. Window maintenance 36,000 7.25 16,000 4.09. Door maintenance 22,000 3 5,000 2. 510. Building structure maintenance  149,000 20 100,000 7.011. Driveways, sidewalks, and lawns 3,000 .25 30,000 -6.012. Plumbing maintenance  47,000 6 32,000 2.013. Air conditioning, heating, and ventilation mainte-
nance  139,000 16 116,000 3.014. Electric truck maintenance 103, 000 12 64, 000 5.015. Other costs, including administration and docu-
ments 10, 722,000 1,843 10, 377,000 70.0(a) Field service 3, 118,000 496 3, 118,000  

(b) Details 996,000 125 996,000  (c) WAE, Superintendnent of Documents 469,000 329 469,000  (d) WA E, Disbursing Office 63,000 43 63,000  
Total 50, 459, 000 7,234 47, 4i 5, 000 390. 5

'Including escalators.
NOTE.-Net annual savings, $2,984,000.

ESTIMATED COST OF RELOCATION

The following table 2 shows the estimated cost of relocation and
with the savings that we can show-and this is a most conservative
estimate of savings-plus the value of our rental, will show an amor-
tization period of 10.5 years. This does not include savings that can
be effected through the distribution at the source of production of the
publications which we print.

TABLE 2.-Estimated cost of relocation

Design, engineering, supervision, etc $3,257,000
Improvements  40,926,000
Fallout shelter 104,000
Costs incident to moving 3,000,000

Total estimated cost1 47,287.000

Annual gross savings 2,984,000
Annual rental value of space to be conveyed to GSA: (Based on GSA
estimates) :

Office space at $3 per square foot, 107,209 square feet_ $322, 000
Industrial space at $1.50 per square foot, 594,933
square feet  892, 000

Storage space at $1 per square foot, 322,874 square
feet    323, 000

Total rental value 1,537,000

Total savings 24,521,000

Amortization period (years) 10.5
I If a suitable Government-owned site is not available, an additional $1,800,000 will berequired for purchase of a site.
2 This total savings figure does not include the savings which are anticipated throughassumption of distribution responsibilities by the Government Printing Office.



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 149

RELOCATION DEEMED PRACTICAL

The encouraging results of the preceding cost comparisons, the rela-
tively short period of amortization and the marginal advantages of
making the present site available to meet other governmental space
needs serves to strongly recommend relocation as a sound and prac-
ticable course of action. After the cost of this proposal has been recov-
ered this action will continue to serve the public interest through re-
duced operating and fixed expenditures, and the rental value of the
released office, industrial, and storage space.
On September 23, 1963, the Public Printer presented this relocation

proposal to the Joint Committee on Printing which authorized him to
present this proposal to the appropriate congressional committees.

EMPLOYEES' AND OUTSIDE ENGINEERS' OPINION

I might add one more thing to this, gentlemen. In addition to
our own staff made up of men who have been with the Printing Office,
most of them practically all their lives—my Deputy Public Printer,
for instance, came in as an apprentice boy 35 years ago and has served
in every department in the agency; our other people who served on this
space committee also have had a long experience with the Printing
Office.
In addition to that, we asked an engineering firm, the Charles T.

Main Co., of Boston, to do a preliminary survey of our operations pri-
marily to give us an estimate of what it would cost to do a complete
survey. They came up, of course, with this cost estimate, and also with
the advice that we would never have an economical operation where
we are. The only answer to an economical Government operation
would be relocation.

SITUATION IN COMMERCIAL PLANTS

Now in this proposal we have tried to picture to you the results of
a very careful, very long painstaking study. We have visited many
commercial printing plants. We have seen the results of their type of
operation. For 50 years they have been proposing that buildings be
built to meet the requirements. I have some pictures here that I would
like to show you gentlemen, if you will permit me, of some of the new
printing plants that have been constructed in recent years. All of them
are one- and two-story level.
This is the Webb Printing Co. in Saint Paul, a very lovely building,.

two stories.
Senator MONRONEY. For the purpose of saving time, will you in-

sert those illustrations in the record.
Mr. HARRISON. I will be glad to do that, Senator.
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(The material referred to follows:)

A PRINTING PLANT IN BUFFALO, N.Y.

A PRINTING PLANT IN MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.

A PRINTING PLANT IN PHILADELPHIA, PA.
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A PRINTING PLANT IN ST. PAUL, MINN.

A PRINTING PLANT IN STATEN ISLAND (N.Y.)

901PAZY/10:#4141111,Nlliff:Ff." 1:,rf:',...:•.-

A PRINTING PLANT IN CINCINNATI. OHIO



152 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

A PRINTING PLANT IN EVANSVILLE, IND.

1W.PAXIfi'

A PRINTING PLANT IN WILLIAMSPORT, PA.

A PRINTING PLANT IN PHOENIX, ARIZ.
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A PRINTING PLANT IN BEDFORD, PA.

feig,

Ti

A PRINTING PLANT IN TORONTO, CANADA

TYPES OF BUILDINGS SHOWN

Mr. HARRISON. There are none of these that are above two stories.
I have visited many plants in the last 2 years. McC'all's, in Dayton,
Ohio, has just completed a very large construction job; beautifully
done, on two floors, with all their paper handling except their patterns,
on the ground floor.

This ground floor gives us a great many advantages which we do
not now have. It gives us unlimited weight load. We can put any
size press on it. As it is now, any modern web press we bring in, we
have to go all the way to the ground with I-beams to support the
floor. We have to I-beam the track into the office to get the press in.

Senator MONRONEY. This would have no basement?
Mr. HARRISON. This would have no basement. We propose to

build this on the ground, with the railroad spur on one end to bring
in the raw stock and, we hope, one on the other end to take it out. We
handle 16 to 18 carloads of paper a day. We have to get that much
out of the plant, or else we would explode. That is about a 32- to 36-
carload-a-d.ay operation.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONRONEY. Senator Hayden?
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REQUEST FOR MATERIAL TO JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING

Senator HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman.
There is some misunderstanding in the Joint Committee on Print-

ing as to just what the Public Printer was told before he went to see
the Authorization Committee for authorization of this appropriation.
Inasmuch as he has prepared his statement here which covers it, I
would suggest, Mr. Harrison, that you send a copy to each member
of the Joint Committee on Printing, this tabulation that you have
here that shows the savings by reason of the construction of a new
building.
Mr. HARRISON. Senator, I will be very happy to do that. However,

I might tell you they have copies. Copies were given to them when
I made my presentation before your Joint Committee on Printing.

Senator HAYDEN. Exactly like this?
Mr. HARRISON. The tabulations are the same. We brought it up to

date.
Senator HAYDEN. Will you send it to them again in printed form?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.

OPERATIONS OUTSIDE WASHINGTON

Senator HAYDEN. The question that I don't quite understand, has
there been any investigation going on regarding the advantages of
conducting printing operations outside of Washington, as compared
to inside of Washington? Would there be any savings to do busi-
ness by contract with large printing firms?
Mr. HARRISON. We do that now. Last year we bought $47 million

worth of commercial printing from commercial printing plants. This
year we are going to exceed that considerably.
Senator HAYDEN. You bought $47 million worth? How much did

you do of your own?
Mr. HARRISON. About $83 million. Nearly 40 percent we pur-

chased from commercial sources. Anything that lends itself to com-
mercial procurement, we buy; because some of it we just can't pro-
duce. Multicolor work, we buy; specialty forms, we buy; and many
other jobs we get that gives us sufficient leadtime to issue invitation to
bid, receive bids and award them and meet the deadline of our custom-
er, we buy. The work we do in our plant would absolutely drive
the average commercial printer to distraction. We get it today, they
want 25,000 copies of a 500-page publication in 2 weeks.
So, we do buy most everything we possibly can. Our field plants

have authority to buy and they buy a great deal of printing now. I
think they bought something like $200,000 worth last year. So, we
are attempting to procure this printing wherever we can to the best ad-
vantage of the Government and the commercial industry.
Senator HAYDEN. It might be well for you to give me a memoran-

dum on that.
Mr. HARRISON. All right, sir.
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DEFENSE CONTROL OF ANACOSTIA SITE

Senator MONRONEY. In reference to the site of the Anacostia-Bol-ling Field, who has control of that site?
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce Mr. Wil-liam Schmidt, who is the Deputy Commissioner of the Public BuildingService of the General Services Administration. The building siteand building itself will be handled by them. I would like to ask himto speak on that.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. SCHMIDT, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER
OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION;
ACCOMPANIED BY C. G. PALMER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT COMMIS-
SIONER FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION

GENERAL STATEMENT

Mr. ScHmnyr. The property is still under the control of the Depart-ment of Defense. More than a year ago, both the Anacostia Field andthe Bolling Field were closed down. Defense still occupies some ofthe buildings there. It is about 900 acres in total area, and about 550acres will ultimately be released for other uses, one of which beingconsidered is light industrial use.

NO COMMITMENTS FOR BUILDING USE

Senator MONRONEY. As of now, then, in answer to my question, theDefense Department is still holding it and has made no commitmentsto GSA for building use?
Mr. SCHMIDT. They are holding it pending development of a long-range plan.
Senator MONRONEY. You don't know as yet whether this plan in-cludes light industry, or whether it includes office buildings, or what;is that correct?
Mr. SCHMIDT. I have discussed this with the members of the staff ofthe National Capital Planning Commission. The Commission hasthe responsibility for developing such a plan, and I have been assuredthat light industrial uses is one of the uses to which they propose toput this land.

ANACOSTIA-BOLLING URBAN RENEWAL AREA

Senator MONRONEY. The Redevelopment Land Agency approved a$321,000 planning grant for the Anacostia-Bolling urban renewalarea; is that correct?
Mr. SCHMIDT. I believe that is right. This is for the purpose ofdeveloping a comprehensive land use plan.
Senator MONRONEY. Now, with reference to this very close-in andperhaps high-priced real estate, is it necessary, Mr. Harrison, that yoube this close to the center of the Government complex? As some ofthese indicate, these are suburban locations for these printing plantsthat you have shown us here. They are the same type of two-storyconstruction. Is it necessary that you be this close to the center?
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ADVANTAGES OF LOCATION NEAR CAPITOL

Mr. HARRISON. I would say it is not absolutely necessary. The
closer we are to the Capitol and our customers, the cheaper the dis-
tribution will be.

Senator MONRONEY. That is a matter of truck transport and not the
big heavy transport of millions of tons of paper, carloads of paper,
31 or 35 carloads every day; is that correct?
Mr. HARRISON. That is correct. There is a prerequisite that we

have railroad facilities. Of course, if we don't have utilities then it
will increase the cost of our construction, because we will have to build
a powerplant and build a sewage disposal. However, there are sev-
eral offers which have been made to us, which we have turned over
to GSA, of free land which would be ideally located. Prince Georges
County offered us 95 acres from one site a short distance from this;
another site of 200 acres a little farther out. The Pennsylvania Rail-
road Co. has suggested an area 5 or 6 miles out on their railroad be-
tween here and Baltimore. So, there seems to be ample space where
this could be located.

ACREAGE REQUIREMENTS

Senator MONRONEY. The cheaper the land, assuming you get the
utilities and highways of that kind, then the less the total building
would cost; is that correct?
Mr. HARRISON. The estimate of the building we have given you does

not include the cost of land.
Senator MONRONEY. How many acres will that be?
Mr. HARRISON. We are asking for 74 acres.
Senator MONRONEY. Including parking lots?
Mr. HARRISON. Including parking and driveways and railroad spurs.
Senator MONRONEY. That would be on top, then, of the $46 million

which has been requested?
Mr. HARRISON. I don't quite follow you, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. I mean all this acreage that would be necessary

to build a two-story building which substitutes area for height and
structural cost, this would necessarily be added, which would bring
it up considerable above the $46,700,000.

AUTHORIZATION FROM PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

Mr. HARRISON. No, sir. If we had to buy the land, yes; it would
include another $1,800,000, I believe was the estimate, if we had to
buy the land. But I believe the Senate Public Works Committee in-
cluded in their authorization that this would have to be built on
Government-owned land. GSA. has assured us that they have land
that would be available.
Senator MONRONEY. I believe I read in the paper this morning that

the Public Works Committee of the Senate has appr uest
for the authorization to build a Government Print' ?•I'le.C1; ceTi  e
Mr. HARRISON. The Public Works Committees t . ,)oth Houses h:

authorized the construction of this building. 1::\

Budget?
Senator MONRONEY. Has this been approved 1 v the; eat (rf triti

•
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Mr. HARRISON. It was in the budget that came over this year. How-
ever, the figure has increased a million dollars because of a misunder-
standing in space. The figure now that is estimated is $47,287,000.
Senator MONRONEY. Including the land?

BREAKDOWN OF PROPOSED LAND USE

Mr. HARRISON. No, sir; not including the land. If you would like a
breakdown, page 14 of this shows the breakdown.
Senator MONRONEY. Put it in the record, please.
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Twenty-five acres for buildings; 10 acres for parking; 6 acres for

roads, docks, and railroad spur; 33 acres for future expansion, land-
scaping, and miscellaneous. We are boxed in now; there is no way
to go. We would not like to have that occur again, because our country
is continuing to grow, and as it does, requirements for printing will
naturally go along with it.

DESIGN OF BUILDING

Senator MONRONEY. Does the GSA have any general plans for the
design of the building, this one or others that may be located on
this complex at Bolling-Anacostia, if it is turned over for construc-
tion of Government building?
Mr. SCHMIDT. We have not developed any plans.
Senator MONRONEY. You don't know whether it will be industrial-

type or office-type of construction used generally in that area?
Mr. ScHmnyr. It would be an industrial-type building, but designed

so that it would fit into the overall development.
Senator MONRONEY. What I am trying to get at is this. You are

going to have several hundred acres of land, if the Department of
Defense meets your request for building space; is that correct?
Mr. ScHmuyr. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. Then you will have to design, won't you, an

overall plan for the maximum use of this land, so that it will be
compatible, one building with another, for an area that would be
both beautiful architecturally and practical from a use standpoint?
Mr. SCHMIDT. This is part of the job that the National Capital

Planning Commission will undertake in their plan they are develop-
ing. Of course, anything we build down there is subject to review
by the Planning Commission as well as the Fine Arts Commission.
Senator MONRONEY. As of now, we don't have the site, we don't

have the general type of land use that this will be put to for the
construction of buildings is that correct?
Mr. SCHMIDT. Mr. Chairman, ordinarily we do not go to that

extent on any project, acquire the site and prepare plans, until after
it is authorized. This was just authorized within the past month.
Senator MONRONEY. I know, but what we are doing, we are start-

ing on a brandnew plot of ground that is going to be very valuable
to the Federal Government for its development. What I am trying
to get at is, have you made any studies yet or have you received assur-
ance enough for the study for the type of buildings that will be
located on this area if they are granted to you?
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OVERALL PLAN TO BE DEVELOPED

Mr. SCHMIDT. Well, we have discussed this with the Planning
Commission, and it is their intent to develop an overall plan which
would indicate the types of structures.
Senator MONRONEY. It has not been done yet?
Mr. SCHMIDT. No, it has not been done yet.
Senator MONRONEY. That is what I want to know.
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add this.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
Mr. HARRISON. In the design of the GPO building we anticipate

procuring the finest engineering advice that we can get—I am sure
GSA will back me up on this—such a printing engineering company
like the Charles T. Main Co. will be consulted. And we would insist
they do a thorough survey, so that when this building is designed it will
do exactly what we need to have done.

Senator MONRONEY. I am sure it will be industrially designed per-
fectly. The question is, on general land use overall, the question
whether it should be at that location or on cheaper land.
Mr. HARRISON. Of course, now that the authority has been given by

the Public Works Committees for these buildings, if this committee
approves the money for it, then we certainly will get busy, and we will
nail something down that will meet the desires of this committee,
whether it is at Anacostia or whether it is out on one of these other
donated pieces of ground.

RETURN OF FUNDS FOR EARLIER ADDITION

Senator MONRONEY. You had a special authorization act for the
addition on North Capitol Street, which plan you have now aban-
doned?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Those funds were thrown back and reap-

propriated ?
Mr. HARRISON. We did that, Senator, because it seemed to us after

careful study very definitely that this would be putting good money
after bad. It would aggravate an already most intolerable problem
we have at the Office of handling our paper now.

DISPOSITION OF PRESENT BUILDING

Senator MONRONEY. This committee agreed with you. What plans
have been made for the use of the existing four buildings, should you
receive this new plant?
Mr. HARRISON. I think, again, Mr. Schmidt can talk on that. I had

lunch with the postmaster one day last week, in which he indicated
his pleasure in having this done, because he is bottled in in the main
city post office. He can't go anywhere but north, and our warehouse
sits in his way. He has approached GSA, and the plan would be to
turn this space over to the post office. Now Mr. Schmidt can speak for
the rest of the buildings.
Mr. SCHMIDT. We have made a study of the facility, and we find

that we can use all of this space. As Mr. Harrison indicated, building
81-836--64--11
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No. 4, which is on the east side of North Capitol Street, contains about
128,000 square feet and the Post Office Department is very anxious to
get that. There is about 920,000 square feet in four buildings. Of
course, we have some 34 million square feet of Government-owned
space in the metropolitan area, as well as 71/2 million square feet of
leased space, and we have any number of uses to which we could put
this space.

SPACE ADAPTABLE FOR OFFICES

Senator MONRONEY. This would be adapted to office space, would it?
This would be about second-rate space from the standpoint of light,
ventilation, things of that kind?
Mr. HARRISON. I would not say SO.
Senator MONRONEY. Is it air conditioned completely?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes—about 90 percent. All except paper-storage

areas. This breakdown shows that we have 107,209 square feet of
office space, 594,000 square feet of industrial space, and 322,000 square
feet of storage space. Much of this industrial space is well ventilated,
well lighted, well windowed, and air conditioned. It all is air con-
ditioned. I believe Mr. Schmidt said recently with a minimum amount
of expense a great deal of this could be turned into very desirable office
space.
Mr. SCHMIDT. For example, the Coast and Geodetic Survey does

a lot of map preparation and map printing. Their requirements in
this area are about 560,000 square feet. They need office space and
map preparation and printing space. This would be well suited to
their requirement with a minimum of alterations.
Mr. HARRISON. If I understand their operation, the bulk of it is

planning and not printing. Their printing operation is relatively
small. But they have a great deal of need for space in the preparation
field. I might say this, Mr. Chairman. The Librarian of Congress
has asked and received permission to survey the space with the idea
of maybe asking GSA for some of this for his use.

POSSIBLE COSTS FOR ALTERATIONS AND REPAIRS

Senator MONRONEY. I am sure there will be a large number of claims
for additional space. What expenses for alteration and repair would
be necessary to convert the existing four buildings to other uses?
Mr. SCHMIDT. Without identifying a specific tenant, we have not

made any estimate.
SENATOR MONRONEY. It comes pretty high for your reclamation and

remodeling. I know we appropriated some money for the Navy
Weapons Plant, and it was quite high.
Mr. SCHMIDT. It will range from $10 to $15 to convert warehouse

space to office space.
Senator MONRONEY. Ten to $15 a square foot?
Mr. SCHMIDT. Yes. But I don't think we would have to spend this

kind of money in this plant. For one thing, it is already air condi-
tioned and there is $4 or $5 a square foot represented right there.
Mr. HARRISON. The building is well maintained, Mr. Chairman.

Our people have done an excellent job on that.
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OTHER FINANCING THAN APPROPRIATIONS

Senator MONRONEY. Since you operate on a revolving fund and
charge each department for each job order and the cost of the job
including amortization of new equipment, depreciation, and other
overhead cost, would there be any other method to finance this build-
ing otherwise than an appropriation? Could Congress in the Ap-
propriation Act, give you authority to borrow funds from the Treas-
ury over a 10-year period, and then permit you to recapture the cost
from your job orders and reimbursement to the Treasury?
Mr. HARRISON. We have never included the cost of the buildings

into the cost of printing to our customers. We include everything else:
heat, light, guard service, paper, ink, everything. But we have never
included the value of the building into that.
Senator MONRONEY. You have given us figures to support a $3 mil-

lion a year economy. This would be ordinarily taken off the cost of
printing for the departments, would it not?
Mr. HARRISON. The savings, yes; it would be.
Senator MONRONEY. So, at the same rate you would be able, if some

arrangement were made, to liquidate annually at present prices, pres-
ent scale, about $3 million of the new building cost in the production
savings that the building would permit?
Mr. HARRISON. That has never been done in any Government build-

ing, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. Does your figure $47,287,000 include the rail-

road spurs and parking lots, and the like?
Mr. HARRISON. Yes, that includes everything except the land.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have any questions, Senator Hayden?
Senator HAYDEN. I have no questions.
Senator MONRONEY. You have given us a very complete statement.

We have a time committed to hear the gentlemen from the Printing
Industries of America.

ENGINEERING FOR SEAWALL

One thing, before you leave. Part of the $321,000 appropriation for
the planning grant for the Anacostia-Bolling area would be used for
engineering work to see if a new seawall is needed to protect that land
from floods? The area has been flooded several times during its use
by Federal agencies. Do you have any information on this point? -
Mr. HARRISON. The only information I have is that there has been

no flood in this area for the last 35 years; that a seawall was built
after the last flood, and to my knowledge there has not been—I have
been here 35 years and there has not been high water. However, that
is a problem that would be studied. We would not want to build a
building that would be flooded, because we would be on the ground.
The north end of that 
Mr. ScHmnYr. Only certain areas are subject to flooding. In fact,

the area where a number of the buildings are now located have never
flooded.
Mr. HARRISON. The ground gradually increases in height as it goes

south, up to a point; and then beyond the Navy Laboratory then, I
believe, it drops down again. But there is high ground in there that
is safe.
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Senator MONRONEY. Thank you very much. If you will, stand by.
Mr. HARRISON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PRINTING INDUSTRY OF AMERICA, INC.

STATEMENTS OF DONALD E. SOMMER, SECRETARY, MASTER
PRINTERS SECTION, PRINTING INDUSTRY OF AMERICA, INC.;
AND BERNARD TAYMANS, PRESIDENT OF PRINTING INDUSTRY
OF AMERICA, INC.

GENERAL STATEMENT

Senator MONRONEY. We have representatives of the Printing In-
dustries of America, Mr. Donald E. Sommer, secretary of the master
printers section.
You have other witnesses, I believe, with you, and we welcome them

to the witness table as well. You have a statement for the committee,
I believe.
Mr. SOMMER. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. You can file the entire statement and highlight

it, if you desire, and it will all appear in the record in addition to the
other remarks you care to make.
Mr. SOMMER. My name is Donald E. Sommer, secretary of the mas-

ter printers section of Printing Industry of America representing over
7,000 commercial and allied establishments. However, the major rea-
son for alluding to my background is the fact that for 15 years I was
head of industrial engineering at R. R. Donnelly & Sons Co., and had
under my supervision 45 industrial engineers, and we had, of course,
as our main objective the efficient operation of this world's largest com-
mercial printing establishment.
Because of that background and experience, we believe that we can

bring some ideas to bear on this situation as viewed through the eyes
of the commercial printing industry. We want to thank the members
of the committee for the privilege of being here today. I shall just
now highlight this report, and suggest you ask me questions if there
is anything that is not clear.
We recognize and agree to the importance of the Government Print-

ing Office rendering to the Congress effective overnight service and
that there are many items of printing which have characteristics which
justify their production on Government-operated equipment, and that
the Public Printer should have the facilities which will produce Gov-
ernment printing efficiently.

EXPENDITURE CONTRARY TO PRESIDENT'S POLICY

But we contend that: (1) the policy statements of President Lyn-
don Johnson indicate that the Government should not be engaged in
activities which could satisfactorily be performed by private industry,
and that wherever possible Government should trim its Government
expenditures. We contend that the proposal to expend $50 million of
public funds is contrary to the President's policy, since it calls for the
unnecessary construction of a new Government building.
3. The continuation of the present policies of the Public Printer

which in 1960 resulted in the production of $72 million of printing on
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Government-operated equipment in the Government Printing Office
in Washington, D.C., violates the concept of Government not compet-
ing with private industry. A substantial portion of this $72 million
could have been obtained by subcontracting printing to private
industry.

FURTHER SUBCONTRACTING POSSIBLE

4. The subcontracting of a substantial portion of the printing
now produced in GPO would make available floor space obviously
needed by the Public Printer. This additional floor space, together
with an engineered approach to material handling, workflow, and
modern, efficient equipment would enable the Public Printer to accom-
plish in the present buildings the objectives set forth in his prospectus
calling for a new Government Printing Office. Exhibit A attached
presents additional information regarding the ability of the commer-
cial printing industry to furnish Government printing requirements.
Exhibit B sets forth information indicating how modernization al-
ready undertaken and additional modernization that can be under-
taken, will make available substantial additional floor space in the
present buildings, even before additional volume is subcontracted to
the commercial printing industry.

NO COMPARABLE COST STUDY

5. To our knowledge, there does not exist a recent study comparing
the unit cost to the Government of printing produced in GPO as com-
pared to that subcontracted to private industry. Exhibit C sets forth
additional information on this subject and recommends that an up to
date, impartial study be undertaken. Exhibit C further states that
the subcontracting of Government printing should not be determined
on cost alone, but it should be governed by public policy which pre-
vents Government from competing with private business.

CENTRAL PRODUCTION PLANTS

6. The Public Printer has indicated a plan for central production
plants in geographical areas across the country and has indicated in
his testimony the intention of producing in GPO in Washington
some of the larger volume jobs now produced in field plants. In-
dustry production facilities across the Nation are adequate to take
care of the majority of Government printing requirements within the
geographical territory in which the need arises and an efficient field
procurement system administered by the Public Printer would elimi-
nate the necessity for burdening Washington with field production
and would substantially reduce the size of the Government organiza-
tion which would be required in the field, if centralized field printing
plants as outlined by the Public Printer are established.
Senator MONRONEY. That is not involved in this appropriation; is

it?
Mr. SOMMER. Well, the comment was made that by having this new

building that it would make possible bringing in from the field this
new printing.
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DECENTRALIZATION TO PRIVATE INDUSTRY

Senator MONRONEY. I did not hear him indicate that. The only
reference I heard about the decentralized effect was the greater pro-
curement from private industry. Was I wrong in that?
Mr. SOMMER. In the testimony today?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir.
Mr. SOMMER. I am referring to testimony before.
Senator MONRONEY. I did not hear any other testimony. But to-

day, the testimony was, was it not, that they desired to place more with
private industry through their location in these field offices? Is that
correct?
Mr. SOMMER. I heard them say they would continue to place with

the commercial industry.
Senator MONRONEY. I understood them to say they would place

more. And the purpose of the field office was to augment the Gov-
ernment printing with procurement from private industry.

ADEQUATE COMMERCIAL FACILITIES

Mr. SOMMER. 7. The commercial printing industry has available
for Government use adequate facilities to meet the Government needs.
The industry compliments the Public Printer on the effectiveness

of his present procedures for procuring printing from the commercial
industry. It recognizes some improvements can be made in these
procedures, but, in general, it is believed that the Government Print-
mg Office has available a staff of people who are competent to procure
from industry sources that volume of Government printing which
need not, by policy of the Congress or other agencies, be produced on
Government equipment.

ADVANTAGES OF PRESENT LOCATION

It is the opinion of the industry that the advantages to the Congress
of GPO's present location, almost adjacent to the Capitol Buildings,
can be continued. The facts available to the industry clearly reveal
that this large expenditure of public funds need not be made at this
time to accomplish the 17 justifications set forth by the Public Printer.
There is attached as exhibit 1 comments on each of the Public Printer's
justifications. The industry views with alarm and concern the fact
that during the period of 1 year, 1961-62, there was an increase of $10
million in the amount of printing being produced by the Public
Printer on his equipment in the Government Printing Office in Wash-
ington, D.C., reaching what is understood to be the record total in
fiscal 1962 of $72 million produced within the Government Printing
Office.

DENIAL OF FUNDS REQUESTED

The Printing Industries of America, Inc. respectfully request that
the Senate Appropriations Committee deny the request of the Public
Printer for a sum approximating $50 million for the consideration of
a new Government Printing Office and it offers its facilities to the
Public Printer and the Joint Committee on Printing and the Senate
Appropriations Committee in the undertaking of an intensive engi-
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neering study designed to show how the objectives of the Public
Printer can adequately be accomplished within the present GPO
Building on a substantial saving to the taxpayer.

GROWTH OF PRINTING

I should like, if I may, to just highlight some of the points on our
exhibits.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir.
Mr. SOMMER. The chart that we have seen—I don't know whether

it was in the Public Printer's testimony today—showing the growth
of printing, the trend of printing at the Government Printing Office.

Senator MONRONEY. In reference to floorspace ?
Mr. SOMMER. Yes, floorspace and dollar volume, it shows clearly

that during periods of emergency there seems to be no problem of
getting this rapidly increased volume of production from the commer-
cial printing industry. During the war years, we all know that over-
night production was required; that this printing was secret and
highly confidential; and that it consisted of security printing, such as
rationbooks and stamps; our point being that the record shows that
the commercial printing industry can step in and has proved itself in
terms of meeting the demands for the printing required by the
Government.

FIELD PROCuttEMENT OFFICES AND COMMERCIAL INDUSTRY

During that same period, too, the field procurement offices did a
wonderful job of working with the commercial industry to inform
them of their needs and to see to it that intelligence specifications and
job requirements were passed on to the commerical printer who, in
turn, came through and met the needs of the Government during this
time of crucial need in our industry.
We maintain that the record clearly shows that the commercial

printing industry is competent, capable, and able to do much more of
the printing which is presently being produced at the GPO.

TECHNOLOGICAL REVOLUTION IN PRINTING

In exhibit B we should like to highlight the fact that we know, as
do these fine engineers at the Government Printing Office, that we are
on a threshold of a technological revolution in the printing industry.
Senator Hayden recently congratulated the Public Printer on the
study that he made on automation and its impact in the printing indus-
try. In the Wall Street Journal, as a more recent example, April 3,
1964, you may have noticed a report that the Public Printer had pur-
chased two ultra-high-speed typesetting composing systems, costing
$2,185,000.
Now these systems are capable of producing in 3 seconds photo-

graphically a standard book page of type. These machines can pro-
duce characters at the rate of 1,000 per second. I am sure that the
impact of these statements might not be as meaningful to you as they
are to us who are familiar with the industry; but, for example, these
machines, if converted into equivalent Linotype machines would
replace something between 300, 400, or 500 Lintoype machines, de-
pending, of course, on the jobs involved in the Linotype machines.
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But if these two systems can replace 300 Linotype machines, I am sure
you can get a picture in this one instance of the impact of the techno-
logical revolution in the printing industry, itself.
The Government Printing Office has proved already up to this

point, in the installation of equipment such as web offsetting equip-
ment where one web offset press can turn out 22,000 64-page signatures
in an hour-22,000 64-page signatures in an hour—can take the place
of four, five, six old-fashioned flatbed presses as well as four or five or
six folding machines.
I cite these two cases. There are many more. Our intent is not to

enumerate all of them. These engineers know what we are talking
about. The point is that because of the advent of this revolutionary
new method, processes, and equipment in this era, that we maintain
that the present square feet of floorspace along with this new equip-
ment should provide an opportunity for doing all the work necessary
to be done by the Government Printing Office in its present location.
Exhibit B goes into that at greater length.

COMPARISON OF UNIT COST OF INDUSTRY AND GPO

Exhibit C briefly points out our concern for a comparison between
the unit cost of producing in the Government Printing Office as com-
pared with the unit costs that are obtainable or are available in the
commercial printing industry.
This argument stems also from our concern for the fact that the

Government Printing Office continues, in our opinion, to do more and
more work that should be done by the commercial printing industry.
How does one explain this growth in the volume of work done by the
Government Printing Office? We admit the need for equipment to
produce the Record and the Register, and some of these basic printing
needs of the Congress. We are concerned, however, with the other
fringe items that seem to be produced in ever-increasing amounts by
the GPO. These items, we maintain, are items that should be done
by the commercial printing industry to be consistent with the several
policies that I have previously mentioned.

INDUSTRY VIEW OF GPO JUSTIFICATION

Exhibit 1, then, briefly and quickly provides comments from our
standpoint and our viewpoint relating to the 17 points that the Public
Printer made in his testimony today. The point on the left is the
statement of the Public Printer, the functional two-story building
engineered to meet Government needs. We know that a nice two-
story building is beautiful, pretty, and very nice; but the desired effi-
ciency can be maintained, we believe, by farming out more of the work
presently done in the present building, by rearranging the location of
the web feed presses, and by adjusting in that matter to the needs of
the Congress.
In many instances modernization programs in multistory commer-

cial printing plants have been successfully undertaken. I might refer
again to the fact that R. R. Donnelly had 25 high-speed roll feed
presses on the fifth floor. I am sure that the Public Printer can tell
how many roll feed presses they now have at the Government Printing
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Office. I don't think it reaches that number. These we
re on the fifth

floor.
No. 2, production equipment in the best location at the 

same level

with storage and shipping areas, assuring a free flow of 
work in and

out. We know that the production equipment can be in 
its best loca-

tion when storage and shipping areas are reasonably adja
cent to the

high-speed equipment. But we contend that again our 
point is that

by farming out work, space will be available in the 
present building

so that this high-speed equipment—this is what use
s paper, the roll

feed presses—this equipment can be rearranged, a
s it has, as the

Public Printer testifies, where they moved one of th
eir presses adja-

cent to the other presses in order to provide improve
d supervision.

MODERNIZING PRESENT BUILDING

We maintain, under No. 3, it would be far less costly
 to modernize

the present building and provide special facilities for one
 or two in-

tegrated operations. Again, the commercial printing indu
stry, when

it reaches a crucial time that it requires expansion, does
 not just tear

down the building in which they are operating and move
 lock, stock,

and barrel everything out to a more open desirable lo
cation. The

normal evolutionary trend of expansion is to pick an integ
rated unit,

such as the roll feed presses in this instance, move th
ose out to a

plant so that access to paper and easy delivery is availabl
e, without

moving all of the operations.
It would be comparable to buying a new house because yo

ur new car

did not quite fit into the garage. We say we should r
emodel the

garage, and not move to a new house. This is moving to a new
 house

in this case. This might be an interim step before movi
ng all of the

operations out to some open space:
No. 4, the moving of rail-received paper to production

 areas, we

know there are savings here; but we can't admit that this wil
l justify

an expenditure of $50 million.

ADVANTAGES OF PRESENT LOCATION

No. 5, the existing buildings 1, 2, and 3 to be conveyM to the Gener
al

Services Administration for evaluation. We believe that the presen
t

location of this office, this is a material-handling analysis, provides
 a

fine central location for getting paper, finished product out to th
e

users, which are the Members of Congress and the other various ag
en-

cies. Anyway, as far as General Services Administration needs ar
e

concerned, it is obvious that it is easier to move an office than it is t
o

move a press. So, to move a pressroom out into the edge of town, i
n

order to provide space for an office just does not seem to be the bet
ter

way of handling the Government need for office space.
No. 6, will make warehouse building 4 available to the Post Office.

Here again, the cost of building a warehouse is among the least ex-

pensive kinds of costs, as opposed to moving a whole printing opera-

tion in order to vacate a building to create a warehouse. This logic,

to us, does not sound as though it is the more desirable answer.
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MAINTENANCE COSTS

I believe I shall hurry through No. 7. We provide our comments,
maintenance costs. Of course a brand new facilityhas lower mainte-
nance cost than an older building, but I was pleased to hear the Pub-
lic Printer report that the building was in excellent shape, it is air-
conditioned. When we go to refer it to another office use, we tell
what a wonderful building it is and how fine it is. We think it is.

POSSIBLE DECREASED GOVERNMENT PRODUCTION

No. 9 really alarms us. Perhaps I should dwell on this a bit. The
record shows that through the years what has happened at the GPO
is that somehow they seem to be turning out every year a greater dollar
volume of material. We are concerned that in this proposal it is stated
that by moving out on 75 acres this will provide an opportunity for
a 25-percent expansion in the capacity of the Government Printing
Office.
Senator MONRONEY. On that point, you say it is so important, but

has not contracting with the private printers increased year by year,
too?
Mr. SOMMER. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. The country is growing. Government activ-

ities in space research and development and many other things expand
the demand for Government publications. So, I presume the Gov-
ernment Printing Office prints some and you print some. I think,
if they are talking about a plant, we would be foolish to locate it so
that it would have no expansion capability: the same as we would
be foolish to say $47 million in contracts with private industry last
year should be the limit. I don't think it should be. I think both
will grow together as a growing country will accelerate printing needs
of all kinds.
Mr. SOMMER. We understand that. The question is, can we be

assured that every dollar of printing that could be done by the com-
mercial printing industry is now being done by the commercial print-
ing industry?
Senator MONRONEY. This is something that nobody can tell, because

of the needs, the time, the type, the location. The low bid process
is an excellent one, if we can throw it open to the 50 States, and I am
sure they try to do that.
Mr. SOMMER. Right.

BIDDING AND LETTING POLICIES

Senator MONRONEY. Do you have any criticism of their lettingpolicy?
Mr. SOMMER. You mean when they decide that a job can be sub-

contracted?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
Mr. SOMMER. No. In fact, we say in our record here that they do

an excellent job of providing specifications, all the details. They do
probably one of the most outstanding of anybody.
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PRINTING NEEDS TO INCREASE

Senator MONRONEY. You are in agreement that the needs of print-
ing Government-wide, no matter who does it, is going to increase
through the years undoubtedly?
Mr. SOMMER. We know that the minimum needs of the Govern-

ment certainly are going to increase. We accept that. Our question
is, and I am sure you understand: Is this all that is being done at the
Government Printing Office at this time and in the future? This is
our point. We consider it very important, and I am sure you will
consider it.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
Mr. SOMMER. No. 10, of course, plant on 75 acres will permit much

more ready access of trucks and cars.
On the subject of employee parking, we have no comment. I am

sure that every office building in Washington would be delighted to
solve that problem.
The noise situation, once again this is a problem commonly faced by

commercial printers in their existing plants. I am not aware that
the noise level in any printing establishment, government or commer-
cial, has reached a decibel level where safety engineers or people
competent in this field have said it is a hazard. It is noisy, this is
admitted; but whether or not this is objectively an item that would
call for a new building, we wonder about.
Will allow centralized utility systems to be built in. Here again,

the evaluation here is whether this idea can be justified economically.

LOW-LEVEL BUILDING PREFERRED

Senatory MONRONEY. Do you agree with Mr. Harrison's general

statement that most of the new printing plants are now of the low-

level or one- or two-story type?
Mr. SOMMER. Many of them are.
Senator MONRONEY. If you are building, recommending as an ex-

pert, generally you would recommend building a low-type building?

Mr. SOMMER. The point we make in connection with that comment

is clearly shown by W. F. Fall Co. in Chicago. There is a point where

a one-level plant in terms of area up to a certain area is more efficient

and economical. When you get beyond a certain area, it becomes less
efficient and economical; because then you have to travel three-fourths

of a mile to go from one end of the building to the other. In vertical
plants, on that kind of material handling, when it gets beyond a cer-

tain square foot it is inefficient. These new plants you have seen pic-
tures of are not of the square foot area that is contemplated here.
Senator MONRONEY. I am sorry our time has run out. We will file

this complete in the record of the hearings. We appreciate your giv-
ing the committee the advantage of your experience.
Mr. TAYMANS. Our summary is that the substantial amount that

the Public Printer states cannot be produced by the commercial in-
dustry can be and experience has shown that it can.
Senator MONRONEY. The maximum amount that you have done is

how much? Is this beyond the $47 million?
Mr. SOMMER. This is the peak we know of.
Mr. TAYMANS. During the war years, we believe it exceeded that.
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(The information referred to follows:)
STATEMENT OF DONALD E. SOMMER, SECRETARY, MASTER PRINTERS SECTION,PRINTING INDUSTRY OF AMERICA, INC.

STATEMENT CONCERNING THE PROPOSAL OF THE PUBLIC PRINTER TO CONSTRUCT ANEW GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE IN WASHINGTON, D.C.
We thank the members of the subcommittee of the Senate AppropriationsCommittee for their prompt response to the request from Printing Industries ofAmerica, Inc., for an opportunity to appear and present the industry's viewsregarding the proposal to spend approximately $50 million of public funds toconstruct a new U.S. Government Printing Office.
The Printing Industries of America, Inc., is the largest national trade associa-tion of the commercial printing industry. Its more than 7,000 member companiesare affiliated with the Printing Industries of America, Inc., through 50 local,State, and regional trade associations. Also federated within Printing Industriesof America, Inc., are eight national associations of the printing industry, eachrepresenting a specialized area of the industry.
The printing industry recognizes and agrees:

1. The importance of the Government Printing Office rendering to theCongress effective overnight service.
2. That there may be certain items of printing which have characteristicswhich justify their production on Government operated equipment.3. That the Public Printer should have facilities which will produceGovernment printing efficiently.

The printing industry contends that:
1. The policy statements of President Lyndon Johnson indicate that theGovernment should not be engaged in activities which could be satisfactorilyperformed by private industry, and that wherever possible Governmentshould trim its Government expenditures.
2. The proposal to expend $50 million of public funds is contrary to thePresident's policy since it calls for the unnecessary construction of a new'Government building.
3. The continuation of the present policies of the Public Printer which in1962 resulted in the production of $72 million of printing on Governmentoperated equipment in the Government Printing Office in Washington, D.C.,violates the concept of Government not competing with private industry. Asubstantial portion of this $72 million could have been obtained by subcon-tracting printing to private industry.
4. The subcontracting of a substantial portion of the printing now pro-duced in GPO would make available floorspace obviously needed by thePublic Printer. This additional floorspace together with an engineeredapproach to material handling, workflow and modern efficient equipmentwould enable the Public Printer to accomplish in the present buildings theobjectives set forth in his prospectus calling for a new Government PrintingOffice. Exhibit "A" attached presents additional information regarding theability of the commercial printing industry to furnish Government printingrequirements. Exhibit "B" sets forth information indicating how moderni-zation already undertaken and additional modernization that can be under-taken, will make available substantial additional floorspace in the presentbuildings, even before additional volume is subcontracted to the commercialprinting industry.
5. To our knowledge, there does not exist a recent study comparing theunit cost to the Government of printing produced in GPO as compared tothat subcontracted to private industry. Exhibit "C" sets forth additionalinformation on this subject and recommends that an up-to-date impartial' study be undertaken. Exhibit "C" further states that the subcontractingof Government printing should not be determined on cost alone, but it shouldbe governed by public policy which prevents Government from competing• with private business.
6. The Public Printer has indicated a plan for central production plantsin geographical areas across the country and has indicated in his testimonythe intention of producing in GPO in Washington, some of the larger volumejobs now produced in field plants. Industry production facilities across theNation are adequate to take care of the majority of Government printing



LEGISLATIVt BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1985 171

requirements within the geographical territory in which the need arises and
an efficient field procurement system administered by the Public Printer
would eliminate the necessity for burdening Washington with field produc-
tion and would substantially reduce the size of the Government organiza-
tion which would be required in the field, if centralized field printing plants
as outlined by the Public Printer are established.

7. The commercial printing industry has available for Government use
adequate facilities to meet the Government needs.

The industry compliments the Public Printer on the effectiveness of his present
procedures for procuring printing from the commercial industry. It recognizes
some improvements can be made in these procedures but, in general, it is believed
that the Government Printing Office has available a staff of people who are com-
petent to procure from industry sources that volume of Government printing
which need not, by policy of the Congress or other agencies, be produced on
Government equipment.
It is the opinion of the industry that the advantages to the Congress of GPO's

present location, almost adjacent to the Capitol buildings, can be continued.
The facts available to the industry clearly reveal that this large expenditure of.
public funds need not be made at this time to accomplish the 17 justifications.
set forth by the Public Printer. There is attached as exhibit I comments on
each of the Public Printer's justifications. The industry views with alarm and
concern the fact that during the period of 1 year, 1961-62, there was an increase
of $10 million in the amount of printing being produced by the Public Printer on
his equipment in the Government Printing Office in Washington, D.C., reaching
what is understood to be the record total in fiscal 1962 of $72 million produced
within the Government Printing Office.
The Printing Industries of America, Inc., respectfully requests that the Senate

Appropriations Committee deny the request of the Public Printer for a sum
approximately $50 million for the construction of a new Government Printing
Office and it offers its facilities to the Public Printer and the Joint Committee on
Printing and the Senate Appropriations Committee in the undertaking of an
intensive engineering study designed to show how the objectives of the Public
Printer can adequately be accomplished within the present GPO building on a
substantial saving to the taxpayer.

ExHrsrr A. INFORMATION RELATIVE TO PURCHASING ADDITIONAL PRINTING FROM
PRIVATE COMMERCIAL INDUSTRY

The volume of congressional and other classes of printing which must be done
on Government equipment by the Government Printing Office is substantially less
than the $72 million produced by the Government Printing Office in fiscal 1962.
The policy of the Public Printer as set forth on page 3 of the prospectus does not
provide for contracting out large volumes of printed matter which are now pro-
duced on Government equipment.
The following information is provided to the Senate Appropriations Committee

regarding the ability of the industry to produce this additional volume of work
for the Government:

1. The volume of public printing as shown on chart I in the prospectus shows
substantial and sudden increases in Government printing during the war and
emergency years. To a considerable extent, this increased volume was procured
from commercial sources. Much of this was produced under conditions which
required:

(a) Overnight production.
(b) Both secret and highly confidential printing.
(c) Security printing (such as ration books and other stamps).

2. Field offices of GPO were established to facilitate obtaining large quantities
of printing from commercial plants in geographical areas adjacent to the place
where printing was to be delivered.

(a) Outside procurement also was greatly facilitated by streamlined pro-
curement procedures and closer liaison with Government agencies. This fur-
ther expedited the procurement of printing from the commercial industry.

3. The record clearly shows that emergency and expanding Government needs
can be readily, economically, and reliably met by the commercial industry.

4. Many plants in the commercial industry have specialized facilities and per-
sonnel trained and skilled to produce printing which cannot be produced as
efficiently in the Government Printing Office.

5. It has been clearly established that the commercial printing industry has a
standby capacity which is available for use in producing Government printing.
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EXHIBIT B. STEPS WHICH MIGHT BE TAKEN BY THE GOVERNMENT To MAKE
AVAILABLE ADQITIONAL FLOQRSPACE IN THE PRESENT GOVERNMENT PRINTING
OFFICE AS A RESULT OF SUBCONTRACTING OUT SOME OF THE WORK Now ACCOM-
PLISHED BY GOVERNMENT EQUIPMENT

The printing industry is responding rapidly to a technological revolution.
The elements associated with this revolution are bringing noticeable changes
to the industry's manufacturing operations.
Some of these will have a marked effect to minimize space requirements in

establishments as large as the Government Printing Office.
In the Congressional Record of March 13, 1964, Senator Carl Hayden com-

plimented the Public Printer for his response to a study of automation re-
quested in April 1962, by the Joint Committee on Printing. This statement by
Senator Hayden indicates clearly that the Public Printer is aware of oppor-
tunities that exist in terms of automated operations.
In the Wall Street Journal of April 3, 1964, there appeared a report that the

Public Printer had purchased two ultra-high-speed typesetting composing sys-
tems costing $2,185,000. These systems are capable of producing in 3 seconds—
photographically—a standard book page of type. These machines produce char-
acters at the rate of 1,000 per second.
On today's typesetting machines using hot metal, it is estimated that 400

manually operated linotype machines would be required to achieve this output.
Additional operations would also be required to produce the negatives.
This is an illustration of how the utilization of modern technological equip-

ment can bring about a substantial increase in productivity utilizing substan-
tially less floorspace and personnel.
It is reported that there are operations within the Government Printing Office

not utilized specifically for congressional printing taking up important floor-
space areas for which ample productive facilities are available in the industry.
The Government Printing Office has recently installed high-speed web offset

equipment. One press of this type can produce work equivalent to that which
would be produced on five flatbed presses and four folders.
Here again, the Public Printer has already taken steps which eventually will

substantially reduce space requirements for the same volume of printing.
Actually, we are also concerned with the rate at which this new high-speed

equipment is being purchased by the Government Printing Office since the
capacity of this equipment would indicate that the GPO is going to grow at a
considerably accelerated rate far in excess of its needs as we understand them
within the confines of the present building.

EXHIBIT C. DISCUSSION OF UNIT COST OF GOVERNMENT PRINTING

Various Government representatives have made statements comparing the
unit cost of printing obtained from commercial industry to costs of the U.S.
Government Printing Office. It has not been possible to locate any recent
study comparing Government unit costs with industry costs. Industry recom-
mends that such a study be impartially made in order to provide a current
comparison. The following information is provided:

(a) The Government Printing Office has issued contracts with specified
unit prices offering the industry an opportunity to suggest a markup or
discount in relation to individual jobs offered by GPO. The GPO record
clearly indicates that the industry's discounts result in the purchasing at
rates far below GPO contract rates.
(b) A recently published analysis of quotations on Government printing

bids was accompanied by a statement made for publication by a GPO spokes-
man who disclosed that the low bid for printing obtained by GPO could be
one-fifth as low as the high bid.
(o) The GPO representative also said: "As long as such a situation exists

in the printing industry, the law that insists on letting Government work out
for bids is a necessary regulation, resulting in savings to the Government of
millions of dollars annually."
(d) It Is common practice for the industry to use Government printing as

1111-in work. This results in the Government getting lower prices than
those which customarily prevail.
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Public policy concerning competition with private industry should not be es-

tablished solely on cost of the finished product. The Public Printer's prospectus

makes reference to "the prudent expenditure of public funds." If this is to be

a criteria which will control the volume of Government printing subcontracted to

private industry, we recommend that the General Accounting Office ( or a similar

impartial agency of the Government) be requested to make a factual study which

would provide a current comparison and analysis of unit costs between the

Government Printing Office and the commercial industry.

EXHIBIT 1.—INDU5TRY9S COMMENTS TO 17 STATEMENTS OF JUSTIFICATION SUB-

MITTED BY THE PUBLIC PRINTER BEFORE THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON LEGISLA-

TIVE APPROPRIATIONS AT A HEARING ON MARCH 19, 1964, RELATING TO REQUEST

FOR APPROVAL OF APPROXIMATELY $50 MTLLION FOR CONSTRUCTION OF NEW GOV-

ERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

Statement of Public Printer

1. Will permit construction of a func-
tional two-story building engineered to
meet the Government Printing Office's
specific needs.

2. Will place production equipment in
best location and on same level with
storage and shipping areas, assuring
the free flow of work in and out.

3. Preferred type of construction will
be far less costly than multistory con-
struction.

4. Will significantly lower the costs
of moving rail-received paper to pro-
duction areas and reduce attendant
stock damage.

5. Will enable existing Buildings 1, 2,
and 3 to be conveyed to General Serv-
ices Administration for evaluation as
to further use and reassignment for al-
leviation of the Government-wide
shortage of space in the close-in metro-
politan area.

6. Will make warehousing Building
4 available to the Post Office Depart-
ment.

Industry comments

This assumes the desired efficiency
cannot be attained in the present build-
ing. The desired efficiency can be at-
tained by a modernization program
within the present building, provided
that more of the present volume is con-
tracted out to private industry. In
many instances, modernization pro-
grams in commercial multistory print-
ing plants have been successfully un-
dertaken.
Obviously, production equipment

should be in the best location with prop-
er related storage and shipping areas
and a free flow of work in and out. The
industry contends that if sufficient
work is contracted out, this objective
can be met in the present building.
Some of the most efficient companies
in the commercial printing industry
have found it possible to accomplish
efficiencies in multistory buildings.

It would be far less costly to mod-
ernize the present building and pos-
sibly provide special facilities for one
or two integrated operations as sug-
gested elsewhere in industry testimony.
Do the savings on this item justify

an expenditure of $50 million? It is be-
lieved that an engineered study of this
problem—coupled with the release of
certain floor space in the present build-
ing—would substantially relieve this
situation. The prospectus does not in-
dicate that such an engineered study
has been made.
Further, it is believed that preserving

the present location has advantages to
Congress since the chief reason for the
existence of the Government Printing
Office is to be of service to Congress.

This within itself is not justification
for authorizing a new Government
Printing Office.
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statement of Public Printer

7. Will allow for concentration of
distribution center activities which will
reduce costs and delays presently as-
sociated with this activity.

8. Will lower fixed maintenance costs
for building and facilities.

9. Will permit logical and simplified
expansion should the need arise in the
future.

10. Will permit free access by truck,
auto, and rail traffic.

11. Will provide for employee park-
ing.

12. Will permit type of construction
which will reduce noise levels and vi-
bration associated with high-speed
printing machinery.

13. Will allow centralized utility sys-
tems to be "built in" thereby reducing
fixed costs and improving reliability.

14. Will improve plant safety.

15. One level for heavy production
operations will permit machine group-
ing for maximum output.

Industry comments

It is not believed that this should
be a justification for moving all the
manufacturing facilities of the Gov-
ernment Printing Office. If the Gov-
ernment needs the concentrated dis-
tribution center referred to by the Pub-
lic Printer, this should be the subject
of a separate study. If necessary, fa-
cilities should be provided in a loca-
tion convenient to governmental needs.
If the proposed new Government Print-
ing Office were to be located as the pros-
pectus indicates on new acreage, the
distance from the distribution center
to the Central Government agencies
might introduce factors of inconven-
ience and increased costs to the Govern-
ment agencies.
It is likely that, as stated by the Pub-

lic Printer, maintenance costs in an en-
tirely new facility would be less than
maintenance costs at the present loca-
tion. However, on a new building con-
sideration has to be given to the interest
and amortization on approximately $44
million which are additional costs.
The industry is alarmed at the Pub-

lic Printer's statement that the new
project would allow for a 25-percent ex-
pansion in the Government Printing Of-
fice in the future. Our industry believes
there should be a contraction—not a
potential expansion—in the amount of
printing produced by the Government.

Obviously, a new building on 75 acres
would permit more ready access, but
does this justify an expenditure of ap-
proximately $50 million of public funds?
No comment.

This is a problem commonly faced by
commercial printers in their existing
plants as they modernize and install
higher speed equipment. Much can be
accomplished to minimize this problem
in the present building.

This, however, when taken in con-
text of this whole project would not be
significant justification for approving
the proposed expenditure of $50 million.

It is understood from the statement
of the Public Printer that his accom-
plishments in plant safety are outstand-
ing, considerably better than the record
of the commercial industry.
By contracting out printing not re-

quired to be done on Government equip-
ment, substantial floorspace within the
present building will be made available.
to achieve this objective.
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Statement of Public Printer

16. Will improve supervisory effi-
ciency and overall communications.

17. Will serve to improve standards
of service to the Congress and other cus-
tomer agencies through simplified work-
flow and materials handling.

industry comments

The Public Printer testified (p. 407) :
"One reason why we moved this big
press to the second floor was so that it
would be in the proximity of the web
offset press we have. Now one man
can supervise all the presses." This
illustrates in the Public Printer's own
words how improvements can be made
and objectives attained within the pres-
ent buildings. Substantial quantities
of production can be contracted from
commercial industry, thus permitting
a completely new engineered approach
to the optimum utilization of present
space.
The industry recognizes that the pri-

mary function of the Government Print-
ing Office is to provide prompt and
efficient service to the Congress. It is
believed that preserving the proximity
of the present location to Congress and
concentrating the Government printing
facilities and personnel on congressional
printing will attain results beyond those
which the Public Printer identifies in
the prospectus.

Senator MONRONEY. Thank you very much for your appearance and
for giving us the benefit of your testimony.

COMMITTEE RECESS

(Letters in opposition to proposed construction of new Government
Printing Office building will be found on p. 364 of these hearings.)
Senator MONRONEY. The committee will stand in recess until 8:80

a.m., Thursday, May 7.
(Whereupon, at 10 a.m., Saturday, May 2, 1964, the committee re-

cessed to reconvene at 8: 30 a.m. on Thursday, May 7, 1964.)

81-836-64---12
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THURSDAY, MAY 7, 1964

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMrrii,E OF THE COMMITiEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

Washington, D.0 .

The subcommittee met at 8:30 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room 1224,

New Senate Office Building, Hon. A. S. Mike Monroney, chairman

of the subcommittee, presidmg.
Present: Senators Monroney, Bartlett, Saltonstall, and Young.

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

STATEMENTS OF JOSEPH CAMPBELL, COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF

THE UNITED STATES; ROBERT F. SELLER, GENERAL COUNSEL;

LAWRENCE J. POWERS, THE ASSISTANT TO THE COMPTROLLER

GENERAL; JOHN F. FEENEY, ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER; AN1)

HERSCHEL I. SIMMONS, CHIEF, BUDGET AND FINANCE BRANCH

GENERAL STATEMENT

Senator MONRONEY. The Legislative Appropriations Subcommittee

will be in session.
First, we want to welcome the Comptroller General, Mr. Campbell,

and his associates here. This is the first time we have had the privilege

of dealing with your appropriations. It has been moved over from

another subcommittee on which I serve, Independent Offices, because

it is an arm of Congress.
The committee

' 
I know, and Members of the Senate, I know, have a

great respect for the effective watchdog services that your fine agency

and the staff perform. We will be glad to have you present your

request for fluids in whatever way seems most appropriate to you.

• ESTIMATE AND HOUSE ALLOWANCE, FISCAL YEAR 1965

Mr. CAMPBELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a brief state-

ment which summarizes our formal justifications which you have.

Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir. I believe your budget estimate for

the next fiscal year is $47,200,000.
Mr. CAMPBELL. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. The House allowed the sum of $46,900,000.

• Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Although this is a reduction of $300,000 in the

budget estimate, it is $1,200,000 in excess of the appropriations for the

current fiscal year. Is that correct?
177
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Mr. CAMPBELL. That is correct. We appreciate this opportunity toappear, for the first time, before your subcommittee to discuss the workof the General Accounting Office and our budget estimates for 1965.The justifications of estimates which have been furnished your com-mittee, contain complete information on our organization and func-tions which we hope will give you sufficient details of our requirements.

BUDGET ESTIMATES

For the fiscal year 1965 we requested $47,200,000 which is $1,500,000above the amount appropriated for 1964. The amounts of $39,384,000for salaries, $3,172,000 for personnel benefits, and $3,400,000 for travelrepresent 97.3 percent of our total 1965 estimate; $1,244,000 is for ourother operating expenses; $892,000 of the increase is necessary to payan additional 6 months costs in 1965 of the second pay increase underPublic Law 87-793, October 11, 1962. Only 6 months of the secondpay increase is applicable in 1964.

PERSONNEL SITUATION

The estimates for 1965 provide for a net reduction of 26 employeesunder the number in our revised 1964 requirements. The reduction ismade up of a net decrease of 106 in the nonprofessional functions andan increase of an average of 80 accountants and auditors.To provide more comprehensive audit coverage it is necessary thatwe further expand our professional staff and we provided in 1965 foran average of 2,280 accountants and auditors as compared with 2,200 inour revised 1964 estimates, an increase of 80. The additional cost ofthis expansion of our professional staff has been offset to a great extentby the planned reduction of the 106 positions in other areas which Ipreviously mentioned.
On March 31, 1964, we had a professional staff of 2,043 accountants,auditors, and investigators, not including 130 who are currently onmilitary duty. We expect to recruit an additional 237 new accountantsbetween now and the end of this fiscal year from the spring graduatingclasses.
The table on page A9 of the justifications shows by organization andcategory of expense a comparison of staffing and fund requirementsfor 1964 and 1965.

TRAVEL COSTS

Effective examination of the activities of Federal agencies and con-tractors requires our audit and investigative work to be done at Fed-eral agency offices2 installations, and contractor's plants locatedthroughout the United States and numerous countries abroad.During the fiscal year 1963, our staff caned out its work at 3,151locations throughout the world, including 28 foreign countries. Forthis reason, a large part of the working time of our professional staffof accountants and auditors must be spent in travel status.As I previously mentioned, we are estimating $3,400,000 to be ourminimum travel requirement for 1965, the same amount as our 1964estimate. Details concerning our travel requirements are shown onpages • A16 through A19 of the justifications.
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WORK ACCOMPLISHED, 1963

During 1963, we made 440 examinations and audits at 170 plants
and offices of contractors and subcontractors holding contracts with
the Armed Forces, and at 183 plants and offices of contractors and sub-
contractors holding contracts with civil departments and agencies of
the Government.
In the civil departments and agencies, we made 537 reviews of

selected activities and programs at 2,117 locations within the United
States and in various foreign countries. We made 575 reviews of
selected activities and programs at 723 military installations, includ-
ing 165 military bases in 22 foreign countries.

AUDITS, CLAIMS, AND LEGAL WORK

During the year, we audited 4.9 million bills of lading covering
freight shipments and 2.2 million transportation requests for pas-
senger travel, and issued 77,833 claims against the carriers for over-
charges totaling $13.1 million.
We also settled 35,237 claims from carriers against the Govern-

ment totaling $13 million for $6.8 million, or $6.2 million less than
claimed.
In addition to these direct settlements, we furnished assistance to

the Department of Justice in some 44 legal actions involving claims
against the Government for $5 million which were settled for $2.4
million, or $2.6 million less than claimed.
In our legal work, we handled 4,315 decisions and related legal

matters. We submitted 1,075 legislative and legal reports to com-
mittees and Members of the Congress on information of interest to
them, including 644 reports to committees on legislative proposals be-
ing considered. We also transmitted 74 reports to the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget on proposed, pending, or enrolled bills and
on legal considerations.
We settled and disposed of 9,984 general claims against the United

States, consisting of 1,267 claims involving civilian employees, 5,132
claims involving military personnel, 489 claims in behalf of deceased
civilian employees, 722 claims in behalf of deceased military personnel,
736 claims involving Government contracts, and 1,638 miscellaneous
claims.
In the settlement and disposition of these claims, we certified

$31,141,152 for payment. In addition, we adjusted and settled 47,703
claims by the United States and collected the sum of $4,528,372. At
the end of the fiscal year, we had 16,937 claims under collection repre-
senting accounts receivable of $7,161,929. During the year we re-
ported 3,631 claims to the Department of Justice for collection by suit,
if appropriate, and at the end of the year the accounts receivable for
the claims pending with that Department totaled $5,150,596.

AUDIT REPORTS

During the fiscal year 1963, we issued 818 audit reports. We sub-
mitted 196 reports on audits or investigations to the Congress and 141
reports to congressional committees, officers of the Congress, or incli-



180 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

vidual Members of Congress on audits or investigations made at their
request. Of the 196 reports, 101 related to activities of the civil de-
partments and agencies of the Government, 93 related to activities in
the Department of Defense and the three military departments, and
two related to Government-wide activities.
In addition, we issued 481 reports to officials of the various depart-

ments and agencies and furnished copies in many cases to congres-
sional committees or interested Members of the Congress.
As a consequence of our reports and other work, our representatives

testified before congressional committees on 26 occasions and on a
variety of subjects during the fiscal year. One hundred and eighty-
one General Accounting Office attorneys, accountants, auditors, and
investigators were assigned to the staffs of 22 congressional commit-
tees or subcommittees during the 1963 fiscal year. Over 11,400 man-
days of technical assistance was provided for work directly with and
under the control of the congressional committees.

SAVINGS AND FINANCIAL BENEFITS

As shown on pages A2 through A6 of the justifications, refunds, col-
lections, measurable savings, and other financial benefits resulting from
the work of the General Accounting Office amounted to $247,547,000.
This represents a return of nearly $6 for every dollar spent by the
General Accounting Office for the year.
Our efforts during 1965 will, as in the past, be directed toward ex-

panding and accelerating our audits and examinations of the more
significant activities and programs of the various departments and
agencies.
It is our intent to give particular attention to those areas where

congressional interest is known to exist and to such activities in which
apparent weaknesses or significant possibilities exist for constructive
improvement in agency management procedures and operations.

REVIEW OF DM ENSE PROGRAMS

Overall, we anticipate that approximately 52 percent of our audit
effort will be directed to reviews of Defense programs and about 48
percent to civil programs. We also intend to further increase our
efforts in those areas in which there exists an opportunity to effect
Government-wide improvements and savings, such as manpower util-
ization, the acquisition and applications of electronic data processing
equipment, and Government procurement and contracting procedures.
Our work plans for fiscal year 1965 and some examples of work per-

formed during 1963 are discussed in more detail by organization in
the justifications before you.

HOUSE ALLOWANCE

The legislative branch appropriation bill, 1965, as passed by the
House on April 10, 1964, provides for an appropriation of $46,900,000.
This is $300,000 less than our budget estimates. We have examined
our current and projected position and have concluded that we can
manage within the appropriation as passed by the House and there-
fore are not requesting that the amount be restored.
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Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement. We will be glad to
answer any questions you may have.

sHirr OF PERSONNEL

Senator MONRONEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Campbell, for your
statement. The shift of your personnel I note in there will give you
more auditors and accountants, increasing them by 80, and you are
compensating for that by decreasing the nonprofessional staff by 106;
is that correct?
Mr. CAMPBELL. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. Where will those 106 come from that you are

laying off?
Mr. CAMPBELL. The 106 will result from net reductions in our Trans-

portation and Claims Divisions.
Senator MONRONEY. Transportation Division dealing with reclaim-

ing freight charges?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Freight charges and so forth. The reason is that

we are now on a current basis; our backlog has been eliminated.

CONTRACTING OUT FREIGHT DILL AUDITS

Senator MONRONEY. Have you ever contracted out that auditing of
the freight bills, or is that impossible to do?
Mr. CAMPBELL. We think it would be impractical.
Senator MONRONEY. Because you have special rates that deal with

Government work?
Mr. CAMPBELL. We have special rates and tariffs which apply only

in the case of the Government and in addition to that we have a very
extensive tariff library which I think would be almost impossible to
duplicate anywhere.

AMOUNT FOR SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS

Senator MONRONEY. I notice on page 4 you settled 35,000 claims for
$6,800,000, or $6,200,000 less than claimed, out of a total of $13 million;
is that correct?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir. These are claims against the Government.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir; that is by the carriers. Are these

freight bills?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Principally freight bills; yes.
Senator MONRONEY. I think there would be more claims against the

carriers by the Government for overcharge.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Our claims against the carriers is the larger amount.

The claims against the Government is a smaller amount, but again
these have been settled at a considerable saving.

Senator MONRONEY. Are there any recoveries that are important
enough to audit in the passenger travel?
Mr. CAMPBELL. We are watching this area continually. We feel

that there may not be sufficient claims arising as a result of errors in
passenger transportation to justify our effort and expense.
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POSSIBLE AGENCY HANDLING OF SMALL ACCOUNTS

Senator MONRONEY. Why can't the agencies themselves be charged
with the smaller accounts? In other words, it seems to me that your
function exercised in the fullest, would be to go into the items that are
beyond their capabilities or where practice has shown neglect or
failure of the agencies to properly police their contracts.
I notice you point out that 52 percent of your work is done on the

Mr. CAMPBELL. I think Mr. Keller can probably go into detail as
to our legal responsibility as to passenger audit; but under the law we
are required at this time to audit the passenger bills. We are coming
to a point where we think it might best be done by the agencies.
If so, it would mean a change in the act.
Senator MONRONEY. Congress would be required to pass an act?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.

REQUIREMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION ACT

Mr. KELLER. The Transportation Act of 1940, Mr. Chairman, re-
quires that the agencies pay transportation charges on presentation
subject to a post audit by the General Accounting Office. As a result,
the agencies do not make any audit prior to payment except to add the
items to see that they toal up properly on he face of the voucher.

Senator MONRONEY. To me this would seem a terribly burdensome
amount of claims and paperwork that you have to carry on.
Mr. CAMPBELL. We have about 125 people on this work.
Senator MONRONEY. Are they capable of handling this?
Mr. CAMPBELL. At this time they are.
Senator MONRONEY. The point I make is that this is not unimport-

ant, but there are other overriding problems that nobody but the Gen-
eral Accounting Office can get into and thoroughly search out such as
the claims and recoveries that we have seen you make in exposure of
defense spending, of freight waste.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir; that amount of talent and money de-

voted to other areas would produce considerably more than that we
are now producing in our passenger audit. There is no question about
that.

MAN-DAYS FURNISHED CONGRESS

Senator MONRONEY. You state that you furnished 11,400 man-days
to Congress and that you had 181 GAO investigators and so forth as-
signed to committees. Are you reimbursed by Congress for this per-
sonnel?
Mr. CAMPBELL. In some cases; for example, during the period from

July 1, 1963, down to March 28, 1964, our total cost was $337,000 ap-
proximately and we were reimbursed $43,000. Generally speaking,
in the Senate we do receive reimbursement except with respect to the
Committee on Government Operations, whereas in the House our re-
imbursements are relatively little.
We are required by law to furnish assistance to the Committees

on Appropriations and on Government Operations of both the
Senate and the House.
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RESTRICTIONS ON SERVICE TO COMMI1 iLES

Senator MONRONEY. Is there any restriction on any committee or

subcommittee? Can they request two or three auditors if they have

something they want to go into, or do they have to be authorized by

the House leadership and the Senate leadership?
Mr. CAMPBELL. In the Senate the Rules Committee approves the de-

tail of employees to a committee. In the House this is not the practice.

Generally speaking, our policy is to cooperate if we believe that the

work involved is the kind of thing that we would ordinarily be doing,

perhaps at a later date, but in any case that we would accomplish

sometime. This has been the criteria for taking on this kind of

assignment.
Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Campbell said on the Senate side

the committees normally obtain approval of the Rules Committee for

detail of personnel to the committees. This is not the general prac-

tice on the House side.
Senator MONRONEY. Borrowing personnel from the Government

agencies. Is that correct?
Mr. KELLER. Yes, sir, and generally the Senate committees reim-

burse us for the personnel detailed.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir. Generally it is reimburseable over

here, but not in the House?
MT. CAMPBELL. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. And generally it is authorized by the Rules

Committee over here, but not necessarily by the House Administration

Committee. Is that correct?
Mr. KELLER. That is correct, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Senator Young.

LEGISLATIVE AND LEGAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS

Senator YOUNG. Mr. Campbell, I note on page 4 of your statement

you submitted 1,075 legislative and legal reports to committees and

Members of Congress on information of interest to them. Do you

make investigations on requests of committee, or can one single Mem-

ber of Congress request it?
Mr. CAMPBELL. These reports, Senator Young, have to do with

pending legislation and generally speaking such legislation is re-

ferred to us. The committees ordinarily, where it is something in

which they think we would be interested, may refer a bill to us for

comment, and this is the sort of report we are speaking of here.

INVESTIGATION OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA POLICE DE
PARTMENT

Senator YOUNG. I note you are investigating the Police Department

now at the request of a Senator. I don't question the need of it at all,

but do you conduct an investigation of that kind on the request of one

Senator, or must the request come from a committee?
Mr. CAMPBELL. In that particular case, which is quite current, it

results from a request of the chairman of a subcommittee.
Senator YOUNG. I see.
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Mr. CAMPBELL. And this type of investigation, Senator Young, is
not the kind referred to in my statement on our General Counsel's
activities, but are among the investigative reports which I mentioned •
in other sections of my statement. When, as I have said, a committee
asks us to make an audit, examination, or investigation and we feel it
is something that we should be interested in—which is normally of
interest to us—even though we might have intended to do it at the
moment, we would probably accept the assignment.
Senator YOUNG. If a Member of Congress noted what he believes

to be a bad situation some place in Government and he calls it to your
attention in order to get an investigation you would have to have the
support of the committee.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Not necessarily, no. We have many requests from

Senators and Congressmen on matters of interest to them, contract
problems and so on which we feel come within our jurisdiction and
which we perhaps should have been aware of in the first place; fre-
quently such requests and suggestions from committees and individ-
uals do lead us into areas which need attention.
Senator YOUNG. Thank you very much. I have to go to the Public

Works Subcommittee for awhile.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have any questions?

LOWER 1964 COLLECTIONS

Senator SALTONSTALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman,
I have to leave, too. May I ask two questions?
The first is, I note that your collections last year were 40 percent

less than they were the year before and are running down. Is that
due to the fact that the Government is being better administered, or
because of the war contracts running down?
Mr. CAMPBELL. I think, Senator Saltonstall, you are probably refer-

ring here on page 4 to our transportation audit.
Senator SALTONSTALL. No; I was referring to A2. It is down from

$48.2 to $29.1 million last year. I was just interested in whether we
were being better administered or what was the reason.
Mr. CAMPBELL. These are cash collections. The reason they are

lessening is that with respect to our carrier audit; that is, audit of
railroads and carriers, our backlog in past years was enormous. We
were at times 8 or 9 years behind in our transportation audits so that
errors would continue for many years and then when located the re-
ported overcharge would be that much larger.
This relates only to transportation audits and to our own related

cash collections. In other areas where we determine that there is an
error, let us say in the Defense Department, they will collect the
money. The finding of the error is our responsibility.
Senator SALTONSTALL. That is where you show these big receipts in

your overall statement here?
Mr. CAMPBELL. For the past fiscal year it was $247 million. I dislike

using these figures because I think to measure the effect of existence
of the General Accounting Office in the U.S. Government just can't be
done. There must be a considerable immeasurable value similar to
value of the policeman on the beat.
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INVESTIGATIVE STAFF AND PROCEDURES

Senator SALTONSTALL. May I ask another question in that regard?

You make all these investigations and you make all these audits that

you report here. What percentage of those do you instigate and what

are instigated for you, like Senator Young was talking about'?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I think probably 95 percent of our work is our own

program.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Is your own instigation?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.
Senator SALTONSTALL. How many people do you have directing

those investigations?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Our total accounting staff would run in excess of

2,000 people.
Senator SALTONSTALL. No; what I mean is do you personally ap-

prove of all those instigations of your work, or do you have your top

personnel who have charge of them instigate them?
Mr. CAMPBELL. We have recommendation of the chief of our De-

fense Division and one or two of his top officials, the chief of our Civil

Division, the chief of our Policy Staff; they prepare a program which

is submitted to me. I personally am responsible for approval of the

program.
Senator SALTONSTALL. So, for instance, when Senator Morse asks

you to investigate and make a study of the District of Columbia Police

Department, the final decision on that is yours.
Mr. CAMPBELL. That was discussed with me; yes, sir.
Senator SALTONSTALL. In other words, all the final decisions are

yours?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.
Senator SALTONSTALL. So all these audits are really done under your

personal direction or your personal audit?
Mr. CAMPBELL. That is correct. Well, the Appropriations Com-

mittee frequently will direct us to make an examination.

GAO CONGRESSIONAL ARM

Senator SALTONSTALL. And you consider Congress your boss?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.
Sentor SALTONSTALL. And not the executive department?
Mr. CAMPBELL. That is correct with one possible exception. We

are under the surveillance of the Civil Service Commission with re-

spect to our personnel and of course our personnel is our only resource.

Senator SALTONSTALL. Assume just a very extreme case. ASSUMe

that Congress asks you to make a certain investigation and the execu-

tive department urged you not to do it. Would the final decision be

yours based on the request of the Congress, or what would you do?
Mr. CAMPBELL. If Congress directed an investigation we would have

no recourse. If it suggested an investigation for our consideration we

would very likely go forward with it if the assignment was within our
competence.
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There have been occasions when an official in the executive branch
has suggested that we defer going forward with an assignment. I
don't know of any instance when we have.
Senator SALTONSTALL. You don't know what?
Mr. CAMPBELL. I don't know of a case where we have deferred our

work as a result of a suggestion or request from the executive branch.
Senator SALTONSTALL. When you say Congress requests or Con-

gress orders, is that order by a committee?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes always by a committee.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr.

Campbell. I am sorry I have to leave.

PERSONNEL ASSIGNED TO COMMITTEES

Senator MONRONEY. I am not sure I understand with regard to
these 181 men that are assigned to committees. Are they the men
that would be making this police investigation for Senator Morse,
or does this mean other men attached for a long period of time like
in the TFX investigation of Government operations?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Generally speaking, where a committee requests

assistance we attempt to have the men loaned to the committee and
detached from our office entirely so that in effect they lose their
identity and work as members of the committee staff.
Senator BARTLETr. Who pays them?
Mr. CAMPBELL. They are paid by us, but the committee may or

may not reimburse us.

QUESTION OF REIMBURSING DESIGNED EMPLOYEES

Senator MONRONEY. Shouldn't there be some general rule? If theyare leaving the direct control of your office and are under the controlof a congressional committee, even though they are on loan, it seemsthat you should be fully reimbursed for their salaries so you can'tgo out and hire other men. On many committees I have served on wehave asked for the recommendations of the Comptroller General forcommittee personnel to conduct investigations.
Mr. CAMPBELL. For example, the Senate Rules Committee. duringits recent investigation, made complete reimbursement. That com-mittee reimbursed us for the three men we have had on that assign-ment, because it was not the kind of thing which would ordinarily beundertaken by the General Accounting Office.
There are other investigations where we feel that we should probablybe doing the job. In such case we have done the work and have hadno reimbursement.
Senator MONRONEY. Would these be things that you would chooseas part of your duties, anyway?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.

RELATIONSHIP WITH CONGRESS

Senator MONRONEY. I note in your 1963 report you say:
The Office was established in the legislative branch of the Government to pro-vide an independent, nonpolitical source of assistance to the Congress. This as-sistance is furnished through reports to the Congress of our reviews and auditsof agency operations; through many special surveys and investigations conductedat the request of committees; through direct staff assistance to the committees
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:and Members; and through the submission of reports on legislative bills under
.consideration by the Congress. Arrangements for rendering appropriate assist-
ance for the coordination of our work programs with the needs of the commit-
tees, and for cooperation with committees and their staffs and individual Mem-
bers are carried out by our Office of Legislative Liaison whose small staff devotes
full time to this responsibility.

That is a general statement of your relationship with the Congress;
is that correct?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Could you explain anything further to the

committee, since this is the first time we have had this, about the au-
thority under which your agency operates, its responsibilities and its
objectives?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Keller has that information.
Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, the General Accounting Office was es-

tablished by the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, although a some-
what similar function to that of the General Accounting Office has
been performed since our Government was first established.
For many years the work was carried on under the executive branch

of the Government. In 1921, the General Accounting Office was es-
tablished as an independent establishment in the Government. The
legislative history of the 1921 act shows quite clearly that the General
Accounting Office was to be an agent of Congress and a part of the
legislative branch.

FUNCTIONS AND DUTIES UNDER LAW

Our basic functions and duties are set out in the Budget and Ac-
counting Act of 1921, although there are additional laws which have
extended our authority.

These are the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950; the
Government Corporation Control Act; section 206 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946; and sections 205 and 206 of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949.

Basically, Mr. Chairman, it is our responsibility to investigate all
matters relating to receipt, disbursement, and application of public
funds; to make recommendations to Congress for greater economy
and efficiency in public expenditures; to audit the expenditures and
recepits of the Government; and to settle and adjust all claims and
demands by the Government or against it.
Our claims authority is not as broad as it would appear. In a num-

ber of instances Congress has by legislation given the authority to
settle certain claims to the particular agency involved.
For example, the Treasury Department, Internal Revenue Service,

has the authority to make refund of taxes, and to make assessments of
additional taxes. The Veterans' Administration has the final au-
thority for determining disability payments to veterans.
Also, the Comptroller General must prescribe the principles, stand-

ards, and related requirements for accounting to be observed by the
executive agencies.
In addition, the Comptroller General is required by law to give a

decision at the request of the head of a department or agency, or to a
,certifying or disbursing officer in advance of any payment which is
proposed to be made as to legality of the proposed payment.
Such a request for decision can involve the legality of an individual

payment or the legality of an entire program.
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When the Comptroller General renders a decision it is binding on the
executive branch of the Government.

TYPE OF CHECKING DONE

Senator MONRONEY. Your position is to make spot checks, is it not?
This is not a general accounting to postaudit all Government depart-
ments and Government accounts?
Mr. CAMPBELL. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. That would be impossible, wouldn't it?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. You would have to have an office a hundred

times bigger than this; so instead you have the power to drop in and
check any department anywhere that you question?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.

GI OVERPAYMENTS

• Senator MONRONEY. I think it has proven very effective through the
years, but there is one thing at this point that I would like to ask you
about.
I get, and I am sure Senator Bartlett gets and many other Mem-

bers of the Congress, letters from some GI who has been discharged
and after 6 or 7 years and a family growing up he finds that through
no fault of his own but through an error in his pay he was overpaid
$100 or $200 or $300 or $400 due to misinterpretation of orders or
something of that kind.

• Apparently you have a staff completely devoted to carying that on,
even though the statute of limitations would have normally run in all
kinds of other claims.

DEBT COLLECTING ACTIVITY

Mr. CAMPBELL. We do;  we are required by law to pursue such debt
claims; it is a debt collection activity which of course doesn't belong
in our kind of office, but this is what the law requires of us.
The agencies frequently make these errors in payments. There are

millions of dollars of such errors—this happens in our own families—
where a young man in the service receives a check and doesn't know
whether the check is correct or not and then some years later it is
discovered an error has been made through no fault of his own. The

, agency or department will perhaps make an attempt to collect the
debt and failing it has to come to us for collection.
Senator MONRONEY. Are the agencies doing that? I thought it

was the GAO that was actually going through all pay records and
everything. Couldn't there be a de minimis cutoff or something
Mr. CAMPBELL. These debt cases are referred to us by the depart-

ments and agencies.
Senator MONRONEY. These particular claims. Is that correct?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes sir.
Senator BARTLETT. You haven't audited out the error?
Mr. CAMPBELL. These are debt cases which generally come out of,

for example, the Army's Indianapolis Finance Office and are sent into
us as uncollectible claims.
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PROPOSED LEGISLATIONS COVERING WAIVERS

Mr. KELLER. I might mention, Mr. Chairman, legislation has passed
the House on two occasions in recent years which would grant author-
ity to waive this type of indebtedness, but it has never received favor-
able consideration by the Senate.

AMOUNT INVOLVED IN MILITARY PERSONNEL DEBT CLAIMS

Senator MONRONEY. What is the amount that you would collect on
this type of military personnel, say for wartime service? Would that
be the figure of $4.5 million for general claims?
Mr. KELLER. It would be in the $4.5 million but only a part of that.
Senator MONRONEY. If you could find out the least amount I think

it would be helpful to have it in the record as it is, without any error
on the part of the serviceman, and after he has acquired a family and
heavy obligations, he then gets hit with a $400 or $800 back claim. It
sometimes almost wrecks a family.
Mr. CAMPBELL. That is right.
(The information referred to follows:)

DEBTS OF FORMER ARMED SERVICE PERSONNEL REPORTED TO GAO BY
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, FISCAL YEAR 1963

Department Items Amount

Air Force 
Navy 
Marine Corps 
Army 

Total 

4,316
2,255
876

10, 771

$1,394, 407. 24759, 017. 71
193, 774. 00

3, 188, 472.69
18,218 5, 535, 671. 64

Collections by Claims Division on debts of former armed service personnel, fiscal
year 1968

Washington   $731, 138.82
Indianapolis  655, 330. 16

Total  1, 386, 468. 98

While collections during a particular fiscal year do not necessarily relate to
debts reported here during that same fiscal year, the above statistics indicate
a recovery of slightly in excess of 25 percent of the dollar total of debts reported
here. This is consistent with our past experience in this type of indebtedness.

Senator MONRONEY. I wonder if you don't use up more personnel
and have more expense than you recover.
Mr. CAMPBELL. It is quite close to it sometimes.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, you have a cutoff of amount

where it would be foolish to go beyond.
Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, we have certain minimums.

AVERAGE SIZE OF DEBT CLAIM

Mr. CAMPBELL. When I first came into the Office we had about
175,000 of these debt claims pending. We are now down to, I think,
about 35,000, which is still too many.
Senator MONRONEY. What do they average out at?
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Mr. CAMPBELL. Oh, I would say hundreds of dollars, probably $200
to $300.
Mr. KELLER. The military pay would probably average less than

$300, but we have other types, such as those referred to us by the
Veterans' Administration resulting from defaults on GI loans, which
would average around $800.
Mr. CAMPBELL. We have found that many of these claims are in

existence due to the fact that the agency has not worked along with
the debtor and come to some arrangement and the matter gets com-
plicated and finally they send it to us.

Senator MONRONEY. To me the great value of the GAO is that
with company A manufacturing armament or space equipment, things
running into hundreds of millions of dollars, the fear of being
audited and knowing the likelihood of an inquiry justifies your ef-
fort, whereas if your skilled men are used for the purpose of collect-
ing smaller overpayments to GI's, it seems to me that is not a very
good utilization of personnel. It probably costs more to collect
than we get from them.

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT ERRORS

Mr. CAMPBELL. What I have been concerned about is we have not
been able to stop the errors being made in the Defense Department.
It may be that the errors could be up in the $25 or $30 million area,.
It frequently happens that these debts are errors by military de-
partments.
Senator MONRONEY. In wartime under field conditions it is quite

understandable there will be errors. The appropriations for the fiscal
year 1964 is $45,700,000. The House report indicates approximately
$1,030,000 of this sum will not be obligated during the year. Is this
figure accurate?
Mr. CAMPBELL. I think that is about right; yes, sir.

ESTIMATE OF POSSIBLE UNOBLIGATED FUNDS, 1965

Senator MONRONEY. Is there any way for you to estimate how much
of the amount allowed you by the House for fiscal year 1965 will be
unobligated at the end of fiscal year 1965?
Mr. CAMPBELL. I think that would be difficult for us to say at this

time, primarily because we have lost a great many men in the last
12 months to the military.
As I pointed out, we have 130 young men now who are in military

service, usually for 6 months. We expect they will be back.

RATE OF GROWTH OF AGENCY

Senator MONRONEY. Would you detail or submit for the record the
rate of growth of your agency during the last 10 years in terms of
increase in personnel, and total appropriations requested for the same
period, and also the amounts approved?
Mr. CAMPBELL. We will be glad to submit those figures.
I might say, however, that the agency has in the last 10 years, that

is, since June 30, 1954, decreased in personnel from about 5,900 to
about 4,600 as of June 30, 1963. This is quite contrary to the trend
in the Government as a whole.
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(The information referred to follows:)

Employees on rolls on June 30

Year
Accountants,
auditors, and
investigators

Others Total

1954 1,340 4,573 5,913
1955 1,431 4,345 5, 776
1956 1,446 4,106 5,552
1957 1,642 3,881 5,523
1958 1,764 3,625 5,389
1959___ 1,792 3,411 5,203
1960 1,850 3,224 5, 074
1961 2,004 2,986 4,990
1962 2,002 2,761 4, 763
1963..2,156 2,503 4, 659

APPROPRIATIONS ESTIMATES

1954 131,981, 000 1954 32, 000, 000
1955 31,981, 000 1955 32, 200,000
1956 
2d supplemental (pay

31,981, 000 1956 
2d supplemental (H. Doc.

32, 100, 000

act) 1,500, 000 341)  1, 500, 000
1957 34,000, 000 1957 34, 581, 000
1958 36,050, 000 1958 37, 800,000
1958 959, 546
1959 37,000, 000 1959 38, 300, 000
2d supplemental (pay in- Pay increase 2, 245,000

crease) 2,020, 500 1960 41, 869, 000
1960 41,800, 000 1961 41, 150, 000
1961 41,150, 000 Pay increase 1, 029, 000
3d supplemental (pay in. 1962 43, 000, 000

crease 1,029, 000 1963 43, 900, 000
1962 43,000, 000 1964 46, 850, 000
1963 43,900, 000 1965 47,200, 000
1964 45,700, 000

1 And not to exceed $300,000 of unobligated balance in 1953 continued available in
1954 in the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954.

TOTAL COLLECTIONS

Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir. We are talking about page A-2 of
the justifications showing the collections by or through the General
Accounting Office, 1950-63. The totals collected under the various
heads are lower for the last fiscal year, fiscal year 1963, than for any
other year.
I believe you answered Senator Saltonstall and explained most of

that was in the freight account, which accounts for nearly $13 million
of that difference.
Mr. CAMPBELL. That is correct. These are cash collections; and we

are now on a current basis in auditing our carrier accounts.

RENEGOTIATION OF CONTRACTS

Senator MONRONEY. The renegotiation of Government contracts is
done by another agency and not by you, is it not, to determine whether
the company made an excessive profit?
Mr. CAMPBELL. By the Renegotiation Board; yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. You have nothing to do with that?
Mr. CAMPBELL. No.

31-836-64-13
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Senator MONRONEY. And only if you were asked to go into an in-
vestigation by the Department of Defense or the Space Agency would
you have an audit of their profits or have knowledge of whether the
costs were excessive?
Mr. CAMPBELL. No we have not made any examination of overall

profits of any contractor. Our investigation and examinations are
confined to individual contracts or groups of contracts which they may
have with the Government.
Senator MONRONEY. I mean if they have a group of contracts to

supply a certain item in large numbers-
Mr. CAMPBELL. We might cover all of them.
Senator MONRONEY (continuing) . You would cover the whole

thing?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.

RECOVERIES OF FUNDS

Senator MONRONEY. I would like to have A-2, if it is all right with
Senator Bartlett, printed in the record, the table showing the re-
coveries.
(The information referred to follows:)

Collections by or through the efforts of the General Accounting Office, 1950-63

Fis

19501951_1952_1953.1954
1955_195619571958.
1959_19601961.19621953

cal year Generalaudit Transporta-tion audit Generalclaims Investiga-tions I Postalaccountsand claims
Totalcollections

• 
• •  •  

• • 

'otal 

 $14, 641, 57311, 005, 5249, 362, 28910, 944, 44112, 659, 4699, 924, 3268, 420. 0327, 793, 66419,304, 96118,618, 47114, 660, 8488, 970, 00013,825, 0008, 679, 000

$19, 535, 71427, 522, 24836, 753, 27337, 625, 82440, 755,45338, 512.444
52, 097,02747,654, 84240, 162,36129, 535, 05R21, 544, 88021, 070,44328, 159, 88815,959, 913

$4, 945,9857, 491, 9699, 078, 1627, 363, 0357,894, 5276, 015, 2857, 387, 49610, 426, 025  7, 423, 618  8,375, 565  7, 233, 236  4,878, 297  6, 233, 491  4, 528, 372  

$2, 669, 9411, 786, 433643,646  1, 236, 210  593,642  902, 766  401,479  

2 $992, 064
2 251, 054 $42, 785,27748, 057, 22855, 837, 37057, 169,51061, 903,09155, 354, 82168, 306, 06465, 874, 53166, 890, 94056, 559, 09443,438, 96437, 918, 74048, 219, 37929, 167,285

168, 840,628 459, 889, 368 99, 275, 063 8,234, 117 1, 213, 118 737, 482, 294
I Cons 'Aid ite 1 with w„-;luntiug and aniiting functions as of July 1, 1953, and reported under general auditin fl si 1917.
2 Does nIt in 3i1113cllectbns fr acnunts with foreign countries and in fiscal year 1951 represents collec-tions to Nov. 14, 1950, date of function transfer to Post Office Department.

Senator MONRONEY. I was interested in that portion of your justifi-
cation entitled, "Other Benefits Resulting from the work of the
General Accounting Office Identified During the Fiscal Year 1963,"
which I think might be well to incorporate in the hearing record at
this point.
(The information referred to follows:)

OTHER BENEFITS RESULTING FROM THE WORK OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
IDENTIFIED DURING THE FISCAL YEAR 1963

Collections of $29,167,285 made in the fiscal year 1963, as shown in the fore-goin;.; schedule, do not reflect all the beneficial efforts of the work of the GeneralAccounting Office. Other benefits, exclusive of collections, resulting from thework of the General Accounting Office, totaling $218,380,000, are listed below.
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These financial benefits were identified during the fiscal year 1963 and consist
of realized or potential savings in Government operations directly attributable
to action taken or planned on findings developed by the General Accounting
Office in its examinations of agency and contractor operations. In most instances,
the potential savings are based on estimates and for some items the actual sav-
ings to be realized are contingent upon future actions or events.
The list does not include other benefits resulting from the work of the General

Accounting Office that are not readily measurable in financial terms nor does
It generally include repetitive benefits from actions taken on General Accounting
Office findings prior to the fiscal year 1963.

SUPPLY MANAGEMENT

Savings resulting from procuring competitively or directly from the
actual manufacturers items previously purchased noncompeti-
tively from sole source suppliers  $55, 106, 000

Savings resulting from cancellation of plans to purchase materials
for which there was no immediate or foreseeable need  38, 946; 000

Savings resulting from the transfer of excess material to agencies or
contractors for use in lieu of making new procurements  15, 054, 000

Savings resulting from preventing premature disposal of equipment
and canceling planned purchases of replacement equipment  12, 400, 000)

Savings resulting from adjustment of prices under existing con-
tracts or proposed amendments  4. 754. 000

Savings resulting from conversion from central procurement, stor-
age, and distribution of electric lamps to procurement from local
suppliers as needed  2, 233,000

Savings resulting from acquiring title to or establishing accounting
control over Government-owned material in hands of contractors_ 1, 220. 000

Other savings in supply management  28, 000

PROFICIENCY FLYING

Savings in fiscal year 1963 in aircraft operating and maintenance
expenses resulting from excusing certain rated officers from flying
as authorized by sec. 614. Public Law 87-144. (The estimated sav-
ings included in our previous annual report for the fiscal year 1962
was $13,300,000.)  32, 600, 000

COMMUNICATIONS

Savings resulting from the consolidation and reconfiguration of De-
partment of Defense communications circuits. Instead of being
charged for communication, services at rates applicable to. 25 cus-
tomers, the Department, as one customer, receives the advantage of
reduced rat& apiicable to - larger customers  22, 500. 000

PAYMENTS TO GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, VETERANS, AND OTHER
INDIVIDUALS

Annual savings resulting from use of highway mileage in lieu. of rail
mileage in coMputing*distances traveled for purposes of reimburs-
ing military personnel and their dependents for travel costs  6, 000, 000

Annual savings resulting from change in basis and method of deter-
mining compensation for substitute and temporary postal: em-
ployees    2, 190, 000

Savings resulting from reductions in future paymeAts for retire-
ments, disability, and old-age insurance. benefits arising from cor-
rection of erroneous awards  - 760, 000

Annual savings resulting from revision of allowances for housing and
packing and unpacking shipments of household • goods  753. 000

Savings resulting from reduction in future.. payments for Veterans'
Administration compensation benefits arising from discontinuance
of erroneous Claims  129, OW

Savings resulting from correction of erroneous pay and allowance
computations and records  6. 000



194 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

MANPOWER UTILIZATION

Savings in manpower resulting from the closing, consolidation, or re-
duction in staff of installations and offices staffed in excess of ac-
tual needs $6,858.000

CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Savings in construction costs resulting from relocation of a site for
an aviation facility ( $3, 400, 000) and cancellation of construction
of cottages for employees ($109,000) 3,509,000

LOANS, CONTRIBUTIONS, AND GRANTS

Reduction in Government's share of cost of slum clearance and urban
renewal projects resulting from reduction or elimination of non-
cash grant-in-aid credits to local public agencies 2,300,000

Increase in interest income under foreign currency loan agreements
resulting from change in method of computing interest 1,900,000

Reduction in Government's contributions for construction of low-rent
housing resulting from reduction in cost of construction 229,000

Reduction in Federal matching funds for public assistance pzograms
resulting from revision of plan for allocating administrative ex-
penses between matchable and nonmatchable programs 264,000

MILITARY' ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Reduction in overall program requirements due to withdrawal of dol-
lar credits to NATO countries for procurement of supplies in ex-
cess of countries' need 2,554,000

MULTIPLE-PURPOSE WATER PROJECTS

Increase in the recoverable cost of multiple-purpose water resource
projects due to change in basis of computing and recording interest
during construction on the Government's investment in such
projects  1,690,000

MAINTENANCE COSTS

Savings from maintaining certain mobilization reserve production
facilities in a lower state of readiness than the unnecessarily
high state of readiness previously maintained 970,000

Savings in maintenance and management of properties acquired
under Veterans' Administration loan guarantee program resulting
from revised procedures and controls 603,000

MUTUAL EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL EXCHANGE PROGRAM

Reduction in appropriation requests for the fiscal year 1964 for the
mutual educational and cultural exchange program resulting from
giving effect to unobligated reserve funds from prior years 1,100,000

LEASING AND RENTAL COSTS

Savings in cost of leased space due to consolidation of offices occupy-
ing Government-owned space, thus increasing the amount of Gov-
ernment-owned space available and reducing requirements for
leased space 300,000

Savings in rental costs for automatic data-processing equipment
( ADP ) resulting from the installation of a timing device to more
accurately record ADP equipment time usage on which rental
was based 175,000

Savings in ADP equipment rental resulting from elimination of de-
predation charges from rental rates 60,000
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OTHER ITEMS
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Additional revenues due to increase in permit fees for summer home
sites in national forests ($14,000), changes in rates for housing,
quarters, and subsistence ($112,000), and correction of errors in-
volving sales prices of Government-owned timber ($62,000) $288,000

Savings resulting from consolidation of ocean terminal operations 278,000
Miscellaneous items under $100,000 561,000

Total other benefits 218, 380,000

PROCEDURES IN TABULATING SAVINGS

Senator MONRONEY. This is a listing of savings effected based on
findings developed in your examinations of agency or contractor
operations.
Will you elaborate a little bit on the procedures involved here?
Mr. CAMPBELL. This tabulation has been a practice in our office for

the last few years in an attempt to measure the effect of the programs
which we have instituted. The items mentioned here are specific
cases in which we have shown that either the agency procedure has
been faulty or inaccurate in some way, and if they had followed proper
procedures this money would have been saved to the Government.
These usually are on an annual basis and, therefore, it is difficult to

say that this is a maximum figure, because many, many of these are
of a recurring kind and would have recurred for years had they not
been discovered at this time.
Senator MONRONEY. There is a long and very important list of

items, and I believe it would be well to incorporate that whole list,
don't you, Senator Bartlett?

Senator BARTLETT. I do.
Senator MONRONEY. Down through A-6. It shows that these sav-

ings can run up into tremendous amounts.

LARGEa SAVINGS ANTICIPATED

Mr. CAMPBELL. I think for this fiscal year, Mr. Chairman, it will
be larger.

Senator MONRONEY. These would be savings reflected annually in
various agency or departmental accounts.
Mr. CAMPBELL. In general they should be; yes.
Senator MONRONEY. It isn't clear to me why such savings could not

have been effected through the various departments' own accounting
procedures. Would you distinguish between your agency's responsi-
bility in this regard and the various department's?
Mr. CAMPBELL. These savings are not fundamentally accounting

problems. Many of these savings are due to contracting procedures
or lack of proper procedure. Many of them are management
problems.

MANAGEMENT AREA INVESTIGATIONS

For instance, on the second page of this listing in reference to pro-
ficiency flying, it would not be an accounting problem as such. This
is a matter of management.
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Our effort now is more and more in the management area. Ac-
counting we use as a tool to find where the management errors may
exist.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, you are moving in the process

from a postaudit to a prespending position in this type of work which
does offer great hope of saving the money before spent or eliminating
the recurring costs before they become habitual and perhaps go un-
noticed in certain agencies.
Mr. CAMPBELL. In effect that is correct. That particular matter,

proficiency flying, has been considered by the department involved.,
and therefore if correction is made then for years to come it will elimi-
nate tremendous expense.

EXAMPLE OF SAVINGS BY SITE RELOCATION

Senator MONRONEY. On page A-5 you say a savings of $3,400,000
was effected as a result of relocating a site for an aviation facility.
What facility was that? That is the second item.
Mr. CAMPBELL. I am not sure if I remember what that was. Mr.

Powers may have the details among his papers.
Mr. POWERS. I believe it was in connection with a facility for Coast

Guard at or near Boston Mass., where insufficient consideration had
been given to alternate sites in the Boston area.

PROCEDURE IN ASSIGNMENT TO COMMITTEES

Senator MONRONEY. Getting back to the assignment of your per-
sonnel to congressional committees, the 181, I believe Senator Bartlett
has a question.
Senator BSRTLETT, I do have a question on that point. The law

provides:
No committee shall appoint to its staff any experts or other personnel detailed

or assigned from any department or agency of the Government, except with the
written permission of the Committee on Rules and Administration of the Senate
or the Committee on House Administration of the House of Representatives,
as the case may be.

Is that procedure always followed in the assignment of GAO per-
sonnel to congressional committees?
Mr. CAMPBELL. I think in general as far as I know it is true with

respect to the Senate. The Senate Rules Committee a-ppproves the
expenditure for reimbursement to us, with the exception of course
of the Committee on Government Operations of the Senate, which,
along with the Committee on Appropriations we are required by law
to serve. However, the Committee on Appropriations usually reim-
burses us.
Senator BARTLETT. But aside from reimbursement, the provision

of law quoted here says that no committee shall appoint to its staff,
any experts without the prior permission of the Committee on Rules.
Is that provision adhered to uniformly?
Mr. CAMPBELL. As far as our Office is concerned?
Senator BARTLETr. Yes.
Mr. CAMPBELL. When we lend men to the committees?
Senator BARTLE1T. Yes.
Mr. CAMPBELL. I believe it is in general on the Senate side. On the

House side, however, it isn't.
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Senator BARTLETr. The law apparently applies equally to both
Houses.
• Senator MONRONEY. Yes, it specifically says that.
Senator BARTLETT. I wonder if you will be good enough to look

into this and prepare a statement for the record.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.
(The information referred to follows:)

MEMORANDUM ON PROCEDURE IN COMMITTEE ASSESSMENT

The provision of law quoted by Senator Bartlett is a part (sec. 202 (f ) ) of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 60 Stat. 812. 835 (2 U.S.C. 72a ( f ) )•
That act resulted from a "Report of the Joint Committee on the Organization
of Congress" (No. 1011) dated March 4, 1946. On page 10 of that report there ap-
pears the following statement:
"No committee should be allowed to borrow personnel or experts from execu-

tive agencies without the express permission of the Committee on Administra-
tion. We feel that the current custom of borrowing personnel is neither eco-
nomically sound nor politically wise. Whatever staff Congress needs should
be employed by Congress itself with qualifications meeting our specifications and
they should work for Congress alone. We do not see the sense of appropriating
money to Government agencies and asking them to hire the personnel we need."
When S. 2177 (the bill which became the Legislative Reorganization Act of

1946) was introduced the provision concerned with details and assignments to
committees from departments and agencies provided then as it does now that
"No committee shall appoint to its staff any experts or other personnel detailed
or assigned from any department or agency of the Government, except with
the written permission of the Committee on Rules and Administration of the
Senate or the Committee on House Administration of the House of Representa-
tives as the case might be."

Section 2 of Senate Resolution No. 77, as amended by Senate Resolutions 201
and 210, 79th Congress, requires the Senate committees and subcommittees to re-
imburse agencies not less than quarterly for the salaries of department and
agency employees detailed or assigned to committees and subcommittees from
funds available for that purpose. The rule provides:
• "Whenever the head of any department or agency of the Government shall
have detailed or assigned personnel of such department or agency to the staff,
of any Senate committee or subcommittee thereof, the appropriations of such
department or agency from which the personnel so assigned or detailed is paid
shall be reimbursed from funds available to the committee or subcommittee at
the end of each quarterly period in the amount of the salaries of such personnel
while on such detail or assignment; and the services of any personnel so de-
tailed or assigned shall not be accepted or utilized unless, at the time of such
detail or assignment, funds are available to such committee or subcommittee for
the reimbursement of appropriations, as herein provided, for the period of such
detail or assignment."

Section 202(f) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 is implemented
In the House of Representatives by the rules of the House Committee on House
Administration entitled "Regulations, Standing, Special, and Select Committees,
Expenses Paid From the contingent Fund, Reporting Expenses incurred outside
the United States" (revised, Aug. 9, 1961), as follows:

PERSONNEL DETAILED FROM GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS

"1. Under section 202 (f ), of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 ex-
perts and other personnel may be acquired by committees of the House of Repre-
sentatives by loan from Government departments or agencies, with the prior'
written permission of the Committee on House Administration.
"2. The agreement with the Government department furnishing the personnel

should include estimated period of assignment and terms of reimbursement to
the department for the individual's salary and travel expense. If it is necessary
for the committee to pay the individual's travel expense, a certification that the
Government department concerned has not and will not be charged for such
expense must be included on the individual's travel reimbursement voucher.
"3. For the convenience of the committees of the House of Representatives, the

Committee on House Administration has entered into an agreement with the
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Librarian of Congress under which Library personnel (experts in their respectivefields) may be loaned to committees of the House by the Legislative ReferenceService for a maximum period of 2 months without expense to the committee.If the services of such personnel are retained longer than 2 months, the Libraryof Congress will be reimbursed from the committee's funds for the employee'ssalary for such time as he is employed by the committee."
We think it may be reasonably concluded from the foregoing that committeesand subcommittees are expected to obtain permission from the House Committee

on Administration or the Senate Committee on Rules and Administration to
have experts and other personnel from departments and agencies detailed or
loaned to their staffs. The responsibility for compliance is placed on the com-
mittees.
The legislative history of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921, indicates

that there was a strong feeling that the services of the General Accounting
Office would be particularly useful to the committees of both Houses having
jurisdiction over revenue, appropriations, or expenditures. There was included,
therefore, in section 312( b) a requirement that the Comptroller General shall
at the request of such committee furnish "assistants from his Office to furnish
such aid and information as it may request." We consider requests from such
committees as an obligation to be fulfilled to the best of our ability and have
assigned personnel to them on a reimbursable or nonreimbursable basis depend-
ing upon the instruction of the chairman concerned.

AUDITS IN LEGISLATIVE ESTABLISHMENT

Senator MONRONEY. What audits do you perform of the agencies
and funds in the legislative establishment appropriation bill other
than for the House of Representatives?
Mr. CAMPBELL. On the Senate side we audit the recording studio

revolving fund, the restaurants, the barber shop, and the beauty shop.
Then also on the Senate side we centrally audit the vouchers relating
to salaries, mileage, and expense allowances of Senators.

Senator MONRONEY. HOW about the committees?
Mr. CAMPBELL. We audit the salaries of officers and employees of

the Senate, clerk hire of the Senators, and other expenditures, including
expenditures of the Senate stationery room.
Senator MONRONEY. The stationery room is audited?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes. -What was your question?
Senator MONRONEY. The stationery room, and I was asking about

the committees, if all of their expenses, incidentals, and travel were
audited.
Mr. CAMPBELL. I think that would come in the category of the

officers and employees of the Senate.

CALL FOR LISTS OF LEGISLATIVE AUDITS

Senator MONRONEY. Would you list for the record all of the ac-
counts that you audit regularly? You feel it is a comprehensive audit
of all of the financial affairs of the Senate?
Mr. CAMPBELL. On the legislative side.
Senator MONRONEY. Because of the comity between the two Houses

which has a bearing as to the competency and the completeness of the
Senate.
Mr. CAMPBELL. I have a statement that we could put in the record

which covers the entire legislative area.
Senator MONRONEY. To whom are these audits, when made, sub-

mitted?
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Mr. POWERS. They are shown in the right-hand column.
Senator MONRONEY. It seems to me that these should be filed also

with either the Rules Committee, the Administration Committee, or
the Appropriations Committee of the other body.
In other words, the audit is made and then the report is submitted

to the officer of the Senate under whose supervision they are.
Mr. CAMPBELL. I don't know why it shouldn't be if it were requested

to be filed that way. We have no particular point in doing it that
way. If the committee requests it we could submit it to the committee.
Senator MONRONEY. This audit schedule will be put in the record.
(The audit referred to follows:)

Audits made of congressional activities or offices and whether by statute or by request

Audit Type Authority Addressee of reports

U.S. Senate:
Recording studio revolv-
ing fund.

Financial _ Request of Committee on
Rules and Administra-
tion.

Sergeant at Arms.

Restaurants  do Act of July 6, 1961 (40 Architect of the Capitol.
U. S. C . 174J-5).

Barbershop  do Request of Sergeant at Sergeant at Arms.
Arms.

Beautyshop do do Do.

U.S. House of Representa-
tives:
Disbursing Office  do Request of Clerk of the

House.
Clerk of the House, chair-
man, Committee on House
Administration.

Recording studio revolv-
ing fund.

 do do Do.

Restaurant  do Act of October 9, 1940 (40 Architect of the Capitol.
U.S.C. 174k).

Sergeant at Arms Financial Act of July 26, 1949 (2 Speaker of the House, Ser-
(semi-
annual).

U.S.C. 81a). geant at Arms.

Stationery room, revolv- Financial  Request of Clerk of the Clerk of the House, chair-

ing. House. man, Committee on House
Administration.

Other:
Joint Committee on  do Request of Executive Di- Chairman, Joint Committee

Atomic Energy. rector of the Committee. on Atomic Energy.

Capitol guide force  do Request of Chairman,
Capitol Police Board.

Chairman, Capitol Police
Board.

Government Printing  do Accounting and Auditing Speaker of House and the

Office. Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C.
67) and Legislative-Ju-
diciary Appropriation

President pro tempore of
the Senate.

President of the United
Act, 1954 (44 U.S.C. 63). States, Joint Committee

on Printing, Public
Printer.

Also, on a selected basis, the accounts and related documents of the followin
g

activities are audited centrally in the General Accounting Office.

U.S. SENATE

1Salaries, mileage, and expense allowances of Senators.

Salaries of officers and employees of the Senate, clerk hire of Senators, an
d

other expenditures, including expenditures of the Senate recording studio and

Senate stationery room (when not audited at the site).

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Salaries of officers and employees of the House, clerk hire of Members, and

other expenditures, including expenditures of the House recording studio and

the House stationery room (when not audited at the site).
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ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

Activities other than Senate and House of Representatives restaurants.Library of Congress.
Permanent Committee for the Oliver Wendell Holmes Devise.U.S. Botanic Garden.

SECTION 105, HOUSE BILL

Senator MONRONEY. You are aware of course of the section thatwas included in the bill on the floor of the House of Representatives.It reads:
SEC. 105. The expenditure of any appropriations under this Act by any com-mittee of the Congress or by the Architect of the Capitol shall be limited to thosecommittees and to those funds and contracts supervised by the Architect of theCapitol where such expenditures are a matter of public record and availablefor public inspection.

The Architect of the Capitol is concerned that this language canhave an adverse effect in the interest of the Government on changeorders, and construction, and negotiations, and on contracts for abuilding, and things of that kind.
Would you please comment generally on this section?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman our General Counsel's Office hasbeen very busy on that problem; Mr. Keller, I think, has a statementthat might help in the discussion.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir.
Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, we have examined quite carefully thelanguage of section 105 of the bill as passed by the House and we havealso discussed the language with the Architect of the Capitol at theArchitect's request. Of course the question of whether or not expendi-tures of committees of the Congress and the Architect should be madea matter of public record and available for public inspection is for de-cision by the Congress.

, However, section 105 is a limitation on the use of funds and theGeneral Accounting Office will in all probability eventually have torule as to whether in a particular instance the section is or is not be-ing complied with—assuming, of course, the section is enacted intolaw.
LANGUAGE RAISES QUESTIONS

The language of section 105 as passed by the House raises certainquestions of interpretation. The first which occurs to us is what is themeaning of the word "expenditure" as used in the language of thesection.
Does it refer to a cash disbursement, or does it refer to accruedcosts or expenditures? As a practical matter we think it proper toconsider the word as meaning "cash disbursement."
Second, what interpretation should be given the words, and I quote—

a matter of public record and available for public inspection.
Various expenditures of the Congress are now available to the publicby means of reports showing amount, payee, and purpose. The ques-tion arises will such reports as are presently being made be consideredas compliance with the section, or will the actual vouchers, payrolls,contracts, and supporting papers have to be made available?



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 201

CONCERN OF ARCHITECT OF CAPITOL

This questionis of particular concern to the Architect of the Capitol..
A good part of the Architect's funds are spent on construction and
maintenance contracts, under which change orders and other claims
normally develop. The Architect, is of the view, and we share that
view, that section 105 as presently worded might be interpreted as
allowing a contractor to have access to all files of the Architect, bear-
ing on such change orders or claims, including change orders and
claims in dispute.
This could have the effect of abetting claims against the Government

in that the contractor would have accessible to him not only his own
supporting information, but also all of the evidence developed and to
be used by the Government in the negotiation and settlement of such
change orders and claims.
This would certainly give the contractor an unwarranted advantage

over the Government. Normally such information is made available
to board of contract appeals or under subpena to a court.

TIME OF RELEASING RECORD

The third question which arises is: When do the records have to be
made available to the public. Clearly, they would have to be made
available within a reasonable time.
However, people differ as to what is "reasonable." A quarterly

disclosure might be sufficient. A longer period might seem unreason-
able. The reports presently being made by the Senate and the House
of Representatives vary. Some are made quarterly and some are made
annually.
We think it would be quite helpful if these questions could be

clarified by either a language change in section 105 or a statement of
intent in the committee report.

Senator MONRONEY. I think what the committee is very interested
• in is to be absolutely certain that proper auditing functions of the
accounts of the Congress are carried out by the Comptroller General
or by some auditing function.
I do not believe the intent of 105, as amended, was to unnecessarily

embarrass the Government in disclosing items that would be helpful
to people processing claims, or adjustments in contacts, or other items
dealing with construction, but does your audit today of the Archi-
tect's accounts come forth with the full disclosure of all of the activi-
ties that he engages in?

PRESENT AUDITING OF VOUCHERS OF ARCHITECT

Mr. KELLER. At the present time the vouchers of the Architect, and
the contracts are sent to the General Accounting Office for audit. We
perform a financial audit. Our audit does not go into the wisdom of
the expenditures. It is directed to the legality and accuracy of the
payments.

Senator MONRONEY. All of the legal matters are fully checked and
the same care in dealing with all accounts that would be given to any
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other Government agency is followed in your auditing of the Archi-
tect's account.?
Mr. CAMPBELL. I think it is fair to say that the kind of audit that

we make of the Architect's office is somewhat similar to the financial
audit which you would expect as between a stockholder group and
a corporation. It isn't comparable to the kind of audit we make for
the Government. with respect to an industrial company where we go
into not only the financial transactions, but also the performance under
a contract.

Senator MONRONEY. In other words, you audit not only, in the in-
dustrial sector, for the accuracy of books and the legality of expendi-
tures, but the wisdom of expenditures?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. With respect to the Architect's Office, for ex-

ample., or the other audits you make up here, they are complete so far
as the examination of whether the money was legally spent and prop-
erly disbursed and properly received. Is that correct?
Mr. CAMPBELL. I think that is a fair statement; yes, sir.

POSSIBLE RECOMMENDATIONS TO SENATE

Senator MONRONEY. Is there anything that you would recommend
or that you would care to recommend after some further study as to
how the committee in the consideration of this bill could improve the
auditing characteristics, particularly of the Architect and the sena-
torial funds?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Well, we would like to consider that and give you a

statement, if we may.
Senator MONRONEY. Would you study that and see if there are any

deficiencies you might find in our present system that would be im-
proved so that we might better safeguard public funds through im-
provement or change in our auditing techniques?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.
(The information referred to will be found on p. 368 of these

hearings.)

PRESENT HANDLING OF SENATE vaucHEas

Senator MONRONEY. As I understand, every voucher for the Senate
is now printed, I think annually submitted to you, and you audit all
of the Senate vouchers I believe of the Secretary of the Senate.
Mr. CAMPBELL. They COMO into our office, yes.
Mr. KELLER. They are probably sent to us on a quarterly basis.
Mr. CAMPBELL. On a current basis they are sent over to us.
Mr. KELLER. However, as I mentioned, Mr. Chairman, insofar as

section 105 is concerned both the Senate and the House now make
rather detailed reports as to their expenditures, but I don't believe,
either make the vouchers available for pgblic inspection.
Senator MONRONEY. They have the vouchers in the office. The pub-

lic inspection could be very time consuming or result in loss of records,
whereas what I wanted, and perhaps the author of 105, was to be
sure the auditing function is carried out to its fullest. I believe this
was offered as a substitute for the Comptroller General to audit the
books of the House.
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Mr. KELLER. That is correct. As I recall, Mr. Chairman, the
original amendment did call for an audit but it was objected to on a
point of order and the present section 105 was substituted for it.

LATEST SENATE AUDITS

Senator MONRONEY. Yes. We would appreciate very much if you
could help us to recommend. Would you furnish the committee with
a copy of each one of the latest audits of the senatorial establishment?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Then also the Architect of the Capitol.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.
(The information referred to follows:)
The following audit reports issued since July 1, 1962, were delivered to the

chairman, Subcommittee on Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropriations:
1. Report on audit of the Senate recording studio revolving fund, fiscal year

1962, B-125079, November 23, 1962.
2. Report on audit of U.S. Senate restaurants for the period August 1, 1961,

through June 30, 1962, B-I14871, January 21, 1963.
3. Report on audit of the operations of the Senate office beauty shop for the

calendar year 1962, B-133046, May 3, 1963.
4. Report on examination of operations of the Senate employees barbershop for

the calendar year 1962, B-133046, May 6, 1963.
5. Report on audit of the Senate recording studio revolving fund, fiscal year

1963, B-125079, October 17, 1963.
6. Report on audit of U.S. Senate restaurants, fiscal year 1963, B-114871, Febru-

ary 27, 1964.
7. Report on audit of U.S. Capitol guide force, calendar year 1963, B-133224,

May 8, 1964.
CHANGE IN TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS

Senator MONRONEY. When your appropriation was contained in the
independent offices appropriation bill, you were subject to all the gen-
eral provisions of that bill. Now that your agency has been removed
from that bill, you are also removed from certain restrictions. Which
ones are they?
Mr. CAMPBELL. The only restriction that I think that we had to con-

tend with was the matter of travel. In other words, we were restricted
to the precise amount of travel authorized, even though we might
have considerable savings in other areas in the office. That's the most
important one and it did affect us 1 year very much because we are a
traveling agency.
Senator MONRONEY. You have to go out where the books are.
Mr. CAMPBELL. If they are not mobile they are just not working,

so we felt the fewer people we had, the more those people had to
travel.

Recently we have done very well. The other restriction has to do
with the personnel office, but that doesn't concern us because we are
well within the limitations there.
In other words, for every one person engaged in personnel work

we must have a staff of 135. We have 27 people in our personnel
office so engaged, which is at the rate of 1 to probably 150 or 160 of
total staff.

POSSIBLE USE OF COMPUTERS

Senator MONRONEY. As you move more from the postaudit to the
preaudit type of work for the committees and to the Congress, is there
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any way that computerization could be developed in helping to set up
our budgets and help compare the efficiency of one agency with
another?
It seems to me that the computers which business is able to use. could

be used in Government as a helpful guide in appropriating funds, out-
lining the money actually required and needed by ''Government
departments.
Mr. CAMPBELL. We are sure that the computers can be used for this

purpose and should be very helpful in the budgeting. However, as
you probably know, we are not involved in the budget-making process
at all. The Budget Bureau has not, probably properly so, come to us
for advice and assistance as to whether this could be done. I think
they have the competence over there to look at this very carefully and
do something about it.
I personally feel that there should be an answer to the proper use

of computers in the budget-making process.
Senator MONRONEY. This is a problem of course. Congress receives

from the Bureau of the Budget its estimates, and we have very little
opportunity to go behind those figures and get the basic, raw data as
to how the budgets are made. We get few clues as to the efficiency, or
effectiveness, of one bureau against another or on the level of personnel
required to perform a similar function, one against another, which
might give us some guideline

' 
or yardstick, that would be helpful in

our consideration of the budget requests.
Mr. CAMPBELL. We might explore that. We do have a joint

program.
Senator MONRONEY. With the Bureau of the Budget?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, and the Treasury Department and we may ex-

plore this problem in that program.

RENTAL VERSUS PURCHASE OF COMPUTERS

Senator MONRONEY. In sitting on the independent offices appropria-
tion bill we have continually, from almost each department, now re-
quests for computers or requests to change the deal from a rental to a
purchase of computers and it is my understanding that the General
Accounting Office, I believe, is the one that is supervising or, rather,
at least lending a hand to the standardization of terms, and prices, and
all of the computers that are being bought.
Mr. CAMPBELL. We are attempting to do so.
Senator MONRONEY. Are you in on that?
Mr. CAMPBELL. We have suggested very strongly that there be some

central point at a very high level—we suggested, for example, the
President's Office—to coordinate the buying and leasing of these ma-
chines because we think it is becoming more and more expensive to
the Government.
We have not been successful although we are now sending up report

upon report on the use of EDP and ADP equipment whenever we find
them being used in either Government contracting plants or in the
-agencies; my understanding is that the Bureau of the Budget has an-
other plan and that is that they more or less supervise or centralize
this whole policy job in the Budget Bureau.

There has been a suggestion that GSA be the agency to do this.
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Senator MONRONEY. We hear more of the GSA than we do-
Mr. CAMPBELL. We rather think that would work out, that GSA

would be a very good one if the President's Office will not assume the
responsibility.

AVOIDING MANY PURCHASING PROBLEMS

Senator MONRONEY. Would be the ones to determine it, so that we
wouldn't have a dozen different purchasing programs, one varying
from the other, throughout the Government agencies, probably for
the same machinery.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. And the service costs of machinery should be in.

a general line. It is impossible to subject these, I guess, to strict com-
petitive bidding because of the different nature of the computers and
the different needs for them.
Mr. CAMPBELL. The market is, not controlled exactly, but is so thin

and I do think that the utilization of these machines should be
controlled.
In other words, unless they are fairly fully utilized they are very

expensive.
Senator MONRONEY. You feel that some competent agency in the

Gqvernment should perhaps study the actual need for the machine to
begin with before the agency is allowed to request of the Congress the
purchase of this equipment.
Mr. CAMPBELL. And the sale of the equipment.
Senator MONRONEY. And the terms of the sale, or whether it is

better to buy or to rent, or at what point the rental contract should be
converted over, and the cost of the servicing of the machines.
Mr. CAMPBELL. And then to follow on after, you also must be sure

that when an agency is about to dispose of a machine or turn it back,
some other agency could not use that very machine to good advantage.

IMPROVING COMPUTER "MEMORY"

Senator MONRONEY. Chairman Magnuson and I talked about appro-
priations requests we had in the independent offices appropriations
hearings from one department that wanted a considerable sum of
money to improve the memory of the computer and its ability to
take more data.

EXPENDITURE ANALYSES

You may recall the original Legislative Reorganization Act pro-
vided for the GAO to make an expenditure analysis of the executive
agencies. This was never implemented because Congress denied
GAO's request for funds for that Division.
Mr. POWERS. Section 206 of the Legislative Reorganization Act,

reqiuires an expenditure analysis.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir. We were reaching then, as I am

reaching now, to find ways of having some expertise in finding high,
overstuffed Government expenditures that might be trimmed with a
surgeon's knife rather than a meat ax, but you still have no authority?
Mr. CAMPBELL. We have no authority.
Senator MONRONEY. Or no advice?
Mr. CAMPBELL. We see the budget, Mr. Chairman, about the same

day you do, perhaps a little after that.
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Senator MONRONEY. I think you better stand by to be called back.
If you would, make an outline on the best means of properly auditing
the congressional accounts, particularly with reference to the Senate,
which we control, and the Architect of the Capitol.

AUDITING RESTAURANTS

You audit the cafeterias and the dining rooms I believe you said.
Mr. CAMPBELL. I think right at the moment we are making a surveyof the cafterias on the Senate side.
Mr. POWERS. As I recall, Mr. Chairman, I think we sent a reportup on the Senate restaurants about 2 months ago; I can check thatout for you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONRONEY. You are going to submit that report to thiscommittee?
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, as well as other reports referred to and re-lating to legislative activities.
Senator MONRONEY. I think those should be made a matter ofrecords with the Appropriations Committee, or, if not, with the Legis-lative Committee which has jurisdiction, which on this side would be

the Rules Committee.
Mr. KELLER. The restaurant report now is made to the Architect

of the Capitol, according to our list here.
Senator MONRONEY. A copy of that we would like to have come to

this committee as well.
We want very definitely to have some system so we can be certain

when the audit is made that it represents and reflects the true con-
dition of the funds and disbursements of them, and the legality of
expenditures, and would show up anything that was not completely
and totally regular. Yet we do not wish to encumber the operation
by legislative language that might lead to a complete breakdown of
bookeeping practices by having the books open at all times to in-
spection of anyone.

QUESTION OF PUBLICATION OF VOUCHERS

Do you think that regular publication, as you say, at certain inter-
vals of all vouchers and the payees on the vounchers, amounts, and
I he purpose for which they are drawn would comply or agree with
the section 105?
Mr. KELLER. I have considerable question as to whether that would

comply with section 105 as presently worded.
Senator MONRONEY. Both Houses print, as I understand it, annually

all of these vouchers. Is that correct?
Mr. KELLER. They list the payees and the amounts. That does not

mean that the vouchers are made available or the supporting docu-
ments behind the vouchers.
Senator MONRONEY. But they are made available to you?
Mr. KELLER. Yes, they are made available to us.
Senator MONRONEY. The General Accounting Office. When those

vouchers are reported to you they are then published in the annual
report !
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Mr. KELLER. The information from the vouchers is published but
not the Architect's expenditures.
Mr. CAMPBELL. I don't think the Architect's vouchers are published.
Of course there are vast numbers of them.
Senator MONRONEY. The time has come to end this meeting. We

thank you, Mr. Campbell, for your appearance here this morning and
your able staff and for the fine job that you do in being the watchdog
of our Federal funds.
We will appreciate very much your attention to this matter of

language that would enable us to be certain that we are correcting
any defects in our auditing system.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, these legislative audit reports re-

quested are the reports that we have issued during the last 12 months?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir; on the Senate side.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir. We submit those issued during fiscal year

1963 and since July 1, 1963 to date.

COMMITTEE RECESS

Senator MONRONEY. Yes. Thank you very, very much. The com-
mittee will stand in recess until 9 a.m., Saturday.
(Whereupon, at 9:53 a.m., Thursday, May 7, 1964, the hearing was

recessed to reconvene at 9 a.m., Saturday, May 9, 1964.)

31-836---64 14
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SATURDAY, MAY 9, 1964

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

ashington, D .0 .

The subcommittee met at 9 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room 1224,

New Senate Office Building, Hon. A. S. Mike Monroney (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Monroney and Hayden.

U.S. SENATE

STATEMENTS OF ROBERT A. BRENKWORTH, FINANCIAL CLERK,

U.S. SENATE, AND WILLIAM S. CHEATHAM, ADMINISTRATIVE

ASSISTANT TO THE SERGEANT AT ARMS OF THE SENATE

CONP4'ENSATION-'0F VICE PRESIDENT AND -gENATORS

Senator MONRONEY. The Subcommittee on Legislative Appropria-
tions will be in session. Mr. Brenkworth, the disbursing officer of the
Senate, and Mr. Cheatham, we welcome you to this Saturday session.
We hope we can get back on a regular schedule one of these days when
we have a little more time and a few more members present to go
into the matters.
The first item on the list is compensation of Vice President and

Senators, exactly the same as for the previous year.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. $2,471,140. Mileage, $58,370, is exactly the

same, is that correct?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Expense allowance Vice President, majority

and minorkity Jeaders, $14;000.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes; sir • the. same amount.
Senator MONRONEY. How does that break down?
MT. BRENKWORTH. $10,000 for the Vice President and $2,000 for

each of the leaders.

EXPENSE ALLOWANCE IN ABSENCE OF VICE PRESIDENT

Senator MONRONEY. When there is no Vice President, when the
Vice President succeeds to the Presidency that $10,000 is not spent;
is that correct?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. No, it is alloted to the President pro tempore.
Senator MONRONEY, And that is an expense allowance?

209
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Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. It is not a vouchered item?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. No, sir. It is paid monthly. It is paid directly

to the Vice President or the President pro tempore as the case may be.
Senator MONRONEY. The total comes to $2,543,510; is that correct?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is correct.

SALARIES, OFFICE OF VICE PRESIDENT

Senator MONRONEY. Salaries, officers, and employees, Office of the
Vice President, $136,710. Is this transferred also to the President
pro tempore of the Senate?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes sir; it is.
Senator MONRONEY. That office expense is available for the payroll

attached to that Office?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir. It is presently being utilized by the

President pro tempore in carrying out the duties of the President of
the Senate which he is now responsible for.

Senator MONRONEY. This is what the original salary was for the
Vice President?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir; that is right.
Senator MONRONEY. How many on the staff?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. This would depend On the officer involved. It

depends on how he utilizes his funds, whether he sets high or low sal-
aries. He could have quite a few people at lower rates, more than he
could have if he appointed people at high rates. It is up to the Vice
President or the President pro tempore.

OTHER SALARIES

Senator MONRONEY. For other salaries, Chaplain, Office of the Sec-
retary of the Senate, increased by $19,710.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is correct, sir. This increase of $19,7104

represents the funds necessary for four positions transferred from mis-
cellaneous items in accordance with the order of this committee last
year that the positions carried under the resolution payroll, miscel-
laneous items, be transferred to "Salaries, officers and employees, Of-
fice of the Secretary."

ANNUALIZING EMPLOYEES

Senator MONRONEY. This represents the move we made last year to
identify more clearly the positions, taking them out of legislative
resolution.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. They were in fact continuing, and merely held

the jobs over a long period of years, always in temporary status.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Authorized by resolution and therefore paid

from the contingent fund as opposed to salaries, officers, and employees.
You raised the question last year that perhaps they should be paid
from the salary appropriations and the committee authorized it to be
done when the budget estimates were submitted, in the committee
report.
Senator MONRONEY. This is four positions. Are there many more

such positions still carried on the contingent fund?
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POSITIONS TRANSFERRED FROM RESOLUTION PAYROLL

Mr. BRENKWORTH. We have another item of transfer.
Senator MONRONEY. Take those two together, 17 positions from

miscellaneous items. That would also be from contingent funds that
have been going on; is that correct?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. Are there any others?

POSITIONS FOR MINORITY AND MAJORITY LEADERS

Mr. BRENKWORTH. Deleting the 17 positions that are transferred
in these budget estimates, there are 2 positions remaining to the ma-
jority leader, research assistant and a clerk, 2 positions for the
minority leader, research assistant and a clerk.

STANDING COMMITTEE POSITIONS

There are 14 permanent positions and 18 temporary positions for
standing committees authorized by resolution.
Senator MONRONEY. That deals particularly and specifically, how-

ever, with the subject matter of the resolution.
Mr. BRENKWORTII. No, sir. These are additional positions for the

standing committees.
Senator MONRONEY. That is what I mean. These 4 positions of the

Secretary and the 13 positions attached to the Sergeant at Arms
Office are not attached to the committees.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. The Congress can raise or lower the committee

personnel but it was these other jobs that were carried over under the
Reorganization Act that I wanted to get identified with the office
payroll to which they were attached.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir; those were the 17 that the committee

ordered transferred last year.
Senator MONRONEY. So there are no others that are now doing

work under the resolution for committee investigation that are at-
tached to the Sergeant at Arms Office or the Office of Secretary?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. No, sir.

SALARIES AND TRANSFERRED POSITIONS

Senator MONRONEY. So the transfer of these 4 positions will result
in an addition of $19,710 to the Office of the Secretary and $47,300 for
the 13 positions for the Office of the Sergeant at Arms, making a to-
tal of $67,010.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. Which will add to the regular payrolls and

detract, in the same amount, from the resolution payroll.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. From miscellaneous items.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir; and the contingency funds of the

Senate.
MT. BRENKWORTH. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. To make these more clearly identifiable that

way.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right.
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POSITIONS IN OFFICE OF SECRETARY

Senator MONRaNEY. What positions in the Office of the Secretary do
these four include?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Assistant to the Secretary at $6,085 per annum.
Senator MONRONEY. That is stenographic?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. No; I can't say that, Senator. The titles of the

position as they were under the resolution roll were changed after
consultation with both the Secretary and Sergeant at Arms, this one
was carried on the resolution roll as assistant in the Secretary's Office.
What this man does or who he is would be entirely up to the Sec-
retary.
How he would assist him would be at his discretion. I don't know

what this man is actually doing.
Senator MONRONEY. And the other three?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. The other three positions are listed in the sala-

ries appropriations as assistant messengers, one at $5,045 per annum,
one at $4,525 per annum, and the other at $4,052 per annum.
Under the resolution roll they were listed as an assistant executive

clerk and two laborers.

POSITIONS IN OFFICE OF SERGEANT AT ARMS

Senator MONRONEY. The Office of Sergeant at Arms; 13 positions
that were transferred, what do they comprise?
Mr. CHEATHAM. They are mostly small positions with a base pay

of $1,000, giving a present gross of $3,157.28. Under the Sergeant at
Arms iurisdiction there are a few messengers. The titles used in the
resolutions have never been revised to conform with the other positions
in the office.
Senator MONRONEY. Give us the numbers and range of salaries on

that.
Mr. CHEATHAM. They range from $4,665'gross.
Senator MONRONEY That is the highest pay of any of these 13 jobs,

is that correct?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. What is the category?
Mr. CHEATHAM. The base of that highest one of $1,800. That is a

telephone operator position as it was entitled in the Senate resolution
creating it. Then going down to the lowest 
Senator MONRONEY. Let us get the grades. You have one telephone

operator at $4,655.
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir. Would you like each one?
Senator MONRONEY. I am trying to get the salary range and general

identification.
Mr. CHEATHAM. Fine. The next one is on a base of $1,740, gross of

$4,525.43. That was originally created for a page in the Press Gallery.
The next one is the same salary. It was originally created for a page
in the Senate library. The next one is a change in salary, a base of
$1,5601 a gross of $4,403.88, and that one is denominated laborer under
a particular resolution, Senate Resolution 453, agreed to February 26,
1931, as amended.
The next position is the same in salary. That also is a laborer.

Then from here on 
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Senator MONRONEY. That would be janitorial, is that correct? A
combination?

SPECIAL EMPLOYEES

Mr. CHEATHAM. The next eight are $1,000 base pay with $3,157.28
gross. They are all denominated special employees. That is the title
that was provided in respective resolutions that were passed by the
Senate.
Senator MONRONEY. What function do they perform now?
Mr. CHEATHAM. They have various functions, Mr. Chairman, from

lesser janitorial place to minor messenger jobs and things of that sort.
Senator MONRONEY. They are adults? Are they?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir. There are no minors.
Senator MONRONEY. Do they serve janitorial or messenger work?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Some of them are either custodial or something

similar. Some may be in the service department, doing not exactly
custodial but in the way of handling stock, supplies, and other things.
Senator MONRONEY. None of these represent new hires. They all

have been transferred from the contingent fund to this and this cleans
up all of that personnel which has been carried that way, is that
correct?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes. Of course I don't mean that the present

incumbents have been on the job since the dates of the respective
resolutions.
Senator MONRONEY. No, but the jobs have been on since that time.
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir.

SALARIES OF COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES

Senator MONRONEY. The next item, total of salaries of committee
employees, administrative assistants, and so on, $20,719,825, includ-
ing a transfer of $67,010 which would be compensated for in the con-
tingent fund of the Senate which will be to a degree reduced. Is that
correct?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is correct.

CONTINGENT EXPENSE

Senator MONRONEY. Contingent expense, all these are the same as
last year with the exception of the automobiles and maintenance, an
item of $39,840, an increase of $2,000 in that item.

LEASE OF VEHICLES

Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
We received a letter from the General Motors Corp. indicating that

it would be necessary that they increase the annual lease cost of these
vehicles by $500. As a result of this it has been necessary to increase
the estimates to cover these costs by $2,000 since we have four cars
represented here.
Three of these cars are obtained from the General Motors Corp., but

we have always in the past equalized the accounts apportioning the
amount of money to the four officers involved.
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OFFICERS RECEIVING CARS

Senator MONRONEY. What four officers receive their cars?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. The Vice President, President pro tempore,

majority leader, and minority leader.
Senator MONRONEY. These are all General Motors cars?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Three are General Motors cars. One is a Ford

Motor Co. vehicle.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you lease them on an annual basis?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. They are renewed each year?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. This includes not just the cars but the chauf-

feur?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. The appropriations cover all the costs of operat-

ing and maintaining these vehicles.
Senator MONRONEY. The chauffeur as well?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. The chauffeur as well.

COST OF VEHICLES

Senator MONRONEY. What is the cost of the vehicle itself?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. The car cost on the Cadillac would be $1,000 a

year. The cost on the Ford Motor Co. vehicle is $750 a year.
Senator MONRONEY. What is that, a Continental?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. A Continental; that is right.

MAIL TRANSPORTATION

Senator MONRONEY. What other cars—you say mail transportation,
are those cars for the use of the Senate?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes; the mail transportation appropriation is

the only other one that is used for expense of operating and maintain-
ing vehicles. Vehicles for the Post Office as well as vehicles for the
Office of the Secretary and the Office of the Sergeant at Arms.
Senator MONRONEY. Their cars come out of that mail transportation

item?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS

Senator MONRONEY. Miscellaneous items, explain that item. This
is a transfer of the 17 positions provided for in line 7 and line 12, the
Office of the Secretary of the Senate and the Office of the Sergeant at
Arms; is that correct?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes; this, Senator, is a multipurpose appropria-

tion. First we have a reduction of $72,055 representing the transfer of
the 17 positions.
Now this is $5,045 more than the amount transferred to salaries, of-

fices and employees. The reason for this is that in this appropriation,
miscellaneous items—we have appropriated the cost of agency con-
tributions for life insurance, retirement, and health benefits. Under
salaries, offices and employees, these costs are absorbed, no appropria-
tions having been made for them.

Therefore, we get an additional decrease here of the $5,045 no
longer necessary since these positions are now transferred out. We
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start first then with the reduction of $72,055. The next item of action
here is a new professional staff member for the Labor and Public Wel-
fare Committee authorized by Senate Resolution 253, February 10,
1964.
The cost of paying this man's salary and contributions for 1 year,

$18,570. This brings us to a net decrease on the resolution payroll
portion of this appropriation of $53,485.

BUREAU OF EMPLOYEES COMPENSATION FUND REIMBURSEMENT

We have an item of increase here for the Bureau of Employees
Compensation fund reimbursement which is authorized by law. The
bill for the current year payment is up from $2,065 to $6,480, requir-
ing an additional $4,415 in appropriations.

Senator MONRONEY. This is paid into the retirement fund; is that
correct?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. No; this is the Bureau of Employees Compen-

sation fund which is authorized to be reimbursed by Public Law
86-767.

Senator MONRONEY. And all employees compensation funds are
paid out of the continent fund of the Senate.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. That goes for what purpose?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. This is a reimbursement to the Bureau of Em-

ployees Compensation for any payments they have made on behalf
of the Senate during fiscal year 1963.
Senator MONRONEY. On behalf of the Senate for what purpose?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. To employees who have been injured while on

the job.
Senator MONRONEY. This is a sort of self-insurance of employee

compensation.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. It is handled by the regular Federal depart-

ment that handles that.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir; that is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. What is the title of that department?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Department of Labor, Bureau of Employees

Compensation.
Senator MONRONEY. The same as compensation for injuries on the

job?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes.

POST OFFICE STAMP FUND

Senator MONRONEY. You show a reduction of $1,500, nonrecurring
appropriations from the Post Office stamp fund. That was for in-
creasing the amount of the stamp inventory.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is correct. Last year $1,500 was appro-

priated to increase that stamp fund. Of course this year it was drop-
ped out since it was a nonrecurring item.

STATIONERY ALLOWANCE

Senator MONRONEY. Stationery allowance is the same as last year
but it was increased $60,600 last year.
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Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir; that is correct. The appropriation was
made in the supplemental bill. The appropriations and the estimate
are the same.

NONRECURRING ITEMS

Senator MONRONEY. The others, the legislative council, payment
to widow of Senator Kefauver was a nonrecurring item.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir; resulting in a reduction of our estimates.
Senator MONRONEY. So, all told, a practically identical amount is

asked this year with that of last year including the bookkeeping item
transfer from the Senate contingency fund of $67,010.

THE 1965 BUDGET ESTIMATE

Mr. BRENKWORTH. We have a slight increase, $36,940 higher than
our appropriations for the current year.
Senator MONRONEY. HOW much?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. $36,940.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, you are asking for $31,010,390.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Which is $36,940 more than our 1964 appro-

priations of $30,973,450.
Senator MONRONEY. Senator Hayden, do you have any further

questions?
Senator HAYDEN. No.

PERSONNEL INCREASE

Senator MONRONEY. On employees, no additional funds are allowed
in here for the creation of new jobs.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. NO sir.
Senator MONRONEY. You will have the same personnel? How

about the Sergeant at Arms Office?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Mr. Duke, the Sergeant at Arms, this year has not

asked for any additional positions or any increase in any employee's
salary.

SENATORIAL REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL

Senator MONRONEY. I have a request here from Senator Frank
Moss, of Utah, asking that two additional typists be assigned to themailing room under the jurisdiction of the Sergeant at Arms. The
letter reads in part as follows:
At the present tme in cutting addressograph plates more work has to beaccomplished by the staff of the mailing room. There is serious delay en--countered by Senators who wish to have the addressograph plates cut. Theperiod of delay is getting longer. My recommendation is that two additionaloperators be placed on duty there.

Do you have any flexibility in your assignment where this could
be accomplished by 
Mr. CHEATHAM. No, sir not now nor at any time in the foreseeable

future.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, your personnel is completely

taken up with present assignments?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir;  and operating addressograph equipment

is a kind of specialized work. It takes time to learn.
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EXPENDITURES OF GENERAL INVESTIGATING COMMITTEE

Senator MONRONEY. I have a letter from Mr. Brenkworth dated
April 13 to the committee:
A recent review of the appropriation "Inquiries and investigations," fiscal

year 1964, indicates that the expenditures of the general investigating com-

mittees, as authorized by Senate resolutions, will exceed the appropriation for

that purpose, as follows:

(The letter referred to follows:)
U.S. SENATE,

DISBURSING OFFICE,
Washington, D.C., April 13, 1964.

Hon. MIKE MONRONEY,
Chairman, Legislative Subcommittee,
Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate.
DEAR SENATOR MONRONEY: A recent review of the appropriation "Inquiries and

investigations," fiscal year 1964, indicates that the expenditures of the general

investigating committees, as authorized by Senate resolutions, will exceed the

appropriation for that purpose, as follows:

Appropri-
General in-
vestigating

ations
Committee

and standing
committee

expenditures

In all

Appropriated $380, 000. 00 $3, 645, 760.00 $4, 025, 760. 00

Checks issued to Mar. 31, 1964  47, 015. 51 2, 885, 365. 44 2, 932, 380. 95

Balance Apr. 1 332, 984. 49 760, 394. 56 1, 093. 379. 05

Estimated obligations 19, 337. 61 1, 154, 000. 00 1, 173, 337. 61

Estimated balance (+) or deficit (-) +313,646. 88 -393,605.44 -79,958. 56

• The incurring of deficits in this area is not unexpected or unusual since the
amount appropriated is rated below the authorizations by resolutions.
years, the following deficits were incurred:

In recent

Fiscal year 1961 $97,281. 94
Fiscal year 1962 59,590. 99
Fiscal year 1963 238,046.89

These deficits were not covered by deficiency appropriations 'under a procedure
approved by Chairman Hayden, whereby the unexpected balance of the funds
appropriated for the Committee on Appropriations were released to cover them.
However, it appears that the current year deficit will exceed the unexpended
balance and a deficiency appropriation will, therefore, be necessary. Further,
I feel that increased rate of authorizations by resolutions combined with an
increased rate of expenditure under these authorizations will make it necessary
that the appropriations for fiscal years 1965 and thereafter be more realistically
stated at a higher rate. The following is a statement of the expenditures author-
ized by resolutions in recent years:

Amount Percent

87th Cong., 1st sess. (Feb. 1, 1961, to Jan. 31, 1962) $4, 111,000 100
87th Cong., 2d sess. (Feb. 1, 1962, to Feb. 28, 1963) 4, 587,700 111.58
88th Cong., 1st sess. (Mar. 1, 1963, to Jan. 31, 1964) 4, 313, 333 104.93
88th Cong., 2d sess. (Feb. 1, 1964, to Jan. 31, 1965) 4,651, 100 113. 14

The rate of expenditure against the $4,111,000 authorized for the 87th Con-
gress, 1st session, was 79 percent or $3,249,622, while the estimated rate of
expenditure against the $4,651,100 authorized for the 88th Congress, 2d session,
is 83 percent or $3,860,415.
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I, therefore, suggest the need for an increase in the "Inquiries and investiga-tions" appropriation for fiscal year 1965 by $400,000 to $4,425,760 of which
amount $4,045,760 would be provided for standing committee expenses and theinvestigating committees as authorized by resolutions. This would be a morerealistic appropriation in relation to the current expenditures. This would also
restore the effectiveness of the procedure approved by Chairman Hayden to
cover deficits without appropriation therefor in the future by restoring the
cushion represented by the unexpended balances of the Appropriations Com-
mittee's funds.
Insofar as the current year deficit is concerned, I recommend the necessary

appropriation be considered when the first supplemental bill for 1965 is con-
sidered, after the close of the fiscal year, at which time a better estimate of the
minimum amount needed, after applying the Appropriations Committee's balance,
can he made.

Respectfully,
ROBERT A. BRENKWORTH,
Financial Clerk, U.S. Senate.

EXPLANATION OF DEFICIT

Senator MONRONEY. Will you explain the deficit?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, Senator.
This is an appropriation which is made annually in advance of the

authorization to expend from this fund. Actually what is created is
a fund from which payments are made as authorized by Senate reso-
lutions 6 or 7 months later. We have an operating year on our reso-
lutions of February 1—January 31, almost a calendar basis, while our
appropriations are on a fiscal year basis so that we do get an overlap
here.
We have appropriated previously at a rate which was about what

the committees were spending of the authorization and this roughed
out to about 80 percent of the authorization rate. This committee
some years back decided to increase the appropriation to that rate to
provide a realistic appropriation to insure against deficits before the
close of the fiscal year, since there was no way of determining exactly
what would be authorized to be spent from the appropriation.

REPROGRAMING UNABLE TO OFFSET DEFICIT

In running the account in April it was determined that we would
have a deficit in the general investigative area of almost $400,000
and that we will run out of money before the close of the fiscal year.
In recent years the chairman of this committee, Senator Hayden, has
reprogramed the Appropriations Committee portion of this appro-
priation to cover some of these deficits to preclude the necessity of
having to come in for deficiency appropriations.
Now this has served the purpose for the past 3 years but will not

this year. Even with the reprograming it is expected that we will have
a deficiency.
So, I thought it best to bring the matter to the attention of the com-

mittee for action in this bill for next fiscal year because it appears
necessary at this point to revise the appropriations upward.

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE INVESTIGATIONS

Senator HAYDEN. There has not been a year, Mr. Chairman, that
Mr. Brenkworth has not come to me saying we are running out of
money. On the other hand, I have conducted very few investigations.
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Senator MoNRoNEy. This is money that is legislatively authorized
for the Appropriations Committee's investigation, is that not correct?

Senator HAYDEN. Yes.

REPROGRAMING OF COMMITTEE FUNDS

Senator MONRONEY. If it has not been used it has been transferred
to the other investigations that have been authorized by resolutions
for support of the other investigating committees.
Senator HAYDEN. Every year he has had to come to me and say,

"Look, we are running short," about this time of the year, "And we
can't pay without money."
Instead of making a deficiency appropriation, I say, "Well, you can

use some of the funds programed for the Committee on Appropria-
tions since its funds are in surplus, are in the same account and would
revert to the Treasury in any event." It doesn't make sense to make a
deficiency appropriation in one account and to have funds revert to
the Treasury in the very same account—when the existing funds can be
reprogramed.

HISTORY OF REPROGRAMING

Mr. BRENKWORTH. About 4 years ago when Senator Hayden first
came up with this idea of handling this on a reprograming basis since
the money was in one appropriation it was set up in such a way that
the money was utilized and then, when the supplemental bill came
along, we put in for a repaymerit appropriation.
About 3 years ago this was changed so that we no longer came in

unless we needed the money. The Senator felt that if we had a balance
of $200,000 in the appropriation after reprograming the funds to
cover the cost in the other area it would be a little foolish to come in
and ask for another $200,000 merely to replace the money in the ap-
propriation which was only going to be returned to the Treasury
anyway.
So, for the last 3 years we have not come in to replace the funds re-

programmed out of the Appropriations Committee's portion. It has
served the purpose very well. The record will show there has been
no deficiency or supplemental appropriations for committee investi-
gations in the past 3 years through this method that Senator Hayden
has approved of handling it on a reprograming basis.

CREATION OF INVESTIGATING' COMMITTEE

Senator HAYDEN. Originally under Senator McCarran and others
there was a good deal of money spent by the Appropriations Commit-
tee for investigation under the Legislative Reorganization Act. I de-
cided we had a committee to perform that service. That was Sena-
tor McClellan's committee.
So, I just said to Senator McClellan, any of this staff that I have

that are good and you want to take, take them because I am going to
go out of that business. That is your business.
I didn't see any sense running two investigation committees. We

do conduct investigations or surveys on a very selective basis and
have a very small staff for that purpose. For example the Appropri-
ations Committee conducted an investigation of the docket conditions
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in the Federal courts. Paul Cotter made an investigation of the
situation in the courts where I asked him to find out why one court
was up to date and another very far behind and the reason why.
He did that in a number of places all over the United States. When

the report was made I sent it over to the Chief Justice and he wel-
comed it. They have taken it up in the Judicial Conference and
cleared up a lot of difficulty as a result of the investigation Mr. Cotter
made.
One thing alone, to my recollection, we saved about a million a

year on jury fees. They were programing more money than there was
any need for.

notller example—last year at Senator McGee's request we did a
study of personnel administration and operations in AID.

AMOUNT NEEDED To ELIMINATE DEFICIT

Senator MONRONEY. Now you need and require, from this state-
ment that you submit here, to cover your deficit, $79,958 to date, is
that correct?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. This is an estimate of the full fiscal year opera-

tion deficit. As of April 1, based on the March 31 figures, and an
estimate of the expenditures for the next 3 months. In other words,
through June 30, and the closeout period, vouchers being processed
after the close of the year, I estimate that I will need $79,000 or $80,-
000 more than the Appropriations Committee will have as a balance,
or after the reprograming.
Tn other words, an actual deficit after reprograming of $80,000.
Senator MONRONEY. This deficit would include a transfer.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Of approximately $313,000 which I feel will

be available from the Appropriations Committee. Applying that to
the general investigative expenditures. So the actual deficit in this
one area we are talking about, the general investigation other than
the Appropriations Committee, will be closer to $400,000, $393,000.
This is why this is a matter that I felt should be brought to the atten-
tion of the committee at this time since we are in a aeficit area now,
and there is nothing which indicates that the rate of expenditure or the
amount authorized to be expended will go down.
Senator MONRONEY. These staffs are hired and the work is going

forward?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right.
As a matter of fact, the expenditures on checks issued basis have

gone up from a monthly average of $270,000 in calendar year 1961 to
roughly $330,000 for the first 3 months of calendar 1964.

AUTHORIZATION, 87TH CONGRESS

As far as authorizations are concerned, in the 87th Congress, 1st ses-
sion, $4,111.000 was authorized. In the 87th Congress, 2d session 
Senator MONRONEY. What is the figure of 100 there on page 2?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. On page 2, Senator?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, of your letter.
Mr. BRENKWORTII. I used the 87th Congress, 1st session as a base.
Senator MONRONEY. The 100 represents the base?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. Now this is for a full year, calendar year.
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CALENDAR YEAR AUTHORIZATION

Mr. BRENKWORTH. The full calendar year of authorization which
is February 1 to January 31 generally. I say generally because occa-
sionally resolutions cannot be put through in time and we have com-
mittee staffs to be paid, but are not authorized. So one omnibus res-
olution is put through to continue them for just 1 month, a temporary
period. This happened in the 2d session of the 87th Congress, so that
we had a 13-month operating period there.
Of course the next one was for 11 months.
In the 87th Congress, 2d session, the authorization was increased

to $4,587,700. And, using the. 100 as a base, this is 111.58. In the
88th Congress, 1st session, the authorizations were $4,313,333. We
have a reduction here to 104.93 mainly because of the 11-month as
opposed to a 13-month period.

CURRENT SESSION AUTHORIZATION

In the current session we have authorizations of $4,651,100. This
is 113.14 on the base. The rate of expenditure against the 87th, 1st
session, was 79 87th, 2d session was 85 88th, 1st session, 80. Once
again resulting from the drop back to 11 months.
•There is no way of determining what the rate of expenditure will

be against the current authorization. I have estimated this. My
feeling is that it will be roughly about 83 percent. Based on the
authorization of $4.6 million, this will run out to about $3,900,000.
The appropriations for this is only $3.6 million. So we are some

$300,000 short right there.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, Congress authorizes more than

it ever appropriates?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir, that is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. The money that goes to the committees is gen-

erally never fully obligated, the authorization is generally not all
spent.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. None of the committees exceed their authoriza-

tions. They all have balances. This committee has always tried to
appropriate the smallest amount for this purpose. Years ago the ap-
propriation was too small and we had to come in and get one or two
deficiencies annually.
Some years ago the committee decided to increase this to what it con-

sidered a realistic rate, trying to gear it against the expenditures. It
is a guessing game, you guess how much.

INCREASE IN APPROPRIATION NEEDED

Senator Hayden came up with the reprograming idea which took
care of our situation for several years. I don't think it will any longer.
I think the facts will bear that out. At this stage of the game the
committee should consider an increase in appropriation for that pur-
pose in this coming year to try to get that appropriation back to a
realistic rate so that perhaps the reprograming will do the job again.
Senator MONRONEY. Without the necessity of utilizing the committee

funds as we have been doing on reprograming?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. As r see it, if the $400,000 increase is granted in

the first year it is possible that will cover it, it will not be necessary
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to reprogram the committee's money. As the trend continues, and bear
in mind that this is not so much the committees but other authoriza-
tions that come into the picture.
A pay raise bill is in the offing. This will affect the money expended

from the appropriations.

EFFECT OF PAY RAISE BILLS

Senator MONRONEY. Didn't the pay raise in the last 2 years have a
lot to do with the requirement for a greater outflow of money for the
same personnel?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. In some degree. Actually each time we have a,

pay bill, an appropriation is included here. This appropriation is in-
cluded to cover the increased _pay cost based on the payroll existing
at that time. When you hire additional people you have to hire them at
accelerated rates.
Increasing the staff by three or four people after a pay act is passed

means that more money will be needed in order to do the same job. As
I see it, if this increase is granted, and this is strictly a guess, Senator,
next year we will most likely meet the expenditures without reprogram-
ing.
The following year we may have to reprogram again for a small

amount of money. But I hope that by getting the $400,000 now that it
will be 3 or 4 years before any other action will be necessary and that
the reprograming will do the job again.

AMOUNT NEEDED TO REMEDY SOLUTION

Senator MONRONEY. You mean an appropriation increase of $400,-
000 will put it back in order and you will not need further increases
annually?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. I believe so, Senator. If we receive the increase

in this current year I think the reprograming situation might take care
of this appropriations need for the next 3 or 4 or perhaps 5 years.
As I say, it is a guess because it depends on what the Senate itself

will do on the floor when these resolutions come in. Will it increase
the authorizations?
Senator MONRONEY. If it increases the authorizations then we will

have to increase the appropriation.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right. For example, this pay bill is

coming up. If it is enacted into law and there seems to be a good
likelihood of its enactment, the authorizations next year must go up.
If you retain the same staff people the authorization must go up be-
cause you need more money to pay them. So this upward trend results
from a great many things.
By that, I mean it is not necessarily the committees spending more

money to do different things or more things. It is doing the same
things which cost more money.

FUNDS INCLUDED IN INVESTIGATION AND INQUIRIES

Senator MONRONEY. These funds now are included in what line
item?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. This is the line item 20, expenses of inquiries and

investigations.
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Senator MONRONEY. The full amount is used and it is now in a deficit
position of about $400,000.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Not at this point but it will be by the end of this

fiscal year.
Senator MONRONEY. By the time this bill is passed.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. By the end of this month I believe it will be neces-

sary to ask Senator Hayden to reprogram again.
Senator MONRONEY. Your letter will be included in the beginning

of your testimony on this.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL FEDERAL EXPENDITURES

I have a letter from Senator Harry Byrd.
I have noted the action by the House of Representatives eliminating from the

legislative appropriation bill the $29,750 item for the Joint Committee on Reduc-
tion of Nonessential Federal Expenditures, of which I am chairman.
It would be deeply appreciated if the Senate committee would restore this

item. I sincerely believe that, as in the past, it will be money well spent. A copy
of the letter sent to the House committee, at their request, is forwarded for your
information.

It is true that the basic legislation in the Revenue Act of 1941 authorized
$10,000 23 years ago. But the appropriation was raised to $20,000 by additional
appropriations in 1943, 1944, and 1945. The regular appropriation went to $20,000
in 1946. The only increases since that time have been pursuant to acts of Con-
gress providing for pay raises and contributions to retirement and insurance pro-
grams. Over these years the committee has reduced the number of people on its
payroll from three to two.
The courtesies of your committee in the past are appreciated, and I shall be

grateful for your favorable consideration in this matter.

(The information referred to follows:)
FEBRUARY 8, 1964.

Hon. Tom STEED,
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, House Appropriations Com-

mittee, Washington, D.C.
MY DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: The attached table responds to your letter of Febru-

ary 1, 1964, requesting a breakdown in support of the appropriation to the Joint
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal Expenditures, as requested
for fiscal year 1965.
The 1965 request is exclusively for payroll and so-called agency contributions.

The funds requested are in the amount of estimated obligations for these two
purposes. The request is in an amount identical to that provided for fiscal year
1964. The committee personnel is unchanged.
Under the committee's appropriation language it has been possible through

frugal operation over the years to maintain a balance for contingencies and nec-
essary incidentals. Continuation of this balance is anticipated.
As you know, this joint committee was established under the Revenue Act

of 1941 (55 Stat. 726). It may terminate its activities on its own initiative at any
time with the filing of a final report.

Personally, I regard the small appropriation to this committee as money well
spent. I am hopeful that the attached information complies with your re-
quirements. Please let me know whenever we can cooperate or assist.
You have my very best wishes.

Faithfully yours,
HARRY F. BYRD, Chairman.

31-836-64 13
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Joint Committee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal Expenditures

1964 actual 1965 estimate

Appropriation or estimate $29, 750. 00 $29, 750. Oa

1964 actual 1965 estimate

Number Total salary Number Total salary

'baron expenditures:
St Iff director 
Clerk 

1
1

$18, 879.96
8, 816. 04

$18, 879.96
8, 816. 04

Total  2 27, 696. 00 2 27, 696. 00
Agency contributions 1, 972. 56  1, 972. 56

Total _ 1 29,668.56  1 29, 668. 66

$81.44 difference between appropriation and actual expenditure due to $81.12 in agency contributions
authorized but not presently used, and rounding.

HOUSE ACTION

This request as I understand it, because this has been usually dis-
bursed by the Senate, the House did not include the fund for the
committee on reduction of nonessential Federal expenditures.
I understand it was put in in the committee but went out on a

point of order on the floor.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That it exceeded the authorization, in that

connection I would like to say this, Senator. It is true it exceeded
the authorization which is $10,000, as stated in the law, but we have
had a great many legislative actions since 1941 which have increased
the cost of operating.

AUTHORIZATION LIMITATION

For example, you have laws that come along and say you shall
contribute 61/2 percent of your salary cost to the retirement fund and
so much for health benefits and so much for life insurance. These
are charges against this fund. If you have two people on this roll
and they are under the retirement act and they have life insurance
and they are entitled to it you have to make these payments.

Also, the $10,000 does not take into consideration all the pay acts,
the percentage pay acts and others that have been enacted since 1941.
Technically and legally it does exceed the authorization, but from a
practical standpoint, by law, additional expenditures have been au-
thorized from this appropriation to meet this cost.
We have had the pay bills that say Mr. Jones who works for the

committee should get 7 percent more than he is getting. True, when
these bills were enacted nothing was done to increase the appropria-
tion limitation but by the same fact the expenditures still had to be
made.

NEED FOR COMMITTEE

Senator MONRONEY. It looks to me like you either have to increase
the authorization by law which could be done or to suspend the rules
and pass the increase.
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I would hate to see this committee go out of existence. It is one
of the smallest and one of the most economically run committees we
have. I feel that the point of order that was evidently sustained in
the House would be probably sustained in the Senate as well.
So, if we are to include this item we had better give notice we are

going to suspend the rules on this particular matter. I don't think
we are ready, Mr. Brenkworth, to say that authorizations don't hold
even though there have been subsequent changes in legislative benefits
for employees.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is true.
Senator MONRONEY. Those are indirect and not specified and it

would be almost incapable of accurate calculations.

RESULTS OF STRICT APPLICATION OF AUTHORIZATION

Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right. The amount authorized to be
appropriated for this committee certainly is $10,000, no question about
that. The fact still remains that we have had a great many acts of
Congress, laws which say that if you are going to pay John smith on
this committee $10,000, and he is under the retirement act you send
$650 to the Civil Service Commission.

Senator MONORONEY. That does not change the authorization.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. It does not.
Senator MONRONEY. Therefore the strict application of the law

would require you to terminate one employee, or reduce travel or do
this to make up for the difference of the authorization for that com-
mittee or that work to stay within the allocated limit or raise the al-
locations or authorizations as the case may be.

PROCEDURE FOR INCREASING AUTHORIZATION

We can do it by suspension of the rules if the Senate votes by two-
thirds to increase over the authorization. It would be very poor, busi-
ness however, this would come through the Rules Committee I would
presume for increasing the authorization, would it not?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. I don't know where the parliamentarian would

send it, Senator. I don't know whether it would be the Rules Com-
mittee or another committee. I don' think it would be the Post Office
Committee. I just don't know.
Senator HAYDEN. Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

Senator MONRONEY. I have a letter from Senator Douglas, chair-
man of the Joint Economic Committee.

Attached herewith is a tabulation of expenditures of the Joint Economic
Committee for fiscal years 1963, 1964, and 1965 for the use of your subcommittee
in its consideration of the committee's budget request for fiscal 1905.

Last year we asked for a total of $235,000—a reduction of $30,730 from the
budget request of $265,730—and I am glad to report that we have been able to
operate efficiently within this amount during the 1964 fiscal year.
I am confident that the Joint Economic Committee will be able to carry out

its functions during fiscal year 1965 within the same budget request of $235,000
which, I repeat, is $30,730 below the original 1964 budget request.
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During consideration of the 1965 legislative branch appropriation bill in the
House a point of order was raised against the amount allocated to the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee on the ground that it exceeded the statutory authorization.
It has been the custom to treat this statutory authorization as the "basic" appro-
priation and through the years this "basic" appropriation has been added to by
the pay acts and agency contribution authorizations. The enclosed memo-
randum gives a brief history of the committee's appropriation since 1947.

Please let me know if you need additional information or further explanation
in support of the $235,000 budget of the committee.

(The information referred to follows:)

Joint Economic Committee expenditures

Appropriation or estimate_ _

1963 actual 1964 estimate 1965 estimate

Executive director 
Clerk 
Senior economist 
Economists 
Minority economist _ 
Financial clerk 
Administrative clerk 
Administrative assistant 
Assistant to executive director 
Executive secretary 
Publications 
Administrative aid 
Secretaries 
Statistician 

Total 
Reimbursable loans, w.a.e., temporary
and contract employees, plus agency
contributions to payroll 

Total salaries 
Expenses for hearings 
Miscellaneous and contingent expenses  

Total

$260,590 $235,000 $235,000

As of June 30 As of Feb. 28

Number Total
salary

Number Salary
Number

Total
salary

$18,772
17,230

4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1

52,482
12.905
12,905
12,454
9,986
8,556
8.556
7,776
7,126
27,634
6,476

1
3
1

1
1
1
1
3
1

$18,772

17,869
43,567
13.469
12.905
12,454

8,556
8,556
8,036
7, 126
19,81S
6,476

1
3
1
1
1

$18,772

17 869
43, 567
13,469
12,905
12,454

1
1
1
1
3
1

8, 556
8, 556
8,036
7, 126

19. 818
6,476

19 202, 858

28,156

16 177,604

30,450

16 177,604

30,450

231,014
13,308
9,819

208,054
16,946
10,000

208,054
16, 946
10,000

254, 141 235,000 235,000

JUSTIFICATION FOR AMOUNTS APPROPRIATED IN EXCESS OF STATUTORY
AUTHORIZATION

The attached summary of appropriations 1947-64 shows that as far back as
1948 the committee's appropriation actnally exceeded the statutory limit which
at that time was $50,000. The 1948 fiscal year appropriation was $70,000; in
fiscal years 1949 and 1950 it was $72,640.
In favorably reporting S. 2085 to amend the Employment Act of 1946 with

respect to increasing the basic appropriation authorization of the committee
from $50,000 to $125,000, the Senate Banking and Currency Committee recog-
nized the fact that the statutory authorization of $50,000 was not a limitation
upon appropriations. This report ( S. Rept. 603, 81st Cong., 1st sess.) contains
the following language:
"* * * Since the authorization contained in the Employment Act has been

supplemented by subsequent pay legislation, total authorizations under present
laws are $72,640."
The Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments which con-

sidered the bill in the House of Representatives adopted the report of the Senate
and incorporated Senate Report No. 603 in its own report (H. Rept. No. 1306).
Based on the following provision contained in the various legislative branch

appropriation acts, the apropriation authorization of $125,000 in the Employ-
ment Act of 1946, as amended, has been increased because of pay acts and agency
contribution authorizations:
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"SEC 103. Whenever any office or position not specifically established by the

Legislative Pay Act of 1929 is appropriated for herein or whenever the rate

of compensation or designation of any position appropriated for herein is differ-

ent from that specifically established for such position by such Act, the rate of
.compensation and the designation of the position, or either, appropriated for or

provided herein, shall be the permanent law with respect thereto: Provided, That
the provisions herein for the various items of official expenses of Members, offi-

cers, and committees of the Senate and House, and clerk hire for Senators and
Members shall be the permanent law with respect thereto : •* * *" (46 Stat. 32).
During the hearing on the 1964 legislative branch appropriations held by the

Subcommittee on Legislative Appropriations of the Senate Appropriations Com-

mittee, the following statement was made by Mr. Brenkworth, financial clerk of

the Senate: "* * * when this committee was created, there was a maximum
amount which could be appropriated for its operation, but this amount as in-
creased by the pay acts, and the agency contribution authorizations, is equal to
this $265,000, if not higher than it."

Joint Economic Committee—Summary of appropriations, 1947-64

Fiscal year Appropriation
authorization

Total appro-
priations

Fiscal year Appropriation
authorization

Total appro.
priations

1947 $50, 000 $25, 000 1956 $125. 000 $146, 474
1948 50,000 70,000 1957 125,000 135, 560
1949 50,000 72, 640 1958 125.000 143,380
1950 50,000 72,640 1959 125,000 116,950
1951 125,000 125,585 1960 125,000 156,950
1952 125.000 133,275 1961 125,000 167, 555
1953 125,000 133,275 1962 125,000 259, 555
1954 125,000 133,275 1963 125, 000 260. 590
1955 125,000 124, 575 1964 125,000 235,000

STATUTORY AUTHORIZATION OF COMMITTEE

What is their statutory authorization?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. $125,000, Senator. It was originally $50,000.

It was increased by Public Law 330 of the 81st Congress to $125,000.
Senator MONRONEY. So a point of order would stand in the Senate

as well as in the House on this.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. I presume so.
Senator MONRONEY. Unless we waived the point of order by a two;-

thirds vote. That will be printed at this point in the record.

OTHER JOINT COMMITTEES

Senator MONRONEY. On the Joint Committee on Printing, this was
allowed the full amount in the House.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. The Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Tax-

ation, $344,440, was allowed the budget request.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is a contingent expense of the House item.

The contingent expense of the Senate items are the Joint Economic
Committee, Joint Atomic Energy Committee, and Joint Committee on
Printing.

Senator MONRONEY. And the Joint Atomic Energy was allowed its
amount?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
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HOUSE CONTINGENT EXPENSES

Senator MONRONEY. The Joint Economic Committee and the Joint
Committee on Reduction in Nonessential Federal Expenditures are
in trouble. What about contingent expenses of the House on their
items. Did they have the same problem?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. I don't know, Senator. I am not familiar with

their authorizations or their items.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON DEFENSE PRODUCTION

Senator MONRONEY. The Joint Committee on Defense Production
was reduced by $25,520. They have authorization for the full amount.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. I don't know, Senator.
Mr. Scow. Was reduced for the same reason, Senator, because it

exceeded the authorization.
Senator MONRONEY. You don't know anything about the history of

that?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. No, not on the House side items.

LETTER FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE

Senator MONRONEY. We have a letter from the Joint Committee on
Defense Production.

Reference is made to H.R. 10723. As chairman of the Joint Committee on
Defense Production, I would appreciate having an opportunity to testify on the
Appropriations for committee expenses for the fiscal year 1965.
The amount of $65,000 was included in section 712(e) 'of the Defense Produc-

tion Act for the expenses of the committee in 1955. There have been three salary
increases since 1955. These increases amounted to 10 percent in 1958, 71,4 per-
cent in 1960, and 7 percent in 1962. An addition of these three percentages
-would increase $65,000 to $82,242.87. The House Banking and Currency Cora-
mittee proposes to delete the $65,000 from section 712(e) of the Defense Produc-
tion Act in order that the appropriated funds may be comparable to the funds
received by other committees of the Congress. Since travel and other expenses
have increased even more than salaries, I believe $90,520 for the fiscal year 1965
Is reasonable. This amount is being requested to cover the estimated expendi-
tures which follow:

Staff director $18.800
Economist 18,800
Clerk and counsel 17,230
Professional staff member 

Do 
12,
11,

529
551

Secretary 6,606
Miscellaneous and contingent expenses 5,004

Total 90, 520

The salary increases he outlines alone would bring the needed funds
from the $65,000 original authorization up to $82,242.87. The commit-
tee will consider that when we begin to mark up the bill.
Again, this would be a question that the the joint committee would

require legislation by both Houses and whether the point of order
would be waived or not would be up to the committee in reporting the
bill.
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(The letter referred to follows:)

LETTER FROM HON. WRIGHT PATMAN

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT COMMITTEE ON DEFENSE PRODUCTION,

May 5, 1964.

Hon A. S. MIKE MONRONEY,
Chairman, Legislative Appropriations Subcommittee, Committee on Appropria-

tions, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to H.R. 10723. As chairman of the

Joint Committee on Defense Production, I would appreciate having an oppor-

tunity to testify on the appropriations for committee expenses for the fiscal year

1965.
The amount of $65,000 was included in section 712(e) of the Defense Produc-

tion Act for the expenses of the committee in 1955. There have been three

salary increases since 1955. These increases amounted to 10 percent in 1958,

71/2 Percent in 1960, and 7 percent in 1962. An addition of these three percent-

ages would increase the $65,000 to $82,242.87. The House Banking and Currency

Committee proposes to delete the $65,000 from section 712(e) of the Defense

Production Act in order that the appropriated funds may be comparable to the

funds received by other committees of the Congress. Since travel and other

expenses have increased even more than salaries, I believe $90,520 for the fiscal

year 1965 is reasonable. This amount is being requested to cover the estimated

expenditures which follow:

Staff director $18,800

Economist  18,800

Clerk and counsel 17,230

Professional staff member 12,529

Professional staff member 11,551
Secretary 6,606

Miscellaneous and contingent expenses 5,004

Total  90,520

The salary increases since 1955, as applied to the $65,000 authorization for the
committee as of that time, are as follows:

Authorization for Joint Committee on Defense Production in 1955____ $65, 000.00
Addition of the 10-percent salary increase of 1958 6,500.00
Addition of the 7%-percent salary increase of 1960 5,362.50
Addition of the 7-percent salary increase of 1962 5,380.37

Total 82,242.87

Sincerely yours,
WRIGHT PATAIAN, Chairman.

CAPITOL POLICE, GENERAL EXPENSES

Senator MONRONEY. In the Capitol Police, the general expenses of
the Capitol Police force is $36,700. What does that include?
Mr. CHEATHAM. That includes, Mr. Chairman, the funds for uni-

forms, that is acquisition, alteration, repair, cleaning, and laundry.
That is, all maintenance of uniforms and equipment, including patrol
or scout cars, gasoline.

• Senator MONRONEY. Uniforms are furnished to the police?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. That is the police uniform?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. All total it would include guns?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, and ammunition.
Senator MONRONEY. It does not include shoes I presume.
Mr. CHEATHAM. NO.
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CAPITOL POLICE BOARD FUND

Senator MONRONEY. The Capitol Police Board, $144,000. Is that
the total amount you spend for the Capitol Police?
Mr. CHEATHAM. No, sir. That amount is not for salaries of Capitol

Police in the strict sense, such as those appointed by the sergeant at
Arms of the Senate and the Sergeant at Arms of the House. It is
exclusively for reimbursing the District of Columbia for the salariesof the Metropolitan Police that the Capitol Police Board has on as-
signment or loan to the Capitol from the Metropolitan Police.
This fund cannot be estimated too close to the dollar because thefinal amount to be spent is determined only by the number of days peryear the Senate and the House are in session multiplied by the amountof the salaries of these men.

BORROWING DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PERSONNEL

Senator MONRONEY. Also it would depend on special occasions,would it not, funerals such as the MacArthur funeral where hugecrowds are near the Capitol or even on the assembly here of largetroops of citizens to protest.
Mr. CHEATHAM. For anything out of the ordinary we draw on theMetropolitan Police and usually reimburse that Department for men

loaned on a very temporary basis.
Senator MONRONEY. Such as the Washington observance of civilrights where we had huge crowds.
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. You reimburse from this fund of $144,000.
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. If it runs over that, then you come back andask for additional funds.
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes. On the other hand any that is not spent wedo not transfer to the District government. It is like any other salary

appropriation. At the end of the fiscal year any unobligated balancelapses.
EDUCATION OF PAGES

Senator MONRONEY. The next item, the education of Senate andHouse pages $79,925, an increase of $245. That is paid to the Districtof Columbia for operating the school for pages?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes sir.
Senator MONRONEY. 

Yes,
school do they go to?

Mr. CHEATHAM. Well, it is a school that was created by the Con-
gress.
Senator MONRONEY. The Legislative Reorganization Act createdit?
Mr. CHEATHAM. The Reorganization Act which you, Mr. Chair-man, had a great deal to do with generally, including the part creatingthe school. The school is located physically at this time, and hasbeen for some years, in the Library of Congress main building. TheDistrict supplies the personnel and determines the curriculum, design-ing it so that the pages may receive proper credit that is recognizedmost anywhere.
Senator MONRONEY. It operates from early morning until aboutnoon, does it not?
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SENATE AND HOUSE PAGES

Mr. CHEATHAM. Well, for the Senate side they have to terminate
the classes much earlier. Some of the House boys or many of the
House boys go later.
As you know, the work of the pages differs as between the Senate

and the House. The House Members don't have desks on the floor
to be cared for, and on which pages place bills, records, and so forth.
Thus, most of the Senate boys, even when the Senate meets as late as
12 noon, have to leave class at 9:45.
Of course as now, when the Senate meets at 10 every day, most of

the time they have to leave earlier.
Senator MONRONEY. It is even rough on the pages.
Mr. CHEATHAM. It is rough on many people.
Senator MONRONEY. In addition to salaries of pages is that the only

expense item that we take care for them or do we furnish their uni-
forms?
Mr. CHEATHAM. No, sir. If you wish to refer to them as uniforms.

No clothing is furnished the pages. They are required to purchase,
,on their own, the dark blue, more or less uniform style of suits and black
ties and shoes as well as white shirts.

PENALTY MAIL COSTS

Senator MONRONEY. The next item, 13, penalty mail costs. That is
$144,374 below the appropriation for 1964 and $77,000 reduction made
by the House below the budget estimate.
Do you know about that item Mr. Brenkworth ?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. No, sir I do not. The estimate is submitted by

the House and is handled by them first. I think the original request
is made to the House.
Mr. Scorn Mr. Chairman, the Post Office Department in a letter to

the Clerk of the House dated February 18, 1964, stated that the revised
figure was $4,723,000, which is the amount allowed by the House.

Senator MONRONEY. Is this for last year's or is this for anticipation
of the use in the new fiscal year?
Mr. Scow. This is for the fiscal year 1963.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words2 we pay for the amount of mail

that the Congress used under the franking privilege.
Mr. Scow. That is correct. The payment is made a year sub-

se uent to the mailings.
Senator MONRONEY. That is right. But we pay on a basis that takes

into consideration all of the envelopes that are printed and are charged
to the Congress.
Mr. Scow. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. Therefore, the use of those, any loss of these

envelopes or destruction or anything else sent back for credit would
be taken into consideration in connection with the $4,723,000 figure.

JOINT STATEMENT ON APPROPRIATIONS

Statements on appropriations, $13,000 for the preparation. This
is the joint statement that is made at the conclusion every year of
the Congress analyzing and comparing the appropriations in both
Houses and is a joint effort, is it not?
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Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir; it IS.
Senator MONRONEY. It is a continuing repetitive item?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.

ATJDITING SENATE ACCOUNTS

Senator MONRONEY. We had testimony when the Comptroller Gen-
eral was before us this week with reference to audits of the accounts
of the Senate with which we are primarily concerned.
The testimony I recall showed that all of the items of the Architect

of the Capitol were audited, including the cafeteria, by the General
Accounting Office. I believe all of your accounts are audited, are they
not, by GAO?
Mr. BRENKWORTII. Yes, sir; for settlement of an account.
'Senator MONRONEY. The report of the audit, does it include the

accounts of the committees as well?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes_, it does, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. That is made once a ypar ?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. The vouchers representing all of our payments

are submitted to the General Accounting Office for quarterly recon-
ciliation and we receive from them an annual settlement of account
which usually comes through about 14 or 15 months after the close
of the fiscal year for which we are being balanced.
'Senator MONRONEY. This balance is off the vouchers that were

submitted to them for their audit with the funds that have been ap-
propriated and expended.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right.

HOUSE REt3TRICTION ON EXPENDITURES

Senator MONRONEY. The House wrote some kind of restriction into
their bill. Do you have that
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir; I do.
Senator MONRONEY. Page 26 of the House bill, section 105.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, I have looked at this.
Senator MONRONEY. For the purpose of the record, section 105

reads:
The expenditure of 'any 'appropriation under this act by 'any committee of the

Congress or by the Architect of the Capitol shall be limited to those committees
and to those funds and contracts supervised by the Architect of the Capitol
where such expenditures are a matter of public record and available for public
inspection.

ANNUAL REPORT OF SECRETARY OF THE SENATE

Mr. BRENKWORTH. Senator, this language gives me a great deal of
pause. First of all, we do have presently in law a requirement that
all of the expenditures of the U.S. Senate be printed as a Senate doc-
ument. This document is known as the Annual Report of the Secre-
tary of the Senate.
By title 2, United States Code, section 102, these reports are made

at the beginning of each session. They are printed as Senate docu-
ments and are available to anyone. They contain a very accurate
itemization of all the expenditures of the 'Senate including those of
the committees.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, every voucher.
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Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. That carries with it an expenditure, commit-

teewise, or for members for any other expenditures, payroll, or
procurement of materials or anything else, have to be vouchered
and these vouchers are published in the annual report once a year.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. By the Secretary of the Senate and is available

for distribution.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right. As a matter of fact, the basic

documents used to prepare the reports are copies of the vouchers
which are submitted to the General Accounting Office. Every ex-
penditure of the Senate is included in that report and is printed an-
nually, available to anyone who wants to obtain it.

QUARTERLY LIST OF EMPLOYEES

Senator MONRONEY. In addition you print once every quarter, I
believe, according to action taken by the Senate, a complete official
list of all offices and all Senate employees.
Mr. BRENKWORTII. Yes, sir, and that is published quarterly. It is

available 60 days after the close of each fiscal quarter and it contains
the names, titles, and amount paid during that quarter to all employees,
of the Senate.

Senator MONRONEY. That is listed, of course, in the basic pay; is
that correct?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. No, sir; that is the gross amount paid.
Senator MONRONEY. The gross amount paid?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir. And this information is also du-

plicated in the annual report of the Secretary.
Senator MONRONEY. This is basic pay; is it not?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. No, sir; it is gross salary, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. It is the quarter, I see. Each quarter has the

amount paid in that quarter.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. This comes out how long after the quarter is

over?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Within 60 days of the close of each fiscal quarter.
Senator MONRONEY. The total listing of all the employees of the.

Senate as well as all the Members' offices.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right. It includes the joint committees

which are paid from Senate funds.
Senator MONRONEY. Including the police funds and other types of

jobs as well, mail carriers?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right.

RESTRICTION IN SECTION 105 OF HOUSE Brix

Senator MONRONEY. Now you say you have serious doubts regarding
the workability of the restriction as it is contained in section 105.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. First, let me point out as I did previous that we

do have a law already which requires publication of this information.
If this amendment in the current bill is enacted into law quite.

obviously it will be interpreted to mean that the reports currently
being filed are not sufficient and that something else should be done.
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I don't believe the language is clear enough as to what else is to be
done. I have taken the liberty of submitting the matter to the Legis-
lative Counsel's Office and received a memorandum from them from
which I will quote if you will permit me.

MEMORANDUM FROM LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL

Under the circumstances it would be difficult if not impossible at this time to
provide specific answers to such questions as whether or not the inclusion in the
annual report of the Secretary of the Senate of all expenditures of Senate com-
mittees will constitute compliance with section 105 or whether some different
form of publicity will be required.
The ultimate answer to these questions will depend to a great extent upon

the additional legislative history which doubless will be made before this provi-
sion is finally enacted into law.
In other words, due weight will have to be given to any explanation or inter-

pretation of the provision which might be included in the report of the Senate
Committee on Appropriations as well as to any pertinent statements which
might be made during debate on the bill or on the conference report. In view
of the questions raised it is apparent that some clarification of the provision
Ptiher through amendment or by way of legislative history would be highly
desirable.

DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION

The question has been raised before, mostly by the press, as to
'whether or not they could come into my office, for example, and say,
I would like to see the vouchers you are processing. Bearing in mind
the large number of people we have here, covering the various news-
papers, covering the Capitol, this is an impossible thing. I just don't
have the staff or the space to service the press corps with the number of
requests that they would make for information about expenditures.
The Senate has in the past always felt that the filing of this report

makes the information public. Some of the information is made avail-
able within 6 months. For the beginning of the year fiscal informa-
tion, of course, it is 18 months.

Senator MONRONEY. I think that is one of the prime objections of
the press and others, that while it finally reaches the publication stage
that it is so long delayed that the news matter becomes somewhat
obsolete.

SPEEDING UP PUBLICATION OF REPORTS

Is there any way you could speed this up by quarterly reporting or
some other method where these will assume the value of current
reports?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir. As a matter of fact I think that per-

haps your suggestion might be a very (rood one from an administrative
standpoint in that this will spread out what is a large job at the end of
the fiscal year to a lesser job over the four quarters. If this is done
I hope full consideration will be given to repealing the necessity for
filing the annual report. I think it would be quite expensive to do the
job twice.

Senator MONRONEY. If four quarterly reports would equal one
annual report.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir. I was referring to the necessity of

filing the four quarterly reports and then repeating all of this informa-
tion in an annual report.
Senator MONRONEY. You could put them together in an annual re-

port and make the annual report one section, either the fourth quarter
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or something. But it would be better to conduct it in just quarterly
reports so that it would be more available. This would serve the pur-
pose generally of publicizing and making open records available to
the press or to the public, would it not?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, it would.
Senator MONRONEY. Overall expenditures that go from the money

appropriated by the Congress to individuals.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir. The same information that we publish

annually
EXPENDITURES, ARCHITECT'S OFFICE

Senator MONRONEY. Does this include the Architect of the Capitol?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. No, sir;  it does not. Just the Senate.
Senator MONRONEY. The .Architect of the Capitol runs a consider-

able amount of money and I imagine involves a great many accounts.
As a matter of fact, the House bill has $19,607,000. He had $33 mil-
lion last year while they were building the New House Office Building.
That makes a different bit of a problem from the expenditures that
we have up here on the Hill although our total expenditures for all
purposes runs $31 million.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.

QUESTION OF QUANTITY, SECRETARY'S REPORT

Senator MONRONEY. A request of $31,010,390. You feel though as
far as your own accounting and opening your records to full public
surveillance, this could be served by a quarterly printed report rather
than an annual report?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir. As far as I am concerned and I speak

strictly from an administrative standpoint, I would much prefer that
the information be made available to the public through the means of
a report, whether this report is filed annually or quarterly is not ma-
terial to me.
The thing that I don't want to get involved in is having to serve

people at the counter requesting information about our expenditures.
If that happens we will have trouble because with the staff I have and
the space I have, I just can't do it and do my work.

SERVING PUBLIC INFORMATION INQUIRIES

Senator HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I have looked into this. It is
just impossible for Mr. Brenkworth to be a source of information for
reporters and perform his duties. He just can't do both of those
things.

Senator MONRONEY. The purpose of having public records open,
however, to the public is very important and if the law would require
him to file this complete record of all transactions, the press and the
public would have access to every voucher that is cleared through your
office.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. More timely access. They have that access now.
Senator MONRONEY. As you say, it is either 6 to 18 months which

means quite a time flow. You need additional time after the close of
the quarter.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. You would need some time.
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Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir; at least 60 days, Senator, the similar
period of time that we have for the salary part of it. That job would
still have to be done.

Senator MONRONEY. This has met the need very well on the salaries;
has it not?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. I presume so. I have not heard many complaints

about it. Of course they are issued by the Secretary's Office. I doubt
that you can please everybody.

GAO AUDITING

Senator MONRONEY. Then your office is audited by the General Ac-
counting Office.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir; all of our vouchers are submitted to

the General Accounting Office quarterly for settlement of our appro-
priation accounts.
Senator MONRONEY. And all are numbered as they are contained in

there?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. To make it absolutely certain that this would

be open and public you feel that the quarterly method would be far
superior to the provision contained in the House bill?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Excepting on the Architect of the Capitol.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. I would not say anything about that, I am not

familiar with his problems. I don't know what this will do to his
Office. As far as I am concerned I feel something is necessary, other-
wise we have a wide open situation here.

IMPACT OF HOUSE LANGUAGE

Obviously what we are presently doing is not satisfactory if this
language is approved by the Senate. Something in addition is re-
quired.
Senator MONRONEY. This was language approved by the House.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. After the General Accounting Office provision

had gone out on a point of order.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. That is correct. Now what is done, whether this

is clarified in the report, whether the language is changed, whether
the Senate decides it wants another means of making this information
available is entirely up to the Senate.
But I do feel something is necessary to clarify this point at this time.

REPORTING ARCHITECT'S EXPENDITURES

Senator MONRONEY. You work with the Architect of the Capitol on
many items; do you not?
Mr. BRENKWORTH. No, sir; I do not. My main contact with the

Architect of the Capitol is with the Joint Committee on Inaugural
Ceremonies and the Senate Restaurant.
Senator MONRONEY. We will have to ask the Architect then about

the best method of including his expenditures because this is men-
tioned specifically by the House item, you see. The objection has
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been raised, I understand, in the House and in other places that in.
dealing with contractors this would be apt to prejudice the Govern-
ment's position in claims or change orders in construction items.
Mr. BRENKWORTH. I can see that point; yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have any further questions, Mr.

Chairman?
Senator HAYDEN. No.

QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR SALTONSTALL

Senator MONRONEY. Senator Saltonstall regretted that he had to be
out of town and could not be here today. He wanted to ask Mr.
Cheatham the following question:
I have had several letters of complaints concerning girls being accosted while

going to and from the parking lots. I am informed that the Chief Justice
escorts his secretaries to the parking lot when they work after hours, for these
reasons.

REPORT OF CRIMES ON CAPITOL HILL

I have been concerned about the problem of police protection in the jurisdic-
tion of the Capitol Police force. Would you please furnish for the record the
reports of crimes which have taken place here on Capitol Hill in the past 3
years, giving the type of crime and the disposition of each case.

Mr. CHEATHAM. I happen to have with me a copy of a letter that
Mr. Duke wrote Senator Saltonstall in December of 1963. He asked
us for that. I believe this letter covers the present question. May I
submit that, sir?

Senator MONRONEY. I don't know whether it would satisfy him or
not. Apparently this question was written since that letter. [Read-
ing from the letter of Mr. Duke
The police records and reports reveal that, subsequent to January 1, 1963,

there have been one assault and one indecent exposure on portions of the Capitol
Grounds. The assault was on a young lady by two men in the Northwest Drive
of the Capitol Grounds at 9:45 a.m. on October 22, 1963. The Capitol Police
apprehended the assailants.
In February of 1963, while walking on the sidewalk along First Street NE.,

between C and D Streets, which area is under the jurisdiction of the District
of Columbia and not a part of the Capitol Grounds, two individual women were
assaulted. One was robbed after midnight, and the thief was located by the
Metropolitan Police shortly thereafter. The other incident occurred around
5 a.m. also when the streets were deserted.
A few days after the second of those women was accosted on District of

Columbia public space, the lack of Metropolitan Police patrol was discussed with
the commanding officer of No. 1 precinct, who is responsible to police First and
Second Streets and all of the cross streets in between from the Union Station
to East Capitol.

Senator MONRONEY. I think this could be published in the record.
These are individual items showing and detailing the report of the
assault up to December 17, 1963. This letter will be incorporated in
the record.
(The letter referred to follows:)

U.S. SENATE.
OFFICE OF THE SERGEANT AT AR NI S.
Washington, D.C., December 17, 1963.

Hon. LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR: Since you called on me to express concern about employees

and others being physically assaulted or robbed on the Capitol Grounds, I have
reexamined the facts.
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The police records and reports reveal that, subsequent to January 1, 1963, therehave been one assault and one indecent exposure on portions of the CapitolGrounds. The assault was on a young lady by two men in the Northwest Driveof the Capitol Grounds at 9:45 a.m. on October 22, 1963. The Capitol Policeapprehended the assailants. The indecent exposure was committed in Januaryof 1963 before a woman employee on the large parking lot at First and D Streetson the far side of the lot from where the policeman was standing at the time.The offender escaped in the dark while the policeman ran to the scene uponhearing the lady's scream.
That incident caused me to investigate the adequacy of lighting on that andall other regular Senate parking lots. Although they proved better lighted thanmost modern commercial parking facilities, I felt their intensity should be in-creased as an added safety measure for Senate employees. The Architect esti-mated such an improvement would cost $2,500, and Chairman Hayden, at myrequest, authorized and directed Mr. Stewart to make the expenditure from

his contingent fund. These increases in lighting were completed several monthsago.
• In February of 1963, while walking on the sidewalk along First Street NE.,between C and D Streets, which area is under the jurisdiction of the Dis-trict of Columbia and not a part of the Capitol Grounds, two individual womenwere assaulted. One was robbed after midnight, and the thief was located bythe Metropolitan Police shortly thereafter. The other incident occurred around5 a.m. also when the streets were deserted.
• A few days after the second of those women was accosted on District ofColumbia public space, the lack of Metropolitan Police patrol was discussed withthe commanding officer of No. 1 precinct, who is responsible to police First andSecond Streets and all of the cross streets in between from the Union Stationto East Capitol. That captain was most cooperative and since has regularlymaintained a footman on this short beat of four city squares around the clock.In addition, one of his patrol cars cruises over that area at least twice each hourduring each 24-hour period. Throughout the last 8 or 9 months, Chief Sullivanhas constantly assigned a footman to patrol on First Street between ConstitutionAvenue and the Union Station Plaza, adjacent to the large parking lot at Firstand D Streets, with increased activity of the Capitol Police scout car operatingin the same vicinity.
Despite the above-described additional precautions of both the Metropolitanand the Capitol Police along the borderline of the two jurisdictions, Miss MaryE. McFerron, an employee of Senator Javits, was assaulted on December 2, 1963,along First Street, under the province of the Commissioners, about 6:30 in theevening.
In a discussion last week with the commanding officer of the first precinct,he has agreed to concentrate the patrol of his footman during the hours whenmost employees leave the Senate from work along First Street, instead of walk-ing around four city squares. Chief Sullivan is also increasing the patrol on hisside of that border.
In view of your interest in affording proper pedestrian protection, your atten-

tion is invited to the fact that the street lights, in most of the Capitol Groundareas other than along Constitution Avenue, are of an old and virtually out-moded design and intensity. If you and Chairman Hayden could provide theArchitect with sufficient funds and orders to install an entirely new and modern
set of street lights throughout the Senate side of the Capitol Grounds, I thinkit would be of great assistance toward the prevention of crime.
With kind regards,

Sincerely,
JOSEPH C. DUKE,

Sergeant at Arms.

POLICE JURISDICTION OF CAPITOL AREA

Senator Salton.stall says:
I realize criminal jurisdiction in this area is between your jurisdiction andthe Metropolitan Police Department. Would you please include for the recorda statement of how these jurisdictional lines are drawn and the cooperativeefforts, between the Capitol force and the Metropolitan Police Department.
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Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir. Now may I ask you this? There is a
map showing the Capitol Grounds. Would you like to print that in
the report supplemental to any oral statement I might make.

Senator MONRONEY. Yes; We Would.
(The material referred to follows : )

EXPLANATION OF SOME ADDITIONS TO THE CAPITOL GROUNDS NOT SHOWN ON THE
ATTACHED MAP

The New Senate Office Building and its sidewalks are not shown in square
725, nor is the land in that square that is occupied by several Senate parking
lots. A substantial portion of square 724, just north of the aforementioned
square, is also Capitol Grounds (and is used as Senate parking lots) but is not
shown as such on this map.
Some changes in the map concerning additions to the Capitol Grounds on

the House side also do not appear on this map.

Senator MONRONEY. But still I would like your explanation as to
whether you are responsible for the open grounds and the Metropoli-
tan Police are responsible for the streets and sidewalks.
Mr. CHEATHAM. The Capitol Grounds include many miles of walk-

ways and roadways. I cannot submit the exact figure of mileage at
this moment but I will be glad to supply it. Most of those are under
the sole jurisdiction of the Capitol Police for patrolling unless the
Capitol Police Board either requests assistance from the Metropolitan
or consents to the use of Metropolitan. Now when a Metropolitan
policeman is in hot pursuit he may follow the person he is trying
to apprehend on to the Capitol Grounds without the consent or request
of the Capitol Police Board.

AREA INCLUDED IN CAPITOL GROUNDS

Roughly the area that is included in the Capitol Grounds beginning
at the First Street East and Constitution Avenue, by the old Capitol
Grounds which is a four-block-square area surrounded by a gray stone
wall, running in the southerly direction we would go to First and
Independence Avenue.
Then we would turn westerly and go on Independence Avenue, the

north side of the street, down to First Street West.
Senator MONRONEY. That is a park in there, where the monuments

are.
Mr. CHEATHAM. In that particular intersection from the Capitol

Building down to that First Street West and Independence Avenue
is entirely park area. In fact, Mr. Chairman, the entire four-square-
block area surrounded by the old gray stone wall is nothing but park
area except where the Capitol Building itself rests on the land.
Then we would turn northerly from First and Independence

Avenue, and run along the east face of the curb on First Street West
to Peace Monument. From there we include a triangle between
Pennsylvania Avenue, Third Street and Constitution, and First West.
Then from Second and Constitution our boundary follows the west
curb of Louisiana Avenue, which runs from Constitution 

31-836 -- 64 ---- 16
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BETTER POLICING NEEDED

Senator MONRONEY. We can get all that in a map. There surely
is a simpler way. You ought to have a joint policing of the Capitol
Grounds.

Senator Saltonstall's questions go to all crimes. There has been
mugging, slugging, shooting in this area in this period. There has
been a general feeling that we need greater police surveillance of this
whole broad area. We are trying to find out whether we are confining
our police to such narrow jurisdictions that they don't look out in the
street and see something happen or if they are in the street they don't
look in the park to see if anything happens.
Mr. CHEATHAM. No, sir; ,as a part of that question the letter to

Senator Saltonstall includes all of the crimes other than traffic offenses
and a few minor things that were committed during the period of time
that the letter covers.

Senator MONRONEY. The past 3 years ?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Since it does not cover more than for 1963 I will

supply the earlier years that it does not cover so that the committee
may include it in the printed hearing.
(The information referred to follows:)
Capitol Police records for 1962 and 1961 reveal the following (names deleted) :

1962—On Capitol Grounds
A 13-year-old Negro boy reported that about 2:45 p.m. on April 30, 1962, while

playing with two other boys in the Senate Plaza Park near the large fountain,
he was approached by three unknown males, two Negro and one white—all juve-
niles about 13 years of age. The second set of juveniles asked to see the wrist
watch of the first mentioned 13 year old. When he exhibited it on his arm the
white boy removed it and inquired if the boy with the watch had any money. He
admitted to 29 cents and the white boy took that. The three unknown juveniles
ran from the scene but they were overtaken and arrested.
1962—On Capitol Grounds
At 9:10 p.m. April 30, 1962, a 71-year-old white female with a female companion

73 years old, both from Brooklyn, N.Y., were walking on the lawn of the west
front of the Capitol. They were approached from behind by a Negro female of
late teen age wearing a skirt and blouse. The Negro attempted to snatch the 71
year old's pocketbook from her arm. When she resisted the Negro struck her in
the face and knocked her to the ground. The Negro female assailant then ran
from the scene and went on toward First Street West, disappearing in the dark
before the police could be summoned to find her.
1962—On Capitol Grounds
White female, age 40, of Euclid, Ohio, was taking pictures on the west front of

the Capitol at 7:45 p.m. on July 26, 1962. While near the John Marshall Statue
at the foot of the big west stairway she was slapped in the face by one of two
Negro females about 12 years of age, causing her glasses to be knocked to theground. The two Negro girls disappeared toward First Street east before police
could be summoned.

1962—On Capitol Grounds
A white female clerk in the New Senate Office Building parked, at 8:45 a.m.

on December 29, 1962, on Senate parking lot behind Womens Party building. As
she walked to the west to go into the building her pocketbook was snatched from
her left arm with $81 and the usual personal papers and other effects. The robber
was a Negro male about 20 to 25 years old. He made his escape by running to
Constitution Avenue and then toward the Old Senate Office Building. The pocket-
book, minus the $81, was recovered between parked automobiles on Constitution
Avenue. Metropolitan Police Identification Bureau found no fingerprints.
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1962—Just beyond the Capitol Grounds on District of Columbia public space

A white female 21 years of age employed in Senator's office, reported that about

8:30 p.m. January 30, 1962, while she was walking on the sidewalk almost in

front of the Carroll Arms Hotel, she was approached by a Negro male about 39

to 45. He held an unidentified objqct in one hand and said, "Lady, this is a

'stickup, give me your pocketbook." She screamed and ran into the Carroll Arms

Hotel with her pocketbook and the Negro escaped before being overtaken.

1961—On Capitol Grounds

White male, 22 years old, of Knoxville, Tenn., reported that about 12:40 p.m.

on August 25, 1961, he fell asleep on a park bench on the west front of the Capitol

Grounds. While asleep a Negro male 12 years old removed his billfold from his

trouser pocket. The contents comprised $10 in bills, a check for $500 and express

money orders for $140. The Negro was overtaken and arrested.

Mr. CHEATHAM. There is a great deal of overlapping of patrol work
at the borderline dividing  the jurisdictions of the Metropolitan Police
and the Capitol Police. The Metropolitan Police captain command-
ing the first precinct, which abuts most of the Senate side of the
Capitol Grounds is very cooperative.
I know exactly what he furnishes near our northeast boundary but

do not believe it is advisable, from a security standpoint, to put all
that on the record, sir.

Senator MONRONEY. You can go off the record. I think it probably
would be better to have this when Senator Saltonstall who raised this
question is here.
Mr. CHEATHAM. All right, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. If youwill, please be prepared at that time to

detail how we can get maximum police protection. If there are any
gaps in the jurisdictions or if we are overpolicing one section and not
the other I think is a matter of great importance.

Certainly the Nation's Capitol and the surrounding area should be as
secure as it could be made instead of the frequent locale of crime of
various natures.
Mr. CHEATHAM. Absolutely, and of course the Sergeant at Arms is

very desirous of having it as free from crime as is possible because
it is his duty and responsibility insofar as funds are provided.

SUPERVISION OF CAPITOL POLICE

Senator MONRONEY. I understand the Capitol Police are now super-
vised by a veteran police officer, a high ranking police officer of the
Metropolitan Police who is brought here and is in charge generally of
the organization, training, and efficiency of the Capitol Police force.
Mr. CHEATHAM. For the last 9 or 10 years we have had in succes-

sion two Deputy Chiefs of the Metropolitan Police serving respec-
tively as Chief of the Capitol Police. Those men gained great ex-
perience in the large city police functions and they are not as narrow
in their experience as the Capitol Police. Further, they don't have
any fear of trying to do the right thing because they can always go
back downtown if things don't work out right here for them.
Senator MONRONEY. You have some besides the Deputy Chief, you

have some squad leaders, or patrolmen or scout car officers assigned up
here from the Metropolitan Police too.
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PLAINCLOTHES OFFICERS

Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, Mr. Chairman, for several years we have hadMetropolitan Police captains in plainclothes, one on the Senate sideand one on the House. I am not really trying to burden you with theHouse but just to give you all the facts.
Under each of such captains are five plainclothes detectives who are'here each day the respective bodies are in session. The captains arehere every day but the five Metropolitan detectives on the Senate side,..serving under the Metropolitan captain, work here only on days the-Senate sits, except, as the chairman was good enough to help me ex-plain awhile ago, when we have ceremonial functions or disturbances,that require them to be here on days when the Senate is not in session.

NIGHT SUPERVISION
Senator MONRONEY. You keep. referring to the days. How aboutthe nights?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Speaking of any time the Senate or the House isin session, a day may only last a few minutes or it may last all the wayuntil midnight or the next day.
Senator MONRONEY. I know, this is good, but do all these trainedmen from the Metropolitan force depart Capitol Hill once the ad-journment bell rings at 5 o'clock in the evening and the protection thenof the large number of girls and others working up here on CapitolHill devolves upon the Capitol Police.
Mr. CHEATHAM. Those plainclothes Metropolitan detectives that Ihave mentioned were obtained originally as security for the Houseand Senate Chambers primarily. After they have worked a normalworkingday and the Senate adjourns they are not retained here later.This I think should be off the record.
Senator MONRONEY. Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
Senator MONRONEY. The committee will stand in recess subject tothe call of the chair.
(Whereupon, at 10:50 a.m., Saturday May 9, 1964, the subcommit—tee recessed subject to call.)
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 13, 1964

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

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 8:30 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room

1223, New Senate Office Building, Hon. A. S. Mike Monroney,
,chairman of the subcommittee, presiding.

Present: Senators Monroney, Bartlett, Hayden, Saltonstall, Young.

OFFICE OF THE ARCHITECT

STATEMENTS OF J. GEORGE STEWART, ARCHITECT OF THE CAPI-
TOL, MARIO E. CAMPIOLI, ASSISTANT ARCHITECT OF THE
CAPITOL, CHARLES A. HENLOCK, ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER,
PHILIP L. ROOF, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT, WALTER L. RUBEL,
COORDINATING ENGINEER, J. LEWEY CARAWAY, SUPERINTEN-
DENT, SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS, PAUL PINCUS, LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT AND HORTICULTURIST, WILLIAM J. RAINES,
ASSISTANT TO ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER, DANIEL J. GEARY,
ACCOUNTING OFFICER; FOR THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS,
WILLIAM J. WELSH, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATIVE
DEPARTMENT; AND FOR THE SENATE, WILLIAM S. CHEATHAM,
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO THE SERGEANT AT ARMS OF

THE SENATE
POLICING CAPITOL HILL AREA

Senator MONRONEY. The subcommittee on legislative appropria-
tions will be in session.

Senator Saltonstall has a conflicting meeting, and I would like to
have him start.

Senator SALTONSTALL. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. The
•thing I am very much interested in, Mr. Stewart and I have com-
municated with you and with the Office of the Sergeant at Arms
regarding it—is the policing of the parking lots near the Senate
Office buildings and the policing around the Capitol Hill buildings
.at night.

Now I have had several letters on complaints of assaults on some
,of our girls. Senators and male staff members personally escort our
girls to the parking lots when the girls work late.
I am informed, although I do not have firsthand knowledge, that

Chief Justice Warren escorts his girls to their cars.
243
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Now, it seems to me, under the circumstances, that we should da
something about increased protection. I know that you suggest
additional lighting. I wondered if it would not be possible, somehow
between the Sergeant at Arms and the Architect of the Capitol and
the Metropolitan Police Department, to have the area better policed
at night, particularly, say, between the hours of 5:30 and 8.
Mr. STEWART. Senator, yesterday afternoon at a meeting of the

Capitol Police Board, of which I am a member, along with the two
Sergeants at Arms, this very matter was discussed, the lack of pro-
tection not only in the grounds, but in the buildings.

POLICE PATROL PROTECTION

Insofar as the lighting is concerned, I would be very happy to.
augment it with anything at all that would be necessary. But there
is a crying need, undoubtedly, and that is for greater police protection,
especially patrols.
I am not speaking of automobile patrols.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Was not one of your own girls assaulted?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, within 200 feet of our office, and it was in

daylight. The vandalism and the actions of the public in this last
2 or 3 years can only be described in one word, and that is "disgrace-
ful." Some of them have no respect at all for property or persons.

VANDALISM AND DISGRACEFUL ACTIONS

That applies both to the inside of the buildings as well as the
grounds. We have such things as the bronze features on some of the
doors that have been knocked off and stolen. We have statues on the
grounds that have been defaced. We have even had the sprinkler-
heads on the grounds, which are brass, stolen.
Senator SALTONSTALL. I have discussed this matter with the chair-

man of this subcommittee here, Senator Monroney. I have confidence
in what he recommends. It seems to me that this legislative subcom-
mittee should go to the full committee with specific recommendations.
I am confident that the chairman will do so. But I think it is

something that I would like to emphasize. I hope we will get your
cooperation and that of the Sergeant at Arms.

GREATER POLICE PROTECTION

Mr. STEWART. As one of the members of the Capitol Police Board,
I would like to say that we would welcome it. I think that it would
be helpful if the committee would be on record insisting that greater
police protection be provided.
Senator MONRONEY. I want to thank the Senator from Massa-,

chusetts for raising this point. His questions, that we asked Saturday;
brought this into focus.
I think one of the requirements would be for professionally trained

policemen to be used here at night in sufficient numbers so that any
citizen would feel safe in looking at his Capitol at night. .
This is a huge area and the Metropolitan Police, as I understand it,

have no men on at night supplementing forces that are employed by
the Senate itself.
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While lighting would possibly help after 2 or 3 years, as it gets,
designed and installed, it would not take care of the problem im-
mediately.
We have talked about this to the Sergeant at Arms.

METROPOLITAN POLICE

Mr. CHEATHAM. May I make some further observations, if Senator
Saltonstall has another brief minute. First, Mr. Chairman, I prob-
ably misinterpreted your question of me on Saturday. I thought
you meant augmenting the Capitol Police force itself. Mr. Duke is
very mu-li against that, because they are not as experienced as the
Metropolitan Police and there are other difficulties, such as school
classes and things like that.

REIMBURSABLE LOAN BASIS

Just before the meeting closed, you made it clear to me that you
meant to propose giving us some extra Metropolitan Police on reim-
bursible loan. We have worked on that since Saturday and Mr. Duke
recommends that there be appropriated extra funds for five regular
Metropolitan privates with more than 3 years of service and less than
seven, and three Metropolitan Canine Corps specialists, which would
cost $93,283 for a 7-day week, 12 months, or 52 weeks in the year.
Those would be purely for the Senate side of the Capitol Grounds,

because we do not know about the desires or needs of the House. We
would use them, for instance, in the summer from such as 6 p.m. until
2 a.m., and in the winter perhaps from 4 or 4:30 p.m., according to
the sunset, until 12 or 12:30.

If the committee grants extra funds to obtain eight additional
Metropolitan policemen on the reimbursable loan basis, Mr. Duke is•
of the opinion there will be no problem in the prevention of crime on
the Senate side of the Capitol Grounds during the evening. On the
other side of the borderline in that area, which is Metropolitan j uris-
diction, there are currently assigned sufficient No. 1 precinct men to
afford good protection.
Senator SALTONSTALL. I thank the chairman. I am sure that

under his guidance the situation will be worked out. I appreciate
your courtesy.
Senator MONRONEY. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator YOUNG. Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.

APPREHENSION OF CRIMINALS

Senator YOUNG. Have the police caught any of these people who
have made these assaults?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir. For instance, those that assaulted the

young lady working for the Architect, about which you have heard
briefly. Those two boys, one was an AWOL U.S. soldier, and the
other one was some boy more or less out of work, as I remember, not
quite a vagrant, who attacked that girl. Within a short time there-
after, they were both apprehended and, as I recall, convicted.
And there have been others over the years, some of them beyond

our boundary line. For instance, near the Plaza and Carroll Arms
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Hotel, on the east side of the street, which is the District of Columbia
jurisdiction and not Capitol Grounds, we had two assaults within the
last couple of years. At least one of them was apprehended but the
other one ducked in a city alley in a hurry and got away before the
police could catch him.
The others I will have for you to put in the record.
Senator Saltonstall's question, read to me by the chairman, was

more than I came prepared to answer.

CHARGING AND HOLDING CRIMINALS

Senator YOUNG. When you catch these people, do you have to
turn them loose again like they do downtown in the police?
Mr. CHEATHAM. No, sir. Our Capitol Police have full authority

to take them downtown and book them at such as No. 1 or No. 9
police precincts.
Senator YOUNG. How long can you hold them then?
Mr. CHEATHAM. It is just the same as the Metropolitan Police,

for the same type of crime. In other words, under some of the
court decisions, if you do not have proper evidence and can charge
a man right away, you cannot hold him long. But if you have the
evidence and have an opportunity to charge or arraign him right
away, you can hold him as long as our legal processes provide for
orderly prosecution of respective crimes.

Senator YOUNG. I visit the downtown police precincts once in
awhile, and it seems like they have to turn them out as fast as they
get them in. Someone comes in and planks down about $2 and out
they go again.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CRIMES

Mr. CHEATHAM. Maybe the Congress has not provided criminal
laws for the District of Columbia quite as good as those of other
jurisdictions. Crimes in the District that are not in violation of
regulations promulgated by the District's Commissioners, are mostly
crimes against the United States. I have heard judges in other areas
say that their criminal statutes provide for greater penalties than are
actually in effect in the District of Columbia.
You see, common law type crimes in the District are against the

United States but such crimes in your State are not against the
United States, they are against the State.
Senator YOUNG. I am familiar with that, but it seems like we

.should have more authority with respect to these crimes.
Mr. CHEATHAM. Every time the Metropolitan Police try to do a

good job, somebody says they are brutal.
Senator YOUNG. That is all.
Senator MONRONEY. Thank you very much.
The eight men you suggested would be what your estimate is to

police one-half of the Capitol Grounds; is that correct?

NUMBER OF PRIVATES AND CANINE CORPS SPECIALISTS

Mr. CHEATHAM. It is a little better than half the grounds. Mr.
Duke proposes eight policemen, five uniformed privates, and three
canine corps specialists.
The canine corps specialists receive $540 per annum more. May I

.exhibit to you, Mr. Chairman, and to Senator Young, this little dia-
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gram. This is the Union Station and this is the Capitol Building.
This is the old Capitol Grounds. The New Senate Office Building
has not been brought up to date on the diagram yet.
But here is the Standard Oil Building. Now, the Senate side of the

Capitol Grounds, as you see on this map, is all of the dark area.
Mr. HENLOCK. This is an up-to-date map including recent acquisi-

tions. [Presenting another map.]
Mr. CHEATHAM. Mr. Henlock's man includes some land which has

been acquired by the House but not yet Capitol Grounds. The center
line running right down through there (from First and East Capitol
to First Street west, abutting the Mall) divides the Senate and House
Grounds. The Supreme Court area is excluded but everything else
to the north of the line is included right down to the Union Station,
plus this triangle, down to Third and Constitution on the west.
The House side of the grounds is growing.

HOUSE ACTION

Mr. Duke hesitates, of course, to recommend anything for the House
just as you gentlemen probably would want the House to make their
own decision and put something in for themselves if they wish. Mr.
Duke feels the eight policemen, if you gentlemen will provide him the
money for the fund to reimburse the District, will be sufficient for the
Senate areas. Those men will be right under our new chief, Carl
Schamp, the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate specifically, and the
Police Board generally.

Senator MONRONEY. In the House legislation appropriation bill they
provided $294,175 for the salaries of 54 additional police-52 privates,
1 sergeant, and 1 lieutenant—pending authorization in H.R. 648.
Of the total number, 25 are to be assigned to the Rayburn Building.

The others are to fill out posts in and about the Capitol and the two
existing office buildings.
Have you been able to get together with the Sergeant at Arms of

the House with reference to this problem?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir. You see, we have 128 police positions on

the Senate side and the House has 90 positions.
Mr. Johnson, the Sergeant at Arms of the House, asked for more

not only to provide for the new and third House building, the Rayburn
Building, but to put his side of the force on a par with that of the
Senate for the Capitol, the Capitol Grounds, and the two existing
House Office Buildings.

POLICE FOR NIGHTWORK ON CAPITOL GROUNDS

Senator MONRONEY. I want it distinctly understood that the police
we are talking about now for the nightwork on the Capitol Grounds
would be the Metropolitan Police. I was amazed to find that the
Metropolitan Police depart from Capitol Hill when the Senate goes
out of session.
Mr. CHEATHAM. Yes, sir. Mr. Duke feels the proposed additional

eight Metropolitan men for the evening shift would cover your prin-
ciple, Mr. Chairman, of protecting the tourists as well as the employees
and others on our side of the Capitol Grounds.

Senator MONRONEY. I think it sould be safe in the Capitol area
so that any citizen from anywhere in the world should be able to
walk out and view the Capitol dome and walk on the grounds at any
time of the day or night.
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Mr. CHEATHAM. I hope this committee will ask the Commissioners
to make sure that the Metropolitan Police patrol their side of our
boundary line as well as the present captain of No. 1 precinct has
done for some months.

Senator YOUNG. May I interrupt at this point?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.

COMPOSITION OF POLICE FORCE

Senator YOUNG. How many of these policemen will be with dogs?
Mr. CHEATHAM. Of the eight we seek on reimbursable loan, there

will be three with dogs and the other five would be ordinary policemen
with walkie-talkies.
Senator MONRONEY. They will be regular patrolmen?
Mr. CHEATHAM. They will be regular footmen with uniforms. Mr.

Duke feels that it is better to have them in uniform, because a man
who is a potential criminal is not as apt to take advantage of somebody
half a block away if he sees a policeman in uniform, as he is if he sees
only a man in civilian dress as a detective would appear. The plain-
clothesman might catch him, but the damage may have already been
,done to an innocent victim's head or other part of his body.

Senator MONRONEY. We expect to go into this matter at some later
time.

NEW CHIEF OF POLICE

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman, may I just say one more thing. At
the meeting yesterday, we had the newly appointed Chief of Police,
Chief Carl Schamp, who has been on the Hill for over 25 years. He is
conversant with most of these problems, and undoubtedly, and I think
Mr. Cheatham will agree with me, he will have some suggestions that
will help out and assist in getting the proper setup.
Mr. CHEATHAM. He is to make recommendations with Mr. Duke on

our side. For the record, Mr. Chairman, Chief Schamp is and has
been a Metropolitan policeman ever since he was first assigned to the
Capital about 1938 or 1939.

SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS

Senator MONRONEY. The next item under the Architect is the
Senate Office Buildings. The estimate for fiscal year 1965 is in
the amount of $2,402,000, which is a reduction of $133,300 under the

• current year appropriation.
Justification

1964 appropriation in annual act $2,535,300
Wage board pay supplemental in H. Doc. 203 31,000

Total appropriation, 1964 2,566,300

Deductions:
Regular pay above 52-week base allotment decreased from
$10,000 to $5,000 due to 1964 being leap year and containing
2 additional days instead of the usual 1 additional day above
the 52-week base 5,000

Elevator repairs and improvements, nonrecurring item allowed
for 1964, dropped for 1965 40,000

This item provided for modernization of elevator No. 10
located in the southeast corner of the Old Senate Office
Building; the geared machine and hoisting motor of this
elevator being over 50 years old, replacement parts being
no longer readily obtainable, and repair cost not economi-
cally feasible.
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Justification—Continued
Deductions—Continued

Maintenance, air conditioning and refrigeration systems, 2 non-
recurring items allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965  $21, 100

$11,600 was provided for replacement of the refrigerated
drinking water condensing units in the 1st Street wing of the
Old Senate Office Building.
$9,500 was provided for replacement of fans Nos. 8 and 18

in the air-conditioning system of the Old Senate Office
Building, which had been in service, for 25 years and reached
the point where they could not longer be kept in satisfac-
tory repair.

Fire protection, attic, Old Senate Office Building, nonrecurring
item allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965  136, 400,

Replacement of obsolete wiring, attic floor, Old Senate Office
Building, nonrecurring item allowed for 1964, dropped for
1965  35, 000

Installation and alteration of fireproof doors, abasement, Old
Senate Office Building, nonrecurring item allowed for 1964,
dropped for 1965  14,800

—252,300

Base for 1965  2,314,000

Additions:
Personnel compensation:

Wage rate increases authorized by Public Law 763, 83d Cong_
Under the provisions of Public Law 763, 83d Cong.

.287 laborers and mechanics on the Senate Office
Buildings' roll are at present compensated on a wage
board, prevailing-rate basis. Public Law 763 provides
that the compensation of such employees shall be
fixed and adjusted from time to time as nearly as is
consistent with the public interest in accordance with
prevailing rates.
An increase of $14,988 is requested for 1965 to meet on

a full-year basis the cost of increased wage rates
established for the sewage board positions as a result
of a general survey of Government and industrial
employees' wages in the Washington metropolitan area,
conducted during the past year. The new rates went
into effect Dec. 8, 1963, pursuant to the provisions of
Public Law 85-872, 85th Cong. This increase is neces-
sary in order that the Senate Office Buildings' wage
board employees may be compensated on a full-year
basis in the fiscal year 1965 in accordance with present
prevailing rates.
An increase of $4,246 is requested for 1965 to meet

the cost of within-grade promotions authorized by
Public Law 763 under the wage board system, for
employees compensated under that act.

Within-grade promotions and other changes under the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, for employees
compensated under that act 

Increased pay costs due to Public Law 87-793, approved
Oct. 11, 1962, Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962 to cover
increases which went into effect Jan. 5, 1964, under
authority of that act and must be met on a full-year basis
in 1965 

'Contribution to retirement fund, increased from $93,900
to $99,500 

This item is required to cover the cost of Govern-
ment contribution to retirement fund required by Pub-
lic Law 854, 84th Cong., title IV, Civil Service Retire-
ment Act Amendments of 1956. The additional cost
results from increase in basic pay rates.

19,234

2, 300

2, 766

5, 600
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
Maintenance, air-conditioning and refrigeration systems,

nonrecurring item of $4,300 requested for 1965 under this
allotment 

During the past 2 years, 18 central air-conditioning
units located in the attic fanrooms of the Old Senate
Office Building have been completely rebuilt and in-
sulated under funds allowed for such purpose. As an
added measure of preservation, in order to prolong the
life of the units, an allotment of $4,300 is requested for
1965 to paint the units with a protective coat of paint.

Equipment: 2 nonrecurring items of equipment are re-
quested for 1965, totaling 

$8,800 is requested for the purchase of 295 dry-
chemical fire extinguishers, at $30 each, to replace 295
soda-acid and foam extinguishers now in use. The
dry-chemical extinguishers will provide a 50-percent
greater extinguishing capability than the extinguishers
now in use. The dry-chemical extinguishers require
no maintenance, except for periodic checking of the
pressure gages, whereas the existing extinguishers must
be recharged every 12 months and hydrostatically tested
at specified intervals. The dry-chemical extinguishers
also will not damage materials on which they are used.
They can also be used on electrical fires, whereas soda-
acid and foam extinguishers may be not used on this
type of fire without exposing the user to the dangers of
electrical shock.
$45,000 is requested for the purchase and installation

of 2 35-millimeter and 2 16-millimeter motion picture
projectors, complete with sound equipment, for the
auditorium located on the ground floor level of the C
Street wing of the New Senate Office Building. This
auditorium, accommodating 500 persons, and con-
structed when the new building was erected, has been
in use since occupancy of the building in October 1958.
It is at present equipped with a voice-reinforcement
system, equipment for recording hearings, and with
broadcasting and television facilities; also, with a mo-
tion picture screen and speaking systems, but not with
motion picture projectors.
During the past several years, the only way that

motion pictures have been able to be shown in the
auditorium is by borrowing motion picture projectors
from the Army and Navy, when available. This
arrangement has not proven to be a very satisfactory one,
and in view of the fact that from 20 to 25 requests are
received each year from Senators and Senate com-
mittees to show motion pictures in the auditorium, an
allotment of $45,000 is requested for 1965 to procure
our own equipment.

Total additions 

N,300

53,800

+88, 000

Total estimate for 1965  2, 402, 000

BUDGET ESTIMATE OF 1965

Senator MONRONEY. Would you please go over the justification for
this item, Mr. Stewart.
Mr. STEWART. For 1964, we were allowed $2,535,300 and $31,000

has been requested as a supplemental for 1964 for wage board pay
increases—a total of $2,566,300 for 1964.
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For 1965, we are asking for $2,402,000—or $164,300 under the
1964 total.

PERSONNEL COMPENSATION

The first item which is for personnel compensation is found on
page 76 and is in the amount of $19,234. Public Law 763 provides
that the compensation of wage board employees shall be fixed and
adjusted from time to time as nearly as is consistent with the public
interest in accordance with prevailing rates.
Mr. HENLOCIC. That is to meet the wage changes that occurred

December 8, 1963.
Senator MONRONEY. You may proceed.

WITHIN-GRADE PROMOTIONS

Mr. STEWART. The next item is for within-grade promotions under
the Classification Act of $2,300.

Increased pay costs that went into effect January 5, 1964, under the
Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962, amount to $2,766.

Contribution to retirement fund is increased from $93,900 to
$99,500, or an increase of $5,600.

Senator MONRONEY. Is that because of salary increases?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.

MAINTENANCE

The increase under "Maintenance, air-conditioning, and refrigera-
tion systems," is a nonrecurring item

' 
and that amounts to $4,300.

Senator MONRONEY. What is that for?
Mr. STEWART. During the past 2 years, 18 central air-conditioning

units located in the attic fan rooms of the Old Senate Office Building
have been completely rebuilt and insulated under funds allowed for
such purpose. As an added measure of preservation in order to pro-
long the life of the units, an allotment of $4,300 is requested for 1965
to paint the units with a protective coat of paint.
Senator MONRONEY. .You will do more than that with the $4,300;

will you not? I mean, there is preservation and servicing.
Mr. STEWART. That is right; it is for preservation.
Senator MONRONEY. But you say this is a nonrecurring item.
Mr. STEWART. That is right.

EQUIPMENT

The next is for equipment totaling $53,800, and of that $8,800 is
requested for the purchase of 295 dry chemical fire extinguishers at
$30 each to replace 295 soda acid and foam extinguishers now in use.

PROJECTORS AND SOUND EQUIPMENT

The Rext item is for $45,000, which is requested for the purchase and
installation of two 35-miAimeter and two 16-millimeter motion picture
projectors, complete with sound equipment for the auditorium located
on the ground floor level of the C Street wing of the New Senate
Office Building.

This auditorium, accommodating 500 persons and constructed when
the new building was erected, has been in use since occupancy of the
building in October 1958. It is at present equipped with a voice
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reinforcement system, equipment for recording hearings, and withbroadcasting and television facilities and, also, with a motion picturescreen and speaking systems—but not with motion picture projectors.
During the past several years, the only way that motion pictures

have been able to be shown in the auditorium is by borrowing motionpicture projectors from the Army and Navy, when available.
This arrangement has not proven to be a very staisfactory one, and•in view of the fact that from 20 to 25 requests are received each yearfrom Senators and Senate committees to show motion pictures in theauditorium an allotment of $45,000 is requested for 1965 to procureour own equipment.

DOCUMENTARY FILMS

Senator MONRONEY. This, I gather, is for documentary films that
would supplement the hearings and evidence, as well as the other
types of films.
Mr. STEWART. I believe that is the primary purpose of it, yes.
Senator MONRONEY. The place for the equipment was built in

when the building was designed; is that correct?
MT. STEWART. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. Where did you get the figure of $45,000? Is

that not a little bit high?
Mr. CARAWAY. We contacted some of the movie projector peopleand that is the estimate they gave us.
Senator BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.

PROJECTOR OPERATORS

Senator BARTLETT. Will personnel have to be provided to operate
these projectors?
Mr. CARAWAY. No, sir.
Senator BARTLETT. Who will do that?
Mr. CARAWAY. Our electricians will do that.
Senator BARTLETT. Is that a specialized trade?
Mr. CARAWAY. They are not very complicated, Senator. Our men

can be taught to operate these projectors.
Senator MONRONEY. The point the Senator from Alaska has raised

is a good one. If we invest $45,000, we do not want to incur $10,000
in additional salaries.
Mr. CARAWAY. I have talked with some of the men in the shops,

and they can be taught to operate this equipment.

PROJECTOR PURCHASE

Senator MONRONEY. Will this be taken on a bid basis, this $45,000
purchase?
MT. CARAWAY. Yes, sir, or from GSA contract.
Senator MONRONEY. It seems a little high.
Mr. CARAWAY. I believe some of this equipment is now on schedule

and that we can buy it from GSA.
Senator MONRONEY. If you can, that will save you some money; .

will it not?
Mr. CARAWAY. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. You may proceed.
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This will make the total estimate for the repair of the Senate Office
Buildings $2,402,000. This does not include the controversial items
about the clocks and lights; does it?
Mr. STEWART. NO, sir, it does not.

BUZZERS IN OLD SENATE OFFICE BUILDING

Senator MONRONEY. With reference to the buzzers in the Old
Senate Office Building, this equipment is so old that they run on the
old-type 'dry batteries?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir; the buzzers and clocks in the Old Senate

Building are operated from storage batteries. They happen to be
wet storage batteries, not dry batteries.
Senator MONRONEY. IS it a central wet storage battery?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir. The clocks and buzzers are direct current

system installed when the building was erected, probably around 1906.
Senator MONRONEY. IS the other electrical equipment in the old

building direct now, or alternating current?
Mr. RUBEL. Everything else in the building is operated on alternat-

ing current.
Senator MONRONEY. Excepting the buzzers?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir; except the buzzers and the clocks.

REPLACEMENT AND REWIRING

Senator MONRONEY. Why weren't the buzzers replaced and wired
into the system?
Mr. RUBEL. That part of the work was excluded from the appro-

priation for the conversion to alternating current. The conversion
work was done under an appropriation for the Capitol Power Plant
which included the electrical conversions from the direct current
lighting and power to alternating current lighting and power, but this
appropriation did not include any changes in the wiring for the
lighting and power circuits within the buildings, or for any signal
system circuits in the buildings.

Senator MONRONEY. Is the lighting on direct current?
Mr. RUBEL. NO, Sir.

ESTIMATED COST

Senator MONRONEY. What is the estimated cost for putting the
new buzzer system into alternating current for the building?
Mr. RUBEL. Do you mean for the old building, sir?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes. The new building has the modern

buzzer system.
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir. The new building does have electronic

clocks and the modern buzzers. Some rooms would have to be
equipped with this type of clock that we have on display here. This
clock is energized from the building wiring with the power supplied
from the alternating current source. This display clock includes the
buzzer and the light signals, as well as the clock movement.

Senator MONRONEY. The light signal, though, is what runs the
price up to over $100,000.
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir. For the old building we estimate $66,000.

Of course, 10 percent of that cost represents excise tax.
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Senator MONRONEY. Well, we have to pay that as well as everybody
else. Therefore, the estimate is $66,000.

Is that the complete installation, wiring, new buzzers, and every-
thing?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir.

LIGHT SIGNALS FOR THE NEW BUILDING

Senator MONRONEY. For the new building this would not be neces-
sary, because of the alternating current and the buzzer system already
being in there. What is the figure if you equipped it with the little
lights?
Mr. RUBEL. It would be $51,000.
Senator MONRONEY. That is $117,000. We had a quotation last

year of $250,000, or something like that, did we not?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir. That was before we had an opportunity to

do some experimenting ourselves with this new system. This equip-
ment was newly developed for the Capitol building a couple of yearstip), and prior to that time there had been very little experience with
this type of system before that time. We had no opportunity to
develop anything ourselves until we had the equipment available to
experiment with.
During the past year we have developed this clock which includes

the clock movement, light signals, and buzzer in one unit, whereas
before it would have required three separate units and a lot moreconstruction work in the building to install additional wiring.

Senator MONRONEY. Is that from the same people who gave you
the $250,000 quotation?
MT. RUBEL. Yes, sir.

NUMBER OF MANUFACTURERS

Senator MONRONEY. Why do you not try to get more quotations
and then come back to the committee?
Mr. RUBEL. There are only two manufacturers in the business.

We already have one manufacturer's system in the new bulling
working on his specific frequencies. This happens to be a multiple
high frequency system. There are three separate frequencies. One
frequency is used for correcting the clock every hour, one frequency
for registering the light signals, and the third frequency for canceling
the light signals.

These high frequencies are imposed on the 60-cycle lighting circuit
wiring in the new building.
Senator MONRONEY. And only two companies make them?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have any questions?
Senator BARTLETT. No questions.

LANGUAGE CHANGE

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman, at this time, may I bring to your
attention the need for a language change? It is requested that the
following language be added to the appropriation text as shown on
page 15 of the printed budget:
Provided, That the unobligated balance of the appropriation under this head forthe fiscal year 1964 is hereby continued available until June 30, 1965.
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MODERNIZATION OF ELEVATOR

The-1964 appropriation includes an allotment of $40,000 for
modernization of elevator No. 10 in the Old Senate Office Building.
Due to the fact that the 1964 appropriation was not enacted until
December 30, 1963, it will not be possible to complete plans and
specifications, invite competitive bids, and award a contract for this
work before July 1, 1964. Accordingly, it is necessary to request
that the funds be continued available until June 30, 1965.

FIRE PROTECTION WORK

The 1964 appropriation also includes an allotment of $136,400 for
fire protection work on the attic floor of the Old Senate Office Building
to eliminate existing fire hazards. Due to the fact that the 1964
appropriation was not enacted until December 30, 1963, it will not be
possible to complete plans and specifications, invite competitive bids,
and award a contract for this work before July 1, 1964. Accordingly,
it is necessary to request that the funds be continued available until
June 30, 1965.

Senator MONRONEY. Only on these two items?
Mr. STEWART. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. I think that is a very good idea, because we

went carefully into the need for that in the last appropriation bill.
CAPITAL POWERPLANT

Mr. STEWART. Now, the next appropriation is on page 153 of the
justification under the heading of "Capitol Power Plant."

Justification
1964 appropriation in annual act $2,213,000
Wage board pay supplemental in H. Doc. 203 13,500

Total appropriation, 1964  2,226,500
Deductions:

Regular pay above 52-week base allotment decreased from $3,600
to $1,800 due to 1964 being leap year and containing 2 addi-
tional days instead of the usual 1 additional day above the 52-
week base —1,800
Base for 1965 2,224,700

Additions:
Personnel compensation:

Wage rate increases authorized by Public Law 763, 83d
Congress 11,021

Under the provisions of Public Law 763, 83d Cong.,
80 laborers and mechanics on the Capitol Power Plant
roll are compensated on a wage board, prevailing rate
basis. Public Law 763 provides that the compensa-
tion of such employees shall be fixed and adjusted from
time to time as nearly as is consistent with the public
interest in accordance with prevailing rates.
An increase of $7,985 is requested for 1965 to meet on

a full-year basis the cost of increased wage rates estab-
lished for these wage-board positions as a result of a
general survey of Government and industrial em-
ployees' wages in the Washington metropolitan area,
conducted during the past year. The new rates went
into effect, Dec. 8, 1963, in accordance with the pro-
visions of Public Law 85-872, 85th Cong. The increase

• is necessary in order that the Capitol Power Plant
wage-board employees may be compensated on a full-
year basis in the fiscal year 1965 in accordance with
present prevailing rates.

31-836-64-17
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
Wage rate increases, etc.—Continued

An increase of $3,036 is requested for 1965 to meet
the cost of within-grade promotions and other changes
falling due in that year, authorized by Public Law 763
under the wage board system, for employees compen-
sated under that act.

Within-grade promotions authorized by the Classification
Act of 1949, as amended, for employees compensated
under that act 

Increased pay costs due to Public Law 87-793, approved
Oct. 11, 1962, Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962, to
cover increases which went into effect Jan. 5, 1964, under
authority of that act and must be met on a full-year basis
in 1965 

Overtime and holiday pay costs increased by $4,000 to meet
increased costs under that allotment resulting from base
pay increases under Public Law 763 and Public Law 87-
793 and from the proposed addition of 5 positions 

Temporary labor, increased from $2,500 to $7,500 
An increase of $5,000 is requested for 1965 to pro-

vide for 3 temporary coal-unloading laborers during the
winter months when coal unloading, illness absenteeism,
and bad weather conditions are at their peaks. Addi-
tional temporary coal labor has, in the past, always
been employed only as needed and dismissed when
weather conditions improved. The increase for 1965
is necessary due to the addition of the Rayburn House
Office Building to the powerplant load, which will re-
quire coal unloading to be performed at a higher rate
in 1965 than in previous years. The usage of coal in
1965 will increase from 50 to 120 tons per hour.
5 men are employed on a year-round basis in the

coal-unloading section of the plant: 1 foreman, 1 bunker
belt operator, and 3 ground operators. The ground
operators move and place the coal cars by means of a
gas engine propelled locomotive; move loose coal to and
from the storage pile with 2 large bulldozers; operate
the lower belt conveyors and Coal-handling equipment;
unload the cars by manual rodding with long poles
while standing on the top edge of the car; clean and
grease all coal and ash handling equipment.
More cars will have to be moved and unloaded each

day in 1965. Experienced men are required to operate
the bunker conveyors, the locomotive, the bulldozers,
and the coal unloading and conveying , equipment
during the coal-burning season. In order tos handle the
increased workload in 1965, it is necessary that this
small core of experienced employees be provided with
additional temporary help during the heating season.

5 additional positions: 5 wage board 11 maintenance me-
chanics at $6,136 per annum each 

5 additional maintenance mechanics are requested
for the fiscal year 1965 to bring the Capitol Power
Plant maintenance force up to an adequate level to
provide for the proper maintenance of the plant, which,
as a result of enlargements and improvements effected
during the past several years, now represents, in its
steam and refrigeration equipment installations, an
investment in excess of $12 million.

Under the provisions of Public Law 85-895, the
capacity of the steamplant has been increased by 60
percent—or from 330,000 pounds of steam per hour
to 530,000 pounds—by the installation of 4 additional
boilers, so that the plant is now served by 7 boilers
instead of 3 boilers as in the past.

$525

474

4, 000
5, 000

30, 680
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Justification,—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
5 additionatposttions--Continued

Under the provisions of Public Law 85-895, the
capacity of the refrigeration plant has been increased
from 8,800 tons to 15,400 tons, by the installation of
4 additional refrigeration compressors, so that the
plant is now served by 8 compressors, instead of by
4 compressors as in the past.

Under the provisions of Public Law 85-895, there
has been a 75-percent increase in cooling towers, with
3 new 6,600 gallons per minute towers added—so
that the plant is now served by 7 large cooling towers
instead of by 4 cooling towers as in the past, together
with 7 condenser water pumps capable of dissipating
all of the heat extracted from the buildings by the
enlarged refrigeration plant.
These and other changes and improvements effected,

and being effected at the Capitol Power Plant and in
the plant's steam and chilled water distribution sys-
tems, have been necessary in order to provide heat and
refrigeration for the Rayburn House Office Building,
the east front extension of the Capitol, the garage
in the courtyard of the Cannon House Office Building,
the cafeteria in the courtyard of the Longworth House
Office Building, the new heating and air-conditioning
systems installed, and being installed, in the Main
Library of Congress Building, and for the new House
subway.
The new equipment is expected to be placed in full

operation in the fiscal year 1965 and in order to keep
the plant in safe and efficient operating condition and
to perform emergency repairs, as required, it is
urgently recommended that the 5 additional main-
tenance mechanics requested be allowed for 1965.

Contribution to retirement fund, increased from $35,100 to
$38,100 

This item is required to cover the cost of Govern-
ment contribution to the retirement fund authorized
by Public Law 854, 84th Congress. The additional
cost results from increase in basic rates and the pro-
posed addition of 5 new positions.

Purchase of electrical energy, increased from $1,083,000 to
$1,314,500 

For 1964, $1,083,000 was allowed for purchase of
90,000,000 kilowatt-hours of electrical energy from the
local public utility at an average cost of 12/i0 cents per
kilowatt-hour.
For 1965, $1,314,500 is requested for purchase of

109,500,000 kilowatt-hours of electrical energy, also
at an average cost of 12/i0 cents per kilowatt-hour.
The increase is based on the following additional

requirements for the fiscal year 1965:
Partial occupancy of the Rayburn House Office

Building by the former occupants of the George
Washington Inn, the Architect's field office, and other
miscellaneous personnel, during the period July 1, 1964,
to June 30, 1965.

Occupancy of the Rayburn House Office Building by.
Members, committees, their staffs, and other office per-
sonnel, during the period Jan. 1, 1965, to June 30, 1965.

Operation of the new House subway cars during the
period July 1, 1964, to June 30, 1965.

Operation of 4 new elevators and 2 escalators in the
House wing of the Capitol during the period July 1,
1964, to June 30, 1965.

Lighting load additions being effected in the Capitol
under the lighting improvement program.

$3, 000

231, 500
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
Purchase of electrical energy, etc.—Continued

Lighting load additions being effected in the Library
of Congress buildings during the present fiscal year.

Completion of installation of Y3 of the new heating
and cooling facilities in the Main Library of Congress
Building by the fiscal year 1965.

All-night floodlighting of the Capitol Dome.
All-night street lighting in the Capitol Grounds be-

tween Constitution Avenue and the Union Station.
Lighting load additions being effected in the Supreme

Court during the present fiscal year.
The major increases result from the addition of the

Rayburn House Office Building to the powerplant elec-
trical load, and from the increased refrigeration load
expected to be imposed on the plant by the new air-
conditioning systems in the Rayburn House Office
Building and in the Main Library of Congress Building.

General annual repairs, increased from $48,000 to $85,000_ _
For 1964, $48,000 was allowed for general annual

repair of the plant and its steam ahd chilled water dis-
tribution systems—the same amount as allowed for the
past 4 years.
For 1965, $85,000 is requested for this purpose—an

increase of $37,000.
This allotment provides for the general repair and

upkeep of the plant and its mechanical equipment and
distribution systems, including maintenance of power-
plant buildings, boilers and stokers, coal and ash
handling machinery, refrigeration apparatus, cooling
towers, steam and chilled water tunnels and lines,
electric ducts, trucks, and equipment, and general
miscellaneous repairs.
The annual expenditures for general annual repairs

have exceeded the allotments for the past 4 years and
are constantly mounting. The only way these ex-
cess costs have been able to be met has been through
savings in the coal and electrical energy allotments.

For 1965, we cannot count on such savings, because
our building construction program has now reached
the point where it is possible to estimate fuel and
electrical energy costs on a reasonably accurate basis,
and there is little likelihood of any substantial savings
occurring under those allotments in 1965.

With the greatly expanded boiler and refrigeration
plants being in operation in the fiscal year 1965 and
with such extensive equipment to be maintained and
kept in good operating condition next year, and based
on actual expenditures for repairs necessary in the past
several years, it is urgently recommended that the
annual allotment for general annual repairs be in-
creased for 1965 to $85,000.

Miscellaneous annual supplies, increased from $26,000 to
$38,000  

For 1964, $26,000 was allowed for miscellaneous
annual supplies for the care of the plant and its dis-
tribution systems. For 1965, $38,000 is requested—an
increase of $12,000.

With the greatly expanded boiler and refrigeration
plants being in operation in the fiscal year 1965, with
extensive equipment to be serviced and maintained,
there will be a much greater need for miscellaneous
consumable supplies for proper functioning, lubrication,
cleaning, painting, and general upkeep. Based on the
amount of equipment to be maintained, it is estimated
that an annual allotment of $38,000 will be required
for 1965 for proper operation and servicing of the plant.

$37, 000

12, 000
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
Fuel, increased from $386,900 to $436,200 

For 1964, $386,900 was allowed for 39,000 tons of
coal at $9.92 per ton.
For 1965, $436,200 is requested, of which $306,700

is for 34,000 tons of coal at $9.02 per ton, and $129,500
is for 1,295,000 gallons of fuel oil.
In 1965, the introduction of fuel oil as an energy

producing fuel will occur for the first time at the Capitol
Power Plant, as a result of new oil-burning steam gen-
erators installed under authority of Public Law 85-895,
with the approval of the House Office Building Com-
mission, to augment the output of the existing coal-
fired steam generators during peakload periods, and to
supply the total steam demand in the offpeak season.
These new oil-burning steam generators will be placed
in service during the fiscal year 1965.
The availability of both oil- and coal-fired steam gen-

erators will eliminate delays in delivery of either type
of fuel, resulting from strikes or other industrial cir-
cumstances. In addition, it will make the offpeak
season operation virtually smokeless, without the use
of dust collectors and electrostatic precipitators.
The 34,000 tons of coal requirement for 1965 includes

an estimated 9,000 tons of coal required to meet the
steam requirements of the Rayburn House Office Build-
ing. Due to the use of oil, the coal estimate would
otherwise have been reduced to 25,000 tons.

It is estimated that 71 percent of the total steam
output for the fiscal year 1965 will be produced by coal-
fired equipment, and the remaining 29 percent by oil-
burning equipment.

Coal for the plant is purchased through the Federal
Bureau of Supply, General Services Administration,
under authority of Public Law 152, 81st Congress, as
amended. The coal now being used at the plant comes
from the Coal Mountain Mine No. 12 of the Island
Creek Coal Sales Co., shipped from Coal Mountain,
W. Va. It is a nut and slack coal.

Equipment, nonrecurring items totaling 
$60,000 is requested for 1965 to replace the first 2

sections of each economizer in each of the 3 110,000
pound-per-hour steam generators, installed at the
Capitol Power Plant during the period 1950-54 as part
of the changes and improvements program authorized
by Public Law 413, 81st Congress. Economizers have
a normal life expectancy of 10 years.

These steam generators were placed in service in
1954 and, after 10 years of continuous operation, as a
result of their installation, the steam production cost
at the Capitol Power Plant still compares favorably
with new heating plants of approximately equal load
characteristics.
Each steam generator is equipped with a 3-section

economizer. These economizers are heat-reclaiming
devices designed to preheat the feed water by ab-
sorbing some of the sensible heat from the exit flue
gases, before such gases are discharged to the atmos-
phere by way of the smokestacks. Use of these econ-
omizers at the plant results in a 4-percent gain in
overall efficiency, representing an annual saving of
$14,000 in fuel cost. These economizers also protect
the steam generator drums and water tubes by pre-
cipitating from the feed water, prior to its entry into
the steam generators, the destructive solid matter that
generally causes pitting and erosion of exposed metallic
surface.

$49, 300

96, 800
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Juatification--Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
Equipment, nonrecurring items totaling—Continued

Each section of the 3-section economizers can be
replaced separately and independently of the other 2

• sections. The -economizers are so constructed that the
top and bottom sections can be examined visually,
but the 2d or middle section can only be examined
after the 1st section has been removed. Each year,
the Architect has the District of Columbia boiler
inspectors make an inspection of the steam generators.
Last year, they found the 3d section of the economizers
in good condition upon visual examination, but found
the tubes in the 1st section of each economizer, also
upon visual inspection, to be seriously pitted and in
need of replacement. When the 1st section of each
economizer is removed for replacement, it will then be
possible to examine the condition of the 2d section of
each economizer; and if they are found to be also in
pitted condition, they should be replaced at the same
time that the 1st sections are replaced.
In order to insure uninterrupted economies and con-

tinued dependable performance of the steam generators,
it is urged that an allotment of $60,000 be provided for
replacement of the 1st 2 sections of each economizer.
If any of the 2d sections are found in satisfactory con-
dition, funds for their replacement will be saved and
returned to the Treasury. The proposed expenditure
of $60,000 will be self-liquidating in less than 4 years,
and the fuel savings during the remaining estimated
useful life of the new economizer sections will be more
than $100,000.

$11,800 is requested for 1965 to replace 3 utility
trucks, which are now 10 years of age or more; repair
parts are no longer readily obtainable; their use is no
longer dependable, and further repair is no longer
economically feasible.
Of the $11,800 requested, $6,000 is required for re-

placement of a 1954 model heavy tunnel truck, with
box-type body; $3,000 is required for replacement of a
1951 model medium tunnel truck; and $2,800 for re-
placement of a 1954 pickup s-ton truck.
The heavy and medium tunnel trucks are used by 6

steamfitters engaged in making inspections and repairs
in the 1% miles of steam and chilled water distribu-
tion lines running under the streets between the Capi-
tol Power Plant and the Capitol and other buildings in
the legislative group, the Supreme Court Building, the
city post office and the Government Printing Office.
The heavy truck is fitted with specialty items, such as

an emergency generator, suction pumps, portable
barricades, tools, and supplies. It is a portable service
station equipped to perform the normal functions
associated with the maintenance and repair of steam
and chilled water pipelines, valves, traps, expansion
joints, manholes, and other underground installations.
This truck also provides facilities for the steamfitters
to become acclimated to normal atmospheric condi-
tions after being exposed to temperatures in excess of
130° and other abnormal conditions.
The medium truck is equipped with a long, panel-

type body designed for the hauling of pipes, planks,
ladders, and other similar equipment.
The 3d truck is a 3/4-ton pickup-type truck, with

open body. It is used for general hauling of plant
equipment, such as pumps, motors, and other machin-
ery items. Its use is essential to the efficient operation
of the Capitol Power Plant.
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Justification--Continued

Additions—Continued
Personnel compensation—Continued

Equipment, nonrecurring items totaling—Continued
$25,000 is requested for 1965 for the purchase of a

car-moving locomotive, known as a trackmobile or
switching engine, to insure dependable unloading of
coal at the Capitol Power Plant during the winter
months next year.

1 small coal-car locomotive has been in service at the

plant for the past 3 years. Because of space limita-
tions at the plant site, there is no room for a 2d parallel
railroad track and switches, or for a loop of track, to

permit a conventional locomotive to move about on

rails, so that the plant is dependent on a single track

system. The locomotive now in use is one that can

operate on railroad tracks, or can lower 4 rubber-tired

wheels so as to raise itself off the railroad rails and move

under its own power off the rails, run over the ground to
a different spot on the track system, and be put back
on the railroad rails again at a new location. It is pow-
ered by a gasoline engine and is equipped with 2 sets of
wheels-4 rail and 4 rubber tired. Its performance
has been satisfactory, but service interruptions of 2 to
4 days have occurred when it has been necessary to
await the arrival and installation of repair parts.

During such periods, the plant has had to depend on

the use of an old cable car-moving system located
alongside the old tracks, which moved the cars very
slowly to the unloading hopper by cable.

Under the exr ansion of facilities program authorized
by Public Law 85-895, a new coal-unloading system is
now being installed at the plant, which will provide new

tracks and new coal unloading and conveying equip-

ment. At the same time, the old cable system will be

removed, because it is too slow and cumbersome for un-
loading cars at the high rate that will be necessary in
the near future.

Since the new track and unloading and conveying
system will require expeditious movement of cars from

one track position to another, the success of the over-
all operation will depend on having a locomotive avail-
able at all times to move cars. In order to maintain

required service, a second car-moving locomotive is es-
sential for dependability; $25,000 is urgently recom-

mended for purchase of such a locomotive for 1965.

Total  -1-$481, 300

Total estimate for 1965  2, 706, 000

PERSONNEL PAY INCREASES

Mr. STEWART. The first four items cover mandatory pay increases.

An increase of $5,000 is requested in the item of temporary labor to

handle additional coal unloading made necessary by the addition of

the Rayburn Building to the powerplant load. Five additional

mechanics are requested for 1965. Their need is explained on pages

155 and 156 of the justification.
Senator MONRONEY. Part of this is for the Rayburn Building?

Mr. STEWART. Most Of it is; yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. HOW much?
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PURCHASE OF ELECTRICAL ENERGY

Mr. HENLOCK. There is an increase of $231,500 in the item ofpurchase of electrical energy. This increase results primarily fromaddition of the Rayburn Building to the electrical load of the plantin 1965.
The items of the purchase of electrical energy and fuel are themain increases under this appropriation and they are for the RayburnBuilding; also, the temporary labor increase.
But these five mechanics, as Mr. Stewart was about to explain, onpage 155, are the result of an expansion program authorized under a$6.5 million appropriation. Under that program, we have increasedthe capacity of the plant by the installation of four additional boilers,so that the plant is now served by seven boilers instead of three boilersas in the past.
We have increased the capacity of the refrigeration plant by theinstallation of four additional refrigeration compressors, so that theplant is now equipped with eight refrigeration compressors instead ofby four compressors as in the past.
We have increased the number of cooling towers from four to seven.All these and other improvements have been added in recent years tothe plant's installations, making it necessary, when the plant receivesthe full operating load in the fiscal year 1965, to have five additionalmechanics to properly maintain and operate the equipment.

POWERPLANT

Senator MONRONEY. This all goes to the powerplant; is thatcorrect?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. That powerplant furnishes power just for theCapitol installation and the Supreme Court and the Library ofCongress?
Mr. HENLOCK. It furnishes heat and air conditioning and steam forall of the buildings on Capitol Hill.
Senator MONRONEY. How about the power?

ELECTRIC ENERGY

Mr. HENLOCK. We purchase the power from the Potomac ElectricPower Co. Up until 1950 we generated it ourselves. Then Congresshad us discontinue the generation. Mr. Stewart is asking for $231,500increase for the purchase of electrical energy, on page 156, whichwould increase the purchase price from $1,083,000 to $1,314,500 forpurchase of 109,500,000 kilowatt-hours of electric energy at an averagecost of 1.2 cents per kilowatt-hour.

RAYBURN BUILDING NEEDS

The principal reason for this increase is due to the Rayburn Buildingbeing added to the load.
Senator MONRONEY. How much of that is due to the RayburnBuilding?
Mr. HENLOCK. At least 90 percent.
Senator YOUNG. What is the reason for the big increase?
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Mr. RUBEL. The tremendous amount of power required by that
building. It is a large building. As you know, there are many
thousands of lights and much electrical-operated equipment. It is
very difficult to estimate in advance just how much the total electric
bill will be, because it depends on the weather and many other factors.
We estimate the annual cost of purchase power for the Rayburn
Building alone will be about $340,000 a year.

Senator YOUNG. Does this include air conditioning, too?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir; the purchased electricity is used for all the

power-driven equipment, fans, pumps, and other apparatus used in
connection with air conditioning, plumbing, elevators, escalators, and
kitchen equipment, as well as the lighting.

HEAT

Senator YOUNG. It does not include heat, though?
Mr. RUBEL. The heat is provided by steam generated and dis-

tributed by the Capitol Power Plant.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you use oil?
Mr. RUBEL. We use coal now, but at the present time we are

installing four oil-fired boilers so that after this summer two types of
fuel will be used.

Senator MONRONEY. Each Congressman will have an office of
three or four rooms.
Mr. STEWART. Three rooms.
Senator MONRONEY. So you have more to light, you see, and you

will have no reduction in occupancy of the old buildings, because they
will be enlarged to accommodate the members who are very crowded
over there.

Senator YOUNG. They need the room. There is no question about
that.
Senator MONRONEY. Practically the entire amount is from the

additional space that we must light?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir; including power for air conditioning and other

utility services.
FLOODLIGHTING CAPITOL DOME

Senator MONRONEY. What is the cost of the floodlighting of the
Capital dome? We put that in last year and I notice it is included in
this cost now.
Mr. ROOF. It is about $2,500.
Senator MONRONEY. Is that a year?
Mr. ROOF. Yes, sir.

COST FOR KILOWATT POWER

Senator YOUNG. How much do you have to pay per kilowatt for
power?
Mr. RUBEL. It fluctuates, Senator. Last month's statistics showed

that we were paying 1.16 cents per kilowatt-hour.
Senator MONRONEY. What was that based on?
Mr. RUBEL. It is based on the schedule established by the Public

Utility Commission. But a slight fluctuation results from a surcharge
for coal cost which varies month by month due to changes in freight
rates and labor rates.
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Senator YOUNG. Do you have the one rate?
Mr. RUBEL. Essentially, we have one rate; yes, sir. There are

slight variations due to the surcharge, but it does not amount to
much.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have the same charge over power units

and generators that you do for lights?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir; a flat rate for power and lighting.
Mr. MONRONEY. You may continue.

GENERAL ANNUAL REPAIRS

Mr. HENLOCK. On page 158, we ask for an increase of $37,000 for
general annual repairs. The annual expenditures for general annual
repairs have exceeded the allotments for the past 4 years, and are
constantly mounting.
The only way these excess costs have been able to be met has been

through savings in the coal and electrical energy allotments.
For 1965 we cannot count on such savings because our building

construction program has now reached the point where it is possible
to estimate fuel and electrical energy costs on a reasonably accurate
basis, and there is little likelihood of any substantial savings occurring
under those allotments in 1965.
With the greatly expanded boiler and refrigeration plants being in

operation in the fiscal year 1965 and with such extensive equipment
to be maintained and kept in good operating condition next year and
based on actual expenditures for repairs necessary in the past several
years, we urgently recommend that the annual allotment for general
annual repairs be increased for 1965 to $85,000.

MISCELLANEOUS ANNUAL SUPPLIES

The next item is an increase of $12,000 under "Miscellaneous
annual supplies," due to the greatly expanded boiler and refrigeration
plants being in operation in the fiscal year 1965.
On page 159 we ask for an increase from $386,900 to $436,200, or

an increase of $49,300 under the item of "Fuel." That provides
for 34,000 tons of coal at $9.02 per ton, and also 1,295,000 gallons of
fuel oil for the four oil burning boilers Mr. Rubel mentioned that we
will place in use this summer.
Most of that is occasioned by the Rayburn Building, too.
Coal for the plant is purchased through the Federal Bureau of

Supply.
EQUIPMENT

The final item is on page 160. We are asking for four items of
equipment in order to insure uninterrupted operation of the plant.
In order to insure continued dependable performance of the coal-fired
steam generators, it is urged that an allotment of $60,000 be provided
for the replacement of the first two sections of each economizer on
these steam generators. If any of the second sections are found in
satisfactory condition, funds for their replacement will be saved and
returned to the Treasury.
The proposed expenditure of $60,000 will be self-liquidating in less

than 4 years, and the fuel savings during the remaining estimated
useful life of the new economizer sections will be more than $100,000.
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UTILITY TRUCK REPLACEMENT

$11,800 is requested for 1965 to replace three utility trucks, which
are now 10 years of age or more; repair parts are no longer readily
obtainable; their use is no longer dependable, and further repair is no
longer economically feasible.

CAR-MOVING LOCOMOTIVE (TRACKMOBILE)

$25,000 is requested for 1965 for the purchase of a car-moving loco-
motive, known as a trackmobile or switching engine, to insure
dependable unloading of coal at the Capitol Power Plant during the
winter months next year.
Senator MONRONEY. Why do we have to furnish the switching?

Caa't the railroad do that?
Mr. HENLOCK. No, sir; they have the tracks up to the plant, but

we have to take care of the unloading of the coal and the switching
of the coal.
Senator MONRONEY. Would it not be cheaper to arrange to have

them do the switching?
Mr. RUBEL. It is not customary in any industrial plant for the

railroad to come inside the customer's property and do the switching.
They bring the cars up to our siding and then we have to do the
switching from one side to another of the plant property as full cars
are received, emptied, and stored for return to the railroad.

Senator MONRONEY. Is this strictly railroad practice to deliver it
to the plant gate and then you have to furnish your own locomotive?
Can you buy a locomotive for $25,000?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir. This is really what we call a trackmobile.

It is a gasoline engine-driven small locomotive that will operate on
rails and on paved roads as well.

REIMBURSEMENT FOR SERVICES FURNISHED

Mr. HENLOCK. With respect to reimbursements for services
furnished, last year we were reimbursed $100,633 for steam furnished
the Government Printing Office, City Post Office, and Folger Shake-
speare Library.

Senator MONRONEY. How are you paid on this power service?
Mr. HENLOCK. By reimbursement voucher.
Senator MONRONEY. How do you estimate the $100,000? In

other words, it seems like they have used a good deal of heat and air
contitioning.
Mr. HEMLOCK. We do not furnish them air conditioning. They are

just furnished steam for heating. Mr. Rubel can amplify my
statement.
Mr. RUBEL. All the steam delivered is metered and billed at the

rate of $1.25 a thousand pounds of steam delivered, which is the
standard rate charged by GSA.

Senator MONRONEY. Do you have any questions?
Senator BARTLETT. No questions.



266 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS, STRUCTURAL AND MECHANICAL CARE

Senator MONRONEY. For structural and mechanical care of the
Library of Congress and grounds, the House has allowed $2,396,000.

Justification
1964 appropriation in annual act  $3,288,200
Wage board pay supplemental in H. Doc. 203 13,000

Total appropriations, 1964 3,401,200

Deductions:
Regular pay above 52-week base allotment decreased from
$2,700 to $1,400 due to 1964 being leap year and containing
2 additional days instead of the usual 1 additional day above
the 52-week base 1,300

Maintenance and repairs, elevators, nonrecurring item of
$10,000 to repair and improve sidewalk lift, parking area,
east side, main building, allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965_ 10,000

Installation of floor tile, both buildings, main reading room,
main building, and Government Printing Office printing
branch space, annex 36,300

Repairs to marble floor tile, main building, 8th year allotment
of repair program 20,000

Clean and restore ceiling decorations, 1st and 2d floors, main
building, nonrecurring item allowed for 1964, dropped for
1965 21,000

Acoustical treatment, 2d floor reading room, main building,
nonrecurring item allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965 8,400

Replacement of city water distribution system and sewer and
drainage systems serving the main Library building and
grounds, nonrecurring item allowed for 1964, dropped for
1965 2, 225,000

Roof repairs and replacements, main building, replacement of
roof, Whittall Pavilion, allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965_ _ 6, 500

Fire detection systems, both buildings, nonrecurring item
allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965 265,000

Replacement of electric tram, main building, nonrecurring item
allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965 3, 500

Replacement of wooden plan file cases with steel cases, annex,
OP nonrecurring item for cases in Prints and Photographs

Division, allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965 4,700
Repairs and improvements to space for relocation of Tabulating

Section (now Data Processing Office), main building, non-
''. recurring item allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965 8,000
Replacement of message tube systems servicing bookstacks and
Pk' other areas, main building, nonrecurring item allowed for

1964, dropped for 1965 80,000
Lighting improvements, main reading room, main building,
P". nonrecurring item allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965 55,000
Lighting improvements, Copyright Section, annex and Card
Index Section in main building, nonrecurring item allowed
for 1964, dropped for 1965 36,300

Repairs and replacements, sidewalks surrounding main build-
ing, nonrecurring item allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965 12, 000

Cleaning granite walls and other stonework, grounds, main
building, nonrecurring item allowed for 1964, dropped for
1965 2, 300

Total deductions -2,795, 300

Base for 1965 605, 900



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 267

Justification—Continued
Additions:

Personnel compensation:
Wage-rate increases authorized by Public Law 763, 83d
Cong 

Under the provisions of Public Law 763, 83d Cong.,
57 laborers and mechanics on the Library buildings
and grounds roll are compensated on a wage board,
prevailing rate basis. Public Law 763 provides that
the compensation of such employees shall be fixed and
adjusted from time to time as nearly as is consistent
with the public interest in accordance with prevailing
rates.
An increase of $5,057 is requested for 1965 to meet

on a full-year basis the cost of increased wage rates
established for Government and industrial employees'
wages in the Washington metropolitan area, con-
ducted during the past year. The new rates went into
effect Dec. 8, 1963, in accordance with the provisions
of Public Law 85-872, 85th Cong. This increase is
necessary in order that the Library buildings and
grounds wage board employees may be compensated
on a full-year basis in the fiscal year 1965 in accord-
ance with present prevailing rates.
An increase of $1,394 is requested for 1965 to meet

the cost of within-grade promotions falling due in
that year, authorized by Public Law 763 under the
wage board system, for employees compensated under
that act.

Within-grade promotions and other changes authorized by
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, for employees
compensated under that act 

Overtime and holiday pay increased by $2,000 to meet
increased pay costs under that allotment resulting from
base pay increases under Public Law 763 and from the
proposed addition of 5 new wage board positions 

5 additional positions 
3 air-conditioning mechanics: Wage board 10 at

$5,845 per annum each. Under an appropriation of
$2,500,000 allowed in 1962, the 63-year-old heating
and ventilating system in the main Library of Con-
gress building is being replaced with a new heating and
cooling system. The work is being done in 3 phases.
Work under phase I is completed, and work under
phase II is nearing completion. Approximately Y3
of the building is being provided with heat and cooling
by the new systems being installed under these 2
phases, and the new systems will be in regular opera-
tion during the fiscal year 1965. Work under phase
III, which will provide heat and cooling for the re-
maining third of the building, will also be substantially
completed during the fiscal year 1965. In order to
provide for operation and maintenance of the new sys-
tems, which are much more extensive in design and
service than the old system, it is necessary to request
that 3 W-10 air-conditioning mechanics be added to
the Library building maintenance force for the fiscal
year 1965.
1 carpenter, wage board 9 at $5,616 per annum; 1

carpenter helper, wage board 7 at $5,158 per annum:
The carpenter shop in recent years has had an ever-
increasing workload placed upon it due to expansion
of Library personnel; a sizable increase in carpentry
service in connection with past and future space
adjustments; and increased building maintenancere
work, normally expected as the Library buildings
progress in age.

$6,451

140

2, 000
28,309
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
5 additional positions—Continued

The demand for carpentry service has now reached
the point where the existing force can no longer ,ade-
quately meet the workload imposed upon it, necessi-
tating the urgent need for these 2 additional positions
for fiscal year 1965.

There has been no personnel increase in the car-
pentry force since 1954.

Contribution to retirement fund, increased from $24,000
to $27,600  $3, 600

This increase results from increase in basic pay
rates and is required to cover the cost of Government
contribution to retirement fund authorized by Public
Law 854, 84th Cong.

General annual-repairs, increased from $18,500 to $20,000_ 1, 500
An increase of $1,500 is needed to offset in part

increased costs for labor and materials and to help
take care of increasing repair requirements as the
buildings get older. An increase of $1,000 was
provided in fiscal 1963 specifically to cover central
station security alarm service in 2 sensitive areas;
otherwise, no increase has been requested since 1961.

Annual painting, increased from $22,000 to $32,000  10, 000
This increase is needed to take care of extra painting

required as a result of the heating, ventilating, and
cooling work. The heating, ventilating, and cooling
contract does not provide for painting walls that
have been cut and patched, and painting in certain
areas affected by this construction. Additional
funds to do this painting are needed in order that other
areas painted under the regular annual painting
program will not be neglected.

Maintenance and repair, air conditioning and refrigera-
tion systems, increased from $8,500 to $11,000  2, 500

This increase is requested to cover the maintenance
of additional equipment installed under the new heat-
ing, ventilating, and cooling systems project for the
main building.

Maintenance and repair, elevators, increased Trim. $5;000
to $6,500   1, 500

An increase of $1,500 in the regular annual allot-
ment is requested for 1965 to provide for necessary
procurement of spare parts for the 4 new controllers,
reflectors, and group control panels installed in con-
nection with the modernization, in 1963, of eleva-
tors 1, 2, 3, and 4 in the Library of Congress Annex
Building.

Supplies and materials, increased from $20,000 to $25,000_ 5, 000
The increased use of various electrical, plumbing,

carpentry, and engineering materials necessitates
an increase in this allotment. Of the $20,000 avail-
able in fiscal 1963, for example, over $17,000 was used
for light bulbs and fluorescent tubes. There has
been a steady growth in the use of fluorescent ceiling
fixtures for general lighting, and this will continue;
fluorescent tubes are more expensive than incandes-
cent bulbs. Continuing space adjustments have
resulted in increased use of electrical materials to
provide additional circuits, new outlets, and related
facilities, as well as increased consumption of other
materials, such as lumber and hardware.
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
Care of grounds, increased from $2,000 to $2,800 

This increase requested for 1964, but not allowed,

is resubmitted. The increase is needed to permit a
small increase in the purchase of essential supplies,
such as fertilizers, seed, topsoil, and insecticides,
which have been in short supply because of insufficient
funds to cover additional equipment repair costs, due
to the acquisition of more equipment in recent years
and to meet price increases in materials since the
last increase in 1960. It is estimated, for example,

that at least $500 more per year than is presently

available is needed for fertilizers and mulch materials

in order to obtain optimum results.
Equip part of deck for bookshelving, annex 

This item was requested but not allowed in 1964;

due to delay in moving to the Naval Weapons Plant,

bookstack space in which to install new equipment
will not become available until late in fiscal 1964,

and it was therefore considered advisable to interrupt

the program to complete the equipment of annex

decks with bookshelving. Since the Naval Weapons
Plant will be occupied in the latter part of the current
fiscal year, thus freeing annex deck space for shelving,

this item is requested for 1965 in order to permit a
resumption of the program.

Installation of floor tile, both buildings 
This item is requested to replace worn-out floor tile

in the following annex locations: Office of the Chief,

Science and Technology Division and Processing
Department Office.

Repairs to marble floor tile, main building, 9th year allot-

ment  
Work completed with funds provided during the

1st 8 years of the program includes floors on all 4
sides of the 2d floor, main entrance hall; the marble
tile floor in the west south curtain (south exhibit hall),
2d floor; the mosaic ceilings, 1st floor, main entrance
hall; the mosaic floor in the southwest pavilion, second
floor; the combination mosaic-marble tile floors in the
north-south corridors, west side, 1st floor; and the
marble-mosaic floors in the north, east, and south
corridors, 1st floor, main entrance hall. Funds for
1962 were not used for this purpose due to other
urgent needs, but funds for 1963 (the 7th year) were
used to complete repairs to the central and west
portions of the main entrance hall, 1st floor, while
funds for 1964, although not yet under contract, will
be used to start repairs in the ground floor corridors.
Under the funds requested for 1965, it is proposed

to continue repairs in the ground floor corridors. Be-
cause of the highly specialized nature of the work and
the skilled service required, it is requested that the
work be authorized to be done without regard to sec.

3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, as has been
authorized in previous appropriations for this purpose.

Installation of acoustical tile ceilings, main building_ 
The installation of acoustical tile on ceilings in the

following areas is recommended: Personnel Offices,
Music Division, Legislative Reference Service (1st

floor, east curtain south), and Aerospace Information
Division, as feasible. Most other major areas in both
buildings where acoustical treatments of ceilings were
needed have been completed in past years.

$800

85, 000

1, 500

20, 000

10, 000
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
Clean and restore ceiling and wall decorations, main

building 
Part of the funds requested will be used to restore

and repair decorated plaster ceilings and walls, 1st
floor, south corridor, west side. Funds for this were
allotted in fiscal 1964, but had to be used in the north
corridor and adjoining offices, same floor, west side.
The remainder to the extent available, it is planned,
will be used in other locations where restoration of
wall and ceiling decorations is needed, primarily in the
2d floor pavilions.

Renovation of 4th floor, annex 
In order to obtain relief from pressing space

problems, which will still exist even after occupancy
Of space assigned to the Library at the Naval Weapons
Plant, it is proposed to renovate the annex 4th floor
storage area to make it suitable for occupancy by
personnel. Usable space, if properly renovated,
would provide about 21,000 square feet of staff space.
Renovation would include heating, ventilating, and
cooling facilities, improved lighting and other electrical
work, floor tile, acoustical treatment, partitions, and
sanitary facilities.

Cleaning and redecorating main reading room, mainbuilding 
This item is requested to provide funds to clean and

redecorate the dome of the main reading room, includ-
ing the 8 alcoves immediately below the dome on the
outer perimeter. The surfaces to be cleaned and re-
stored consist of highly decorated flat and molded
plaster work, stucco, figures in relief, marble, and
statuary. Due to the inaccessability of most of these
surfaces without special equipment, they have never
been cleaned or repaired since the building was erected
67 years ago. As a result, every place where dirt could
accumulate is covered with a thick layer of dust and
soot, there are numerous cracks in the plaster, and the
paint has deteriorated beyond recognition of its origi-
nal hue. The installation of new lighting in this room,
for which funds are available, will serve to emphasize
these bad conditions, and at the same time the exces-
sive dirt will cut down on the effectiveness of the
lighting. Architecturally, this room is the most im-
pressive in the Library and it should be restored in
order to renew and preserve its original beauty.

Installation of heating and cooling system, main building,
supplemental amount required for 1965 

The appropriation for the fiscal year 1962 included
an amount of $2,500,000, which was provided on a
"remain available until expended" basis, for replacing
the 63-year-old heating and ventilating system in the
main Library of Congress Building, which had become
in such poor physical condition after so many years
of service as to threaten imminent failure, with a new
heating and cooling system. The appropriation also
provided for the installation of necessary firestops to
improve the fire retardation characteristics of the
bookstacks in this building.

$10, 000

180, 500

175, 000

860, 000
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Coutinued
Installation of heating, etc.—Continued

The amount of $2,500,000 was provided on the
basis of an estimate prepared by Guy B. Panero,
private practicing engineer of New York City, now
deceased., who was engaged by the Architect of the
Capitol, under funds provided for such purpose in
the fiscal year 1961, to make a survey and study of
the heating and cooling systems of the main library
building and to submit recommendations for a new
efficient heating and cooling system together with
an estimate of cost of such system. NIr. Panero was
a highly reputable engineer who had served as con-
sultant for over $15,000,000 worth of improvements
at the Capitol Power Plant and in its steam, chilled
water, and electrical distribution systems in the pre-
ceding 10 years, as well as for some of the work on
the east front extension of the Capitol, and other
projects. His estimates for such work proved very
reliable.
In the case of the improvements now being effected

at the main library building, the estimate of $2,500,000
has proven deficient by $860,000. One of the main
reasons for this deficiency is that only $133,000 was
included in the $2,500,000 for contingencies.

It would not have been unreasonable to have in-
cluded $500,000 or more—or 20 percent of the total
estimate—to cover contingencies for work in a build-
ing as old as the main Library building, particularly
when replacing a heating and distribution system of
such age, much of which was concealed from visual
examination, and building and mechanical plans for
which were only partially available. There are two
ways in which such projects can be estimated under
such circumstances. One is to include a liberal con-
tingency allowance, and the other is to include a con-
servative allowance with the knowledge that if many
unknown conditions are encountered, additional funds
will then be required.
In the case of the Libary improvements, working

drawings and specifications could not be prepared
until after the appropriation was made available. The
absence of detailed working drawings of the proposed
work, combined with the numerous unknown and
indeterminate physical conditions in a monumental
masonry structure constructed nearly 70 years ago
presented a very difficult estimating problem. The
ornate character of the building, the unusual struc-
tural features, the need for programing the installa-
tion work to meet the operating requirements of the
Library staff, the lack of detailed plans of the build-
ing as originally constructed and many other unknown
conditions, taken collectively, defied all conventional
methods and criteria ordinarily employed by experts
regularly engaged in the preparation of budgetary
estimates.

Part of the information necessary to design and
effect the improvements authorized could not actually
be obtained prior to demolition, and assumptions had
to be made respecting various existing features of the
building, particularly regarding structural members
and the condition, size, and content or utility of per-
manently enclosed and hidden spaces concealed behind
finished surfaces.

31-836-64 18
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
Installation of heating, etc.—Continued

When the estimate of $2,500,000 was prepared, it
was prepared on the basis that the work would be done
in a 2-mar, period. When the work was actually car-
ried forward, it developed that conditions under which
the work had actually to be accomplished were such
that the work must be spread over a 5-year period in
order not to disrupt the daily functioning of the
Library staff and essential facilities in the building.
This has contributed in very large measure to the
increased cost.
Work under this project is being done in three

phases. Work under phase I has been completed and
work under phase II is nearing completion. Work
under these two phases covers .installation of a new
heating and cooling system for the cafeteria, main
reading room, and other areas of the octagon, the book-
stack areas, and one-half of the perimeter of the
building. Work under phase III, yet to be con-
tracted, covers installation of the new heating and
cooling system for the remaining half of the perimeter
of the building, and the main entrance hall and lobby.
The total obligated to January 1, 1964, for work

under phases I and II, amounts to $1,890,725. It is
estimated that an additional obligation of $47,645 will
complete these phases of the work, leaving an available
balance of $561,630. This balance must be used not
only for phase III of the heating and cooling work, but
also for the fire-retardation work yet to be done in the
bookstacks. This work cannot be eliminated with
safety from the project, as the bookstacks are so con-
structed that they would actually serve as flues for the
spread of fire, in the event of a fire. The District Fire
Marshal, upon consultation, considered it urgent to
effect the proposed fire-retardation improvements and
for that reason they were included in the work re-
quested and authorized to be done in 1962.
It is estimated, on the -basis of facts now known

and developed and no longer an uncertainty, that
the cost to complete work remaining to be done under
phase III of the project will cost $896,630 and the
fire-retardation work will cost $525,000—or a total of
$1,421,630. As there is only a balance of $561,630
available for this work, it is necessary to request an
additional 'allotments of $860,000 so that the work may
be carried to completion.

Improved lighting, bookstacks, main building 
For the fiscal year 1963, $15,000 was appropriated

for improving the lighting in a .small area of the
bookstacks in the main Library building. These
funds were provided for experimental work to de-
termine the best method available for improving the
lighting in the bookstacks before proceeding with an
extensive lighting program throughout all bookstacks
areas. The bookstack aisles are presently illuminated
by bare incandescent lamps spaced on 4-foot centers.
This installation was made 60 years ago, when de-
signers had little, if any, choice in the selection of light
sources for good illumination.
Deck No. 8 in the north bookstack was selectedfor

the experimental work, in an area containing 2,000
linear feet of aisle space. The primary purpose of
this project was to establish the merits and economics
of modern incandescent and fluorescent light sources
equipped with various types of diffusing enclosures
designed to produce reasonably uniform illumination
on books at all levels between the floor and ceiling.

$320, 000
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
Improved lighting, etc.—Continued

The industry was canvassed to uncover the availa-
bility of commercial lighting fixtures especially
deigned for bookstack installations.. This survey
brought forth only two models-1 incandescent and
1 fluorescent—characterized as "bookstack units."
A third manufacturer of wide repute in the field of il-
luminating engineering spent more than 10 months,
without success, in an attempt to develop a fixture de-
desie that would produce uniform high-level illum-
ination intensity from floor to ceiling.
From the variety of models installed and evaluated

during the 10-month experimental period, a conven-
tional 2-lamp fluorescent fixture, equipped with wrap-
around plastic diffusing " shield, provided - highly
satisfactory illumination and possessed other necessary
characteristics, such as dimensional suitability, safety
requirements, and general appearance. 130 of these
fixtures were installed on deck 8 in June 1963 and
their efficacy is now well established. The simplicity
of the model installed makes it an appropriate item
for open competitive bidding and insures maximum
economy.
The combined length of all individual bookstack

aisles in the main building is about 12 miles. Individ-
ual aisles are flanked by 2 ranges of bookshelves and
constitute, in - effect, a. narrow corridor, with both
walls lined from floor to ceiling with bound volumes
and other collections. Each item stored on the
shelves is identified by a catalog reference number
consisting of a combination of alphabetic letters,
numerals, and other characters, small in size and not
too legible even when viewed under ideal conditions.
Titles of many of the volumes are partially obliterated
and with the present low-grade illumination, the
reading of titles on the lower shelves is especially
difficult.
The bookstacks of the main building were originally

designed for as much natural illumination as possible—
there being 4 courtyards by which light was originally
admitted to both sides of the original north and south
stacks. When additional bookstacks were constructed,
in subsequent years, in the northeast and southeast
courtyards, the original bookstacks became more than
ever dependent on artificial lighting. The level of
illumination was still helped, however, by daylight
from windows opening onto the northwest and south-
west courtyards, which are free of structures. This
source of illumination must soon be eliminated as it
is necessary that these windows be bricked up as
part of the planned fire retardation program, with
the result that the present artificial lighting in the
bookstacks will become more inadequate.
In order to provide adequate lighting of the same

character as installed in deck 8 last year, on all decks
of the north, south, northeast, and southeast book-
stacks, it will be necessary to purchase and install 8,500
fixtures, 17,000 fluorescent lamps, 1,000 control
switches, 100,000 feet of wire, and numerous miscel-
laneous supplies.
The estimated cost to equip the 45 decks in the four

bookstacks of the main Library building with such
improved lighting and with automatic timeswitch
control to conserve power consumption is $320,000.
This amount has been included in the budget estimate
requests for the fiscal year 1965.
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
Improved lighting, etc.—Continued

The attention of the collmittee is, however, invited
to the fact that this project can be conveniently and
economically subdivided into 4 separate parts and
programed over a 4-year period, if desired. In that
event, the amounts required would be as follows:
Fiscal year 1965: North stack  $35, 000
Fiscal year 1966: South stack  40, 000
Fiscal year 1967: Northeast stack  135, 000
Fiscal year 1968: Southeast stack  1/0, 000

Protective barrier, visitors' gallery, main reading room,
main building 

It is proposed to install a glass protective barrier
along the balustrade in the visitors' gallery to prevent
the accidental or intentional dropping of objects by
sightseers into the main reading room below. It will
be suitably designed by the Architect of the Capitol to
fit into the decor of the room.

Wheelchair ramp, southeast entrance, ground floor, main
building 

Due to an immediate need, a temporary wooden
ramp has been constructed at this entrance. The
funds requested here would permit the construction of
a permanent steel ramp to replace the temporary
wooden one which is subject to rapid deterioration
under adverse weather conditions.

Pointing exterior stonework, main building 
This item is requested to permit pointing of exterior

stonework on the main building walls in the 2 court-
yards. Due to a shortage of funds and more pressing
needs on other exterior walls of the 2 buildings, this
work was not done when extensive pointing of stone-
work was done during fiscal years 1957-61.

Repairing garage entry and exit ramps, annex 
These ramps, installed when the annex was built

in 1938, have deteriorated under constant automotive
traffic and the chemical action of deicing agents to the
extent that they are hazardous and should be replaced.
The work would also include rebuilding the damaged
protective curbs at the base of the ramp walls and the
installation of an electrical heating system in the new
ramp slabs to keep them free of ice and snow and
eliminate the need for deicing compounds.

Materials cleaning and handling equipment 
2 heavy duty mopping units for laborers ($500); 4

magnesium trucks for use with electric tram—replace-
ments of old equipment ($800); 2 buffing machines
for laborers-1 replacement, 1 additional ($600); 8
magnesium flat trucks to replace wornout wooden
ones ($1,200) ; 1 vacuum water pickup for annex labor
force ($450); 6 utility carts for labatory attendants
to replace present obsolete equipment ($750).

$5, 000

2, 500

5, 000

24, 500

4, 300,
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Personnel compensation—Continued
Fire extinguishers, fog nozzles, and firehose, both build-

ings 
For fiscal 1964, an allotment of $18,000 was re-

quested, but denied, for the replacement of existing
soda-acid and foam-type fire extinguishers with dry-
chemical extinguishers and for the replacement of
existing solid-stream fire hose nozzles with fog nozzles.
This item is resubmitted. Although certain areas in
both buildings will be equipped with fire detection
devices with funds provided in 1964, the replacement
fire extinguishers are needed for putting out any small
fires detected by these devices and for those areas
which will not be protected by the detection devices.
The fog nozzles will be installed on hose which cannot
be used in the areas covered by the detection devices.
Contingent upon approval of the fog nozzles, an
additional $4,500 is requested for the replacement of
existing unlined linen hose with rubber-lined hose,
inasmuch as fog nozzles cannot be used effectively with
unlined hose (the water pressure built up within the
hose by fog nozzles causes unlined hose to leak).

Fire doors and partitions, main and annex buildings 
This item, recommended by the safety engineer, Of-

fice of the Architect of the Capitol, would pro vide for 2
partitions with automatic fire doors in them, one at
each end of the pedestrian tunnel between the main
and annex buildings, to prevent the spread of a fire in
this area. Under normal conditions, these doors
would stand open, but in case of a fire would close
automatically by the release of a fusible link.

$22,500

2, 500

Total  +1, 790, 100

Total estimate for 1965  2, 396, 000

LANGUAGE CHANGE

The committee is requested to add the following language to the text shown in
the 1965 budget and in the committee print:

After the words "as amended," add the language: "and of which $860,000 shall
remain available until expended".
As heretofore stated in the justifications, the appropriation for the fiscal year

1962 included an amount of $2,500,000, which was provided on a "remain available
until expended" basis for replacing the 63-year-old heating and ventilating system
in the Main Library Building with a new heating and cooling system. As of
January 1, 1964, there was an unobligated balance of $561,630 available to com-
plete work remaining to be done.
As also heretofore stated in the justifications, the appropriation estimate for

the fiscal year 1965 includes request for an additional amount of $860,000 actually
necessary to complete this work. In order that the unobligated balance of the
1962 "no year" appropriation and the amount of $860,000 requested to be in-
cluded in the 1965 appropriation may be merged into a single account, it is re-
quested that the amount of $860,000, if approved, also be made available until
expended.

ADDITIONAL EMPLOYEES

Senator MONRONEY. How many additional employees have been
allowed under this head by the House?
Mr. HENLOCK. Five. Three air-conditioning mechanics on an

around-the-clock basis, and one carpenter, and one carpenter helper.
Senator MONRONEY. It seems like all the improvements we do to

modernize require more men to run it. Every time we have granted
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you these things to economize with new equipment, then you come
in and ask for four or five more men.
Mr. HEMLOCK. We are utilizing our present force, and this is the

only additional force that will be required to operate and maintain
the new and expanded facilities. There have been no changes in the
heating system in this large building since 1897.
Senator MONRONEY. It seems like when you put in a new heating

and air-conditioning system that it is new and the breakdowns and
the deficiency which led to its replacement would not require as many
men to run it.
Mr. HENLOCK. These are primarily operating men, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. Why would it take more to operate a modern

system?
Mr. HENLOCK. Mr. Rubel can answer that.
Senator MONRONEY. I would like you to answer it.
Mr. HENLOCK. The air conditioning is an added facility with equip-

ment spread throughout the building. The men have to service the
rotating machinery, they have to check temperature readings, they
have to make adjustments, they have to go to various rooms having
thermostats, they have to periodically clean and change thousands of
filters, clean air washers, and perform other daily services.

Before, the old hot air system did not require such service.

NECESSITY FOR ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL

Senator MONRONEY. I do not see why, with all the gages, and the
settings and everything, it would require more men to run around and
do that. Tell me exactly what these men do.
Mr. HEMLOCK. This estimate was prepared by Mr. Rubel.
Senator MONRONEY. Let us hear Mr. Rubel, then. I get tired of

every time we spend a quarter of a million dollars on something like
that to give you more modern equipment it is always used as justifi-
cation for five or six more people on the pay roll.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

Mr. RUBEL. Sir, the old Library of Congress had no air condition-
ing in the past. It had an old warm-air heating system installed in
1895. It had no automatic controls whatsoever and the comfort con-
ditions in the building were entirely unsatisfactory.
It was uncomfortably cold most of the winter. In fact, we had to

augment the old heating system with electric heaters widely distributed
throughout the building in order to keep the employees reasonably
comfortable.
The new installations not only provide a modern heating system,

but they also provide air conditioning in the bookstacks to preserve
the valuable collections.
Experts in library work all insist that the humidity in any library

must be maintained at a constant degree to preserve the paper and the
bindings. The need for such humidity control is quite evident in the
old building of the Library of Congress, because many of the volumes
are deteriorating very rapidly because of the changing atmospheric
conditions which have been unavoidable for the last 60 years.
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PERSONNEL NEEDS

As far as the number of men required, there is much rotating
machinery and other equipment associated with every large air-
conditioning and heating system. There are fans, pumps, and auto-
matic valves which, it is true, are termed "automatic," but they must
be maintained in working order to insure proper performance. All
mechanical and electrical equipment of the types used in large build-
ings does require a certain amount of maintenance to insure satisfactory
operation and prolonged life of the equipment.

Senator MONRONEY. Did you not have men maintaining the old
system that you had before?
Mr. RUBEL. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you mean they could not assume the duty

of this new modern air conditioning? There is nothing for them to do,
actually, on the heating equipment, is there?
Mr. RUBEL. Those men will be used, sir. The new equipment

serves a dual purpose—namely—heating and cooling, and must be
operated in the summertime as well as in the wintertime.

It is an all-year-around operation required to preserve the book
collections and to provide reasonably healthful conditions for the
occupants. The new equipment is so much more extensive in scope
that it cannot be operated and maintained without the addition of
three mechanics.

THERMOSTATS

Senator YOUNG. May I ask this question: Almost any modern
apartment building has at least one thermostat in each apartment.
Why were not thermostats used in this building? I notice you have
one here, but in our suite of offices there are no thermostats and the
things we have now do not work. You have to turn them one way or
the other all the time.
Mr. RUBEL. I am sure that the majority of rooms have thermostats.
Senator MONRONEY. Most of the thermostats are attached to the

vents, you raise them up or lower them, but I do not think you have
a gage as you do in modern hotel rooms or modern air-conditioning
equipment where you can just flip the gage to the temperature you
want.
Senator YOUNG. It does not stay put. If it did, that would be a

different thing.
ZONE SYSTEM

Mr. RUBEL. This building was designed on a so-called zone system.
It is divided up into four separate zones, and the zone conditions are
controlled separately by automatic devices associated with each zone.
The north side, the south side, the east side, the west side must be

designed differently due to varying exposures to the sun.
Senator YOUNG. But why do you not use thermostats?
Mr. RUBEL. The master thermostats are down in the basement

and in the attic where the air-conditioning apparatus is located.
Senator YOUNG. But if it does not work, it is no good.
Mr. RUBEL. It should be made to work properly. I will investi-

gate your complaint personally.
Senator YOUNG. I wish you would.
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THERMOSTAT SYSTEM IN OLD SENATE OFFICE BUILDING

Senator BARTLETT. How does the thermostat system in the old
building work? I have a thermostat in my office, but I have never
known why, because it does not work at all.
Mr. RUBEL. Have the conditions been comfortable in your office?

7 Senator BARTLETT. Yes;  fairly so. I have no complaints to make,
but I just wonder why the thermostat is there.
r, Mr. RUBEL. Individual thermostats sometimes are installed to
satisfy the individual desires of the occupants. Most occupants
prefer to have their room temperature kept at 750. We have one
instance in the Supreme Court Building where the occupant insists
upon a 65° room temperature.
Senator BARTLETT. I understand that, but I can put my thermo-

stat at 600 or whatever the lowest mark is, and occasionally the
temperature will register 85°. It does not work, in other words.
Mr. RUBEL. It is quite possible that the thermostatic element is

functioning properly but the thermometer in your room may be defec-
tive, and they frequently are. I am sure if your thermometer registers
correctly at 85°, you would feel very uncomfortable.

Senator BARTLETT. I did, on both occasions. The thermometer
was not that far out of order.
Mr. RUBEL. Apparently I have another complaint to investigate.
Senator MONRONEY. You may proceed.

RECURRING ITEMS

Mr. STEWART. There are a number of comparatively small recurring
items under "Library Buildings and Grounds, structural and mechan-
ical care."

Senator MONRONEY. Those are annual recurring items?
Mr. STEWART. Yes. For 1965, we are asking for $2,396,000 or

$1,005,200 less than for 1964. The gross increase asked for 1965,
after dropping out 1964 nonrecurring items, is $1,790,100. Nearly
90 percent of this increase is made up of four nonrecurring items
which we would like to discuss with the committee in some detail.
The first and largest item is $860,000 on page 191 of the justification.

Aside from these four items of increases, most of the other items of
increase are comparatively small and total, in all, $179,520.

Senator MONRONEY. What is this item of $180,500?

RENOVATION OF FLOOR OF ANNEX

Mr. STEWART. It is the renovation of the fourth floor of the annex.
Senator MONRONEY. We are always doing things to attics trying to

find space to move people into and then we move them out because the
working conditions are intolerable. We seem to spend a good deal of
money for the space we are getting.
How many people will we be able to accommodate?
Mr. WELSH. Mr. Chairman, this will accommodate about 40

people.
It is a windowless area and it is not air conditioned. It was de-

signed primarily for storage, but our space situation is so critical we
feel it is necessary, now, to utilize this space.

Senator MONRONEY. Who will utilize it?
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Mr. WELSH. We have several operations that have been designated
to go up there, part of the blind division offices and some other
personnel that are now crowded on the decks of the annex. We
think we can have very good utilization of this.
Senator MONRONEY. This is not the old Library; this is the one

across the street?
Mr. WELSH. This is the annex, yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Does it require any structural change?
Mr. WELSH. No, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Are there any questions on that item?

MAIN READING ROOM CLEANING AND REDECORATING

Mr. STEWART. The next item is the "Cleaning and redecorating of
the main reading room in the main building."
Senator MONRONEY. This is one of the most beautiful rooms in

Washington. I am certainly glad that you are going forward with
that.
Mr. STEWART. The surfaces to be cleaned and restored consist of

highly decorated flat and molded plasterwork, stucco figures in relief,
also marble statuary.

INSTALLATION OF HEATING AND COOLING SYSTEMS, MAIN BUILDING

The next item is "Installation of heating and cooling system, main
building," and the request for that is $860,000.
Senator MONRONEY. Is this on top of the $2.5 million?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. We were not told about the additional that

would be required, were we?
Mr. HENLOCK. This comes up due to subsurface, unknown condi-

tions. We have an extensive explanation of that, Senator, on the next
three or four pages of our justification.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words:lithe heat for the Library

comes up from the Capitol Power Plant. Does it have to be reduced
or changed or modified in a heat steam exchange to be usable in there?
What are you doing above the $2.5 million?
Mr. HENLOCK. This is to complete the program. We have done

part of the building and we were only able to do the parts shown in
color on this diagram, including the bookstacks. In order to com-
plete the heating and cooling program and also a fire retardation
program in the bookstacks, it will take this additional amount to do
the job.

CONTINGENCY FUND

The consulting engineer who prepared the estimate only included a
$100,000 contingency item. It has been proved that it would have
been wiser to have had a $500,000 contingency fund to provide for
unforeseeable conditions.
As we broke into the walls, we found conditions for which we had

no plans and which we had no knowledge of, and we had to cope with
them as the work progressed.

Senator MONRONEY. This was built in 1890?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. And you have some fire problems?
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Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir; and we estimate, in order to complete the
remaining work to be done, that it will require $860,000.

Senator MONRONEY. This is $860,000 additional on top of $2.5 mil-
lion that we appropriated and that will complete the heating, the air
conditioning, and the fire retardation?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir; and that is based on known facts now,

known conditions.
Senator BARTLETT. May I ask a question?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.

ESTIMATED COMPLETION DATE

Senator BARTLETT. On page 193 I find'it rather astonishing to read
that the estimate of $2.5 million was based on the estimate that the
work would be completed in 2 years. Then it is discovered it will
take 5 years. That seems to me to be a gross error in estimating,
because the conditions that led to the delay certainly ought to have
been known at the time of your original estimates.
Mr. HENLOCK. Senator, if we had figured 5 years in the beginning,

it would have still cost the same amount, spread over a longer period.
Senator BARTLETT. Yes; but you figured it for 2 years, and that

was what the Congress was told would be the time for completion.
Mr. HENLOCK. We had a consulting engineer and along with the

Library of Congress staff they thought it could be done in that
period.
Senator BARTLETT. That would be two and a half times as long.

That seems to be a rather gross error in calculation.

MAGNITUDE OF WORK AND DEFICIENCIES OF OLD CONSTRUCTION

Senator MONRONEY. Did the consulting architect-engineer know
about the magnitude of the work and the deficiencies of the old
construction?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir; but he could not know exact conditions

until we broke into the walls, since there were no building plans of
the old section, exactly what conditions would be encountered. In a
situation like this, you can either put in a very liberal contingency
fund, or you can put in for a small one and come back for more money
and that is what we elected to do, hoping the smaller contingency
would be sufficient to cope with the indeterminate factors.
Senator BARTLETT. What percentage is applied to the contingency

fund?
Mr. HENLOCK. From 20 to 25 percent is not unreasonable in dealing

with an old building for which detailed plans are not available.
Mr. STEWART. It is rather difficult to estimate the cost of work in

some of these old buildings for which no detailed plans are available.

OBLIGATIONS AND BALANCE

Senator MONRONEY. I think I misunderstood. I thought this
$860,000 was to take care of the completion of the heating, air con-
ditioning, and fire retardation.
Mr. HENLOCK. That is an additional amount necessary. Senator,

we have obligated for the first two phases of the work, as shown on
page 193, $1,890,725. By June 30, an additional obligation of $47,645
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will have completed those two phases, leaving a balance of $561,630
toward the third-phase work shown on that chart. In order to do
both the air-conditioning work remaining to be done and the fire
retardation work, we add that balance to the $860,000 requested and
that gives a total of $1,421,630 for work to be done—resulting in a
$860,000 overrun.

IMPROVED LIGHTING IN BOOKSTACKS

Mr. STEWART. We are requesting $320,000 for improved lighting in
the bookstacks of the main building.
For the fiscal year 1963, $15,000 was appropriated for improving

the lighting in a small area of the bookstacks in the main Library.
Building. These funds were provided for experimental work to deter-
mine the best method available for improving the lighting in the book-
stacks before proceeding with an extensive lighting program through-
out all bookstack areas. The bookstack aisles are presently illumi-
nated by bare incandescent lamps, spaced on 4-foot centers. This
installation was made 60 years ago, when desigaers had little, if any,
choice in the selection of light sources for good illumination.
Deck No. 8 in the north bookstack was selected for the experimental

work, in an area containing 2,000 linear feet of aisle space. The
primary purpose of this project was to establish the merits and
economics of modern incandescent and fluorescent light sources
equipped with various types of diffusing enclosures designed to pro-
duce reasonably uniform illumination on books at all levels between
the floor and ceiling.

BOOKSTACK UNITS

The industry was canvassed to uncover the availability of com-
mercial lighting fixtures especially designed for bookstack installa-
tions. This survey brought forth only two models—one, incandes-
cent; and one, fluorescent—characterized as "bookstack units."
A third manufacturer of wide repute in the field of illuminating

engineering spent more than 10 months, without success, in an attempt
to develop a fixture design that would produce uniform high-level
illumination intensity from floor to ceiling.

TWO-LAMP FLUORESCENT FIXTURE

From the variety of models installed and evaluated during the
10-month experimental period, a conventional two-lamp fluorescent
fixture, equipped with "wraparound" plastic diffusing shield, provided
highly satisfactory illumination and possessed other necessary charac-
teristics, such as dimensional suitability, safety requirements, and
general appearance.
One hundred and thirty of these fixtures were installed on deck 8

in June 1963 and their efficacy is now well established. The simplicity
of the model installed makes it an appropriate item for open com-
petitive bidding and insures maximum economy.
The combined length of all individual bookstack aisles in the main

building is about 12 miles. Individual aisles are flanked by two
ranges of bookshelves and constitute, in effect, a narrow corridor,
with both walls lined from floor to ceiling with bound volumes and
other collections.
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DIFFICULTY IN READING BOOK IDENTIFICATIONS AND TITLES

Each item stored on the shelves is identified by a catalog reference
number, consisting of a combination of alphabetic letters, numerals,
and other characters, small in size and not too legible even when
viewed under ideal conditions.

Titles of many of the volumes are partially obliterated and with
the present low-grade illumination, the reading of titles on the lower
shelves is especially difficult.
The bookstacks of the main building were originally designed for

as much natural illumination as possible—there being four courtyards
by which light was originally admitted to both sides of the original
north and south stacks. When additional bookstacks were con-
structed, in subsequent years, in the northeast and southeast court-
yards, the original bookstacks became more than ever dependent on
artificial lighting.
The level of illumination was still helped, however, by daylight from

windows opening into the northwest and southwest courtyards, which
are free of structures. This source of illumination must soon be
eliminated, as it is necessary that these windows be bricked up as
part of the planned fire retardation program—with the result that the
present artificial lighting in the bookstacks will become more inade-
quate.

PROVIDING ADEQUATE LIGHTING

In order to provide adequate lighting, of the same character as
installed in deck 8 last year, on all decks of the north, south, north-
east, and southeast bookstacks, it will be necessary to purchase
and install 8,500 fixtures, 17,000 fluorescent lamps, 1,000 control
switches, 100,000 feet of wire, and numerous miscellaneous supplies.
The estimated cost to equip the 45 decks in the 4 bookstacks

of the main Library Building with such improved lighting and with
automatic time-switch control to conserve power consumption, is
$320,000. This amount has been included in the budget estimate
requests for the fiscal year 1965.

PROGRAMING PERIOD

The attention of the committee is, however, invited to the fact
that this project can be conveniently and economically subdivided
into four separate parts and programed over a 4-year period, if
desired. In that event, the amounts required would be as follows.
Senator MONRONEY. Do you have to take 4 years to do it, or can

you program it and get it done in 1 year?
Mr. STEWART. We can do it in 1 year, if that is the wish of the

committee.
Senator MONRONEY. It would be better.
Mr. STEWART. On a rising market, it may be a little more ex-

pensive to spread it over 4 years.
Senator MONRONEY. And you would have the Library torn up

for 4 years.
Mr. STEWART. We would much prefer to do it in 1 year.
Senator MONRONEY. The House gave you permission to do it in

1 year?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
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PROTECTIVE BARRIER, VISITORS' GALLERY

The next item is $5,000 for a protective barrier, visitors' gallery
of the main reading room of the main building.

It is proposed to install a glass protective barrier along the balus-
trade in the visitors' gallery to prevent the accidental or intentional

dropping of objects by sightseers into the main reading room below.
It will be suitably designed by the Architect of the Capitol to fit into
the decor of the room.

Senator MONRONEY. How high will that be?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. About a foot and a half above the marble railing.
Senator MONRONEY. Is that a foot and a half of glass across there?
Mr. CAMPOLI. It will be a separate railing behind the railing which

will be to the floor and extend about a foot and a half above the
marble railing.

Senator MONRONEY. You have an estimate of $5,000 for the glass
and installation?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. Yes, a combination glass and iron railing.

WHEELCHAIR RAMP AT ENTRANCE

Mr. STEWART. The next item would be $2,500 for a wheelchair
ramp to the southeast entrance of the ground floor of the main
building.
Due to an immediate need, a temporary wooden ramp has been

constructed at this entrance. The funds requested here would permit
the construction of a permanent steel ramp to replace the temporary
wooden one which is subject to rapid deterioration under adverse
weather conditions.
Senator MONRONEY. This would allow wheelchairs to enter the

building?
Mr. STEWART. Those would be ambulatory impairment cases.
Senator BARTLETT. I am especially pleased to see that. Both you

and the Library are to be congratulated on installing this ramp which
will be of great value to the handicapped. I am hopeful that all public
buildings in Washington, especially the Smithsonian Institution, will
soon follow suit.

Senator MONRONEY. That is a very important program. More and
more people that are in wheelchairs are employed on the Hill, and
also come as visitors.

U.S. CAPITOL RAMPS

Mr. STEWART. May I call your attention to a circumstance that
happened during the construction of the east front of the Capitol.
Speaker Rayburn, who at that time was interested in paralytic cases
and ambulatory impairment cases that came to the Capitol and the
late General Maas was also very much interested in it—had us build
temporary ramps to the north and south doors of the Capitol. These
ramps still exist and can be seen on the terraces as you come into the
building from the north and south entrances.
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At the insistence and suggestion of the late Speaker Rayburn,they have been left there, for the purpose of early morning deliveriesas well as ambulatory impairment cases that may want to enter the

I am sure you have noticed that on the first floor of the buildingwhere we have different elevations, we have ramps at all places.Senator BARTLETT. I think that is very wise.
Senator MONRONEY. I wish you would have somebody go over thevarious entrances to be sure that we have ramps where they are needed.Mr. STEWART. As I point out, any ambulatory impairment casescoming in the north and south doors, from the sidewalk, can come intothe building by means of these ramps.
Senator MONRONEY. The building now is perfectly mobile, at leaston the first floor?
Mr. STEWART. That is right, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. And on the main floor.
Mr. STEWART. The fact that we put these two ramps at the northand south doors eliminated the requirement of putting any type oframps at the front of the building.

LOCKING OF DOORS FROM RAMPS

Senator BARTLETT. May I interrupt for one moment. I am toldthat normally the doors leading into the Capitol from those ramps,are kept locked and a policeman has to be called before a person canbe admitted.
Mr. STEWART. To the best of my knowledge, they are open duringthe hours the Capitol is open.
Senator BARTLETT. Would you have that checked?
Mr. CHEATHAM. The one on the Senate side is open from 7:30in the morning until about 5 or 5:30 in the afternoon. Maybe weshould leave it open when the Senate is in session, but there we getback to another man to patrol the door.
Senator BARTLETT. Will you look into it and see if it is being done?'Mr. CHEATHAM. Fine, Senator.

POINTING EXTERIOR STONEWORK

Mr. STEWART. The next item is "Pointing exterior stonework, mainbuilding," and we are requesting $5,000 for that.
This item is requested to permit pointing of exterior stonework onthe main building walls in the two courtyards. Due to a shortage offunds and more pressing needs on other exterior walls of the twobuildings, this work was not done when extensive pointing of stone-work was done during fiscal years 1957 through 1961.
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REPAIRING GARAGE ENTRY AND EXIT RAMPS

Now, for repairing garage entry and• exit ramps for the annex, I
am asking $24,500.
These ramps, installed when the annex was built in 1938, have

deteriorated under constant automotive traffic and the chemical action
of deicing agents to the extent that they are hazardous and should
be replaced. The work would also include rebuilding the damaged
protective curbs at the base of the ramp walls and the installation
of an electrical heating system in the new ramp slabs to keep them
free of ice and snow and eliminate the need for deicing compounds.

MATERIALS FOR CLEANING AND HANDLING EQUIPMENT

For materials for cleaning , and handling equipment, I am asking

$4,300.
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS, FOG NOZZLES, AND FIREHOSE

The next item is for fire extinguishers, fog nozzles, and firehose
for both buildings, in the amount of $22,500.
For fiscal year 1964, an allotment of $18,000 was requested, but

denied, for the replacement of existing soda-acid and foam-type fire
extinguishers with dry-chemical extinguishers and for the replacement
of existing solid-steam firehose nozzles with fog nozzles. This item is
resubmitted.

FIRE DOORS AND PARTITIONS

• The last item would be for fire doors and partitions in the main and
annex buildings, for which I have requested $2,500.
This item, recommended by the safety engineer, Office of the Archi-

tect of the Capitol, would provide for two partitions with automatic
fire doors in them, one at each end of the pedestrian tunnel between
the main and annex buildings, to prevent the spread of a fire in this
area. Under normal conditions, these doors would stand open, but in

case of a fire would close automatically by the release, of a fusible link.
Senator MONRONEY. This is a total estimate on the buildings?

I do not see anything, hardly, with reference to grounds. This is
almost entirely for structural and mechanical care of the Library of
Congress and comes to $2,396,000 as compared to $3,401,200 for 1964.
Most of this is for nonrecurring items based on continued moderniza-
tion of the Library of Congress.
Mr. STEWART. That is right, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. How much did we spend last year on that?

REPLACEMENT OF CITY WATER SYSTEM AND IMPROVEMENTS

Mr. HENLOCK. We spent $1,304,000 last year. You gave us an
appropriation of $3,388,200 which included $2,225,000 for replacement
of the city water system and improvements of that nature for which
plans and specifications are now being prepared.
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LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS: FURNITURE AND FURNISHINGS
CARD DIVISION TRAYS AND CASES

The next item is furniture and furnishings, and the only large item
is $58,000, which is for the purchase of 32,000 steel trays and 230cases in which to house the trays for the Card Division.
These trays and cases are needed for expansion of the card stock of

catalog cards maintained for sale by the Card Division to other
libraries.
When the Card Division moves to the Naval Weapons Plant late

in the fiscal year 1964, it will have more space available in which tokeep its stock of catalog cards than it does now. The additional
space will permit the Card Division to maintain a larger stock ofcards than is presently possible. With a larger stock on hand, the
Card Division will be able to give better service to its customer li-
braries and probably increase sales, the revenue from which will be
deposited into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.
Senator MONRONEY. The 1964 appropriation is $180,000 and the

total estimate for 1965 is $229,400, or a net increase of $49,400.
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir.

Justification
1964 appropriation in annual act 
Deductions:

Calculating machines for Budget and Accounting Offices 
Electric adding machines for Accounting Office, Division for the

Blind, Card Division, Copyright Office, Music Division, Order
Division, and Serial Division 

Miscellaneous office equipment 

$180,

2,

4,
3,

000

200

400
300Microfilm reading machines and editing equipment for the

Manuscript Orientalia, Serial Stack, and Reader Divisions 7,000File cabinets, Prints and Photographs Division 3,000Card catalog cases, Processing Department (100 3- by 5-inch,
15-drawer, sections) 21,000Card catalog cases, Copyright Office (124 15-drawer sections) _ _ _ 11,000File cabinets, Legislative Reference Service (70 5-drawer cabi-
nets) 4,000Card file sections, Stack and Reader Division (15 3- by 5-inch,
15-drawer sections) 1,500Book racks, Stack and Reader Division (150 bookracks) 3,500Charging desk, Loan Division 3,000Automatic writing equipment, Office of the Secretary 3,200Collating machine, Legislative Reference Service 2,000

Electric document sorter, Copyright Office 6,200Carpeting, Legislative Reference Service 2, 200Type for Printasign machine, Buildings and Grounds Division_ _ 2,500
Total —80,000
Base for 1965 100,000

Additions:
Annual office furniture, equipment, and office machines—annual
allotment—increased from $40,000 to $50,000 to meet current
requirements 10,000Microfilm reading machines, Serial Division and Stack and
Reader Division 4,500File cabinets, Prints and Photographs Division: 46 5-drawer,
letter-size, metal cabinets-10 for normal expansion of photo-
graphic negative collections, 36 for replacement of obsolete
wooden cabinets 2,500Catalog cases, Copyright Office: 124 15-drawer sections for current
additions, normal growth, and the replacement of obsolete
equipment in the Copyright Card Catalog 11,000

Miscellaneous office equipment 3,100Visible file cases: 5 for Personnel Office, 4 for Serial Record Divi-
sion, 9 for Orientalia Division 4,300
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Steel trays, Card Division: 32,000 trays and 230 cases in which to

287

house them are needed for expansion of card stock $58,000
Recording equipment, Music Division 
Motion picture equipment, Prints and Photographs Division—
primarily to replace existing obsolete equipment 

Rotary files, Copyright Office: 7 4-tire units needed for current
working files 

Roller shelf units, Map Division—for atlases used in the Map

10,

15,

3,

000

500

100

Reading Room 
Card catalog cases, Catalog Maintenance Division: 12 15-drawer

sections needed for Far Eastern Languages Catalog to replace

1,000

8 obsolete cases and provide for expansion 
Dictating and transcribing machines: 1 dictating machine and 1

transcribing machine for Music Division; 1 transcribing ma-
chine (replacement) for Stack and Reader Division 

Exhibit cases, ground floor, main building: 1 for display of pub-
lications offered for sale; 1 for the Library's "Showcase

2,

1,

200

200

Exhibit" 3,000

Total additions +129,400

Total estimate for 1965 229,400

BOTANIC GARDEN

Senator MONRONEY. The next item is the Botanic Garden. The
justification follows:

BOTANIC GARDEN, SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Justification
1964 appropriation in annual act  $454, 500
Wage board pay supplemental in H. Doc. 203  4, 600

Total appropriations, 1964  459, 100

Deductions:
Regular pay above 52-week base allotment decreased from $2,000
to $1,000 due to 1964 being leap year and containing 2 addi-
tional days instead of the usual 1 additional day above the
52-week base 

Enlarging toilet facilities in conservatory, nonrecurring item
allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965 

Surfacing roads in nursery with bituminous concrete paving, non-
recurring item allowed for 1964, dropped for 1965 

1, 000

5, 000

20, 000

Total deductions  —26, 000

Base for 1965  433, 100

Additions:
Wage rate increases authorized by Public Law 763, 83d Cong_ _ _ _

Under the provisions of Public Law 763, 83d Cong., 47
laborers and mechanics on the Botanic Garden roll are com-
pensated on a wage board prevailing rate basis. Public Law
763 provides that the compensation of such employees shall be
fixed and adjusted from time to time as nearly as is consistent
with the public interest in accordance with prevailing rates.
An increase of $3,331 is requested for 1965 to meet on a

full-year basis the cost of increased wage rates established
for these wage board positions as a result of a general survey
of Government and industrial employees' wages in the Wash-
ington metropolitan area, conducted during the past year.
The new rates went into effect Dec. 8, 1963, in accordance
with the provisions of Public Law 85-872, 85th Cong. This
increase is necessary in order that the Botanic Garden wage
board employees may be compensated on a full-year basis in
the fiscal year 1965 in accordance with present prevailing
rates.

31-836-64----19

7, 366
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Justification—Continued

Additions—Continued
Wage rate increases, etc.—Continued

An increase of $4,035 is requested for 1965 to meet the cost
of within-grade promotions falling due in that year, authorized
by Public Law 763 under the wage board system, for employees
compensated under that act.

Within-grade promotions and other changes falling due in that
year authorized by the Classification Act of 1949, as amended,
for employees compensated under that act  $1 ,715

Increased pay cost due to Public Law 87-793, approved Oct. 11,
1962, Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962, to cover increases
which went into effect Jan. 5, 1964, under authority of that act
and must be met on a full-year basis in 1965  719

Contribution to retirement fund, increased from $18,600 to $19,200_ 600
This increase results from increase in basic pay rates and

is required to cover the cost of Government contribution to
retirement fund authorized by Public Law 854, 84th Cong.

Replacement of temperature controls, valves, and other items on
the heating system serving the main conservatory, nonrecurring
item  25,000

A nonrecurring allotment of $25,000 is requested for 1965
for replacement of equipment on the heating system serving
the main conservatory, which has been in use for more than
30 years—having been installed when the conservatory was
constructed; repair parts are no longer available for most of
the equipment, which is now of obsolete design; and mainte-
nance has become a constant and difficult problem.
In order to keep this equipment in service for 30 years,

which has a rated life expectancy of 15 years, it has been
necessary to make repairs more and more frequently, particu-
larly in the past several years, until the point has now been
reached where the equipment can no longer be kept in de-
pendable operating condition through repair. A careful
survey discloses that over of the equipment is not function-
ing properly, resulting in reduced efficiency of the heating
system.

Air pressure failure in cold weather could result in costly
damage to tropical and other plants housed in the conserva-
tory: also, with the present obsolete vacuum and condensate
return pumps in use, condensate is now bypassing to the
sewer instead of being returned to the Capitol Power Plant
where it is needed.
Under the amount requested for 1965, it is proposed to

replace 87 thermostats and 174 radiator valves, which control
temperature conditions in the conservatory; steam traps, air
compressors, vacuum and condensate return pumps; also, the
main steam reducing valves, hand stop valves, traps, and
accessories.
Funds for replacement of this heating equipment, which is

vital for the maintenance of proper temperature conditions in
the conservatory at all times, especially in the cold winter
months, are urgently requested for 1965, in order to insure
preservation of the valuable collection of plant material
housed in the conservatory.

Painting structural steel and heating pipes in main conservatory,
nonrecurring item  13, 500

A nonrecurring allotment of $13,500 is requested for 1965 for
painting structural steel members and heating pipes in the
main conservatory, last painted in the fiscal year 1959.
The structural steel members in the upper areas of the

conservatory are in satisfactory condition, but rust has formed
on the lower steel members and the piping, due to constant
moisture from watering of plants and the high humidity
maintained in the conservatory.
The point has now been reached where it is necessary to

paint the rusted areas of the structural steel and the piping in
order to prevent their deterioration, and for this purpose
$13,500 is requested for 1965.
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Justification—Continued
Additions—Continued

Cleaning exterior and interior walls of main conservatory, nonre-
curring item 

This is a nonrecurring item, requested for 1964, but de-
ferred by the committee for that year. It provides funds for
cleaning the exterior and interior walls of the main conserva-
tory of the Botanic Garden located on Maryland and Inde-
pendence Avenues, adjacent to the Rayburn House Office
Building.
The conservatory was completed and occupied in 1933 and

the exterior and interior walls have not been cleaned in the
ensuing 30 years. The exterior limestone walls are now
streaked and dirty and the interior brick walls are dingy look-
ing and should be cleaned at this time, in order that the con-
servatory may present an appearance in harmony with the
new Rayburn House Office Building, rather than an unsightly
contrast as at present.
During the past several years, funds have been allowed for

cleaning the exterior of the Capitol Building, the Old Senate
Office Building, and the Main Library Building, resulting in a,
vastly improved appearance of those buildings, and the re-
quest for funds for cleaning the Botanic Garden conservatory
is a continuation of this program.
The item is therefore resubmitted for the consideration of

the committee for 1965.
New delivery trucks, nonrecurring item 

An allotment of $6,000 is requested for 1965 for the pur-
chase of 2 new delivery trucks to replace 1 1949 Interna-
tional truck and 1 1953 International truck, which are badly
worn, create a constant maintenance problem, and are no
longer economically repairable.

These trucks are required for delivery of plant materials,
potted plants, cut flowers, and centerpieces to the Capitol and
other buildings in the legislative group of buildings. The
existing trucks are no longer dependable and are often disabled
while undergoing shop repairs.
Under the amount requested for 1965, it is proposed to

purchase 2 new 6-cylinder panel trucks, with standard trans-
missions arid heated bodies necessary for winter use.

Installation of lawn sprinkler system in grounds of main conserva-
tory, nonrecurring item 

This is a nonrecurring item, requested but not allowed for
1964, which is resubmitted for the committee's consideration
for 1965.

It provides for installation of an underground lawn sprinkler
system in the grounds about the main conservatory in order
that an attractive lawn area may be maintained for this facil-
ity. For many years, such systems have been installed in the
Capitol Grounds and found decidedly advantageous in lawn
maintenance, as well as a saving in man-hours required for
manual watering. The condition of the lawns, at present, is
not in keeping with the beauty of the conservatory collections.

Landscape improvements, main conservatory, nonrecurring item__ _
An allotment of $15,000 is requested for 1965 to improve the

landscape appearance of the grounds surrounding the main
conservatory of the Botanic Garden and the 2 courtyards
located in the interior of the grounds of the conservatory.
When the Rayburn House Office Building is completed and
the grounds of the building landscaped, the grounds about the
Botanic Garden conservatory will present an unsightly con-
trast. The appearance of these grounds should be improved.

289
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JUStiftation—Continued

Additions—Continued
Landscape improvements, etc.—Continued

Under the funds requested for 1965, it is proposed to land-
scape the grounds surrounding the conservatory with addi-
tional plant material, so selected and arranged as to greatly
improve this area and cause it to blend with surrounding
plots. The plant material, proposed to be used, will provide
color in the spring and summer, and will be mainly green in
the winter. It is proposed to remove 4 old sycamore trees
from the grounds on the Maryland Avenue or front side of
the conservatory, and to plant in this area of the grounds
7 large maple trees and 2 magnolia trees; also, low-growing
evergreen hedges and evergreen shrubs.
In the grounds on the 2d Street side, it is proposed to plant

3 flowering crabapple trees and 2 magnolia trees, together
with low-growing evergreen hedges and evergreen shrubs.
In the grounds on the 1st Street side, it is proposed to plant

2 magnolia trees and 1 flowering crabapple tree, together with
low-growing evergreen hedges and evergreen shrubs.
In the grounds on the Independence Avenue side, it is pro-

posed to plant 2 small trees and low-growing evergreen hedges
and evergreen shrubs; 5 large existing trees on this side of
the grounds will be left undisturbed.

Attractive lawn areas will be maintained on all 4 sides of the
conservatory.
The 2 existing interior courtyards, 1 to the east and the other

to the west, are at present poorly developed, unattractive
areas. The east courtyard consists of a labyrinth formed by
odd sizes of boxwood, bordering on dirt paths. The west
courtyard consists of an unrelated assortment of plant ma-
terial, a free-form pool and rockery, and dirt paths. The
dirt paths in the 2 courtyards are muddy and dusty, making
these areas unattractive to visitors to enter.
Under the funds requested for 1965, it is proposed to land-

scape these courtyards with suitable evergreen shrubs and
other low-growing plant material and to develop them into
attractive spots for visitors. The small pool would be re-
tained in the west courtyard and there would be benches to
sit on in the east courtyard. The existing dirt paths in both
courtyards would be replaced with new walks constructed
of flagging, set in sand, affording a hard walking surface.

Total +$94, 900
Total estimate for 1965  528, 000

MAIN CONSERVATORY HEATING SYSTEM

Mr. STEWART. That is for salaries and expenses for the Botanic
Garden.
One of the largest items there is for the replacement of temperature

controls, valves, and other items on the heating system serving the
main conservatory. This is a nonrecurring item and we are requesting
$25,000.
The nonrecurring allotment of $25,000 is requested for 1965 for

the replacement of equipment on the heating system serving the
main conservatory, which has been in use for more than 30 years—
having been installed when the conservatory was constructed; repair
parts are no longer available for most of the equipment, which is
now of obsolete design; and maintenance has become a constant and
difficult problem.
Senator MONRONEY. The House allowed this item, did it not?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
In order to keep this equipment in service for 30 years, which has

a rated life expectancy of 15 years, it has been necessary to make repairs
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more and more frequently, particularly in the past several years,
until the point has now been reached where the equipment can no
longer be kept in dependable operating condition through repair.
A careful survey discloses that over one-half of the equipment is not
functioning properly, resulting in reduced efficiency of the heating.
system.

PAINTING MAIN CONSERVATORY STEEL AND PIPES

Now, the next item is painting structural steel and heating pipes
in the main conservatory, a nonrecurring item in the amount of
$13,500.
The next item is cleaning exterior and interior walls of the main

conservatory in the amount of $15,000.
Senator MONRONEY. This is nonrecurring?
MT. STEWART. That is right.
Mr. HENLOCK. The House allowed that item.

TRUCK REPLACEMENT

Mr. STEWART. The next item is for two trucks to replace two old
trucks. The House allowed one truck and we are not appealing that
action.

UNDERGROUND LAWN SPRINKLER SYSTEM

The next two items—$10,000 for an underground lawn sprinkler
system for the grounds of the main conservatory, and $15,000 for
the landscape improvement of the grounds and two courts of the
conservatory—were not allowed by the House. We are not appealing
the House action.

Senator MONRONEY. Neither the $10,000 or the $15,000?
Mr. STEWART. That is right, sir. We are not appealing it.

SECTION 105, LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. HENLOCK. Mr. Stewart would like at this time to present to
you formally his letter of April 15, 1964, with respect to section 105
of the bill.
Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman, if I may read it, it is not too long.
Senator MONRONEY. I think we are going to have to have a longer

period of time to talk about section 105 than we have at the present
time. This is the restriction written into the bill that all expenditures
would have to be made available to the public in the Architect's
Office or in the committee's office.
We have had some testimony on it from the General Accounting

Office, and I think we need, perhaps, a whole period to go into that.

CAPITOL GROUNDS LIGHTING COST

What would be just a rough estimate of the proper lighting of the
Capitol Grounds cost? It has been discussed and suggested for the
better protection of the public at night that we have such lighting.
Do you have any estimates on that?
Mr. STEWART. We have no estimates. We have never made any

and do not feel that we should until we learn more about plans that
might be submitted by the Metropolitan Police officers or others in
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charge of the safety of the grounds. Otherwise, we might decide to
put better illumination in areas where they may not want it.

Senator MONRONEY. I notice that you say:
From an esthetic point of view, the old lamp standards and the lighting areconsidered satisfactory; modern, "mercury" type standards would give adequatelighting, but would not be in keeping with the architecture of Capitol Hill.Perhaps a compromise somewhere between these extremes would be a propercourse, but such a program would require study, development of acceptable de-signs, and a considerable expenditure of funds.

STUDY AND DESIGNS DEVELOPMENT

This is something you are going to have to undertake very carefully,
if you are proposing a change in the lighting system, with the archi-
tects of the country, because they could be aroused, I think, very
greatly if we were putting in gooseneck mercury lamps to make more
or less a world's fair lighting project out of the studied and beautiful
stately appearance of the Capitol in all of its antique glory.
So, as you sketch it, I think you should have some fine arts com-

mission working closely with you on that.
Mr. STEWART. My approach to the problem, as indicated, is that

we defer further consideration of any lighting changes until we first
determine upon an adequate police protection program. Once that
has been settled upon, then I believe would be the time to go further
into the matter of the adequacy of present lighting.

LIMITATION ON ATTENDANCE AT MEETING'S

Senator MONRONEY. I notice that the House has eliminated the
$500 limitation carried in last year's bill on the amount which could
be used for attendance at meetings and conventions.
Why was that eliminated?
Mr. HENLOCK. That was an action taken by the House voluntarily

in eliminating it. We, of course, do not spend a great deal for at-
tendance at meetings, but it is very hard to have adequate representa-
tion at meetings under that amount.
Mr. ROOF. Last year we spent $240. That was for attendance of

our safety engineer at a national safety congress.
Senator MONRONEY. What was it back 2 or 3 other years? Would

you put those figures in the record?
Mr. ROOF. In 1961 it was $245 and in 1962 it was $489.

DRINKING FOUNTAINS

Senator MONRONEY. Every year we have complaints from Members
and from our visitors regarding lack of drinking fountains on the
Capitol Grounds and also in the buildings. I know your testimony
was that vandalism and destruction has been practiced to make
these ineffective. But it seems that other cities and other buildings,
public and otherwise, are able to have drinking fountains that can be
used. Why is it that we cannot?
Mr. STEWART. On the Grounds, for instance, we have had a plan

that has been on the boards for the last 5 or 6 years for the installation
of drinking fountains on the east side of the Capitol. But the ex-
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perience that we have had with the drinking fountains that exist on
the west side have caused us to hesitate until such time as we could
get some proper control of the Grounds. We have had a very difficult
time on the west side. With respect to the drinking fountain that is
down at the foot of the hill, we have even had trouble keeping it in
place, because everything has been broken and taken off except the
fountain itself.

VANDALISM

Mr. ROOF. We had to replace as late as last week, Senator, the
drinking fountain on the west front.

Senator MONRONEY. What happened to it?
Mr. ROOF. It was twisted off and carried away.
Senator MONRONEY. Can you not put them where people mostly

come in by the approaches to the Capitol, on a little island off the
sidewalk, where people would be moving and there would be too much
traffic and police are already stationed there so that they cannot
yank the plumbing out with their bare hands? I do not see why in
this modern day and age we cannot conquer this one.
Mr. STEWART. In recent years, the west side of the Capitol has

been largely the reception area for the majority of the crowds that
come to the Capitol. Buses park in that area. The west fountain
in sight of everybody that comes to the Capitol from the west approach
and still we cannot maintain them in good order. I would say that
90 percent of the vandalism that takes place on the grounds takes
place after nightfall.

DRINKING FOUNTAINS ON EAST FRONT

Senator MONRONEY. If you build it down dn the left side of the
Capitol, that would certainly be true. It seems to me there is a great
deal of traffic on the east front and maybe drinking fountains placed
there would not suffer the fate that they do when they are more
deeply on the Capitol Grounds on the west front.
Mr. STEWART. The vandalism is not confined to the west front.
Senator MONRONEY. The House has asked, in its report, that

something be done about it, and I think the Senate feels the same way.
Mr. ROOF. We plan to try to do something, especially on the east

front. Perhaps two fountains can be installed near the large plant
cases at East Capitol Street and the Capitol Plaza and one across the
plaza from the Senate steps, and one near the House steps. But
we do have a vandalism problem all over the area.

DRINKING FOUNTAINS IN U.S. CAPITOL BUILDING

Mr. STEWART. There are three fountains in the grotto on the west
side and one on the west side at First Street. In the building, we
have 15 drinking fountains.
Senator MONRONEY. They are kept operative? They are not torn

up all the time?
Mr. STEWART. Not in the building, because they are under the

watchful eye of the people going by.
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Senator MONRONEY. I have some more questions. We will have
to have you back later.

COMMITTEE RECESS

The committee will stand in recess until Friday morning at 8:30,at which time we will continue with this.
(Whereupon, at 10 a.m., Wednesday, May 13, 1964, the subcom-

mittee recessed, to reconvene on Friday, May 15, 1964, at 8:30 a.m.)
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FRIDAY, MAY 15, 1964

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

Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 8:45 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room
1224, New Senate Office Building, Hon. A. S. Mike Monroney (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present • Senators Monroney, Hayden, Bartlett, and Saltonstall.

OFFICE OF THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

STATEMENTS OF J. GEORGE STEWART, ARCHITECT OF THE CAP-

ITOL; MARIO E. CAMPIOLI, ASSISTANT ARCHITECT OF THE

CAPITOL; PHILIP L. ROOF, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT; WALTER

L. RUBEL, COORDINATING ENGINEER; CHARLES A. HENLOCK,

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER; AND DANIEL J. GEARY, ACCOUNT-

ING OFFICER
SECTION 105 LANGUAGE

Senator MONRONEY. We are ready to hear Mr. Stewart.
Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman, T am seriously concerned about

the language contained in section 105 of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriation Act, 1965, as passed by the House of Representatives.
I have conferred with the Comptroller General of the United States

and he agrees with me that the language is ambiguous and open to
broad interpretation; and that if such an interpretation ultimately,
prevails, it could have an adverse effect on the interests of the Govern-
ment in areas involving expenditure of funds by the Architect of the
Capitol under construction and maintenance contracts.
So that the matter may receive full consideration, may I respect-

fully suggest that your committee discuss the language of section 105
with the Comptroller General when he appears before your committee
in justification of his 1965 estimates of appropriations.

STATEMENT TO HOUSE

Mr. Steed pointed out some of the elements of concern on the floor
of the House when the amendment was under consideration, April 10,
1964. In his remarks, he stated:
I literally do not know what is meant by making an "expenditure available for

public inspection." I presume documents relating to expenditures is what is
meant. What documents? What about internal papers supporting or directly
related to vouchers or to contracts, on which expenditures are based?

Suppose change orders are issued on a contract, or claims develop during the
course of the work. The value of change orders is often a matter of negotiation.

295
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Claims are often disputed. What supporting documents pertaining to the archi-tect's calculations in regard to the values involved are open to public inspectionand thus to the contractor involved?
Is it not possible that indiscriminate public inspection could prejudice theGovernment's interest on pending claims of disbursements?
I do not know, but some documents are not usually made available even incourt proceedings except upon subpena. As I say, I do not know, but thesekinds of questions immediately come to mind.
Could any Tom, Dick, or Harry walk in at any time and demand to rummagethrough the thousands of vouchers on which the expenditures are made—surelyanything like that would be disruptive and undesirable, and yet I suppose suchmight be within the term "public inspection," because those words are not de-limited in the amendment.
Also, the amendment as drawn sounds far from clear as to when the expendi-tures would be open to public inspection. I don't know how that would work.Would the Clerk of the House and the Architect, for example, have to make somedeclarations before any funds could be drawn from the Treasury?
Would the "public" be entitled to come in and demand "inspection" before orafter the accounts are settled—could they demand to see a voucher immediatelyafter it was paid, or how would this work? This might sound like a technicalmatter, but it could possibly present some real problems.

CONCERN WITH SECTION 105 REQUIREMENTS

As Architect of the Capitol, I do not know just what demands
section 105 will make upon me or my staff, as presently drafted.
I assume under section 105 our payrolls would be open to public in-
spection. Would this mean simply the payroll itself, or all supporting
documents, such as appointment papers and personnel files?
My main concern, however, is about our contract operations, as,

in my judgment, section 105, as drafted, may prove a dangerous
amendment with respect to funds under the Architect of the Capitol.
I have in mind that a good part of the funds under the Architect are
expended through construction and maintenance contracts, under
which change orders and other claims normally develop in the course
of the work.
As I see it, there is the serious danger that under section 105 an

expenditure might be construed as entitling a contractor to have
access to all the files of the Architect of the Capitol bearing on such
change orders or claims, including change orders and claims in
dispute.
This would have the effect of abetting claims against the Govern-

ment, in that the contractor would have accessible to him not only his
own supporting information but also all of the evidence developed
and to be used by the Government in the negotiation and settlement
of such change orders and claims.

This would certainly give a contractor an unfair and unwarranted
advantage over the Government and, in fact, an advantage so far as
I know, that is not afforded contractors by any Government agency
engaged in construction and maintenance work.
• Normally, such information is made available to boards of contract
appeals and, under subpena, to a court hearing appeals and trying
cases involving such claims, but even in those cases, the information
is normally limited to that required to permit the board or court to
reach a fair and equitable settlement.

QUESTION OF AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION

There is also the question that section 105 does not, as indicated
by Mr. Steed, make clear the question as to when such information
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must be made available—whether or not the information must be
made available before or after accounts are settled, or at the pleasure

of contractors and the inquiring general public.
These are some of the major points of concern that prompt me to,

bring this matter to your attention and to respectfully request that,
your committee give further consideration to the language contained
in section 105.
My whole purpose in bringing this matter to your attention is ta,

urge that whatever provision Congress decides to adopt, the language•
be crystal clear as to intent, so that, as an officer of Congress expending
funds for the Congress, there may be no doubt as to exactly what
Congress wishes me to do under section 105 with respect to the expendi-
ture of moneys for its operations.

CLARIFICATION OF LANGUAGE FOR POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS

Mr. MONRONEY. Thank you, Mr. Stewart, for your statement.
The chairman personally feels that this language is vague as now

written in section 105, and it should be the duty of this committee
from the evidence that we adduce here, to straighten out the language
to carry out the purpose for which the House enacted it.
Two solutions appear to be possible. One would be to include the

Architect of the Capitol under the General Accounting Office for
their regular on-site audits, which was one of the motions that was
offered during the course of the bill through the House, and went out
on a point of order, This would probably require a two-thirds vote
in the Senate to put that in.
The other would be to arrange for publication of public information

on all expenditures from the Architect's Office. I think we are not
required—and I don't think the language of the bill would require
all the supporting documentation, the personnel files, and things of
that kind. To ask for information on all expenditures, to publish
the names and amounts paid on the payroll, or to have duplicate
vouchers made for personnel and also for other vouchered expenses.
That would be open to the public, and might accomplish the purpose
of section 105.

Senator SALTONSTALL. Would the chairman be willing to state his
first cause again.

ARCHITECT UNDER GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE AUDIT

Senator MONRONEY. The first was the possibility of our suspending
the rules and presenting language which would put the Architect
under the General Accounting Office site audit provisions.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Thank you.
Senator MONRONEY. I would like to have your comments on that.
Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state that the accounts

of the Architect of the Capitol have been audited by the General
Accounting Office since that office was first established in 1921.
There appears in the justification on page 149, a statement on audit

procedures as applied to the Rayburn Building, and this same general
procedure is applicable to all of the accounts of the Architect of the
Capitol.
Senator MONRONEY. Well, but the General Accounting Office does

not, as I understand it, conduct an on-site audit of your accounts.
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Mr. HENLOCK. That is correct, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. Why shouldn't he? If the Congress de-

cides that is what it wants?

SPACE PROBLEM

Mr. HENLOCK. If the Congress decides that is what it wants, we will
naturally conform to that procedure. We do have a space problem,
however, that would have to be met, because it does take physical
space in which to house the auditors when they come in to make their
site audits.

Senator MONRONEY. Your volume of expenditures runs into the
millions of dollars each year, tens of millions of dollars in some cases,
and this same type of audit that is given to all Government depart-
ments by the General Accounting Office agents. If it were applied to
the Architect's Office, it would perhaps meet or even go farther than
the section 105 proposed in the House language, would it not?
Mr. HENLOCK. It would accomplish the objective, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. And would not in this way unduly delay

you, or impose extraordinary calls upon your office, such as open
public inspection of books; is that correct?
Mr. HENLOCK. It certainly would be preferable.
Mr. STEWART. If we had a choice, we would prefer the site audit.
Senator MONRON EY. To have a site audit. That would not include,

however, the publication or listing of your personnel that are regularly
employed by the Architect.
Mr. HENLOCK. No, sir.

TOTAL EMPLOYEES

Senator MONRONEY. How many do you employ?
Mr. HENLOCK. 1,200 regular, and about 200 seasonal and

temporary.
Mr. STEWART. 1,400 in all.
Senator MONRONEY. All right. Of course, the publications that

go forward with the other accounts, the disbursing office, disbursing
to the Sergeant at Arms and the Secretary of the Senate, those are
accounts that are audited and approved by the Rules Committee,
and then go to the General Accounting Office for further audit and
compilation, and then are published annually in the listing of the
vouchers as shown by this book.
In the report of the Secretary, every expenditure that was made

out of Senate funds and contingent funds in the Senate is listed.
There is no committee that is directly supervising your accounts, is

there?
Mr. HENLOCK. No, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. No committee?

CONGRESSIONAL CONTROL OF ACTIVITIES

Mr. HENLOCK. We do not, in the sense of an audit control, have to
have any formal approval of our accounts by any committee of
Congress, but we do operate under committees and commissions of
Congress, who are charged with final control over our activities,
Senator.
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May I cite the additional House Office Building project, as an ex-
ample? Every contract of any size or magnitude for that project
has been approved in writing by the Chairman of the House Office
Building Commission, acting for the Commission. On the extension
of the Capitol, most of the major expenditures were approved by the
Chairman of that Commission acting for the Commission, and we
filed their formal directives, written directives, with the Comptroller
General with our contracts.
We have also filed every contract, every voucher, every pertinent

paper that the Office has involving an expenditure with the Comp-
troller General, for auditing in the General Accounting Office, as dis-
tinguished from auditing at the site of operations where they would
have access to any additional papers in our file not accompanying the
vouchers.

Senator MONRONEY. But all expenditures, salary and construction,
repair, maintenance, that item, are audited by the General Accounting
Office?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Every voucher?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir; everything.

• Senator MONRONEY. Then does he give you a report on the results
of these?
Mr. HENLOCK. The only way we get a report is if there is any

question or any exception filed with the Architect of the Capitol.
Then we give the answer and have the account cleared accordingly.
We very seldom get an exception or a question, and in the case of

the $110 million additional House Office Building project, we have
had no exceptions or questions whatsoever.

CLARIFICATION OF AUDIT

Senator MONRONEY. Well, I don't understand exactly the difference
between the on-site audit that is conducted in the general level of
Government and this one that you go through.
Mr. HENLOCK. Well, Senator, take for instance our construction

contracts. We file with the General Accounting Office the contract
payment vouchers which list all pertinent items: the prime contract
and its price, change orders, payments. accompanied with requisitions
of the contractor, the breakdown of the contract amounts, and the
approval by the Architect of the Capitol and his consultants, and we
also, as we tell you, file all contracts and papers supporting the con-
tracts, including the change orders, with the General Accounting Office.
But they do not have access to the papers that lead up to those

change orders, the negotiating papers, evidence in the file where
there may have been differences of opinions between ourselves and
consultants, or between personnel in the field office, where as under
a site audit they would have access to all information in our file.

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?
Senator MONRONEY. Please do.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Is there any recommendation from the

Comptroller General as to how this situation could be handled?
*Mr. HENLOCK. No, sir. I understand he felt that was a matter of

policy for the committee to determine, but I might emphasize that so
far as our letter of presentation to your committee is concerned, the
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Comptroller went over the draft of that letter and indicated his con-
currence in the contents of the letter before we have presented it to
the committee.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Have you asked him for any recommenda-

tions?
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

Mr. HENLOCK. NO, Sir.
Senator MONRONEY. We had him. When he appeared here, we

asked him the different methods that might be applied to auditing
the accounts of the Architect. One of the methods was the applica-
tion, generally, of the regular Government accounting procedures,
inspection by the GAO.

Senator SALTONSTALL. At this point, Mr. Chairman, may I ask this
question also. You have shown this report of the Secretary of the
Senate. Would it be possible to cover this situation by including the
accounts for the Architect of the Capitol in, say, the report of the
Secretary of the Senate?
Mr. HENLOCK. We could make a report, Senator. Of course, we

have about 5,000 vouchers a year that are much more detailed, we
believe, than those covering expenditures from the contingent fund.
It would mean having additional employees to digest the information
in voucher form, and then to have it compiled for publication.
We also make our payroll payments more frequently. It would

mean greater compilation work. For instance, we pay most of our
employees on a biweekly pay period basis. There are 26 pay periods
a year. We also have construction personnel who are on a weekly
payroll period basis. We do have some problems, we feel, that
would make for more extensive paperwork than the Secretary of the
Senate is faced with.

ANNUAL REPORT

Senator SALTONSTALL. What I had in mind was one report in the
course of the year.
Mr. HENLOCK. It would be a rather voluminous report, Senator.
Senator SALTONSTALL. You wouldn't have to put in every weekly

payroll. Some of the things you could summarize.
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir; I see what you mean. We could compile

a report at the end of the year, if that is what is desired, if we were
allowed a reasonable amount of time after the close of the fiscal year
in which to compile it.

It would, of course, mean some additional personnel would be
necessary to perform this service.

Senator SALTONSTALL. Would you prefer such a system as that to
what is in this bill?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir.
Mr. STEWART. With the bill, sir, we do not know what it is actually

required of us or how far the requirements extend.
Mr. HENLOCK. If you leave section 105 in, we hope that you will

at least make an interpretation of the word "expenditures' in the
statute, so that we, the Comptroller General, the courts, and anyone
else involved, will know exactly what Congress had in mind by the use
of the word "expenditures" that would be made available—what
papers, what documents.
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Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, may I respectfully ask you,

what were the suggestions of the Comptroller General when he was

here? I wasn't able to attend that meeting, because of another
meeting.

EXCERPTS FROM HEARING ON GAO AUDIT

Senator MONRONEY. The Comptroller said:

This question is of particular concern to the Architect of the Capitol. A good

part of the Architect's funds are spent on construction and maintenance
 contracts,

under which change orders and other claims normally develop, and the Arch
itect

is of the view, and we share that view, that section 105 as presently worded might

be interpreted as allowing a contractor to have access to all files of the Architec
t,

bearing on such change orders or claims, including change orders and clai
ms in

dispute.
This could have the effect of abetting claimsagainst the Government in that the

contractor would have accessible to him not only his own supporting info
rmation,

but also all of the evidence developed and to be used by the Governm
ent in the

negotiations and settlement of such change orders and claims.

This would certainly give the contractor an unwarranted advantage of the

Government. Normally such information is made available to boards of con-

tract appeals or under subpena to a court.
The third question which arises is when do the records have to be made 

avail-

able to the public. Clearly, they would have to be made available within a

reasonable time.
However, people differ as to what is reasonable. A quarterly disclosure 

might

be sufficient. A longer period might seem unreasonable. The records presently

being made by the Senate and the House of Representatives vary. S
ome are

made quarterly and some are made annually.
We think it would be quite helpful if these questions could be clarified by either a

language change in section 105 or a statement of intent in the committee r
eport.

Then I said:
I think that what the committee is very interested in is to be absolutely cert

ain

that proper auditing functions of the accounts of the Congress are carrie
d out by

the Comptroller General or by some auditing functions.

I do not believe the intent of 105, as amended, was to unnecessaril
y embarrass

the Government in disclosing items that would be helpful to people
 processing

claims, or adjustments in contracts, or other items dealing with construc
tion,

but does your audit today have the Architect's accounts come forth with
 the full

disclosure of all of the activities that he engages in?
Mr. KELLER. At the present time the vouchers of the Architect, and the

 con-

tracts are sent to the General Accounting Office for audit. We perf
orm a financial

audit. Our audit does not go into the wisdom of the expenditures. It is directed

to the legality and accuracies of the payments.
Mr. MONRONEY. All of the legal matters are fully checked and the same

 care

in dealing with all accounts that would be given even to any other Govern
ment

agencies is followed in your auditing of the Architect's account?

This, I think, is one of the things that people do not understand.

They are thoroughly audited now as to the legality, accuracy, and the

balances that are available. He certifies this.
Mr. Campbell says:
I think it is fair to say that the kind of audit that we make of the

 Architect's

Office is somewhat similar to the financial audit which you would ex
pect as be-

tween a stockholder group and a corporation. It isn't comparable to the kind of

audit we make for the Government with respect to an industrial co
mpany where

we go into not only the financial transactions, but also the perform
ance under

a contract.

So I think this is his attitude, that the ordinary audit is more, what

they perform for the Government is not quite necessary.
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NEED FOR FURTHER WORK ON EXPENDITURES

Senator SALTONSTALL. IS it your opinion that the ComptrollerGeneral thinks that the situation is pretty clearly covered now?Senator MONRONEY. No, sir. It is clearly covered now as far asthe financial aspects. Not as to the managerial, but this is, of course,in control of the building commissions, and the Congress itself, as tothe wisdom or lack of wisdom of the public works and other functions.If we choose to stay with this approach of 105, the Architect, I be-lieve, could duplicate all vouchers, as they make them out, just makeout an extra copy of a voucher that would be available for publicdisclosure.
Not incorporating the basic papers, but incorporating the amountsand to whom paid, and for what purpose paid. That could be done,could it not?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. It would require perhaps one more officewhere these papers, these vouchers could be maintained?Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, this would give the press orothers seeking this information access to every voucher that is issued,and it could be available, perhaps, within 30 days of the closing month.Mr. HENLOCK. Sixty days after the end of each quarter, would bemore feasible, we believe, Senator.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Well, Mr. Chairman? May I ask this ques-tion to you, Mr. Stewart?
Why wouldn't the intent of the House be covered if you made eithera quarterly or a semiannual report, similar to what you give to theComptroller General? In other words, take the figures that you nowgive to the Comptroller General, and make them available to thepublic on a quarterly or a semiannual or an annual basis?Mr. STEWART. That could be done.
Mr. ROOF. Senator, might I say something there? We do notgive the General Accounting Office a report in the sense that you arespeaking of.

FIGURES GIVEN GAO

Mr. STEWART. We give them the figures.
Mr. ROOF. We give them the vouchers.
Senator MONRONEY. They are sent down to the General AccountingOffice.
Mr. ROOF. At the end of the month, we give them all the vouchersthat the Treasury has paid for us during the month and they auditthat package.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Why couldn't it be covered then if weactually give the General Accounting Office the duty of summarizingand putting in a readable form the vouchers that you send themon a quarterly or a semiannual basis?
Mr. ROOF. It would be fine with us.
Mr. HENLOCK. It certainly would.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Why wouldn't that cover the intent of theHouse?
Mr. HENLOCK. It would, so long as the language is clarified tosay what you mean by "expenditures." We hope you will definethat an expenditure will not go beyond the voucher itself. We
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have in mind, Senator, that after all, a contractor, with his statutory
rights, could undoubtedly go into court and challenge our action
in not making all our supporting papers available to him, and the
statute would stand on its face; and as we see it, that is one of the
problems the language presents.
Senator SALTONSTALL. But forget that, supposing we drew new

language to ask the Comptroller General to give an adequate report
on a certain basis, say, a semiannual, which would probably be the
best basis, publish as soon as he could after he analyzed your vouchers?
Mr. STEWART. That would be in the Controller General's report?
Senator SALTONSTALL. Yes, there would be so much for salaries 
Mr. STEWART. So much for general items of expenditure.
Senator SALTONSTALL. So much for maintenance, and so much for

heating oil, and so forth.
Mr. HENLOCK. That would be perfectly acceptable to us, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. And a verification of all the balances, the

appropriations, the expenditures deducted, and the remaining bal-
ances all verified.
Senator BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir, Senator Bartlett.

NO EARLIER REQUESTS SIMILAR TO SECTION 105

Senator BARTLETT. Mr. Stewart, has there ever been in the law,
language similar to or identical with section 105?
Mr. STEWART. To the best of my knowledge, no.
Mr. HENLOCK. NO, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Well, has there been in the past a demand for

something on this order?
Mr. STEWART. Not that I know of, Senator.
Senator BARTLETT. Do you know why it is proposed now? Is

it felt, according to any information that has reached you, that the
public doesn't have access to the information it should, or that
something is wrong?
Mr. STEWART. I do not know, sir. I was on the floor of the House

at the time that the vote was taken, and I was unable to determine
then even from some of the leaders in there just what was the exact
motivation, at least with respect to public access to records of the
legislative branch.

Senator BARTLETT. Well, I am a little curious. I know nothing
about this. I am curious for several reasons. One of them is that
in your statement to the committee a few minutes ago, you quoted
Mr. Steed of Oklahoma.
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
Senator BARTLETT. Who, as I understand it, is chairman of the

House committee.
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.

HISTORY OF SECTION 105

Senator BARTLETT. Now, was this matter considered by the sub-
committee, approved by the subcommittee?
Mr. STEWART. NO, sir.
Senator BARTLETT. What happened, then?

31-836-64-20
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Mr. STEWART. It was an amendment written and adopted on the
floor. At the time of the reading of the bill it was defeated by a teller
vote. But at the time for final passage, on a vote to recommit, the
amendment was adopted without debate as to its merits or meaning.
Senator BARTLETT. No explanation was given even when this

amendment was added on the floor of the House as to why it was
desired?
Mr. STEWART. There was very little discussion on section 105,

except for Mr. Steed's remarks. There was some discussion on on-
site audits by the General Accounting Office, but not on public
inspections, and how they would work.

Senator MONRONEY. Would the Senator yield there?
Senator BARTLETT. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. I think it should be noted that my understand-

ing is that another amendment to subject the Architect of the Capitol
to the regular auditing functions, the Government auditing functions
of the General Accounting Office, was offered, and because it was
legislation on an appropriation bill, Mr. Steed made a point of order
against it.
Senator BARTLETT. This was on the floor.
Senator MONRONEY. The floor. Then Mr. Bolton, as I understand

it, wrote the amendment, the present 105, handwritten, and sent the
amendment up, and it was discussed, I believe, under the 5-minute
rule.
Mr. HENLOCK. The only enlightening discussion as to the meaning

of section 105 is what you see in our letter, quoting from Mr. Steed's
remarks.

Senator BARTLETT. Mr. Steed's remarks?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes; that is about all there was of any substance.
Senator BARTLETT. Those who supported the amendment said

nothing?
Mr. HENLOCK. Very little. Most of the discussion centered on the

on-site audit amendment and the desirability of the General Ac-
counting Office making on-site audits—but not on section 105 or an
analysis of its language.
Senator BARTLETT. And you don't know, to this moment, what those

who support the amendment have in mind as to its intent?
Mr. STEWART. I hesitate to say, because, after all, section 105

applies not only to the Architect of the Capitol, but also to all com-
mittees of the House and Senate.

ARCHITECT'S EXPENDITURES ON OPEN BIDDING

Mr. HENLOCK. Senator, might we point out another thing that we
do? Virtually every cent that the Architect of the Capitol spends,
outside of payrolls, by law has to be spent by open, competitive
bidding. That means, therefore, that everything has to be advertised.,
has to, in effect, be aired to the public by way of plans and specifi-
cations.
The bids are formally opened and received; the abstracts and all

other pertinent information are filed with the Comptroller General,
and as indicated before, with the major projects, the result of that
bidding is screened by commissions or committees of Congress under
whom the projects are carried forward, and awards of contracts are
approved in writing by the chairman of the commission before we
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proceed with an award. So there is that added safeguard to our
operations.

INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE TO PUBLIC

Senator BARTLETT. When a contract is let, let us say, by the
Department of the Interior

' 
would the information which would be

made available by section 105 be available to the public in the case
of the Department of the Interior, under existing procedures?
Mr. HENLOCK. To the best of our knowledge, no, Senator. When

we conferred with the Comptroller General, it was his informal opinion
at the time, as far as we could ascertain, that such information as we
feel would be required to be made available by us is not made available
or required to be made available by the executive departments.

Senator BARTLETT. On the ground, as I understood you to say,
that the Government interest might be harmed?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir, because we would disclose our case against

a contractor. As we see it, it abets a claim against the Government in
such instances.

Senator BARTLETT. Thank you.
Mr. HENLOCK. We have some other situations that might arise.

They are not current at the moment, but we might mention them.
For instance, we have recently completed the acquisition of consider-
able property for the Government, some under House projects and
some under Senate projects.
In acquiring those properties we first had confidential appraisals

made jointly for us and the Attorney General. The Attorney Gen-
eral's Office position is that such appraisals should not be made public,
because the appraisals serve as the confidential basis on which the
Government handles its case in negotiating the land acquisitions with
private property owners; and yet as we see it, this language might be
broad enough, since the appraisals are a part of the expenditure, or
an instrument that goes to make up the expenditure, that they would
have to be made available to property owners in such cases.

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.

PROPOSED REDRAFT OF SECTION 105

Senator SALTONSTALL. I would like to try this out on these gentle-
men, and perhaps on the members of the committee present. Sup-
posing we *draw up section 105 somewhat in the following? "Semi-
annually, the Architect of the Capitol shall make to the Congress a
report which shall be printed as a separate document in a form
approved by the Comptroller General, of the expenditures of his
Office, compiled from the vouchers submitted to the Comptroller
General for his financial audit."
Now, if the substance of that could be put in the proper form by the

legislative counsel, how would that appeal to you, Mr. Stewart?
Mr. STEWART. I am perfectly willing to do whatever the Congress

wants me to do.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Don't say that. That doesn't help us.

Do you approve? Would that be a helpful way, a practical way of
accomplishing what is in the substance of this section 105?
Mr. HENLOCK. We feel that it would be.
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Senator SALTONSTALL. You gentlemen feel that that would be
practical?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, Senator.
Mr. STEWART. But whether some other group in the Congress

might think it would be, I do not know, but as far as we are con-
cerned, it is satisfactory.

Senator SALTONSTALL. I am not concerned with that. It is how
you feel.
Mr. STEWART. I am only here for some clarification, asking that

you give me some lines to guide me as to what the Congress wants
me to do.

REQUEST FOR PROPONENTS OF SECTION

Senator BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me the committee,
no matter what it does will be groping in the dark unless it hears,
somehow or other, from the proponents of this section. Why do they
consider it essential? Why did they seek successfully to add it to
the bill? I think we know too little about that side of it.
Senator MONRONEY. This, however, includes the Congress itself,

you see. In its application, therefore, it is not a matter limited to the
House, in its entirety, as it would be if it dealt with House expendi-
tures independent of Senate expenditures. They both run the
Architect's Office.
Senator BARTLETT. I know, but we have had no testimony from

anyone as to why this language is desirable.
Senator MONRONEY. Would you like to invite the author on the

House side?
Senator BARTLETT. I think it would be very helpful. There must

be some reason or reasons.
Mr. HENLOCK. Senator, the only thing we know definitely is the

fact that an "on site" audit authorization was first introduced in the
form of a bill in the House, covering our accounts. That bill has not
been acted on by the House Government Operations Committee and
its substance was subsequently introduced as an amendment on the
floor to the legislative apppropriation bill, but was thrown out on a
point of order. Mr. Bolton addressed his remarks on the floor to the
"on site" audit amendment, but did not make an analysis of sec-
tion 105.

Section 105, as we understand, was a substitute proposal, since
the author of the "on site" audit amendment could not get favorable
action on either his bill or original amendment.

PRESENT REPORTING OF SENATE EXPENDITURES

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this question?
It is my understanding from the clerk of the committee, Mr. Scott,
that expenditures of all committees of the Congress are reported in
documents by the Secretary of the Senate, and the Clerk of the
House, so that the House has that, so that all really that we need to
cover, in addition, is if they want to make public the expenditures of
the Architect of the Capitol.

It would seem to me, most respectfully, Mr. Chairman, that it
could be done somewhat in some language similar to what I have
drafted.
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Mr. STEWART. It might strengthen you amendment to require
that the publication be in a form approved by the Comptroller General.

Senator SALTONSTALL. What we really need 
Senator MONRONEY. In a form approved by the Comptroller

,General of the expenditures of the Architect's Office.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Yes, of the vouchers submitted to him, so

that you wouldn't have every Tom, Dick, and Harry's salary on the
weekly payroll going in.
Mr. STEWART. That is right. Otherwise, I would visualize chaos.
Senator MONRONEY. Your payroll changes very radically, doesn't

it?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Many people on for 2 or 3 months, and then

off. Is that correct?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. And you could, though, in some annual, list

all of your employees, could you not, and salaries which they are on
for the most recent month?
Mr. HENLOCK. It could be done semiannually or it could be done

annually. Naturally, I believe the annual method would be the
more convenient for us, but it could be done semiannually.

Senator MONRONEY. In other words, efforts have been made in the
past to open the records of the Congress, and of course Congress has
been perfectly willing to do that, as we can in the published reports.
A large number of press people coming in at one time would make

it a difficult matter to conduct the business, to pull records for every-
one that might wish to see them. This is why these verified vouchers
that go to the Controller General and the checks that are made as
to all the funds, are made by the Controller General, but the publi-
cation list of all Senate employees, all committee employees, are
carried now in the quarterly report made and published as a Senate
document.

REQUEST FOR LANGUAGE

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, would it be helpful in order
to make progress on this matter to ask the clerk of our committee
to get language along those lines put in proper form, for our considera-
tion in executive session?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir; I think this would be very good.

Don't you?
Senator BARTLETT. Yes, surely. But I still want to hear more

about this other side.
May I ask a question there?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir.
Senator BARTLETT. Did you say, Mr. Stewart, that no proposal

such as this has ever been made before?
Mr. STEWART. Not to my recollection.
Senator BARTLETT. And you haven't heard of any public or private

demand for it before this amendment was added?
Mr. STEWART. NO, sir.
Senator BARTLETT. Thank you.
Senator MONRONEY. It was put in by a rollcall vote on a motion

to recommit, I believe.
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir.
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Senator BARTLETT. How long has the Office of the Architect of the
Capitol been in existence?
Mr. HENLOCK. Since 1793.
Senator BARTLETT. 1793.
Mr. HENLOCK. That was when the first Architect of the Capitol

was appointed. There have been eight Architects, in all.
Senator BARTLETT. Have you had any complaints about lack of

disclosure?
Mr. HENLOCK. NO, Sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Are you ready to move on?
Senator SALTONSTALL. I am through here. I make that as a

recommendation, Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONRONEY. We will have that put in proper legislative

drafting language, and consider it in executive session.
You also said, however, that if we didn't go this route, that you

could make duplicate vouchers of all expenditures.
Mr. HENLOCK. That is correct, Senator.
Senator MONRONEY. And in this case, these records themselves

and duplicates could be made available to any of the public that
would care to see them, thus complying fully with that. The back-
ground papers and all of the voluminous records would not necessarily
be a part of it.
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. As I read this, I think that that is all that is

required by the amendment.
Senator SALTONSTALL. I think that is all that is needed.
Senator MONRONEY. The expenditures would be the evidence of

the payout of Government funds.
Senator SALTONSTALL. That is right.
Senator MONRONEY. And the voucher would be that evidence, if

the purpose was clearly stated on the voucher. I don't think it would
have to be itemized as to how many cans of paint or things of that kind.
Then, if you put out that voucher, if there was any question about

it, you could on that item look up and supply the basic information as
to how many or what quantity of the order was involved.
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes, sir, as we indicated, if we followed that pro-

cedure, the Comptroller General agreed with us that if you saw fit to
clarify what "expenditure" meant in that case, you would protect
him and protect us, too, since the General Accounting Office will have
to police the act.

RESTORATION OF OLD SENATE CHAMBER AND OLD SUPREME COURT

CHAMBER

Senator MONRONEY. All right, sir.  I would like to take up, if the
committee is agreeable, this matter: What is the status of the planning
for the restoration of the old Senate Chamber and the old Supreme
Court Chamber in the Capitol?
Mr. STEWART. The Legislative Branch Appropriation Act for fiscal

year 1964, approved on December 30, 1963, provided funds in the
amount of $37,500 for the preparation of working drawings, speci-
fications, and estimates of cost for the restoration of the old Senate
and Supreme Court Chambers.
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On March 6, 1964, the Architect of the Capitol entered into a
contract with Associate Architects for the preparation of these
documents.

Also, on March 9, 1964, the Architect of the Capitol secured the
services of Mr. Robert J. Colborn, historian, on a reimbursable
basis from the National Park Service to carry on research, including
the search of the records at the National Archives, covering the
period of 1807-60, concerning these chambers.
In preparing the material for the hearings before your subcommittee

during the 87th Congress, with relation to presenting our preliminary
report on this subject, we based our work on the then completed
research of our files and records as well as some research at the Library
of Congress.

RESEARCH IN NATIONAL ARCHIVES

Due to the lack of funds or personnel, we were unable to search the
records at the National Archives until the $37,500 was appropriated
to carry this project forward. This research work has now progressed
to the point where we expect it will be completed in about 1 month.
In the meantime, the Associate Architects have obtained field

information regarding the existing conditions in these chambers and
have prepared drawings of these spaces accordingly. In carrying on
their work, they have striven to accumulate data relating to the
evolution of these spaces based on physical evidence. The working
drawings are being roughed out, but full progress is being delayed
somewhat awaiting the completion of the additional research.

It was anticipated at the time of the award of the above-noted
agreements that it would require approximately 6 months from the
time of the award of contract to the Associate Architects to prepare
the necessary documents. Hence we expect to complete the drawings,
specifications, and estimates this fall.
Mr. Caminoli, my assistant, who has worked very closely and dili-

gently on this, would probably be able to answer any further questions
in relation to what has been found, and what the status is now. He
has the drawings and other information here.

STATUS OF WORK

Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir. How near completed on your re-
search are you?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. We have about 1 month to go.
Senator MONRONEY. One more month?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Would that be all you would need, then, to

prepare detailed plans for the restoration?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. We believe at the end of that period that we will

have exhausted all known and major sources of research. Now, this
doesn't rule out, of course, discovering in the future some bit of infor-
mation that would be helpful, but with our own files having been
searched, and those of the Library of Congress, and now those of the
Archives, we believe we will have exhausted the major sources of
research.

Senator MONRONEY. You would not be ready at this time for any
further appropriations, looking forward to the putting into work of
this restoration?
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Mr. CAMPIOLI. NO, Sin
Senator MONRONEY. It would require detailed planning and

estimates.
Mr. CAMPIOLI. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. SO it will not be a recurring item in this year's

budget.
Mr. CAMPIOLI. No, sir.

AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman. Have you got enough
money in the $37,500 to finish the job?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. Just to take us through the completion of the

working drawings and specifications and the preparation of the
estimates. We might have a slight overrun because of the historians'
work but, with Senator Hayden's approval, we can absorb this small
amount from our contingent expenses fund.

Senator MONRONEY. Do you have money to go forward with the
planning?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, that is right.
Mr. CAMPIOLI. Yes.
Senator SALTONSTALL. The only comment I would have, Mr.

Chairman, most respectfully, would be to have us put in our report
just the language that we have questioned the Architect of the Capitol
on this subject, and believe that by next year, by the next session,
they will have estimates on which we can move forward.
Mr. STEWART. We would be in a position to present our estimates,

plans, and specifications ready by then, I am sure.
Senator SALTONSTALL. May I ask one more question, Mr. Chair-

man?
Mr. Justice Frankfurter is ill, and has to stay in his apartment. I

would be reasonably confident that he is going to be very much
interested in this subject. Now, I don't know how you could get
to see him, and to discuss this with him. Possibly Mr. Acheson or
some close friend of his, or if you had some plans, perhaps I could
take them up and show him someday.
I know he is very interested, and he would be very well informed

on this—perhaps as well informed on this subject as anybody.
Mr. CAMPIOLI. I see. Well, to date, the only information we have

to show is what was published in one of our previous hearings in1963
where we have indicated what we believed as of that moment was
the appearance of this Chamber of the Senate and the Supreme
Court Chamber as they were last used in 1859 and 1860.
Now, since that time, we have taken measurements of the two

chambers, we have recorded them on drawings, so we have a record
of the existing conditions which we did not have before, but we have
not progressed very far with the development of the working drawings
pending the completion of the research.
Mr. STEWART. We will be very happy, Senator Saltonstall, at the

time that we are near completion, to get the benefit of Justice Frank-
furter's opinions.
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ADDITIONAL ROOMS IN CAPITOL

SENATOR MONRONEY. Another item, I notice in the House report
on page 10 that $160,000 has been requested by the House at the
request of the Speaker to construct additional working and office
space in the old interior light and air shaft in the House side of the
west central section of the building.

Please tell the committee about this and what your plans are to
give additional space to the attending physician of the Capitol.
You remember we had in the conference committee, last year, a

rather heated session about the cramped and unsatisfactory space
that the attending physician has for the examination and treatment of
the 435 Members of the House and the 100 Members of the Senate,
including their staff members.

Senator BARTLETT. Very unsuitable.

HOUSE AMOUNT FOR ADDITIONAL ROOMS

Mr. STEWART. Included in the 1965 appropriation for the Capitol
Building, as passed by the House, is a request from the Speaker of
the House for $160,000 to provide for the construction of rooms in the
small interior light and air shaft, located on the House side in the
central section of the Capitol.
The shaft in which it is proposed to construct these rooms originally

supplied light and air to nine rooms with windows opening onto the
shaft, but is no longer required for such purpose, now that the rooms
are air conditioned and properly lighted with artificial illumination.
As a matter of fact, its usefulness as a source of light actually ceased

in 1865 with the construction of the present cast-iron dome and its
iron skirt extending over the clear area of the shaft; and its usefulness
as a source of air ceased in 1937 with the air conditioning of the Capitol.
This is the shaft faced by windows of two rooms on the basement,

floor, occupied by Congressional Directory personnel and staff mem-
bers of the Foreign Affairs Committee; of two rooms on the first floor
occupied by Doctor Calver's office; of two rooms on the second floor
occupied by the Prayer Room and office room; of two office rooms on
the third floor; and one room on the attic floor occupied by files of
the Architect of the Capitol.

WORK UNDER PROPOSED ESTIMATE

Under the estimate of $160,000, it is proposed to install structural
steel framing in the shaft; to install concrete floor slabs supported by
the steel members; to cover the concrete floors either with resilient
tile or carpet; to partition the areas formed by such construction into
rooms by installation of lightweight masonry partitions; to construct
an additional mezzanine floor level between the first and second
floors; to cover the enclosure with a sheet copper roof laid over precast
COnerat.A planks supported by fireproofed steel.
It is further proposed that the interior finishes on the first, second,

and third floors consist of plaster walls and hung acoustical plaster
ceilings; that the rooms be provided with clocks and legislative call
system, where necessary.
The existing shaft walls will be furred with metal channels, metal

lath and plaster, where necessary, to allow for the installation of
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conduits for electric wiring to base receptacles, switches, ceiling lights,
and other fixtures.
The rooms will be provided with 50 foot-candle lighting and will be

air conditioned. Most of the existing windows facing the shaft will
be left undisturbed and will be blanked off on the shaft side with
plastered block walls.
It is anticipated that, from the time funds become available, it

will require 1 year to complete all work to be done—which includes
the preparation of working drawings, specifications, obtaining bids,
award of contract, and the actual construction work itseli.

LISTING OF ROOMS PROVIDED

Under the plans proposed, the following additional rooms would
be provided: Basement floor—A storage room, containing 400 square
feet of storage space, with access to the existing doorway to the
present shaft. Inasmuch as the only access to the existing elevator
machine room in this shaft will be through the storage room, it is
proposed that this space be for use of the Architect of the Capitol.

First floor-3 small rooms, each approximately 9 by 11 feet, for
use of the Capitol Physician; a lavatory; a small storage room; and a
stair leading to a mezzanine floor level which would provide two
additional rooms, lavatory, and storage room for the Capitol Physi-
cian.

Second floor—Either two rooms, each approximately 13 by 18 feet
in size, or one large room, approximately 18 by 28 feet, with lavatory.

Third (gallery) floor—Either two rooms, each approximately 13
feet by 18 feet in size, or one large room, approximately 18 feet by
28 feet, with lavatory.

Attic floor—Storage and mechanical equipment space.

SIZE OF ROOMS

Senator MONRONEY. This $160,000, then, would build three stories
.of approximately 13 by 18? Is that the size of this?

Mr. STEWART. Well, the space is approximately 18 by 28.
Senator MONRONEY. Three or four stories. One basement?
Mr. STEWART. Four stories: Basement, first, second, third and

attic.
Senator MONRONEY. Isn't that a little bit low on your estimate of

what that would cost, by the time you get all that concrete and steel
and material moved into the Capitol?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. Mr. Chairman, we made an estimate of the shaft

for the House side, by trades, and we believe the money would be
sufficient to do the work.

Senator MONRONEY. The only actual need for it at the present
time is for the additional space for the attending physician of the
Capitol. • Is that correct?
Mr. STEWART. That is what initiated the plan, but it would also

provide prime space on other floors for use of the House.
Senator MONRONEY. It seems to me that the three 9- by 11-feet

rooms added is not going to relieve the doctor's situation entirely.
Mr. HENLOCK. There will be five. Two on the mezzanine floor

and three on the first floor. There will be five for the Capitol
Physician.

Senator BARTLETT. Will you repeat that?
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Mr. HENLOCK. There will be five for the Capitol Physician, three
on the first floor, and then two on the mezzanine floor. Five rooms
in all.

Senator MONRONEY. Yes, but as I understand from the physician,
that is intended to take care of corpsmen who have to stay on all
night duty, or late night duty.
Mr. CAMPIOLI. Yes, the two upper floors.
Senator MONRONEY. And what we are talking about, and I think

the conference was interested in, was adequate space, that would be
far more roomy than this. What you are proposing here could be
accomplished, undoubtedly, in the movement of some of the facilities
that are now occupying the House or the Senate side of the Capitol.

DEMAND FOR SPACE FOR PHYSICIAN

Senator BARTLETT. Certainly in my memory of the conversation
which went on in the conference, there was rather an insistent demand
there that at long last, space be provided for the Capitol Physician,
so that the service which they are equipped to give could really be
provided.
We all know that now it can't be done, because the rooms are

grossly inadequate in size. We all know that when one goes to see
the doctor, he goes in a little room and the curtain is drawn, and no
real personal examination can be made under these circumstances.
I think the conference members desired that the plans give them the
kind of space they needed.
I was wondering if that was brought to your attention?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, it has been, and as far as space that exists at

the present time is concerned, I don't know of 1 square foot on the
Senate or House side to which you could expand, except these air
shafts.

Senator SALTONSTALL. Well, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stewart, I just
iwhispered to the chairman, we have no space n the Senate that we

don't use, that really, we could sacrifice for some other use. The
House is going to have this new office building very shortly. Why
wouldn't it be possible, we will say, to have the doctor divide his
offices into two, have one over in the Senate building side, and one
over in the House side?
Mr. STEWART. That would be a matter for Dr. Calver to comment

on. I am perfectly willing to cooperate but that is his responsibility,
as you appreciate.
Senator SALTONSTALL. As the chairman has said and as Senator

Bartlett has said, you would pay out $160,000 and you get very
little space for it, wouldn't you?

Senator BARTLETT. So far as the physician is concerned.

FACILITIES FOR PHYSICIAN'S ROOMS

Senator MONRONEY. The physician's working space will be in-
creased by only these three rooms, 9 by 11 feet, and this will not give
very much more space for the receiving room or the pharmaceuticals
and other things that are jammed into this one small space at this
time.
Senator SALTONSTALL. The criticism I would have of that is

I don't know how your piping system is over there, but here you
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have got three new lavatories, and have you figured out where the
piping could come from?
Mr. STEWART. Yes; that has all been included.
Senator SALTONSTALL. But you have got to put in an awful lot of

new piping, haven't you?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. Just within the shaft. With risers within the new

construction, it wouldn't tear up the old portion of the building to any
great extent.

Senator SALTONSTALL. I would be curious as to why you need three
new ones.
Mr. CAMPIOLI. Three new lavatories?
Mr. STEWART. That was at the request of Dr. Calver.
Mr. CAMPIOLI. Dr. Calver indicated he wished to have a lavatory

in each of the three examination rooms.
Senator BARTLETT. What would be on the mezzanine floor?
Senator MONRONEY. Corpsmen, as I understand it, are supposed

to be there.
Mr. STEWART. If you recall, Senator Bartlett, the ceiling height

on the first floor is high, there is plenty of headroom, and it lends
itself to putting a mezzanine up there, and Dr. Calver thought if he
had this sort of space, it would take care of some corpsmen who were
there on night duty, or he might even have room up there for a patient
to rest.
Senator BARTLETT. It seems to me there would be no insurmount-

able problems in the provision of two offices for the doctor. The
suggestion made by Senator Saltonstall should be inquired into.

Senator MONRONEY. Or, if the House would be willing for us to
make space available over on the Senate side of the Capitol?
Senator SALTONSTALL. Yes; but they wouldn't stand for that.
Mr. STEWART. I am not sure you could obtain comparable space

on the Senate side of the Capitol.

REQUEST FOR SPACE INVENTORY

Senator MONRONEY. I wish you would make a list or inventory of
this space, particularly on the first floor, and who is occupying it,
whether it is joint committees or various other groups, that could be
transferred to the new Rayburn Building, or to the Senate Office
Building.
Mr. STEWART. In the Senate, it is the Rules Committee.
Senator MONRONEY. The distinguished chairman of the Appropria-

tions Committee, and a member of the Rules Committee, and the
President pro tern of the Senate, is here.

Senator, we are talking about trying to get some more space for
the attending physician's office, and there is $160,000 put in the bill
to fill up the present air shaft.

Senator HAYDEN. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. That is on the House side of the old part of

the Capitol. It will cost $160,000, and will provide for the attending
physician three small rooms, approximately 9 by 11 feet. Most of
the committee members were of the opinion that this is not enough
space to adequately reequip and remodel and modernize the physi-
cian's office.
Senator HAYDEN. Well, don't they need air over in the House,

anyhow?
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Mr. STEWART. The need for the air and light has been practically
nil for many years, as far as the shaft is concerned, but may I add
something, Mr. Chairman?

Senator BARTLETT. Before you do, may I interrupt, Mr. Stewart,
to say that the chairman's interest in all this is bound to be academic
rather than personal, because he doesn't ever need the service of a
physician himself.

Senator SALTONSTALL. And hasn't.
Senator BARTLETT. And hasn't.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Since 1912.
Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman, may I add to your statement that

the space, the room space on the second and third floors above the
doctor's office are very much desired by the Speaker of the House
for the use of the House, so it is not only confined to just what the
physician's requirements are.
Senator HAYDEN. Well, would they be much more than store rooms?
Mr. STEWART. The rooms on the first, second, and third floors

would be fine space.
Mr. CAMPIOLI. There would be storerooms just in the attic and

basement.
QUESTION OF MOVING ARCHITECT'S OFFICE

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a very radical
question?

Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Stewart, don't jump out of your chair.

Suppose we put Dr. Calver's office over where the Architect of the
Capitol's office is, giving him all that space, and move you into two
offices, one in the House side and one in the Senate side, or move you
into one of the new office buildings?
Mr. STEWART. Senator, if you divided my office, I don't think—

would you take this off the record.
(Brief discussion off the record.)
Senator SALTONSTALL. Well, suppose we didn't divide it and put it

over in one of the new buildings, this building or the House Office
Building, because not many Members of the House or Senate need to
go into your office all the time.
Why couldn't you do that, and give the office to the doctor, so that

the doctor's offices would be available for the House and Senate equally
in the Capitol itself, but your administrative offices would be in one
of the office buildings?
Put you all together, but move you into one of these new build-

ings. which are beautiful buildings? I would just as leave run over
to this new Rayburn Building to see you, if I had to.
Mr. STEWART. Well, this is a question that sort of startles me, in a

way, because I wouldn't know how to operate on that basis. We
serve both Houses, as you know.
Mr. HENLOCK. Senator, in 1876, Congress passed a law requiring

that the Office of the Architect of the Capitol be in the Capitol Build-
ing. Congress at that time, even then, found it necessary that the
Architect's central staff be in the Capitol Building. Of course, we
have more than one or two rooms—space on both the Senate and
House sides.



316 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

RULES COMMITTEE JURISDICTION

Senator MONRONEY. All the assignment of the Senate side of the
Capitol is under the Rules Committee's jurisdiction, is it not, Mr.
Chairman?

Senator HAYDEN. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. I think it might be wise to ask the Rules

Committee's advice on what the space situation is, to see if we could
avoid the expenditure of $160,000 for what seems to me to be un-
satisfactory additions.

Senator HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, this is in the House side of the
Capitol.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
Senator HAYDEN. The Rules Committee doesn't have any juris-

diction over there.
Senator MONRONEY. But the House side and the Senate side are

run together there, at the stairway.
Senator HAYDEN. Oh.
Senator MONRONEY. You see, and it wouldn't really matter, I

think, in the central part of the Capitol, whether it was Senate or
House space, if room could be found to properly equip the physician's
office.
Senator HAYDEN. Well, as far as running a dividing line through

the Capitol, is it in the House side or the Senate side?
Mr. STEWART. This is on the House side.
Senator HAYDEN. Altogether?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, on the House side. This is an item requested

by the Speaker.
Senator HAYDEN. Well, then, that is kind of House business, it

seems to me.
Senator MONRONEY. Well, I thought the central part of the Capitol

was under the joint jurisdiction of the two bodies.
Mr. HENLOCK. No, sir; in 1900 a statute was passed that, in

effect, drew a line through the center of the building, and placed
everything south of that line under the Speaker of the House, and
everything north of the line under the Rules Committee of the Senate.
Senator SALTONSTALL. But the House objected very strenuously and

held up for at least 1 year doing anything to the old Supreme Court
room, which is on the Senate side, and therefore, we are not out of order
in saying something about the doctor's offices, which are on the House
side. What do you say to that, Mr. Stewart?
Mr. STEWART. Well, Senator, that was a matter between the Senate

and House.
Senator MONRONEY. I think we would be very wise to at least

survey the Rules Committee, to see what committees might have
room, or whether any space can be made available for a better solution
of the question of this construction than this filling up this air well.
In other words, you are talking now and making studies for the

physical condition of the west front of the Capitol, and if it should be
decided, that we have to rebuild that west front, to shore up the
foundations, and to expand the area in that part of the Capitol, then
certainly we could provide space for the physician's room in that
expansion.

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, I move that if it is in order,
that the chairman of our subcommittee, Senator Monroney, be author-
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ized before we meet in executive session on this bill, to consult with the
Rules Committee of the Senate, and if possible, with those Members of
the House he deems advisable, on this subject.
Senator BARTLETT. I second.
Senator MONRONEY. Without objection, we will consult to see if

there is any space. Also, I might—would that be agreeable?—confer
with the House Legislative Appropriations Committee, to see if they
have a better solution to it.
Senator SALTONSTALL. Certainly. And I think there is a real possi-

bility, Mr. Stewart, of the doctor taking over all your offices on that
end down there, and moving you into efficient offices 
Mr. STEWART. Senator, I have to plead guilty. I have been in

there now, this is my 10th year, and I haven't paid my rent yet, so I
can be evicted.

Senator SALTONSTALL. Well, maybe we ought to move you out.
[Laughter.]

SENATE RESTAURANTS

Senator MONRONEY. Another item. Is the man that runs the
cafeterias and restaurants here?
The Senate restaurants, the estimate for this year is in the amount

of $90,000 to take care of the current deficit. This is the same amount
as contained in the appropriations bill for the current year. As I
understood it, when we passed the $90,000 last year, we directed you
to raise the prices of the cafeteria and the other restaurants and to
take other means to cut down this deficit, eliminate it, if possible.
Mr. ROOF. Yes; with Senator Byrd's assistance and approval as

chairman of the Restaurants Subcommittee, we did raise prices near
the end of July, last year. It is very difficult to figure exactly what
effect that had on the deficit or the saving, but from the figures we
were able to obtain, we assume that it has had an effect to an extent
of perhaps $20,000 or $25,000—that we would be asking that much
more, had we not raised the prices.
Now, the other item approved by the Restaurant Subcommittee

to effecting savings was the closing of all Capitol facilities during
October and November and December 1963 and, of course, that was
not possible because the Senate was in session, so that means of
effecting savings was nullified.

BASIS OF ESTIMATES

Our estimate for fiscal year 1965 is based on the hope that we will
be able to close the main Capitol facilities in October

' 
November,

and December, 1964, and perhaps save that $25,000. Our $90,000
estimate for 1965 is predicated on that basis.

Senator MONRONEY. Now, do you have the loss figure separate
for the main dining room?

PROFITS FROM VARIOUS RESTAURANTS

Mr. ROOF. Yes, sir; on page 4 of the justifications you will find a
breakdown showing the gross sales and also the profits by units.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, the Capitol dining rooms, in

the Capitol, for fiscal year 1963, counting the increased pay costs,
showed a deficit loss of $124,591.
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The snack bar in the Capitol, that is in the basement, I presume.
Mr. ROOF. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Showed a profit of $2,837.
Mr. ROOF. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Coffee shop in the Old Senate Office Building

showed a profit of $13,054. The cafeteria in the New Senate Office
Building showed a loss of $26,718. The Senators' dining room in the
New Senate Office Building and special luncheon room showed a profit
of $7,314; carryout service in the New Senate Office Building showed
a profit of $18,328.
Your total loss on operations, deducting those that operated at a

profit and those that did not, was $109,776, on a total gross sales of
$869,341.
Now the $90,000 that is being asked for is to make up for the deficit

that is existing today in the funds of all the restaurants. Is that
correct?
Mr. ROOF. The $90,000 is the amount we hope will be sufficient

for next year.
Senator MONRONEY. I see, $90,000 and this year's appropriation

should bring you out even?

PROVISION FOR CURRENT DEFICIT

Mr. ROOF. No, sir. You provided $90,000 in the regular appropria-
tion act for the current year's deficit but you will recall that we had to
go to the Rules Committee and obtain an additional $36,300 by Senate
resolution back in April in order to meet our payrolls. This overage
was due primarily to the Senate staying in session practically all of
1963. We were unable to save the $25,000 that we had anticipated
from closing the facilities I mentioned for 3 months and we experienced
other increased costs due to this long session. So we actually have this
year now on the books appropriations totaling $126,300. And we
expect to be able to operate within that fund and that next year, if
the Senate does adjourn early, we hope to operate within the $90,000
that is in the bill or in the budget for fiscal year 1965.
Senator MONRONEY. The money that you want in this year's

budget to make up the deficit in fiscal 1965 would be $90,000. Is that
correct?
Mr. ROOF. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. Did Senator Byrd, chairman of the Restaurant

Committee of Rules, recommend this amount?
Mr. ROOF. I believe he did, sir. You will recall that he worked

closely with your committee and our office in reducing the request
to $90,000 last year.
Senator MONRONEY. Has it been approved for this year?
Mr. ROOF. Normally we do not obtain formal approval from him

when the same amount is repeated, as in this case, but we sent Chair-
man Byrd a copy of the budget request, prepared last September,
and he is aware of the amount.

QUESTION OF REDUCING DEFICIT

Senator MONRONEY. Well, isn't there any way that you can con-
sider means of operations that would reduce this continuing deficit?
Mr. ROOF. I don't believe so, Senator.
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Senator MONRONEY. The prices out here are certainly as high if
-not higher than they are downtown and in other places, and the food
is not of any quality that is superior to ordinary cafeteria services
and others.
Senator BARTLETT. Your whole trouble is, is it not, the fact that

you serve one meal a day?
Mr. ROOF. That is right. We have no regular dinner service, and

that is where the restaurant industry makes its money. We have a
breakfast service on which we lose money; we have a luncheon serv-
ice on which we lose money, and the actual work of the Senate, the
schedule of the Senate is the real key here to this loss, and I am
referring particularly to the fluctuation in the service required and
the volume of business.
You can't operate that restaurant, no matter who operates it, at a

profit. To the best of my knowledge, it has never been operated at a
profit. It is a very difficult situation to try to cover. All you have to
do is go down there some day and look in the large dining room, say,
as I did at 12:30 the other day, when I was looking for one of the
Senators. There weren't nine patrons in there at 12:30 in the day.
On other days at that time you might find it crowded at the same
hour. There is no way to regulate or anticipate the demand for
service.

Senator BARTLETT. And, of course, at breakfast over in the Capitol
in the big room, at the most, there will be four or five there, and yet
you have to have a crew, and you have to have your kitchen down-
stairs.
Mr. ROOF. That is right. So Senator Monroney, I would say it is

almost impossible to reduce this deficit, and it is going to increase,
if the Congress passes the pay bill this year. These people are all

• Senate employees and they will be entitled to the benefits of the
-pay raise.

WAGES OF WAITERS

Senator BARTLETT. What does a waiter get?
Mr. GEARY. The waiters make 95 cents an hour.
Senator BARTLETT. What would they make if they worked down-

town?
Mr. GEARY. A little less than that, probably. The waiter is prob-

ably the best paid employee in our restaurant operation, compara-
tively speaking.
Senator BARTLETT. Does that comply with the minimum wage laws?
Mr. GEARY. The minimum wage laws, Senator, do not apply to

restaurant operations, normally, because of the gratuity situation that
exists.
Senator BARTLETT. But the people up here are going to get less by

way of gratuity gain on account of it is a one-meal proposition. Is
that right?
Mr. GEARY. Possibly, yes; but since we have a fair amount of

special luncheon business, which does provide a reasonable tip, and
since the management tries to distribute that among the waiters, I
think they do pretty well compared to outside waiters.

Senator BARTLETT. What would be pretty well? What would be a
take-home check for one of these waiters, as far as the Government is
concerned, leaving aside the gratuity?
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Mr. GEARY. Well, they work in a normal pay period 104 hours,
and their rate of pay is approximately a dollar an hour, so it would be
$104.

Senator BARTLETT. That would be for every 2 weeks?
Mr. GEARY. NO, sir; twice a month.
Senator BARTLETT. Twice a month.
Mr. ROOF. But that does not include the gratuity.
Senator BARTLETT. They would almost fall within the poverty class,

then, as described.
Mr. GEARY. They also receive meals, Senator, which are a sub-

stantial benefit.
Senator BARTLETT. Does that include the gratuities?
Mr. GEARY. No, sir; this is their cash pay from the Government.
Senator BARTLETT. If they work overtime—as they do frequently,

do they not?
Mr. GEARY. Yes, sir.
Senator BARTLETT. Are they paid straight time?
Mr. GEARY. No, sir; through compensatory time off they are, in

effect, paid at a time-and-a-half rate for all hours in excess of 8 hours
a day.

REASON FOR SOME PROFITS

Senator BARTLETT. How do you account for the fact—and this
surprises me, gladly, that the Senators' dining room in the New Senate
Office Building makes a profit? I thought that would go deep in
the hole.
Mr ROOF. Senator, as indicated on page 4 of the statement before

you, this item also includes the business from the adjoining special
luncheon rooms.

Senator BARTLETT. Oh, special luncheon rooms are included.
Mr. GEARY. All special luncheons in the Senate Office Building

which are handled through the cafeteria kitchen are credited as sales of
the Senators' dining room. This has a tendency to increase the
volume of the dining room in proportion to the expenses, which are
not substantially increased by this party business.
Senator MONRONEY. This is not a matter of jurisdiction of this

committee, but have there been any recent studies made, to your
knowledge, of asking for bids or propositions from outside operators,
again, to run the Capitol dining facilities?
Mr. ROOF. No, sir; not to our knowledge.
Senator MONRONEY. Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)

GM CAFETERIAS AND DINING ROOMS

Senator MONRONEY. The dining rooms in the Supreme Court are
run by the 
Mr. ROOF. GSI.
Senator MONRONEY. GSI. Do they run at a break-even point?

A profit?
Mr. ROOF. Senator, we don't have information on that, except

something I read in the paper the other day relating to their combined
operations, which indicated that on a tremendous volume, they
managed to break even or have a relatively minor profit. Of course,
their operation is quite different from Senate operations.
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Senator MONRONEY. I see.
Mr. ROOF. Their business is primarily cafeteria and snackbar

service.
Senator MONRONEY. It seems hard that under a cost accounting

system that on a gross sales in the Capitol dining room of $197,000,
we should lose $124,591.
Mr. ROOF. Senator, your heavy personnel requirement is the cause

for this ratio that on its face appears unusual.
Senator MONRONEY. Is that from operating a separate kitchen in

the Capitol?
STATISTICS ON RESTAURANTS

Mr. ROOF. Let me give you an idea, for the first 9 months of this
year, up through March 1964, your gross food sales in the Capitol
were $130,715. Your payrolls alone were more than this. The
payroll itself was $131,000, the leave charge was $9,838, employees'
meals were around $8,000, and employee benefits were about $8,600.
So you see, normally, in the Senate dining rooms in the Capitol,

your food sales and the payroll are about equal, so all of your food
costs and other cost represent a loss.
Senator MONRONEY. How many people are employed in that

branch?
Mr. GEARY. In the Senate dining room?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
Mr. GEARY. I can give it to you in just a minute. Seventy-one

people.
Senator MONRONEY. Seventy-one people.
Mr. GEARY. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Now, do they work a full 8-hour day?
Mr. GEARY. No, sir; not all of them.
Senator MONRONEY. I know you have the big bulge there for an

hour or so, and everybody is short of help, and service delayed, but
there is a separately maintained kitchen in the Capitol?
Mr. GEARY. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. How does that break down with the kitchen

in the 
STAFF OF RESTAURANTS

Mr. GEARY. There are 21 employees in the kitchen. Those are
nearly all full-time people, because even though you have only one
meal served, the kitchen people come in normally at around 8 o'clock,
some few a little earlier, some a little later.
In the dining room, we have a good many part-time busgirls and

waiters, so that your total staff is not full time. However, the dining
room people, during these extended sessions of Congress, usually work
8 hours or possibly even more a day, because they are required to
keep the dining rooms open, until the Senate adjourns.

Senator MONRONEY. But 21 in the kitchen, that would leave 50,
then, and the service help?
Mr. GEARY. That is right, sir. We have 22 waiters, 12 bus girls

and boys, 16 additional people required for the operation in the dining
room, including the catering manager, the headwaiter, cashiers,
food checkers, people in the pantry—this is the service pantry that
serves all of these operations—porters, and other miscellaneous
help; 22 waiters. We have 12 people employed in the family dining
room, including a cashier, bus girls and waiters.
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This is all lumped together in the Capitol dining room. The
family dining room, the Senators' dining room, and the staff and
press dining rooms are all lumped together in one heading.

SERVICE IN CAPITOL DINING ROOM

Senator MONRONEY. The service is probably about two-thirds
or so for nonsenatorial, and the others are staff and newspaper people,
and visitors, and so forth; is that correct?
Mr. GEARY. I am not quite sure I understand your question.
Senator MONRONEY. When you say Capitol dining room, you

think of that as Senators' dining room, but about as many seats or
as much service, I presume, in that portion is open to the press and
to the other staff members and other people who eat in that dining
room. The family dining room is usually used by staff.

Mr. GEARY. I believe about the same number. The press dining
room, the staff dining room, and the family dining room would have
about the same number of seats as we have in the main dining room.

Senator MONRONEY. This $90,000 that you are asking would be
to cover past deficits, and not in anticipation of 
Mr. GEARY. No, sir; that is to cover our anticipated deficit for

fiscal year 1965.
Senator MONRONEY. The coming year, and this is the amount that

would be placed in the appropriation bill.
Mr. GEARY. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. I see. Do you have any further questions?
Senator BARTLETT. No.
Senator MONRONEY. Well, the bells have rung and we will have to

recess under the rule, subject to call of the Chair.
We would like to have Senator Byrd of West Virginia here, who is

chairman of this Restaurant Subcommittee of the Rules Committee,
and also a member of the Appropriations Committee, to maybe have
some further evidence on that. There is no further chance, without
getting prices too far out of line, to eliminate the deficit by raising
prices; is there?
Mr. ROOF. We don't think so, Senator.
Mr. GEARY. I feel that any further increase in prices would be

injurious to the operation and would bring the price level 
Senator MONRONEY. Increase the deficit.
Mr. GEARY. Yes, sir; but it would certainly bring the price level

up above the commercial prices for the same food and the same service.
Senator MONRONEY. And then your overhead would continue to

mount.
Mr. ROOF. The key to success here is volume. If we could have a

steady heavy volume of say $90,000 each month, we would have no
real problem. We have the equipment and people to handle the
volume.
Senator BARTLETT. And if there were a quorum call during the

luncheon hour, you would never get a quorum, because all the members
would be elsewhere, downtown, eating.
Senator MONRONEY. The committee will stand in recess, subject to

the call of the Chair.
(Whereupon, at 10:00 a.m., Friday, May 15, 1964, the subcommittee

recessed, subject to the call of the Chair.)
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 24, 1964

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

Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 2 p.m., pursuant to notice, in room S-128,
the Capitol, Hon. A. S. Mike 1VIonroney, chairman of the subcommit-
tee, presiding.
Present: Senators Monroney, Hayden, Bartlett, Young, and Kuchel.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY POLICY

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN, CHAIRMAN OF THE

JOINT COMMITTEE, ACCOMPANIED BY DR. EDWARD M. O'CONNOR,

STAFF DIRECTOR

HOUSE ALLOWANCE, JOINT COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION

Senator MONRONEY. The Subcommittee on Legislative Appropria-
tions will be in session.
We have an item before us for the Joint Committee on Immigration

and Nationality Policy. The House allowed $20,000. The budget
estimate is in the amount of $160,460.
The subcommittee is pleased to hear from the Honorable Michael

A. Feighan, chairman of the joint committee. You are accompanied
by Dr. Edward M. O'Connor. We will be happy to have your testi-
mony on behalf of this appropriation.
Mr. FEIGHAN. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this op-
portunity to justify the budget request which I have made on behalf
of the Joint Committee on Immigration and Nationality Policy.
With your permission, I will present a brief statement outlining the

committee needs, together with some basic considerations.

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION

As matters now stand, the joint committee has an authorization of
$20,000 for the next fiscal period. This amount compares with the
original request of $160,458, which did not carry in the House because
of an unfortunate tie vote when the matter was put before the mem-
bership of the House for decision. I need not burden you with the
details of that procedure because I am sure you are already aware of
them.

323
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RESTORATION REQUEST

The purpose of my appearance today is respectfully to request arestoration of the full amount of funds originally requested so thatthe joint committee will be in a position to discharge its statutoryresponsibilities.
The total budget request is broken down as follows: $137,708 forprofessional staff and supporting personnel, arid $22,750 for the con-duct of hearings, expenses of witnesses, stationery, supplies, and othernormal expenses connected with the discharge of committeeresponsibilities.

STAFF AND SALARIES

The professional staff requirements include the staff director, coun-sel, a chief investigator and one additional investigator, a researchdirector and two research assistants, a general staff assistant, togetherwith secretarial and stenographic help.
The salary scales set forth are in accordance with the schedules set

by Congress and are geared to securing the services of competent and
experienced personnel in the field of national policy.
Expenses for the operations of the joint committee are predicated

upon continuing inquiries, studies, investigations, and hearings, both
public and executive.

FUNCTION OF COMMITTEE

As you know, the functions and responsibilities of the joint com-
mittee are defined by section 401 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act. In brief, those functions require that continuous studies be
made concerning (1) the administration of the Immigration and
Nationality Act and its effect upon the national security, the economy,
and the social welfare of the United States, and (2) such conditions
within or without the United States which, in the opinion of the com-
mittee, might have any bearing on the immigration and nationality
policy of the United States.
The committee is required to make reports to the Senate and to the

House of Representatives concerning the results of its studies and in-
quiries, together with such recommendations as it may deem desirable.
The clear intent of the statute in establishing the joint committee

is that Congress should exercise fully its responsibility for regulating
immigration into the United States.
The joint committee does not have legislative authority. The clear

authority of the joint committee is in the area of establishing policy
upon which intelligent legislative action can be taken, based upon all
the facts calmly arrived at.

NO DEFINITE IMMIGRATION POLICY

I maintain we do not now have a clearly defined national immigra-
tion policy. To suggest that the policy established as a consequence
of extended congressional hearings which culminated 40 years ago last
February is still our basic immigration policy is to defy the hard facts
of the official record. I refer, of course, to the national-origins quota
System.
Permit me to point out that over the past 10 years we have admitted

an annual average of approximately 300,000 immigrants. Only one-
third of those immigrant admissions were under the quota system es-
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tablished by the National Origins Act of 1924. 
Two-thirds of those

admissions were outside the quota system, either as non
quota immi-

grants, as beneficiaries of special or emergency immig
ration legisla-

tion, or under executive department interpretations of 
the parole pro-

visions of the law to meet international emergencies.

NATIONAL-ORIGINS QUOTA SYSTEM

Despite these hard facts of record, the national-origins 
quota sys-

tem is still regarded by many, if not most people, as the 
foundation

rock of our national immigration policy. A policy which 
sets and

controls but one-third of our annual immigrant admissions
 cannot be

regarded as a policy in fact. As I have said, this condition 
reflects the

fact that we do not have a national immigration policy.

NO FULL REVIEW OF POLICY

Some people are still laboring under the impression that 
Congress

undertook a full review of immigration policy in the period 
1951-52,

prior to enactment of the present Immigration and National
ity Act.

The record does not support that belief. As an active particip
ant in

those hearings, I can speak with some degree of authority.

What actually happened was that Congress codified existing 
im-

migration laws and related Federal laws, adding some new feature
s

directed at visa controls and admissibility controls. It is worth noting

that since enactment of the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952,

no less than 10 major amendments have been made to it—all growing

out of international developments to which Congress was called upon

to respond.

ESTABLISHMENT OF JOINT COMMITIN.A ON IMMIGRATI
ON

Significantly, however, the codified law of 1952 established the Joint

Committee on Immigration and Nationality Policy and assigned to it

the responsibilities for studies and injuries in depth on all matters

bearing upon immigration policy and for fixing a national immigra-

tion policy based upon the established facts related to a reasonable
balance between our domestic needs and our international responsi-

bilities. The importance of that task has been magnified and made
more urgent by developments since 1952.
Even the most determined opponents of the purposes of the joint

committee admit publicly that we do not have a national immigration
policy, that the national origins quota system has been the victim of
so much amendatory surgery that it is too weak to carry the super-
structure of contradictions which have been heaped upon it.

INTRICACIES OF LAW

One of my primary concerns, which I wish the opponents of the
joint committee would share with me, is that our present immigration
laws not only reflect an absence of clear-cut policy, but even worse,
the hodgepodge of intricacies built into the law have made a lawyer's
paradise out of a program that should be the essence of simple justice.
Nevertheless admission that we do not have a clear or consistent im-
migration policy removes any argument against the need for Congress
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to use the machinery it has established by statute to remedy thissituation.
Recognizing this need, I began efforts 1 year ago to activate the joint'committee, shortly after I became chairman of the House Subcommit-tee on Immigration and Nationality. Had my efforts been successfulat the outset, Congress would now be in a position to take intelligentand purposeful action on a wide assortment of pending bills, most ofwhich involve significant parts of overall policy.
An ordered process, whether it be a business enterprise or govern-ment, calls for study and constant review of the full spectrum offactors bearing on policy as a means of setting policy. Otherwise, Con-gress runs the risk of further compounding the superstructure of con-tradictions which now afflicts what has been alleged to be our nationalimmigration policy.

HEARINGS ON PENDING IMMIGRATION LEGISLATION

Nevertheless, the House Subcommittee on Immigration and Na-tionality is now conducting hearings on pending immigration legisla-tion. We are doing and shall continue to do our best under the cir-cumstances. These hearings do not, however, encompass the fullspectrum of factors which bear upon immigration policy, because thereis no pending bill which addresses itself to a complete revision ofexisting law.
BASIC RESPONSIBILITY FOR INCLUSIVE POLICY

It is, therefore, apparent that no matter what action Congress takeson pending immigration legislation, the basic responsibility of Con-gress for establishing an overall and all-inclusive policy in the field ofimmigration must be met.
Considering the scope, magnitude, and importance of the role ofthe joint committee in discharging its responsibilities, I believe thisrequest for funds is both modest and practical. I respectfully com-mend it to your favorable consideration.
Senator MONRONEY. Thank you, Mr. Feighan.

HOUSE ALLOWANCE INSUFFICIENT TO ACTIVATE COMMITTEE

The $20,000 allowed by the House, Mr. Feighan, does this takecare of the permanent staffing of the Immigration and NationalityPolicy Committee?
Mr. FEIGHAN. No, indeed; the $20,000 was first put in the legisla-tive appropriation bill back in 1952 at the inception of the joint com-mittee. The joint committee was never activated, with one exception,when former Senator Watkins was chairman. I believe he spent about$400 and that was all. So, the joint committee has never been acti-vated until last year. The fund of $20,000 was not meant at all to besufficient to perform the important task.
Senator MONRONEY. Was this appropriated for last year's opera-tions or was it supposed to be--
Mr. FEIGHAN. It had been appropriated since 1952, $20,000 for eachappropriation year, but was never used from the inception.Senator MONRONEY. Well, did I understand that some of the legis-lation which you mention in your statement was the result of the jointcommittee?
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Mr. FEIGHAN. No; not at all.
Senator MONRONEY. And is established by one of the legislative acts

on immigration?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. But then it was never activated?
Mr. FEIGIIAN. No; it was established in the so-called McCarran-

Walter Act, the Nationality Act of 1952, section 401, to be precise.

AMOUNT REQUESTED

Senator MONRONEY. What you are asking for is $160,000?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Well, $140,000 plus $20,000.
Senator MONRONEY. I see.
You said, I thought, about $137,000 was to be divided up for the

staff; is that correct? Do you have a statement to break it down?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES FOR COMMITTEE

Senator MONRONEY. Would you read it to the committee?
Mr. FEIGHAN. The staff director, $18,884; counsel, $18,884; chief

investigator: $16,515; investigator, $10,888; research director, $16,515;
research asslstants, at $9,322 each; a staff assistant, $11,343; secretary,
$7,393; stenographers, two at $5,955 each; stenographer, $6,400; total-
ing $137,706.
For the administrative end, hearings, including expenses of wit-

nesses, $7,250; travel, including field investigations, $12,500; con-
tingency fund, $3,000; making a total of $22,750; or a complete total
of $160,456.

Senator MONRONEY. Who is the counterpart in the joint committee
in the Senate—Senator Eastland?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes; Senator Eastland, Senator Johnston, and Sen-

ator McClellan; and Senators Dirksen and Keating.

REQUEST AUTHORIZED BY JOINT COMMITTEE

Senator MONRONEY. Has this request been voted by the joint com-
mittee?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Oh, yes; it was agreed upon and authorized when the

committee was activated last year. I was designated the task to follow
through and prepare a request.
Senator MONRONEY. Ask for the appropriation?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. The staff numbers what, about eight, you say?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. And the travel item I believe you said was

$12,000?
Mr. FEIGHAN. $12,500.

NO PROVISION FOR TRAVEL OUTSIDE UNITED STATES

Senator MONRONEY. In your statement, I believe you said to investi-
gate conditions here and inside and outside the United States.
Mr. FEIGHAN. But there is no provision in this at all for any travel

outside the United States.
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Senator MONRONEY. I thought you said it was to investigate condi-
tions both inside and outside.
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes; that is correct, but there is no authorization for -

travel for that purpose.
Senator MONRONEY. I see.
This would be for how long a period? Would this be the total'

amount of funds?
Mr. FEIGHAN. For 1 year.
Senator MONRONEY. Then did you expect to complete the work in 1

year?
Mr. FEIGHAN. No.
Senator MONRONEY. Would this be a continuing appropriation ?
Mr. FEIGHAN. This would be a continuing appropriation.
Senator MONRONEY. Each year?
Mr. FEIGHAN. As is necessary to perform the functions which are

essential.
PRESENT IMMIGRATION LEGISLATION

Senator MONRONEY. Tell us a little more about the type of legis-
lation.
You said that two-thirds of the people enter without coming in

under the 300,000 quota, because of their relatives, as nonquota immi-
grants and things of that kind.
Mr. FEIGHAN. Well, specifically, since 1952 when the Immigration

and Nationality Act was made law, there have been 10 separate pieces
of legislation that have been enacted. In 1953, was the Refugee Re-
lief Act providing nonquota entry of 17 different ethnic and national
groups of refugees from Europe and parts of Asia totaling 189,002.
In 1957, Public Law 85-316: (1) Enabling entry of certain step-

children, illegitimate children, and orphans adopted by U.S. citizens,-
provisions affecting orphans enacted on a temporary basis; (2) au-
thorizing waivers for certain immigrants excludable because of crimi-
nal record or practice of prostitution, and aliens afflicted with tubercu-
losis (all applicable to spouses or children of U.S. citizens or perma-
nently residing aliens) ; (3) authorizing admissions of an additional
number of refugees who were not issued visas prior to the expiration
of the Refugee Relief Act of 1953, approximately 15,000 admitted;
and (4) admitting first-, second-, and third-preference aliens on non-
quota basis if petitions approved prior to July 1, 1957.
In 1958, the act of July 25, 1958, adjusting the immigrant status

and enabling naturalization of Hungarian parolees, total admitted,
30,613. Additional 7,000 visas left unused under the Refugee Relief
Act of 1953.
In 1958, the act of September 2, 1958, admitting Dutch expellees

from Indonesia and Portuguese victims of Azores earthquake, total
admitted, 15,529.
In 1959, the act of September 22, 1959, conversion to nonquota status

of backlogged beneficiaries of preference petitions.
In 1960, the fair share refugee law admitting in parole status with

eligibility to naturalize of refugee-escapees equal in number to 25 per-
cent of such aliens resettled by other countries.
In 1961, the Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of

1961, section -109, amended the Immigration and Nationality Act by
authorizing the issuance of student visas to spouses and minor children



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 320

of foreign students creating a new type of nonimmigrant visa for
exchange visitors and exchange students prescribed new conditions
and new procedures in obtaining waivers of the 2 years' foreign resi-
dence requirement in cases of exchange aliens who desire to remain in
the United States permanently.
In 1961, the act of September 26, 1961, making the "orphan law"

permanent, prescribing judicial review of orders of deportation and
exclusion, granting naturalization privileges to alien veterans of the
Korean war, and codifying into permanent law waivers granted in
1957.
In 1962, the act of June 28, 1962, Migration and Refugee Assistance

Act of 1962, reauthorizing membership for the United States in
ICEM, continuing authorization to contribute to the United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees, authorizing assistance to Cuban
refugees in the United States, an eliminating termination date of
the refugee fair share law, July 1, 1962.
In 1962, the act of October 24, 1962, Public Law 87-885, converted

into nonquota status beneficiaries of backlog first and fourth prefer-
ence, depending on dates of registration and petition approval and
rewrote all provisions of the Immigration and National Act relating
to suspension of deportation.
Those are the bills under which during the past 10 years 2,660,893

persons were admitted into the United States, plus those who were
given entrance into the United States by parole admission. The total
would be nearly 3 million.

CONTINUING STUDY PURPOSE OF COMMITTEE

Senator MONRONEY. Is the purpose to establish new bases for im-
migration of more refugees and people outside of the former immi-
gration law that tied us to the numbers admitted in the earlier periods
of our history?
Mr. FEIGHAN. The specific purpose of the joint committee is to

make a continuing review of all factors which have importance both
domestically and internationally to the United States. It is strictly
a policy matter and not a legislative matter to determine the amount
or numbers that should be admitted.
Senator MONRONEY. As I understand, you are chairman of the

joint committee?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. You must have some goal in mind such as to

study the policy or to determine what is wrong with our present
policy and where it needs correction.
What is your general feeling on that?

GOALS OF STUDIES

Mr. FEIGHAN. As an example, we would review and study chronic
unemployment and the changing patterns of manpower utilization as
the consequence of automation and the meaning of these trends to cur-
rent and future U.S. immigration policy. Another would be the im-
migration of further refugee movements growing out of possible
future political upsets in the Caribbean or Central American areas,
political revolts, or refugees from behind the Iron Curtain involving
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large-scale human upsets in relation to section 212(d) (5), and the
congressional intent therein.
Another would be the policy and practices embraced by the Immi-

gration and Naturalization Service and by the Bureau of Security
and Consular Affairs of the Department of State in the administra-
tion of the Immigration and Nationality Act.
Another would be the need of underdeveloped countries for skilled

and trained manpower and the relationship of those needs to popula-
tion and refugee problems in the free world community and determi-
nation of a ceiling for immigrant admission, including the manner
in which visas will be distributed, whether by quota or nonquota.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, you set a pattern of whether

to increase or decrease the total immigration quotas, is that right, to
revise the quotas of all of the different nationalities?
Mr. FEIGHAN. That is not the only purpose. The specific end is a,

very broad concept. In other words, to examine carefully our im-
migration laws and their administration but with relationships to
the best interests of the United States, both domestically and inter-
nationally.

STUDY OF AUTOMATION AND EMPLOYMENT

Senator MONRONEY. This is why you have a study of automation
and its effect on employment?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. You coordinate this, I am sure, with other

studies in the House that are going on in other committees on
automation?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Of course; the staff will do that.
Senator MONRONEY. As to the policy, why, this would be the re-

sult of the staff work, the hearings and things of that kind that you
would find out in the year that you investigate it; is that correct?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes.

WORK OF JUDICIARY SUBCOMMITTEE

Senator MONRONEY. You are the chairman of the House Immigra-
tion Subcommitte_je are you not, of the Judiciary Committee?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Have they not done some of this work?
Mr. FEIGHAN. No.
Senator MONRONEY. Is the work handicapped in any way on the

House Judiciary Committee?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Well, the House Subcommittee on the Judiciary deals

with many facets of immigration.
Senator MONRONEY. This is all immigration, though, is it not?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Oh, yes, but that staff is burdened with bills that we

have before us. In the first place, we have private bills; we have mat-
ters dealing with visas, waivers of visas, cultural exchange programs
with the U.S.S.R., and the question of additional waivers of visas
and admission of persons ineligible to enter the United States.
Then we have the question of passports with reference to proscribed

countries, countries prohibited for travel by U.S. citizens.
Then we have the jurisdiction over legislation on immigration bills.
The important factor, in my mind, which is recognized in the Immi-

gration and Nationality Act of 1952 was that it is mandatory to have
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a continuous review of events as they unfold and to keep policy in
tune with the best interests of the United States domestically and in
our international relations.

NEED FOR JOINT ACTION ON POLICY

Senator MONRONEY. It is your opinion that the joint committee can
do this better than the subcommittee you head up in the House because
of the legislative workload that the House committee already carries?
Mr. FEIGHAN. I think it is not only that; I think it is the proper

forum, to have both the Senate and the House make the study and
determination of policy.
Senator MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, do you have any questions?
Senator HAYDEN. No questions.
Senator MONRONEY. Senator Young?
Senator YOUNG. You did a good job.
It seems to me that if this joint committee would be more active

there would be a lot of advantages in determining policy in this field.
Is your committee required by law to be composed of members of the
Judiciary Committees of both Houses of Congress?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes; of both bodies.
Senator YOUNG. That is all.
Senator MONRONEY. How many members?
Mr. FEIGHAN. There are five members of the Senate and five mem-

bers from the House.
Senator MONRONEY. And then divided by the parties as to three

and two?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Composition of the House and the Senate?
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Senator Bartlett.
Senator BARTLETT. No questions.
Senator MONRONEY. Senator Kuchel, do you have any questions?
Senator KUCHEL. No, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Thank you very much.
Do you have any other supporting witnesses?
Mr. FEIGHAN. No.
I have many silent witnesses who hope for favorable consideration

by the subcommittee.
Senator MONRONEY. I just wanted to hear them.
Mr. FEIGHAN. I state, too, that it was the hope of Senator Eastland

that he would be able to be here today.
Senator MONRONEY. He is out of town.
Mr. FEIGHAN. Yes; necessarily. Thank you very much.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON DEFENSE PRODUCTION

STATEMENT OF HAROLD WARREN, CHIEF OF STAFF, REPRESENT-
ING HON. WRIGHT PATMAN, CHAIRMAN

HOUSE ALLOWANCE AND ESTIMATE

Senator MONRONEY. The Joint Committee on Defense Production,
the House allowed $65,000. The budget estimate is in the amount of
$90,520.
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I will insert in the record at this point a letter to the subcommitteechairman from Hon. Wright Patman, the chairman of the Joint Com-mittee on Defense Production.
(The letter referred to follow:)

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT COMMITTEE ON DEFENSE PRODUCTION,

May 5,1964.
non. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY,
,Chairman, Legislative. Appropriations Subcommittee, Committee on Appropria-

tions, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to H.R. 10723. As chairman of the

Joint Committee on Defense Production, I would appreciate having an oppor-
tunity to testify on the appropriations for committee expenses for the fiscal year
1965.
The amount of $65,000 was included in section 712(e) of the Defense Production

-Act for the expenses of the committee in 1955. There have been three salary
increases since 1955. These increases amounted to 10 percent in 1958, 7% per-
-cent in 1960, and 7 percent in 1962. An addition of these three percentages
would increase the $65,000 to $82,242.87. The House Banking and Currency
Committee proposes to delete the $65,000 from section 712(e) of the Defense
Production Act in order that the appropriated funds may be comparable to the
funds received by other committees of the Congress. Since travel and other
expenses have increased even more than salaries, I believe $90,520 for the fiscal
year 1965 is reasonable. This amount is being requested to cover the estimated
expenditures which follow:

Staff director $18,800
Economist  18,800
Clerk and counsel 17,230
Professional staff member 

Do 
12,

 11,
529
551

Secretary 6,606
Miscellaneous and contingent expenses 5,004

Total 90, 520
The salary increases since 1955, as applied to the $65,000 authorization for

the committee as of that time, are as follows:
Authorization for Joint Committee on Defense Production in 1955_ $65, 000. 00
Addition of the 10-percent salary increase of 1958 6,500.00
Addition of the 7%-percent salary increase of 1960 5,362.50
Addition of the 7-percent salary increase of 1962 5,380.37

Total 82,242.87
Sincerely yours,

WRIGHT PATMAN, Chairman.

STATEMENT OF HAROLD J. WARREN

Senator MONRONEY. The committee is pleased to hear Harold J.
Warren, representing Hon. Wright Patman, the joint committee
chairman.
We are happy to have you, Mr. Warren, and we will insert the

statement from Congressman Patman and the itemized breakdown for
these amounts.
(The statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE WRIGHT PATMAN, CHAIRMAN, JOINT COMMITTEE
ON DEFENSE PRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate having the op-
portunity of testifying on H.R. 10723 as related to the expenses of the Joint
Committee on Defense Production. This committee is authorized in section
712 of the Defense Production Act and is composed of five members from the
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• Senate and five members from the House of Representatives* The chairman-

ship rotates between the Senate and House at the beginning of each. Congress.

The Joint Committee on Defense Production has the responsibility of con-

ducting a continuous study of programs authorized in the Defense Production

Act. This act continues to constitute the basic authority for a mobilization

program to meet the needs of national security in the event of an emergency.

The committee relies on its staff to develop information covering the mobiliza-

tion programs of the various departments and agencies which participate in

this effort The activities of the Joint Committee on Defense Production are

set forth in the 13 annual reports that have been submitted to the Congress.

The preparedness effort is concerned with operational programs under varying

conditions, with standby programs which become effective on the happening

of contingencies, and with the continuing task of updating plans. There are

standby orders for machine tools that could become effective in the event of

an emergency and a determination by the Government. There are various

standby orders to meet varying situations that are designed to save time in

the event of an emergency. In past periods of emergency much time has been

devoted to developing plans and programs that should be avoided in any future

emergency.
The priorities and allocations authority for materials, authorized in title I

of the Defense Production Act, is now being carried out in the operation of

the defense materials system. This priorities and allocations system now

applies to a few materials and could be expanded immediately in the event

of an emergency. Several commented favorably on this program in the most

recent annual report of the committee. This included the Department of De-

fense, the Atomic Energy Commission, the National Aeronautics and Space

Administration, and the Federal Aviation Agency.
The Banking and Currency Committees, in passing the Defense Production

Act, received assurances from the Office of Emergency Planning that plans

• would be maintained on a standby basis for use in the event of an emergency.

The Banking and.Currency Committees rely on the Joint Committee on Defense

-Production for the review of emergency plans and programs. This requires

• the services of a competent staff.
The Joint Committee on Defense Production receives reports on specific sub-

jects as well as quarterly reports and annual reports. The staff has conducted

. studies on the progress achieved in the development of new or improved ma-

terials, as well as studies on the requirements and supply of missile fuels. Each

of these subjects is important to the space program and defense. In conducting

a study of materials research, the committee staff contacted officials of the

Federal Council for Science and Technology, the National Science Foundation,

the Bureau of Standards, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration,

the National Academy of Sciences, the Bureau of Mines, and the Atomic Energy

Commission. The study pointed up the need for the development of new ma-

terials for use in missiles and space vehicles for which there were not similar

. commercial demands, and also revealed the need for an improvement in the

coordination of the total research effort
Although there may be surplus supplies of many materials, it is important

that the inventory of materials be kept up to date. Most of the materials that
:are now in surplus supply were purchased at a time when the military services

were formulating their plans on the basis of fighting a war of 5 years duration.

When their plans were reduced to preparing for a 3-year war there was an im-

mediate surplus. The materials in the Defense Production Act inventory that

would have been transferred to the national stockpile to meet the requirements

-for a 5-year war were generally not required to meet the needs of a 3-year war.

^Contracts had been signed for some materials that had not been delivered. The

:Joint Committee on Defense Production asked that negotiations be carried out

.to reduce these contracts when agreements could be made. Some cancellations

were brought about Sand some additional deliveries were made to the Govern-

ment. The Joint Committee on Defense Production has set forth detailed figures

on materials from year to year, including the total estimated cost of these pro-

-grams. The committee has cooperated with other committees conducting ma-

terials studies. Determinations relating to the amount of materials now in

surplus supply. are complicated by the fact that the requirements for reconstruc-

tion and rehabilitation in.the event of a nuclear atack are not known.

The overall mobilization program is so broad in scope that each department

and agency hasimportant responsibilities that are closely related to their normal

functions. For example, the mobilization responsibilities of the Department

of the Interior for electric power extend far beyond their normal functions.
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The plans of financial institutions must give consideration to maintaining a
monetary system under emergency conditions.
The mobilization program is made up of many complicated subjects and itis highly important that Congress be assisted by an adequate number of highly

qualified personnel to carry ou these day-to-day activities in an efficient manner.
The amount of $65,000 was included in section 712(e) of the Defense Produc-

tion Act for the expenses of the committee in 1955. There have been three salary
increases since 1955. These increases amounted to 10 percent in 1958, 71/2 per-
cent in 1960 and 7 percent in 1962. An addition of these three percentages would
increase the $65,000 to $82,242.87. Since travel and other expenses have in-creased even more than salaries, I believe $90,520 for the fiscal year 1965 is rea-sonable. This amount is being requested to cover the estimated expenditureswhich follow:

Staff director $18,800Economist 18,800
Clerk and counsel 17,230
Professional staff member 12,529
Professional staff member 11,551
Secretary  6,606
Miscellaneous and contingent expenses 5,004

Total 90,520
The Joint Committee on Defense Production will be glad to furnish your

committee reports which reflect the work of the staff. I appreciate having had
the opportunity to submit these recommendations.

BREAKDOWN OF REQUEST

Senator MONRONEY. I might state that breakdown: Staff director,
$18,800; economist, $18,800; clerk and counsel, $17,230; professional
staff member, $12,529; professional staff member, $11,551; secretary,
$6,606; and miscellaneous and contingent expenses, $5,004, for a total
of $90,520.
You may proceed, Mr. Warren.

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN PATMAN ( PRESENTED BY MR. WARREN)

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Con-
gressman Patman is presiding over proceedings before the House
Banking Committee today on the mass transit bill and regrets that he
is not able to be here. He asks that this statement be included in the
record and that I supply any answers to questions that you might
have. I will read this part of it:
The amount of $65,000 was included in section 712(e) of the Defense Pro-

duction Act for the expenses of the committee in 1955. There have been three
salary increases since 1955. These increases amounted to 10 percent in 1958,
VA percent in 1960 and 7 percent in 1962. An addition of these three percent-
ages would increase the $65,000 to $82,242.87. Since travel and other expenses
have increased even more than salaries, I believe $90,520 for the fiscal year 1965
is reasonable.

POINT OF ORDER RAISED

Senator MONRONEY. I believe the problem here is the fact that the
section providing for the authorization of appropriations limits the
amount to $65,000 in any fiscal year. It went out on the point of
order, did it, in the House?
Mr. WARREN. Yes; that is my understanding. I think that he had

thought that this amount would be increased. They now have the
problem of the June 30 deadline, and they are interested in getting
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the act extended as it is in order to have it extended by June 30 at the
present time.
Senator MONRONEY. I don't understand what act has to be extended.

EXTENSION OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT

Mr. WARREN. Defense Production Act.
The Joint Committee on Defense Production is treated in section

712 of the Defense Production Act. It has five members from the
Senate and five members of the House of Representatives, and it
rotates.
Senator MONRONEY. We are up against the proposition that, since it

would require a suspension of the rules to go above the $65,000, it
would take a two-thirds majority, if it was challenged in the Senate,
to vote these funds above the $65,000?
Mr. WARREN. The Senate Banking Committee is giving considera-

tion to the extent of the act today, so I don't know what action they
may take on that point.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, if they extend the act, then

they increase the amount of funds that the joint committee is allowed.
The House has already passed it, have they?
Mr. WARREN. The House has passed it yes. There are some other

joint committees that had the same problem on this point.
Senator MONRONEY. I know they did.
This will be included in the record and we will ask the staff to advise

us if this bill passes.
Mr. WARREN. Thank you, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Thank you very much, sir.

OFFICE OF THE ARCHITECT

CAPITOL GROUNDS

STATEMENT OF J. GEORGE STEWART, ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL,
ACCOMPANIED BY MARIO E. CAMPIOLI, ASSISTANT ARCHITECT
OF THE CAPITOL; CHARLES A. HENLOCK, ADMINISTRATIVE
OFFICER; PHILIP L. ROOF, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT; AND PAUL
PINCUS, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT AND HORTICULTURIST

BUDGET AND HOUSE ALLOWANCE

Senator MONRONEY. The next item that we have is for the Capitol
Grounds. The budget estimate is in the amount of $678,000 and the
House allowed $665,000.
Mr. Stewart, will you come forward?
At the present time, you have 59 employees financed from this ap-

propriation. The House has allowed for the next year seven additional
employees associated with the opening of the new Rayburn Office
Building.
These 59 employees during the current year were hired at a total

cost of $378,900, or an average annual salary of about $6,400. These
are respectable, responsible jobs at such a salary. These are full-

31-836-64 22



336 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

time employees and care for the 155 acres, or an average of about
22/3 acres per employee. Much of this acreage is covered by buildings.
It would appear to the chairman of this subcommittee that you

have sufficient personnel to adequately take care of the buildings and
grounds if these men were supervised properly and given proper
equipment and tools and facilities to maintain the grounds.

STATE OF CAPITOL GROUNDS

It has been rather widely agreed in the Congress that the state of
the Capitol Grounds is in a deplorable condition and that the attention
of the Nation directed to its Nation's Capitol could ill afford to present
the lack of care and lack of proper grooming and landscaping and
cultivation of this most priceless area that we find in today's condition.
I am not unaware of the fact that we have a large-scale program

that has been going on for some time involving excavation for the
subway on the east side of the Capitol and construction of the new
Rayburn Office Building in the immediate terminus of the subway,
but I can't understand why the rest of the grounds which have not
been burdened with the construction program the last 2 years should
be in its present condition. So, we would like to hear from you.

NEWSPAPER COMMENT

I would like to put into the record here the article that was recently
published in the Washington Post, with reference to the matter of the
care of the grounds and the planning, by Tom Stevenson, printed in
the Washington Post on June 6, 1964.
(The article referred to follows:)

[Prom the Washington Post, June 6, 1964]

VIEW DRAWS QUICK REBUTTAL; GARDEN EXPERT SAYS DYING TREES, WEED-
CHOKED LAWNS GIRD CAPITOL

(By Tom Stevenson)

The majestic U.S. Capitol is the Nation's pride and symbol, but its landscaping
is no credit to either building or country.
Dying trees, patchy lawns studded with weeds, shrubs covered by pesty vines—

these and many other objectionable features were observed in a walking tour of
the grounds a few days ago.
These observations drew a sharp rebuttal from the man responsible for thegrounds, 37-year-old Paul Pincus, chief Capitol landscape architect for nearly

3 years.
Pincus believes some of our findings are wrong and others unfair. They areunfair, he said, because they overlook tourist depredations and the difficultyof covering the Capitol reservation with a limited staff.
An open-eyed stroll around the Capitol makes it clear that—for whatever rea-son—this rich Nation is not getting superior care for its most significant land-mark.
The tour began at the Peace Monument, where Pennsylvania Avenue NW. stub

ends at the Capitol Grounds. Here stand two half-dead sycamores.
Just inside the grounds is a maple, three-fourths dead. Several horse chestnuttrees with dead branches surround it.
Twenty-two sycamores flank the walk to the Capitol. Their condition variesfrom poor to quite bad.
The lawn is in poor condition. Broadleaf weeds abound. The turf is a dis-credit even to an area with heavy foot traffic.
On the Senate side the lawn is scarred by large bare areas, some badly eroded bywater from broken sprinkler heads. Probably not even crabgrass would growhere.
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In two places poison ivy abounds. A quick count showed 42 plants. Other

shoots of the noxious stuff creep up tree trunks.
The ligustrum is poor. Dead branches spike a magnolia. An American holly

tree is in even worse condition. Green fruit and deadwood burden a large fig tree.

An unpruned bridal wreath hides a mahonia aquifolium in fair condition.

Three other mahonias exposed to view are in bad condition.
. Nightshade, a weed vine, almost smothers 24 yuccas about to bloom. These

plants will need all their toughness to survive.
Weeds overrun daylilies, hollyhocks, and iris.
The sight of 12 newly planted hibiscus lends an encouraging note. But weeds

rear their heads in the cultivated soil around them.
. Chrysanthemums need dividing. A dozen to 15 mums grow in an area large

enough for only 1 or 2. Chinese hollies are in an unthrifty condition. Osmanthus

is half dead. Nightshade overruns the abelia. Azaleas in poor condition screen

a desmodium.
Loving hands have planted 50 lantantas in front of ligustrum, boxwood, and

azaleas in the plaza, on both sides of the walkway. One plant is dead already.

On the House side, nine large ligustrum need deadwood removed. Other ligus-

trum, boxwood, and azaleas are in somewhat better condition.
Not a single magnolia in a grove of 34 near the southwest corner of the Capitol

is in good condition.
Groundskeeper Pincus, who works for Capitol Architect J. George Stewart and

Executive Assistant Philip L. Roof, blames much of the disarray on a small staff.

Roof says 38 persons are assigned to Capitol Grounds work, exclusive of cleanup

work. This total includes nine gardeners and two tree surgeons. They are re-

sponsible for grounds of the Capitol, Supreme Court, congressional office build-

ings; Library of Congress, and the mile-long domain from Union Station to the

powerplant.
Pincus had these explanations for our findings:
Tree work is rotated around the grounds on an annual basis and sickly trees

will be cared for in turn.
Some patchy lawn areas are a result of construction and will be reseeded.

Poor condition of magnolias is caused mainly by starling droppings.
Some criticized plantings are done in certain ways because of tradition or for

a specific purpose. For example, the chrysanthemums are planted close together

to create a mass of color. The plants are replaced every 2 years.
The total appropriation for the current fiscal year for Pincus' entire operation

is $480,500.
In approving the current grounds maintenance outlay, the House Appropria-

tions Committee said in its official report:
"There is some feeling that the Capitol Grounds are not as well maintained as

they should be and that the reason is not altogether a matter of insufficient per-

sonnel * * *. The committee thinks the grounds ought to be well maintained."

Senator MONRONEY. You undoubtedly have seen this article, have
you not?
Mr. STEWART. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. We would like to hear from you on what you

plan to do about it.
Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman, may I open my remarks by making a

report on an item of interest to the committee?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.

LACK OF DRINKING FOUNTAINS

Mr. STEWART. At our last meeting, we discussed the lack of suffi-
cient drinking water fountains throughout the grounds.

Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
Mr. STEWART. We have made arrangements and preparations to in-

stall and place in operation four additional fountains on the east side.
I have a map here of the grounds showing the locations of each foun-
tain.
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Mr. ROOF. Mr. Chairman, these [indicating] are the four we will
add on the east side of the building.
These on the west side are already there.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes. We have been long concerned with the

lack of a place where the thousands who visit Washington can even
get a drink of water, and we are glad to see that you are putting
these in.
Are these specially prepared in some way to get away from what

you term vandalism destruction!
Mr. STEWART. We hope so and they are fairly close to the building,

which should afford some protection.
Senator MONRONEY. Will the water be cool or will it just be out

of the tap
Mr. STEWART. It Will be tap water.
Senator MONRONEY. I see.

STATEMENT ON LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S QUALIFICATIONS

All right, sir. You have read these articles and I know you have seen
criticism in the Congressional Record about the lack of proper care and
landscaping in the Capitol area.
Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a few opening

remarks relative to the landscape architect and horticulturist in charge
of the Capitol Grounds, whom we have now, Mr. Paul Pincus. Mr.
Pincus is a professional landscape architect. He received his degree
from the University of Massachusetts in 1950, where he was elected a
member of the Phi Kappa Phi honor society. He had a wide and
varied experience before coming with us.
With your permission, I would like to leave this statement of his

education, background, and experience for the committee's informa-
tion.
(The information referred to follows:)

PAUL PINCUS, SENIOR LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT AND HORTICULTURIST FOR THE
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

EDUCATIONAL TRAINING

High school, Chelsea, Mass., completed 1944.
University of Massachusetts, B.S. in landscape architecture, 1950.
Member of Phi Kappa Phi, honorary society, elected, University of Massachu-

setts, 1950.
Associate member, American Society of Landscape Architects, 1952-54.

EXPERIENCE AND BACKGROUND

Title: Landscape architect and horticulturist.
Period: July 1961 to present.
Employer: Architect of the Capitol.
Major duties:
Is responsible to the Architect of the Capitol for the improvement, care, and

maintenance of the Capitol Grounds.
Is responsible for the preparation of landscape plans and designs for addi-

tional land areas, and for changes and improvements to existing areas.
Serves as adviser to the Architect of the Capitol in planning and coordinating

landscape architectural projects.
Supervises a force of approximately 59 regular employees engaged in the

landscape design, general mechanical maintenance, repair, and minor construc-
tion work and care, upkeep and improvement of the Capitol Grounds.
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Is responsible to the Architect of the Capitol for the care, maintenance, and
operation of the legislative garage.
Acts as the Architect's representative in active direction of the Botanic Garden.

Exercises administrative supervision over a force of approximately 50 employees.
Also, is responsible for the planning, designing, directing, and coordinating the
landscape and horticultural development and rehabilitation of the Poplar Point
Nursery.

Title: Landscape architect.
Period: September 1958 to July 1961.
Employer: Homer B. Dodge Associates, Framingham, Mass.
Major duties: Preparation of landscape architectural plans including: site

improvements; site planning; grading plans includes storm drainage systems;
circulation and parking layouts; road profiles; location drawings for construc-
tion; planting plans for residential, industrial, and institutional purposes; gen-
eral plans for residential properties; subdivision developing.
Major projects included:
North Adams housing, 34-1, North Adams, Mass.
Garden apartments, Andover, Mass.
Missile master, Fort Heath, Winthrop, Mass.
Helicopter landing field, Fort Banks, Winthrop, Mass.
Mark IV Motel, Brockton, Mass.
Sheraton Motel, Binghamton, N.Y.
Athletic field, Randolph, Mass.

Title: Landscape architect.
Period: March 1954 to September 1958.
Employer: Framingham Landscape Co., Framingham, Mass.
Major duties: Same as above.
Major projects included:
State-aided housing for the elderly, Wor 667-1, Worcester, Mass.
Low-rent housing, Massachusetts 21-1, Clinton, Mass.
State-aided housing for the elderly, Clinton, Mass.
Framingham High School, Framingham, Mass.
Elementary school, town of Paxton, Mass.
Elementary school, town of Oxford, Mass.
Elementary school, town of North Oxford, Mass.
R. & D. Quartermaster Center, Natick, Mass.
Master plan.

Title: Landscape architect.
Period: September 1952 to March 1954.
Employer: Shurchliff & Shurcliff, Boston, Mass.
Major duties: Same as above.
Major projects Included:
MDC Storrow Drive development, Boston, Mass.
Massachusetts General Hospital, redevelopment.
High school, Swampscott Mass.
Development of MDC Magazine Beach, Cambridge, Mass.
City plan for town of Dedham, Mass.

Title: Landscape architect.
Period: April 1950 to September 1952.
Employer: Framingham Landscape Co., Framingham, Mass.
Major duties: Same as above.
Major projects included:
State-aided veterans housing, Worcester 200-2, Worcester, Mass.
State-aided housing, Boston 200-10, Mass.
State-aided housing, Lynn 200-4, Mass.
State-aided housing, Boston 200-12, Mass.

HISTORY OF CAPITOL GROUNDS PROZECT

Mr. STEWART. Now I would like to discuss the history and develop-
ment of the Capitol Grounds and make some suggestions for improve-
ment.
The old section of the Capitol Grounds (south of Constitution

Avenue) was developed, landscaped, and improved and the terraces
were built on the north, west, and south side of the building by the



340 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

Architect of the Capitol under a plan developed by Frederick Law
Olmstead during the periods 1874 to 1882 and 1884 to 1894.
The newer section of the Capitol Grounds (primarily north of Con-

stitution Avenue) was acquired, developed and improved by the Archi-
tect of the Capitol under the direction of the Enlarging the Capitol
Grounds Commission during the period 1910 to 1935 as a part of
the enlarging the Capitol Grounds project.
Including additional property procured in more recent years, the

area now totals approximately 155 acres, an increase in the last 30
years of about 30 acres.

PERSONNEL SITUATION

In 1935, the force totaled 54 employees. Today, it totals only 59
employees, 1 tree surgeon having been allowed in the fiscal year 1961
and 4 gardener-laborers for the fiscal year 1964.

TREES AND SHRUBS

There are about 2,600 trees throughout the grounds. Some of them
are very old and in need of almost constant care. There are over
5,000 shrubs; a lawn irrigation system with approximately 7,000 sprin-
kler heads; the underground sewer and drainage system; the terraces,
fountains, and reflecting pool; House and Senate parking lots; the
grassed areas in the grounds and around the various buildings; care
and operation of grounds equipment—all to be improved and main-
tained by the Capitol Grounds force of 59 employees.
When the statement is made that there are 59 men assigned to the

Capitol Grounds, one generally assumes that these men actually work
with the trees, shrubs, grass, and flowers. Actually, this is a miscon-
ception of the operation of the Capitol Grounds force.

BREAKDOWN OF PERSONNEL ASSIGNMENT

There follows a realistic breakdown of the tasks to which the vari-
ous groups are assigned as of the current date:
Men cleaning walkways, approaches, porticoes and terraces  5
Men on trash trucks and hauling  11
Men on grounds of Capitol Power Plant, Longworth and Cannon House

Office buildings  2
Men on motor and mechanical maintenance  4
Men on direction, supervision, and in office  5
Man on heavy equipment  1
Man on bandstand  1
Men for grasscutting  7
Men for gardening (2 of the 9 gardeners perform necessary gardening
work at the New and Old Senate Office Buildings, at the Taft Memorial,
and also work on the grounds in general)  9

Men for tree work  3
Men on irrigation system  3
Men on sewer and concrete work, general labor  6
Man for janitorial work in locker room, toilets  1
Man for messenger room  1

Total  59
The House has allowed seven additional employees for 1965 but

these are for the grounds of the Rayburn Building.
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EXISTING PROGRAM

We agree that there could exist a difference of opinion as to the land-
scape treatment of the Capitol Grounds. As the grounds were de-
signed, the greatest importance was placed upon the trees, the layout
of the walks, roadways, terraces, and fountains, with suitable shrubbery
planted where a low-spreading effect was desired. Even today, we
consider the greatest asset of the grounds to be the fine collection of
trees, many of them with great historic interest and value.
To a lesser degree, the design made use of areas of blooming annuals

and perennials
' 

however, there are now growing in the terrace plant
cases and in the fountains off the east central plaza, over 10,000 summer
and fall blooming plants.
Flowering shrubs such as azaleas, forsythia, a,belia, flowering quince,

spirea, crepe myrtle, et cetera, are planted throughout the area.
The lawns have been reseeded as required, sprayed for weeds, and

annually fertilized.
The sprinkler system has been maintained in reasonably good order

and is turned on nightly as required.
The drainage and sewer system has been maintained in a satisfactory

condition.
Major repairs to the roadways and sidewalks have been carried

on almost yearly and there is now pending in the bill funds for com-
plete resurfacing of the Capitol Plaza before the next inauguration.

IMPROVEMENT FEASIBLE IF RESTRICTED'

It must be recognized that there is no fence around the Capitol
Grounds; the area is wide open at practically all times during the day
and night.
There is no doubt that improvement can be made in the appearance

of the grounds, through the means herein proposed, but this will be
to little or no avail, unless adequate police patrols are provided espe-
cially during the hours from dusk to sunrise.

SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENTS

TREES

As indicated, we consider the trees our greatest asset on the Capitol
Grounds. If the condition of the trees is to be improved greatly, we
would suggest the following action:

1. Provision for two additional qualified tree surgeons and two
helpers, for necessary pruning, shaping, bark tracing, cavity work, and
general care of trees.

2. A program providing funds for planting a greater number of
new trees each year. We now have only about $1,000 per year for
this purpose.

3. Additional funds for fertilizer, supplies, and equipment for care
of trees.

4. Labeling of all groups or individual trees.
Granting of funds for these items will make possible timely prun-

ing, bracing weak limbs, cutting and removing girdling roots, shaping
and better general care of trees and a complete fertilization program
each year, with the dead trees beina removed durincr the winter months.
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I might say that because of the great interest of the public in the
old trees on the grounds, we have never undertaken to remove them
immediately when they appear to be slowly dying. Instead, we at-
tempt to preserve them as long as possible, removing them only when
they become unsafe.

SHRUBS

Within the next 2 years, many of the shrubs on the Capitol Grounds
and those around the old office buildings will be replaced with shrubs
now growing at the Botanic Garden nursery. Within the next year,
we expect to use these shrubs to beautify the narrow planting areas
around the Old Senate and Old House Office Buildings. Within the
next 3 to 5 years, we expect that practically all the needs of the
grounds for shrubbery can be met from the nursery.

ANNUALS AND PERENNIALS

From remarks by Senator Humphrey and others, we assume this
is where the greatest improvement is desired. A plan has been pre-
pared, showing the areas in which new planting beds could be located.
This will require considerable manpower which is detailed later in this
report. I have a plan here of what we recommend.

LAWN

We would recommend a complete fertilizing twice a year instead of
once, as at present; the extensive use of preemergence crabgrass killer,
not used generally heretofore due to the expense involved; the sodding
of areas after completion of new construction, where seeding is not
practical; a more concentrated effort in the use of antiweed spraying
and periodic edging of the lawn areas around sidewalks and roadways,
which has not been possible for many years due to lack of manpower.

SPRINKLER SYSTEM

This system should be better maintained and utilized. We expect
to be able to make necessary repairs from our annual appropriations, or
through budget requests submitted in the usual manner, but there is
need at this time for an additional plumber and an additional helper
to revamp large sections of the irrigation system where stoppage and
corrosion are a problem and to replace obsolete heads, valves, et cetera;
to inspect each sprinkler head on the grounds to make replacements and
adjustments so that the best watering coverage is had; reinstallation of
irrigation systems in areas presently under construction; installation of
new irrigation systems in areas not presently covered, and the mainte-
nance of these systems.
I also have a map here showing the areas in which the sprinkling

system does and does not exist and where it is temporarily not being
used due to construction projects.
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Estimated cost of improvements

For tree care and planting:
2 tree surgeons, grade W-11 at $7,630 
2 tree surgeon helpers, grade W-05 at $5,860 
Fertilizer for trees 
New trees 

$15, 260
11, 720
1, 000
2,000

Labeling of all trees ( either by groups or individuals) 2,500
Supplies and equipment for tree work 500

Total 32,980

For new flowerbeds :
5 gardener-laborers, W-6 at $6,147 30,725
Bulbs and other plant material ( tulips, narcissi, crocus, roses, chrys-
anthemum, annuals, and special fertilizers) 1,000

Total 31,725

For lawns:
Fertilizer, crabgrass killer, and supplies 2,000
3 gardener-laborers, W-06 at $6,147 18,441

Total 20,441

For sprinkler system:
1 plumber, W-10 at $7,271  7, 271
1 plumber helper, W-5 at $5,860  5, 860

Total  13, 131

Total estimated cost of improvements on annual basis  98, 277
NOTE.—Salary rates listed are based on a 44-hour workweek.

Senator MONRONEY. You now have, I believe, a total of 59 men, do
you not?
Mr. STEWART. That is right.

NO LANDSCAPE WORKERS

Senator MONRONEY. And you list those as landscape workers?
Mr. STEWART. No. Most of them are laborers, truck drivers,

mechanics, and equipment operators.
Senator MONRONEY. I was just looking, though, at the list and a

lot of this is apparently for cleaning of sidewalks and hauling trash;
11 men on trash trucks and hauling, 5 men for clearing walkways and
approaches; 1 man for the messenger room; 1 man for janitorial work
in locker room and in toilets.
I just wonder with this diversified force that a lot of these expenses

are charged apparently to building maintenance and sidewalk mainte-
nance and trash hauling and not to actual preservation of the land-
scaping facilities and the grass, trees, and flowers of the Capitol. Why
don't you charge these people who are not actually engaged in garden-
ing up to some of your maintenance accounts in the building?
For instance, work in locker room and toilets, I don't think that has

anything to do with the landscaping of the Capitol.
Mr. ROOF. That refers to their own locker room for the Capitol

Grounds force. The steps of the Capitol are cleaned by these men,
as such areas are legally a part of the Capitol Grounds.
Senator MONRONEY. You mean the entrance to the Capitol?
Mr. STEWART. Yes, sir; all the entrances.
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PERSONNEL SHOWN AS GROUNDS MEN

Senator MONRONEY. You show nine men for gardening, seven men
for grass cutting. We get down to where we are using them on every-
thing except the growing parts of the Capitol, are we not?
Mr. ROOF. This farce has been used for these services for many years,

Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONRONEY. Why can't you clean this up and charge these

men on a maintenance of the building to cleaning of the building or
things of that kind and get a hard figure on the landscape, on the
preservation of our trees and these things?
Senator YOUNG. Could I ask a question?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.

PERSONNEL FOR WORK ON TREES

Senator YOUNG. How many men do you have working on trees?
Mr. STEWART. We have three men.
Senator YOUNG. And you would have seven if you increased?
Mr. STEWART. Yes.
Senator YOUNG. Would you need seven men working the year

around to work on the trees?
' Mr. STEWART. I would think so, Senator. The trees are getting
quite old, and some of them are getting diseased. There was some
criticism about the condition of some of our trees here lately on the
grounds. I would just like to refer to the sycamore trees. The syca-
more trees—the sickly condition of the sycamore trees is prevalent
throughout the city, not just on the Capitol Grounds. These syca-
more trees will be pruned within the next 30 days, and similar work
on the section of the ground, preference being given to areas where
low overhanging branches presented a hazard on sidewalks and
streets.
We have had the help of the representatives from the Interior De-

partment. We do everything possible to cure the diseases that have
plagued these trees, but the disease the sycamores have evidently is
fatal.
Senator YOUNG. These tree surgeons do more than trimming the

trees; they do other things?
Mr. STEWART. Yes.
Senator YOUNG. What else?
Mr. STEWART. Pruning, cavity work, and so forth.
Senator YOUNG. Fertilizer is a good one. If you double your

fertilizer and increase your water, you could help the trees and shrubs
a whole lot.

WORK DONE BY TREE PERSONNEL

Mr. STEWART. Could I ask Mr. Pincus to fill you in with these
details?
Senator YOUNG. Yes.
Mr. PINCUS. They do all the cavity work necessary on the trees;

they remove all the girdling roots; they do bark tracing; they tie
up any limbs that have to be anchored, and tree spraying. They do
everything in connection with the trees, including fertilizing.

Senator YOUNG. You fertilize once a year now?
Mr. PINCUS. That is correct.
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Senator YOUNG. Apparently you do not put on too much fertilizer
even with this one application, do you?
Mr. PINCUS. Actually, this is the first time we have had a program

of fertilizing all trees sir.
Senator YOVNG. You, never had a program of fertilizing these

trees before?
Mr. Pixel:Ts. As far as I know; not a complete program.
Senator YOUNG. I would think this would help a great deal, to

maintain a little grass in and around the trees, with more water it
will make the trees do much better.
Mr. STEWART. I might say this to the committee, that when the

extension of the Capitol was conceived and was underway, the Com-
mission for the Extension of the Capitol which was headed by the late
Mr. Rayburn, Speaker of the House, could see where the east and west
fronts of the Capitol would be under construction for some few years;
and also the south and west sections; that is, with the new subway
going over to the Rayburn Building.
It was at that time that we tried to concentrate on the areas other

than those that would be affected with that construction work. We
have done that but we have not been able to keep up with what the
Lord, himself, has done. We have had two severe winters, one on
top of the other. We have also had two of the dryest springs. We
have a rainfall deficiency this spring of more than 4 inches. They all
contribute to some of our ailments and apparent lack of attention.

EMPLOYMENT OF CONSULTANTS

Mr. Rayburn and other members of the Commission at that time
had directed me to prepare, under the direction of three consultants
on the east front together with the landscape firm of Wheelwright &
Langran of Philadelphia and Gilmore Clarke as a consultant on the
landscape some proposed plans and improvements to the Capitol
once the
landscape, 

Building, itself was finished.
Now, we have those here. I would be happy to show you the

sketches that were made at that time and presented to Mr. Rayburn
and his Commission. These plans were left to be developed as the
construction work came to a close.
In recent months we saw no purpose in trying to do anything in

the area southwest of the Capitol, because of the construction of the
subway to the Rayburn Building. We have areas out there where we
know that our sprinkling system is not adequate. We have never had
enough money to go in there to rehabilitate the entire system, and we
hope that this will be a start in the right direction so that we can do
that.

QUESTION OF EFFICIENT USE OF PERSONNEL

Senator MONRONEY. It looks to me as though the breakdown on
many of these men—you have 28 men required throughout the year
on the following work: five men for cleaning walkways, approaches,
porticoes, and terraces; 13 men on trash trucks hauling and removing
debris and trash from buildings and grounds; 2 men on grounds of
Capitol Power Plant, the Longworth and Cannon House Office Build-
ing; 3 men on motor and mechanical maintenance; and 5 men on direc-
tion, supervision, and clerical work.
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That is 28 men out of your total work force of 59 that are charged
up for Capitol Grounds maintenance. Either the work is not being
organized properly or it requires more men than you are allocating
to the direct care and preservation and cultivation of the trees, grass,
and shrubbery that are so important to the beautification of this
Capitol.
Mr. STEWART. Senator, may I say this: Even though five men are

allocated for sidewalks, they may clean the sidewalks one-half a day,
clear the snow 2 days in the week. The rest of the time they are work-
ing on the grounds, the grass, the walks, the shrubbery, even though
they have a designation as being assigned to that work, which is true.
As the same time, just because they are cleaning does not allow them
to sit down when that job is finished and wait until we give them an-
other job. They go to work on the Grounds in some areas.

Isn't that right, Mr. Pincus?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes.

EXTRA HELP IN GROWING SEASON

Senator MONRONEY. Do you ever think of putting on extra men dur-
ing the growing season? Every amateur gardener knows he has to do
the fertilizing. You have to hire extra people to get it done you have
to hire extra people to come in and do the trimming of the trees. You
have to hire extra people to cultivate the flower gardens and other
shrubbery.
Do you have any fund for implementing your present staff when

the men are busy hauling trash or cleaning the walkways to have
enough on the job to be putting the hours in to make these Grounds look
like somebody is really concerned with the beauty of the U.S. Capitol?
Mr. STEWART. Senator, the only effort that we have been able to

make toward the Grounds in this respect is during the summer vaca-
tion. We now have $7,500 to hire these temporary youngsters during
the summertime to help out.

Senator MONRONEY. How many does that provide?
Mr. STEWART. About 15, Senator, at a time.
Senator MONRONEY. About 15 young men that do the edging and

the cultivation and picking up trash and things of that kind?
Mr. STEWART. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Senator Hayden, you are a man that is used

to irrigation and cultivation. Do you have any questions?

IMPROVEMENT CONTINGENT ON HELP

Senator HAYDEN. Generally, with respect to the proposed improve-
ments, it appears to me that it works out to a good proposal. If we
approve of it and allow help, why, the Capitol Grounds can be very,
very greatly improved.
I am wondering about the man on the bandstand. What does he do

when the band isn't there?
Mr. Pusrcus. When the bandstand is not in operation, he works on

the grounds using one of the mowers or one of the tractors for snow
removal.

AREAS OF INCREASED WORK

Mr. ROOF. Senator, this plan shows you the areas in which the
annual spring and summer plantings would be increased in the event
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you would want that done. I believe that is the item in which Senator
Humphrey is primarily interested.
This narrow area down here [indicating] represents the terrace

plantings which are already in place.
These areas would represent the expansion. This is expansion;

this area is expansion. This would be expansion, and so would this and
this and this. These areas are not now planted but are in grass.
Senator MONRONEY. This area has never been planted?
Mr. ROOF. Only partially. We would increase the width of the

area for blooming plants.
Senator MONRONEY. It is pretty deplorable right now.
Mr. ROOF. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. And it has been allowed to decay and run down

particularly where the work is going on.
Mr. ROOF. Yes. For the last year or two we have had some of this

under construction. This plan shows the improvement that could be
made in the event you approve this program.

FERTILIZING TREES

Senator MONRONEY. Why have you not been fertilizing? You say
this is the first year you fertilized the trees. It seems to me with all
these historic trees we have, some of them planted by George Wash-
ington, I believe, that it is unthinkable that you have not fertilized.
I gathered from the statement that this was the first time.
Mr. ROOF. Mr. Pincus has been wih us 3 years. He is saying that

this is the first complete fertilization program since he has been here,
I am sure.
Mr. PINCUS. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. No fertilization before that?
Mr. ROOF. There has been a feeding program for years of those trees

which required fertilization. I can assure you of that.
Senator MONRONEY. Then the fertilization of the grass and the

shrubbery apparently has only been once a year?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Why is that?
Mr. PiNcus. Lack of manpower and funds.
Senator MONRONEY. Well, have you ever asked for money for addi-

tional treatment of the lawns and the fertilization?
Mr. PiNcus. No, sir; not in recent years.

SPRINKLER SYSTEM

Senator MONRONEY. I don't recall any testimony last year on the
sad state of our underground irrigation, sprinkler system; yet that
seems to be one of the major breakdowns. According to your state-
ment here, a general overhaul is needed in the sprinkling system and
without adequate water you are not going to maintain the kind of lawn
you need through the summertime. You cannot do it with hoses.
Mr. STEWART. No matter what is done on the west front, any large

or small amount of construction work would require contractor's stor-
age yards and sheds on the Capitol Grounds. That has at least
to some extent caused us to defer any major improvements to the areas
immediately west of the building.
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Senator HAYDEN. Everyone realizes, of course, that these Capitol im-provements require moving soil and putting it on the lawns and allthat. Now, that has all been wiped out and you have planted newlawns.
PENDING WEST FRONT REQUEST

Mr. STEWART. Yes but we have still pending now under investi-gation, the item initiated by the chairman, Senator Monroney, ofmaking a further study of what should be done on the west front, whatcan be done. If it is of great magnitude, a large area will be required..
But if it is a small job, the area of the grounds required for the con-tractor's operations will be relatively small.
Mr. ROOF. Mr. Chairman, to answer your question, we went back

for a period of 10 years roughly and it is true that we have not had
any great expansion in this Capitol Grounds fund during that time.However, during that time one tree surgeon for 1960 and four garden-
laborers in 1964 were requested but not allowed. We didn't ask for
additional funds for fertilizer, trees, and items of that nature because
this period roughly corresponds to the period of construction carried
on around the Capitol.

SUPERVISION AND UNDERSTANDING OF WORK

Senator MONRONEY. Mr. Pincus, what else can be done? Are these
men that are on there properly supervised as to their work?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. And they understand gardening techniques and

how to handle fertilizer and when to water, except for the tree surgeons
which I imagine require special training?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes, sir.

CONDITION OF SPRINKLER SYSTEM

Can I say something about the sprinkler system.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
Mr. PiNcus. Last spring, the sprinkler system in the old Senate

courtyard was revamped every head was cleaned. This spring, we
noticed there were many clogged heads. There was something from the
source of the water that was clogging the heads and that is one of thereasons we don't have sufficient watering on the grounds coming from
the main source of the water supply.
With these additional men we are requesting, we could go over eachindividual head on the grounds and correct the situation. This is anexample of what has happened in one area during the past year.
Senator MONRONEY. IS this the only place it happened?
Mr. PiNcus. No it is all over the grounds. I am just citing onearea, an area that was revamped a year ago.
Senator MONRONEY. All new heads installed, and now it is cloggedup?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes some of the heads are clogged.
Senator MONRONEY. As a result of city water?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Chemical in them?
Mr. PINCUS. It could be due to chemicals, but more often coarse sandthat comes through the mains.
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Senator MONRONEY. Do you use anything other than fertilizer, such
as minerals or lime?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes; lime. We use weed killer on the weeds.
Senator MONRONEY. Does weed killer do the job without damaging

the grass?
Mr. Puccus. Yes, sir.

CONDITION OF GRASS AREAS

Senator MONRONEY. My feeling is that the disarray of the grounds
here is not so much the lack of flowers being planted but the poor
shape of the grass and the places where the heads of these sprinklers
are leaking and putting water in greater amounts to kill the grass and
in various bald spots around through the Capitol Grounds.

It certainly seems to me that a shakeup of your force to put a
greater amount of activity and a greater interest in the job of keeping

the world's No. 1 garden looking its best, and that should be the
Capitol Grounds of the United States

' 
would be well worthwhile.

I certainly think criticism has been directed here. Its appearance
is timely, and if we don't restore the grounds to the shape that they
should be in, we are not doing our duty to keep the Capitol in the
condition that we feel the people of America would like it to ,be

VANDALISM OF SPRINKLER SYSTEM

Mr. STEWART. Senator, may I recite just one instance that happened
on the grounds within the last 10 days?
Senator MONRONEY. Yes.
Mr. STEWART. Recently, I had the honor to go with the Speaker

of the House of Representatives to the southeast section of the grounds
in front of the House wing of the Capitol, to plant a memorial tree.
Within 10 feet of where the tree was, there was a place where the
sprinkler head had been completely twisted off. On further investi-
gation, just by walking within 15 or 20 feet, I found two others that
were bent; somebody tried to break them off. It is not unusual. We
find that same sort of condition throughout the grounds.
So, I would say that in order to reach some degree of perfection we

must have the protection as well as the incentive and the help ancl
the money that is to make the grounds right, and then somebody
must protect them because we have many, many evidences of van-
dalism on the grounds. 

•

GENERAL VANDALISM

Senator HAYDEN. That is very true, Mr. Chairman. It might be
well to turn our forces against vandalism.
Senator MONRONEY. Yes, sir; we had, as you remember, Mr. Chair-

man, a considerable body of testimony earlier urged by Senator Sat-
tonstall and other members of this committee that we implement the
police force to prevent this intentional destruction or looting. This
is a photograph here of pulling up the plants?
Mr. ROOF. Yes; that picture shows the cannas destroyed around the

Botanic Garden fountain. That has happened also on the Capitol
terrace.

Senator MONRONEY. This happened at night or in the daytime?
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Mr. Roor. We presume at night.
Senator MONRONEY. You don't have the normal damage you would

have to a downtown park with large numbers of picnickers or people
sitting around on the grass and destroying the grass in that way or
cutting paths across it.
Mr. STEWART. Well, there are an awful lot of people that use the

lawns of the Capitol, sometimes even for sunbathing. There are a
lot of them who walk on the grounds, too.
Mr. ROOF. We also have to contend with the photographers who

make the group pictures on the West lawn area.
Senator MONRONEY. And they want the dome in the background so

they have to get on the grass to get that dome, sometimes.

STATEMENT REFUTING NEWS ARTICLE

Mr. ROOF. Mr. Chairman, we have prepared a statement in the na-
ture of a rebuttal to the article in the Washington Post, in which we
give the reasons for some of the conditions cited. With your permis-
sion, we would like to present this for the record.
Senator MONRONEY. We will receive it and we will see that the staff

will go over it. This explains some of the reasons for the poor shape
of the gardens and all.
Mr. Roor. Yes, sir.
(The statement referred to follows:)

CONDITION OF CAPITOL GROUNDS

There appeared in the Washington Post on June 6, 1964, an article critical of
the conditions of the Capitol Grounds, prepared by Mr. Tom Stevenson, garden
counselor. When Mr. Stevenson's article was being prepared both he and a re-
porter from the Washington Post staff contacted the Architect's office for com-
ment and information which was freely given by Mr. Pincus, landscape architect
and horticulturist, and Mr. Roof, executive assistant to the Architect.
When the article was published, it was apparent, of course, that the reasons

for certain deficiencies on the grounds were not explained at all or skimmed
over so lightly that the reader got the idea that the Capitol Grounds was a
jungle. This impression was accentuated by the use of trick photography—
putting the camera on the ground and shooting up toward the building through
uncut grass near a retaining wall to make the whole lawn appear as in deep
grass and weeds.
A further example of unfairness in such reporting or else a lack of knowledge

on the writer's part is evident in his remark "Not a single magnolia in a grove
of 34 near the southwest corner of the Capitol is in good condition." Any garden
counselor should know that just a few years ago, these trees were in wonderful,
flourishing growth, and then the starlings came. He should also know that the
manure from the starlings burns the leaves off in the winter months leaving
only the naked trunks and branches. He could have reported that the Capitol
Grounds force had used on these trees every practical means including those
prescribed by foremost experts, in attempting to keep these birds off the trees—
to little or no avail. Some of the larger trees have already been killed and
removed.

Unless the starlings change their roosting habits, it is just a matter of time
until this entire grove of trees will be killed.
We recently communicated with a representative of one of the large Govern-

ment departments in Washington about the magnolia-starling problem. It was
their opinion that all large magnolias in the Washington area would be lost in
a few years unless some way is found to keep the starlings away.
There follows specific answers to some of the comments by Stevenson:
Press comment: The tour began at the Peace Monument, where Pennsylvania

Avenue NW., stub ends at the Capitol Grounds. Here stand two half dead
sycamores.
Answer: These old sycamore trees were severely pruned in the spring of 1963

to try to save them. If they continue to die back after this summer, they will
be removed in the winter.
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As a matter of policy, we do not attempt to cut down trees in the Capitol
Grounds immediately when they appear to be slowly dying. We know from

experience that the Members of Congress and the public have great attachment
to many of the old trees and wish to save them as long as possible. We "nurse"
these old trees along and remove them only when they become unsafe.

Press comment: Just inside the grounds is a maple, three-fourths dead.
Several horse chestnut trees with dead branches surround it.
Answer: The maple in question was severely pruned in the spring of 1963

with the hope of preserving it as long as possible. A great amount of deadwood
was pruned from the horse chestnuts last fall.
Press comment: Twenty-two sycamores flank the walk to the Capitol. Their

condition varies from poor to quite bad.
Answer: All of the approximately 2,600 trees and some of the larger shrubs

and vines are cared for by the tree surgeons. This crew is composed of two

tree surgeons and one helper. It is impossible for this small crew to properly

care for all the trees, many of which are very old. Trees in the most critical

condition are given preference, but this crew simply cannot give each tree the

annual care it needs.
It is admitted that some trees do have dead branches, but these are not in

a critical state.
The trees on the Capitol Grounds are inspected from time to time by the plant

pathologist of the National Capitol Parks Service, Department of Interior, and

he advises us on the spray programs for the various diseases and blights to

which the trees are susceptible.
The sycamore trees mentioned by Mr. Stevenson are infected by a virus for

which there is no known remedy. This condition is prevalent throughout the

city, not just in the Capitol Grounds. These sycamore trees are to be pruned

within the next 30 days. For several weeks similar work has been carried

forward in other sections of the grounds, preference being given to areas where

low overhanging branches on sidewalks and streets presented a hazard.

In many cases, the trees on the grounds are simply suffering from old age.

Press comment: The lawn is in poor condition. Broadleaf weeds abound.

The turf is a discredit even to an area with heavy foot traffic.
Answer: In this case, as in others, the press man made no allowance that

the area had been a site of heavy construction, and with the usual foot traffic

on the grounds, the turf has not had sufficient chance to reestablish itself and

to provide a complete cover. It will take several years before this area is

restored to its former condition.
The poor grass condition to the west of the central part of the building is

primarily due to the area's use by commercial photographers in making the

numerous pictures of schoolchildren and others who visit the Capitol during

the spring and summer. Although this area is reseeded and fertilized each fall,

it is again bare once the heavy tourist traffic is underway. No one, of course,

would wish to deprive these groups of having their pictures made with the

Capitol -dome in the background, so the grass is simply sacrificed.

Incidentally, there are many sections of the Capitol Grounds where the turf

is in good condition, considering the traffic and the unusually dry weather this

spring, but no mention is made of these areas by Mr. Stevenson.

Press comment: On the Senate side the lawn is scarred by large bare areas,

some badly eroded by water from broken sprinkled heads. Probably not even

crabgrass would grow here.
Answer: This area was under construction for several years. The con-

tractor replaced the topsoil. Due to the steep grades, it has been difficult to

establish grass due to washouts. If funds are available this fall, the steeper

areas will be sodded.
Press comment: In two places poison ivy abound. A quick count showed 42

plants, other shoots of the noxious stuff creep up tree trunks.

Answer: There is no doubt, there are spots where poison ivy does exist on

the grounds. Last fall the areas where it exists were weeded in an attempt to

remove all of this weed, but the effort was not a complete success, as so often

is the case with poison ivy. Normally, the public does not frequent these areas

or even see the ivy. It could have been brought into the area through purchase

of topsoil or droppings from birds.
Press comment: The ligustrum is poor. Dead branches spike a magnolia.

Answer : As explained, we do not maintain that the grounds could not be

kept in better condition, but this will require a more liberal budget.

31-836-64 23
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Out of the 59 employees assigned to the Capitol Grounds, only 9 men actually
are available to do gardening work, which includes weeding and maintenance
of the plant beds. The other men are assigned to tree work, plumbing, automo-
tive mechanics, sweepers, night sweepers and cleaners, maintenance mechanics,
cement finishers, trash trucks, drivers, etc. It is not possible for so few men to
maintain such a large area. Many compare the condition of the grounds of the
White House to that of the Capitol. Such a comparison should never be made.
The White House is surrounded by a tall fence and the public is not admitted to
the grass areas, except on a few special occasions. We have been informed that
the following staff maintains the 20 landscaped acres at the White House: 3
permanent gardeners; and 3 permanent laborers; 5 to 7 additional gardeners are
furnished for special plantings much as tulip beds, lawn seeding, etc. In com-
paring the areas per man, at the White House three permanent gardeners maintain
6.6 acres per man, while at the Capitol, the nine gardeners maintain 17.2 acres
per man. This includes all plantings. We have no men to assign for special
plantings as the White House does. We understand the White House has re-
ceived private gifts for the improvement of the gardens, while the Capitol
Grounds appropriation is determined by the Congress.
With a limited crew, the concentration for maintenance is placed on the

areas that are most important and areas which the public would normally see.
It was commented that weeds overrun daylilies, iris, and hollyhock. These areas
are viewed from the sidewalks, which are at a great distance from these beds,
or from the top of the terrace wall. The few weeds that might be found in these
beds are not visible from the visitors' vantage points. These areas are weeded
as manpower permits; in fact, they were being weeded when the reporter passed.
This is a seasonal task and requires very careful work so as not to disturb the
perennials which make a colorful display.
The ligustrum around the grounds were planted over 35 years ago. It would

be expected that these plants would not look their best now, especially after
the severe winter of 2 years ago followed by two extremely dry springs and
summers. These plants will all eventually have to be replaced; however that
will take manpower and additional funds.
The magnolia grandiflora at either side of the west front steps are in poor

condition due to the droppings of the starlings. Experts have been called in
to find a remedy, but to no avail. The experts feel these magnolias will even-
tually all die out.
Due to construction around the Capitol, no major change has been made in

the planting around the base of the Capitol during the last few years. It is pro-
posed to completely redevelop these areas on the north, west, and south sides
of the Capitol, after all the construction work is completed.
Press comment: The sight of 12 newly planted hibiscus lends an encouraging

note. But weeds rear their heads in the cultivated soil around them.
Answer: The cultivated weeds referred to by the garden counselor of the

Washington Post happen to be an ornamental grass called Pennisetum (or foun-
taingrass), which was purposely planted by the Capital Gounds force. This
ornamental grass has been used in plantings for years as a background or for
enframement purposes. In the late summer and early fall, it makes a very
impressive showing.
Press comment: Chrysanthemums need dividing. A dozen to 15 mums grow

in an area large enough for only one or two.
Answer: These mums were planted last fall. They were started from cuttings

taken last spring and are about 1 year old. These were purposely planted close
so that they would make a colorful display this fall. These mums were not
planted as permanent perennials. They have to be divided and replanted every
2 years to insure maximum bloom and desired effect.
Press comment: Loving hands have planted 50 lantanas in front of ligustrum,

boxwood, and azaleas * * * one plant is dead already.
Answer: The "loving hands" which planted the lantanas are the same hands

that care for them. Why criticize one dead annual out of 50 plants?
Approximately 10,000 annuals are planted yearly in the beds on the terrace.

After planting, several hundreds of these are yanked out of the beds by vandals,
and these have to be replaced. When large amounts are missing or dead they
are replaced all at one time.
The picture of the weeds which appeared on the front page of the Washington

Post, June 6, 1964, was both unfair and misleading. This type of trick photogra-
phy would make any lawn area look like a jungle. The grounds crew that trims
around the trees and at the walls have miles to area to cover. It takes time for a
few men to completely cover the grounds.



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965 353

Ai. item for eight additional laborer-gardeners was requested for the 1964
Capitol Grounds appropriation. Only four positions were allowed. These four
positions have helped somewhat. It has allowed the grounds crew to replant the
hedge at the Taft Memorial, plant azaleas at both the Senate and House sides,
east front, daily watering of the annual beds, weeding and cultivating the annual
beds more frequently, etc.
The manpower will have to be increased in order to maintain the grounds weed

free, poison ive free, and the lawns free from bare spots. The appropriation will
have to be increased by a large sum in order to do all the replanting of poor
material as mentioned.

NEED FOR IMPROVING GROUNDS

Senator MONRONEY. This seems to be an attempt to refute some of
the charges in the article but to me it is more of an excuse as to why
things have not been done or the grounds maintained. Certainly, dead
trees, or three-fourths dead trees, unless they represent some historic
interest of great importance, should be replaced if we are going to keep
these grounds beautiful.

Certainly, the presence of starlings is nothing new to Washington.
We have had those for a long, long time.
Mr. ROOF. No, Senator, the starlings just started hibernating on

these trees about 2 or 3 years ago. Before that these trees were in
excellent condition.

Senator MONRONEY. Is this because we have wired up the buildings
and now they cannot stand the hot wires so they come to the magnolias?
Mr. ROOF. Yes we think so.
Senator MONRONEY. Well, I can't believe personally that in this part

of the 20th century, with all the science we have, that the Nation's
Capitol can't be maintained in a better condition. If it takes more men,
more money, more fertilizer, more water, then I think we should have
it but the continued alibis that this is vandalism or breakdown of the
ancient sprinkler system or that the starlings are destroying the trees
is intolerable. There is some way, I am sure, that we can improve on
the present care and landscaping of this great building.
I think we should get on with the corrections as rapidly as we can.

It is an item that if the Congress has been cutting you short on the
money, then I think you should come up here, as you do today, and
tell us that.
Mr. ROOF. We agree with your thinking.

RECLASSIFYING EMPLOYEES AS TO WORK

Senator MONRONEY. I don't think that we should charge so many
men who are not working at all on the gardening to the maintenance
of the Capitol Grounds.
Mr. HENLOCK. The basic law requires that we carry them under this

appropriation. The act of July 31, 1946, governing the Capitol
Grounds, provides for the maintenance of all structures, streets, walk-
ways, fountains, sewage, and drainage systems and other items of that
nature, as well as the lawn and park areas.
Senator MONRONEY. You can subhead it so we know who is work-

ing on the growing part and who is working on the other, and do that
so Congress can assess the blame when the deficiencies occur.

TREE SURGEONS

You say that you need these additional men, certainly the tree sur-
geons. Can you operate the tree surgery throughout the 12 months?
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Mr. PINCUS. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. It would be better to have them on the payroll

rather than have these regular tree surgeons. Do they work on a
contract basis?
Mr. PINCUS. It is better if we have them on our payroll a year-

round basis.
Senator MONRONEY. So that the trees can be groomed and fertilized

and shaped and things of that kind?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Would the employment of these two additional

qualified tree surgeons and their two helpers help us eliminate the
dead branches and the trees that are hopelessly dying?
Mr. Pixcus. Yes.

TREE PLANTING

Senator MONRONEY. When you plant a new tree, you plant some
small ones to honor great Americans?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. But don't you also have arrangements where

you can move full-grown trees in?
Mr. PINCUS. We could in certain cases.
Senator MONRONEY. Are most of those bought full-grown that you

have now? '
Mr. PINCUS. No, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Memorial trees?
Mr. PINCUS. No. We buy trees, 2%- and 3-inch caliber and 8 to 10

feet high.
Senator MONRONEY. It takes several years, then, to grow to respecta-

ble height and dignity of a tree?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes, Sin
Senator MONRONEY. Would it not be wise where these are not being

used for memorial purposes to make arrangements for the transplant-
ing of large-sized trees so the Capitol Grounds would always have a
mature look and you would not have to preserve a dead sycamore to
stand there in its stark nakedness of leaves and all to destroy the
beauty of the Capitol?
Mr. PINCUS. There is quite a difference in the cost between the two

sizes of the trees, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. That is right; and it does cost something. As

much as I would like to save some money, if this is the focus of the
Nation, then I don't think in order to save maybe $100 we should wait
for 5 or 10 years for a tree to grow to a size where it will enhance
the beauty of the Capitol. I think we spent some $24 or $25 million
on enlarging the east front which was very necessary.
We cannot, I think, reduce our funds to a point where, at this Cap-

itol, when a tree dies, it will take us 25 years to have another one in
its place. You do feel that most urgent priority would be on the tree
surgeon; is that correct?
Mr. PINCUS. That is correct.
Senator MONRONEY. And they would be necessary for all the year?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. The fertilizer you provide for new trees is

$2,000?
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HANDLING LARGE TREES

Senator HAYDEN. Are the places available where trees of consider-
able size can be purchased?
Mr. PiNcus. Yes, sir; now you can get a large-sized tree from most

any nursery, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. Can't you make arrangements? You have

heavy equipment, do you not?
Mr. Puccus. Not to handle large trees, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. I would think the tree problem would be of

such magnitude here, as the map and all shows it would pay you to
put in tree-hauling equipment so that you could, with your own men,
perhaps go out and transplant mature trees.
Mr. PINCUS. That will run to great expense and it may not be jus-

tified because there will not be that many large trees transplanted, sir.

ALLOWANCE FOR TREE PLANTING, 1964

Senator MONRONEY. You don't have enough need for that?
Mr. PiNcus. No, sir; we had $1,000 allowed for tree planting last

year. Out of that, we purchased 50 scarlet oaks, 21/2- to 3-inch caliber,
which were planted in the vicinity of the legislative garage and 3
elms, 3-inch caliber, were planted at Constitution Avenue. These
trees cost us about $1,000. If we were to plant one large tree say 8- to
10-inch caliber, it would have cost much more than the $1,000.
Senator MONRONEY. A thousand dollars for a tree?
Mr. PiNcus. Yes, sir; these small trees were planted in groves of

larger trees; so you don't get the appearance of there being a freshly
planted area of small trees.
On a large tree, the ball of earth should also be large, in proportion

to the caliber of the tree, and it would require special tree-moving
equipment to move a tree of any great size, and the price of equip-
ment and labor make this a very expensive operation.
Senator MONRONEY. When can they be moved?
Mr. Puccus. Depending on the tree and the type of tree, the most

satisfactory results would be the late fall or early spring, depending
on the variety, when the tree is more or less in a dormant stage.

TREES NEEDED PER =PLACEMENT

Senator MONRONEY. To replace the trees that became unsightly
and about to die, how many trees would it require a year on the
Capitol Grounds?
Mr. PiNcus. To replace all the trees, it will take many, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. To replace those that are unsightly and nearly

dead, those that you described in this statement that you are trying to
save, preserve them as long as possible and nursing them along.
Mr. PiNcus. I will have to get the figures on that and submit it, sir.
(The information requested follows:)
There are about 25 large trees which could be replaced throughout the

Capitol Grounds with new trees 15 to 18 inches in diameter, at an estimated
cost of $5,000 to $10,000 each, delivered and planted in place.

Considering the fact that the Capitol Grounds have many fine large trees in
place, that the grounds do not suffer greatly from a lack of trees, and further,
due to the high cost of transplanting large trees and the liklihood that many of
these would not survive, we recommend a program of planting smaller trees
as required each year.

31-836-64----24
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Senator MONRONEY. Then you say that a large-size, fully matured
tree will cost the U.S. Government $1,000 a tree?
Mr. PINCUS. Depending on the tree. If I can set an example, the

large magnolias on the west front steps, two of them were burned in
the fire and we got prices to replant them and it came close to $2,000 a
tree for a 12-inch magnolia. So, that will give you some idea of the
prices.
Senator MONRONEY. A magnolia is cheaper than any other tree be-

cause it is quicker growing, isn't it?
Mr. PINCUS. No, sir; the primary cost involved in transplanting

large trees is due to the distance to be moved, and the cost of labor
and heavy equipment.

PRIORITY OF SPRINKLER SYSTEM

Senator MONRONEY. The sprinkling system is the No. 1 priority, is
it not?
Mr. PINCUS. It is one of prime importance.
Senator MONRONEY. In other words, much of your lack of success

on grass and shrubs is due to the fact you cannot get the water properly
over the ground?
Mr. Prxcus. Yes, sir; parts of the system are so old they are obso-

lete.
Senator MONRONEY. When was is installed, Mr. Pincus?
Mr. HENLOCK. We started installing underground sprinkler systems

in both the old and new areas of the Capitol Grounds in 1931 and
completed the installations in 1936.

Senator HAYDEN. That is the question I want to ask.
What would it cost to put in a good water system, a modern one

that gets away from these old rusty pipes?
Mr. PiNcus. It would cost an awful lot of money.

ESTIMATE FOR REWORKING SPRINKLER SYSTEM

Senator MONRONEY. Maybe we don't have to have that heavy equip-
ment now. We get some kind that does not have heads that clog up
and have to be replaced all the time. Can you get an estimate on that,
the difference between reworking and repairing all the present
sprinkler systems and the cost of a new sprinkler system?
Mr. STEWART. We will be glad to supply a statement on that.
(The information referred to follows:)

CAPITOL GROUNDS SPRINKLER SYSTEM

The sprinkler system in the Capitol grounds was installed during the period
1931-36. The cost was about $150,000. The cost of a similar system today is
estimated as at least $500,000.
We do not recommend a new system for these reasons: The underground

piping from the mains to the sprinkler heads is of copper tubing. Before this
tubing was installed some 30 years ago, a test was run on it by the Bureau of
Standards to determine the degree of permanency in the soil being used on the
Capitol grounds. The test showed that the copper tubing would last over 1,000
years. Actual examination of the tubing shows little or no deterioration. We
believe, therefore, that a completely new system at this time could not be
justified and we strongly recommend, in lieu thereof, the revamping of thepresent system, on a sectional basis, as proposed in our report to the committee.
This work would be done during the fall and winter months so as not to inter-
fere with the growing season.
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Senator HAYDEN. Not necessarily have to do it all in 1 year; you
could do certain sections and take care of that in 1 year and then
another place another.
Mr. PINCUS. We plan to provide new sprinkler heads and to re-

arrange them so as to obtain better coverage of the whole lawn area.
Senator HAYDEN. You could get an estimate of what it would be

for one particular section. If you do that, I think it would be well
to have it for the record.
Mr. PiNcus. Yes, sir.

CAPITOL NURSERY

Senator MONRONEY. I understand that under the control of the
Architect of the Capitol you have your own nursery on the banks
of the Anacostia River.
Mr. STEWART. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. Have you considered growing your own trees

and then removing them?
Mr. PINCUS. We have that project already underway.
Senator MONRONEY. That is where you get your 21/2-inch and 3-inch

trees?
Mr. PiNcus. No, sir. We purchased the trees that we planted on

the grounds, but we have planted some trees at the nursery which
will be ready for transfer to the ground in 3 or 4 years. Most of our
acreage at the nursery now is devoted to shrubbery.

FERTILIZER AND CHEMICAL KILLERS

Senator MONRONEY. You provide for the fertilizing twice a year in-
stead of once a year on grass and lawns; you say?
Mr. PINCUS. Yes.
Senator MONRONEY. How about your crabgrass chemical killer? Is

it satisfactory?
Mr. PiNcus. Yes, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. If we would appropriate the funds you ask on

an annual basis, the $98,277 for the tree care and planting for the new
flowerbeds, gardening for the improvement of the lawns, which I think
is a very small item to be so desperately needed, and the sprinkler sys-
tem coming to $98,000, could we be assured that we would see some
improvement in the looks of the Capitol Grounds?
Mr. STEWART. Yes; I would say there would be a great improvement.

EFFICIENCY OF FOREMEN

Senator MONRONEY. I wonder if your foremen and other people are
as energetic as they could be in eliminating those unsightly spots or if
they have grown used to them and don't realize how bad it looks to a
stranger from the West where public building grounds are beautifully
maintained and carefully cultivated.
In addition to the force, if they are properly placed and allowed to

work on the grounds themselves instead of on the structural part, if you
could give us the figure, we would like to have an adequate crew work-
ing strictly on the maintenance and care of the growing grass and
trees and shrubs.
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PROPER DESIGNATION WOE PERSONNEL

Let's separate these people in this budget. I mean, even though it
has to be in the same account, you can subtitle it so we know how many
are assigned to the growing features and how many are assigned to the
cleaning and trash hauling and things of that kind.
I have been led to believe, as we go through these hearings time after

time, that we have 59 men out, all with spades and hoes and shovels
and spray guns and things of that kind, keeping the Capitol Grounds
beautiful.
Mr. STEWART. I am sure you realize that the duties of some of these

employees necessarily vary with the seasons of the year.
Senator MONRONEY. I think you are also going to have truck-

drivers and haulers and you are going to have to have maintenance of
your mechanical equipment, which don't yield to the growing portion.
Do you have any questions, Mr. Chairman ?
Senator HAYDEN. No, sir.

ADDITIONAL FUNDS CONSIDERED

Senator MONRONEY. The committee will very seriously consider the
additional funds you ask for with assurance that we can get some
improvement to the looks of this great building.
We have a few other items.
The Architect of the Capitol has written to me with reference to

section 105, the section inserted in the bill on the floor of the House
relating to expenditures being made a matter of public record.

RECOMMENDATION FOR QUARTERLY REPORT

The Architect is recommending that his Office publish a quarterly
report which will give this information, in lieu of the existing section
105 in the House bill.
I will insert the letter in the record.
(The letter referred to follows:)

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL,
Washington, D.C., June 10, 1964.

Hon. MIKE MONRONEY,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Legislative Appropriations, Committee on Appro-

priations, U.S. Senate.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to your. request, I am forwarding, herewith,

suggested substitute language for section 105 of the legislative branch appropria-
tion bill, 1965, as passed by the House of Representatives, insofar as such lan-
guage applies to the Architect of the Capitol.
We have given this subject careful study for the past several weeks and

have concluded that of the several propositions discussed with you, your com-
mittee, and staff, the suggested provision would be preferable.
Preparation of a quarterly report of expenditures, such as outlined in the

enclosed draft, would appear to accomplish the purpose of the provision included
In the bill by the House.
The preparation and publishing of such report will place upon my staff an

additional workload which cannot be absorbed by present employees. Involved
is the keeping of an entirely new set of records on a quarterly basis. Our
current records are on a fiscal year basis for budget, accounting, and operating
purposes and on a calendar year basis for tax purposes.
We would be willing to attempt to compile this report with one additional

clerk, working under supervision of the present staff, with the understanding
that it might be necessary to ask for additional personnel later if experience
should prove the necessity therefor.

If, therefore, the Congress should decide to include in the pending bill the
proposed or similar language, it is requested that funds be included under the
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appropriation "Salaries, Office of the Architect of the Capitol" for one grade

GS-5 clerk at $5,400 per annum, for the 6 months' period January 1, 1965, to

June 30, 1965, or a total amount of $2,700.
Sincerely yours,

J. GEORGE STEWART,
Architect of the Capitol.

PROPOSED REVISION OF SECTION 105 INSOFAR AS APPLICABLE TO THE ARCHITECT OP
THE CAPITOL

SEC. 105. (b) Commencing with the quarterly period beginning January 1,

1965, and ending on March 31, 1965, and for each quarterly period thereafter,

the Architect of the Capitol shall compile and, not later than sixty days follow-

ing the close of the quarterly period, submit to the Senate and the House of

Representatives a report of all expenditures made from all moneys appropriated

to the Architect of the Capitol, based on payrolls and other vouchers transmitted

during such period to the Treasury Department for disbursement, such report

to include (1) the name, title, and gross salary payment to each employee; (2)

a list of Government contributions to retirement, health, insurance, and other

similar funds; and (3) name of payee, brief description of service rendered or

items furnished under contract, purchase order, or other agreement. Such re-
port shall be printed as a Senate document and thereafter be made available to
the public, and the cost of such printing shall be defrayed from appropriations

for printing and binding for the Architect of the Capitol.

GAO AUDITING

Senator MONRONEY. May I ask, Mr. Architect, if this includes the
auditing of the accounts by the General Accounting Office?
Mr. HENLOCK. The present method of audit would be continued.
Senator MONRONEY. All checks and all accounts are submitted to

him?
Mr. HENLOCK. All vouchers, contracts, and other pertinent docu-

ments are submitted to the Comptroller's Office.
Senator MONRONEY. Instead of opening all the records and papers

for public inspection which could be merely for curiosity, the idea is
to publish this quarterly as has been done in the Senate on the pay-
rolls of the Members and of the committee; is that correct?
Mr. HENLOCK. Yes we propose to follow substantially the same

procedures.
Senator MONRONEY. Does the General Accounting Office approve of

this? Have you submitted this to the General Accounting Office?
Mr. ROOF. Mr. Scott submitted it to the Comptroller's counsel.
Senator MONRONEY. Have you had any correspondence from them

on this letter?
Mr. Scorr. No, sir.
Senator MONRONEY. That will be printed in the record.

CORRESPONDENCE

LETTER FROM PRESIDENT JOHNSON RELATIVE TO COMMITTEE ON REDUCTION OF
NONESSENTIAL FEDERAL EXPENDITURES

Senator MONRONEY. The House deleted funds for the Joint Com-
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal Expenditures from the
bill on the floor on a point of order. This committee has been requested
to restore these funds to the bill.

It has come to my attention that President Johnson has written a
letter relating to the joint committee, in which he says the employment
summaries from that committee strengthen the efforts to hold Federal
employment to the minimum.
I will insert the letter in the record at this point.
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(The letter referred to follows:)
THE WHITE HOUSE,

Washington, May 6, 1964.Hon. HARRY F. BYRD,
Chairman, Committee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal Expenditures, U.S.Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: As you know, I am determined that Federal employmentmust be held to the minimum required to conduct the public business effectively.The employment summaries published monthly by the Joint Committee on Non-essential Federal Expenditures strengthen this effort by keeping the Congress

and the public currently informed of the size and the distribution of the Federalwork force.
I am sure that you agree that these summaries have shown a favorable trendin recent months.
Your latest report shows that total civilian employment in the executivebranch has declined by more than 23,000 since I took office. Since there is aseasonal element in Government employment, however, I think it is more signifi-

cant to compare the monthly employment figures with the same month last year:

Change, 1963 to 1964

Total
Total, excluding
accelerated public
works employment

January —4,394 +580February —15,081 —2.925March —15,693 —845

These results have been achieved despite insistent upward pressures on
employment arising from rising workloads. Though spring inevitably brings
seasonal increases, particularly in the Agriculture and Interior Departments,
I have directed that the strictest controls be established to assure that these
rises will be held to the absolute minimum necessary to perform the outdoor
work and other seasonal activities for which the Federal Government is respon-sible. I am hopeful that these and other measures now underway will allow
us to end the fiscal year below even the reduced personnel ceilings imposed in
connection with the budget amendments transmitted to the Congress in March.I hope that your committee will continue to give close attention to our effortson this front, and that you will put in a good word for us when our performancejustifies it.

Sincerely,
LYNDON B. JOHNSON.

LETTER FROM THE LATE CONGRESSMAN CANNON

Senator MONRONEY. The late Clarence Cannon, chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives on.March 23, 1964, wrote to Senator Byrd, chairman of the Joint Com-
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal Expenditures expressingappreciation for the 50th report from the joint committee and statingthat "if the truth and the facts can be carried to the country in termsthat the average citizen will understand and appreciate, we can dependon them to take care of the situation."
I will insert this letter from the late Clarence Cannon in the record.
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(The letter referred to follows:)
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

Washington, D.C., March 23, 1964.

-Hon. HARRY F. BYRD,
•Chairman, Joint Committee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal Expenditures,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BYRD: Much gratified to have in this morning's mail a copy of

your 50th factual report by the Joint Committee on Reduction of Nonessential

Federal Expenditures.
If the truth and the facts can be carried to the country in terms that the

average citizen will understand and appreciate, we can depend on them to take

-care of the situation.
May I take advantage of the opportunity to express my deep gratification—

and I am certain the gratification of the country at large—that you have con-

sented to remain in the Senate and continue your great work so warmly approved

by those who understand the situation and have the welfare of the country at
heart.
You have now served the same number of years as my early countryman

-Thomas Hart Benton who also served 30 years. His "Thirty Years in Congress"
is still a very readable book and historically invaluable and your memoirs
would be even more timely, geared as they are to our modern problems, and I
hope you already have them in preparation.
Unfortunately, for Senator Benton, the close of his term coincided with the

decision of the State to enter the Confederacy. Senator Benton had been so
long identified with the Federal Government that he was Union minded and
campaigned the State for the Union. When the decisive majority of the State
favored the Confederacy, he lost both causes.
With best wishes and warmest regard,

Sincerely,
CLARENCE CANNON.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

Washington, D.0 March 2, 1964.
Hon. HARRY F. BYRD,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Especially appreciate your release of comments on the
Federal payroll amending your letter of February 29.

Practically every agency in the Government is overstaffed. These super-

numeraries not only swell the national budget unduly but actually retard the
'disposition of public business.

With warmest regard and best wishes,
Sincerely,

CLARENCE CANNON.

LANGUAGE IN BILL RELATIVE TO POLICE CHIEF

Senator MONRONEY. The Honorable Tom Steed, chairman of the
Legislative Appropriation Subcommittee in the House, has written
to me enclosing a letter from Chief of Police Robert V. Murray, rec-
ommending certain language for the bill in view of the appointment
of a new Chief of Capitol Police.
I will insert the correspondence in the record.
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(The correspondence referred to follows:)

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

Washington, D.C., May 19, 1964.Hon. MIKE MONRONEY,
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropria-tions, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: The enclosed letter of May 8 to the chairman of theCapitol Police Board discloses that Chief Murray, of the Metropolitan Police,.has designated Carl D. Schamp as Acting Deputy Chief in that Department.And as you doubtless know, Lieutenant Schamp was designated Chief of the U.S.Capitol Police effective May 7, 1964. This change calls for some adjustment inthe language of next year's appropriation bill, H.R. 10723, pp. 11-12, now pendingin your committee.
With the penciled corrections noted, the draft on page 2 of the letter, alterna-tive to the language beginning on line 19 on page 11 and continuing throughline 11 on page 12 of the bill, looks suitable to the situation and would be oursuggestion. Under it, the detective captain (Powell) would continue as atpresent; the detective lieutenant recently replacing Mr. Schamp would receive-only his current salary, reasoning being, as heretofore, that he should not receiveany extra money consideration before a period of demonstrated superior service;the uniformed lieutenant serving as acting captain would continue at present;:and Mr. Schamp would replace Chief Sullivan, recently retired.
With best wishes,

Sincerely,
Tom STEED,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Legislative Appropriations.

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT,

May 8, 1964.Hon. ZEAKE W. JOHNSON, Jr.,
Chairman, Capitol Police Board, U.S. Capitol,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. JOHNSON: Pursuant to your request of May 6, 1964, I have executedappropriate personnel actions to designate Carl D. Schamp as an acting deputychief of police of this Department. Of course, his designation as Chief of theU.S. Capitol Police force is made effective by the action of the Capitol PoliceBoard.
My purpose in writing is to bring to your attention the fact that some form oflegislative action is needed to legally establish him in the rank and salary gradeof a deputy chief of police. As you may or may not know, the legislative branchappropriation acts for a number of years have provided Mr. Schamp, who holdsthe civil service rank of lieutenant in this Department, with the salary (but notthe rank) of a captain of this Department plus $1,625 in additional compensa-tion.
The statute governing promotions within this Department (sec. 4-103, D.C.Code, 1961 ed.) requires that promotions through and including the rank ofcaptain be made in accordance with civil service rules and regulations, andprovides that deputy chiefs of police and inspectors be selected from among thecaptains of the force. Therefore, although we can and have legally designatedMr. Schamp as an acting deputy chief of police, we have no legal authority forpromoting him to the actual rank and salary of that position.
We have reviewed what possible steps we might take to remedy this situation,and have concluded that the easiest and probably the best approach to thisproblem would be through insertion of appropriate language changes in theLegislative Branch Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 1965, which I am in-formed has passed the House but has not yet been reported out by the Senatecommittee.
I am enclosing a copy of that bill (H.R. 10723) on which we have indicatedthe most simple changes of language needed to give Mr. Schamp the salaryheretofore paid the Chief of the Capitol Police. On page 11 of the bill, on lines20 and 21, the words "and the lieutenant" should be stricken. On page 12 of.the bill, line 2 should be amended by inserting the word "acting" and line 3should be amended by inserting the words "the deputy chief so detailed," so,
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;that those two lines will read "directed to pay the acting deputy chief detailed

under the authority of this paragraph the same salary as that paid the deputy

•chief so detailed in fiscal year."
If a more extensive language change is practicable, you may want to consider

rewriting all of the second proviso beginning on page 11 (which is underscored

in red on the copy we have forwarded) to read as follows:

"Provided further, That the Commissioners of the District of Columbia are

directed to pay the detective captain detailed under the authority of this para-

graph his salary as a detective captain plus $1,625 and such increase in basic

compensation as may be subsequently provided by law so long as this position

is held by the present incumbent and that the Commissioners of the District

of Columbia are directed to pay the uniformed lieutenant detailed under the

.authority of this paragraph and serving as acting captain a salary of the rank

-of captain and such increases in basic compensation as may be subsequently

provided by law and that the Commissioners of the District of Columbia are

directed to pay the acting deputy chief of police detailed under the authority of

this paragraph the salary of the rank of deputy chief of police plus $1,625 and

such increases in basic compensation as may be subsequently provided by law

-so long as this position is held by the present incumbent."
Sincerely yours,

ROBERT V. MURRAY,
Chief of Police.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING

Senator MONRONEY. The committee is in receipt of a letter from the
Honorable Carl Hayden, chairman of the Joint Committee on Print-
ing, requesting an additional appropriation of $9,206.22 to employ one
.additional expert transcriber in the Office of the Official Reporters of
Debates. A letter to Senator Hayden from Gregor Macpherson, Of-
ficial Reporter of Debates, is attached to Senator Hayden's letter.
I will insert this correspondence in the record at this point.
(The correspondence referred to follows:)

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING,

Washington, D.C., May 27, 1964.

Hon. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY,
•Chairman, Legislative Subcommittee,
• Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: The attached letter from the Official Reporters of De-

bates contains a request for an additional expert transcriber to be added to the

staff of that office. The transcriber in question is already there on a part-time

.arrangement and the workload of Congress points up the need for the future

• employee.
The Senate members of the Joint Committee on Printing are required by Senate

Resolution 107 of the 88th Congress to oversee the operations of that important

office. A staff study of operations and employee performance has been made

during the past month, and while a full report has not been finalized, all evi-

dence points toward the need for the proposed acquisition.

Sincerely yours,
CARL HAYDEN, Chairman.

U.S. SENATE,
OFFICIAL REPORTERS OF DEBATES,

Washington, D.C., May 26, 1964.
Hon. CARL HAYDEN,
Chairman, Joint Committee on Printing,
The Capitol, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: Speaking for the staff of the office of Official Reporters

of Debates, we express the gratitude of all of us to the Senate members of the

Joint Committee on Printing for their consideration during our recent con-

versations.
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We all recognized that there were adjustments to be made, and that various
problems existing in our office required consideration. The adjustments seem to
be working out satisfactorily since understandings were reached by those
concerned.
Pending the expected enactment of the legislative salary increases for 1965, it

has been determined to hold in abeyance requests for various adjustments in
salaries for this office.
However, we respectfully request an additional expert transcriber, to be added

to our staff of overworked transcribers, who have performed creditable service
under most trying circumstances, carrying a greatly increased workload.
The additional transcriber will be pin on the basic salary of $3,900, with a

gross salary of $9,206.22. This addition is earnestly requested. It has been
approved by the staff director of the Joint Committee on Printing as a needed
factor in absorbing some of the stress and strain to which this office has been
subjected.
Hoping that this request meets with your approval, we remain,

Respectfully,
GREGOR MACPHERSON,

Official Reporter of Debates, U.S. Senate.
Senator MONRONEY. I have received a letter from the Honorable

Carl Hayden, chairman of the Joint Committee on Printing, in which
he requests that the appropriation of that committee be increased by
$7,470 per annum to provide a total appropriation of $131,000.
I will insert the letter in the record at this time.
(The letter referred t,o follows:)

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING,

Washington, May 28, 1964.Hon. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY,
Chairman, Legislative Subcommittee, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On February 19, 1964, in response to a request from the

chairman of the Legislative Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, I furnished a breakdown of the estimated expenditures of the Joint
Committee on Printing for the fiscal year 1965. The total estimated expendi-
tures were $123,530, and no increase in the budget was sought.
On March 1, 1964, the committee employed a civil service annuitant as a print-

ing consultant on a part-time basis. Because of our lack of funds, this employee
agreed to retain his civil service annuity and accept an annual salary from the
committee of $7,121.14 for his part-time services.
In the short time he has been with us this employee's outstanding contribution

to the staff has convinced me that it is desirable and necessary for him to give
full-time service so that the committee will receive the full benefit of his
competence

I. therefore, request that the fiscal year 1965 budget of the Joint Committee
on Printing be increased from $123,530 to $131,000 in order that the committee
may pay this employee a full-time salary for full-time performance.

Yours very sincerely,
CARL HAYDEN, Chairman.

OPPOSING CONSTRUCTION OF NEW GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE (SEE P. 176)

Senator MONRONEY. I am placing in the record at this point several
communications addressed to the Honorable Kenneth B. Keating ofNew York, in opposition to the proposed expenditure of funds for the
construction of a new Government Printing Office Building. Senator
Keating has requested that these be made a part of the hearing record.
I would like to have those printed following the testimony that we

had in opposition to the appropriation.
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(The communications referred to follow:)

BUFFALO, N.Y., May 6, 1964.
Hon. KENNETH B. KEATING,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
We learn that Public Printer requests $50 million for new Government Print-

ing Office. Money of such volume certainly should not be allocated without
serious investigation and study. We respectfully request you use your influence
to obtain hearing by representatives of printing industry; namely, Printing In-
dustries of America, Washington, D.C.

WILLIAM J. KELLER, INC.,
PENN R. WATSON, Sr.,

Board Chairman.

J. W. CLEMENT CO.,
Depetv, N.Y May 4, 1964.

Re Government Printing Office.

Hon. KENNETH B. KEATING,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR KEATING: We understand that coming up before the Senate

Appropriations Committee is a request from the Government Printing Office
for the allocation of approximately $50 million to construct a new Government
Printing Building in Washington.
As large commercial printers we realize that there are many instances in

which the Government is justified in performing the same type of service that is
available from private industry and that there are certain items, such as
congressional records, which demand immediate production and have to be
done by the Public Printer close to the Capitol.
On the other hand, there are over 7,000 commercial printing companies in the

United States, from the largest, to medium size, to small ones, many of which
can handle adequately and on a sealed competitive bid basis, much Government
work and do it efficiently and at a competitive price.
Unquestionably there are certain efficiencies that the Public Printer would

like to add to improve his present facilities but we believe they can be handled
within the present structure and that it is to the best interest of Government
tax income and the promotion of private enterprise that the Government avoid
unnecessary competition with industry.
Thank you very much for your checking into this situation.

Sincerely yours,

Senator KENNETH KEATING,
Senate Chamber, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR: I have learned that the Public Printer has requested to spend

from $47 to $50 million to construct a new Government Printing Office. His
stated reason—to modernize and make more efficient the Government printing
facilities.
As a printer I feel strongly about this as do many others. I feel that the com-

mercial industry should be doing much of the work that currently is being done
at the Government Printing Office.
Currently the Government purchases a considerable amount of printing com-

mercially. If this expensive progam goes into effect, it will undoubtedly mean
the loss of much of this printing to the industry.
I realize the Government must have facilities to take care of their most press-

ing needs but we hardly need the second largest printing plant in the world and
that is exactly what the present Government printing plant is.
I hope you will do your best to stop this bill in its tracks. I go along with

modernizing present facilities. I think in all fairness to the industry, some effort
should be started to gradually buy more printing from the industry and do less
in the Government printing plant.

Very truly yours,

W. D. ROESSER.

STRAWBERRY HILL PRESS, INC.,
Long Island City, N.Y., May 5, 1964.

JOHN F. NI, .QUEENY, President.
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PRINTING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION OF ROCHESTER, N.Y., INC.,
Buffalo, N.Y., May 7, 1964.

Senator KENNETH B. KEATING,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.O.
DEAR SENATOR KEATING: The commercial printing industry of Rochester, repre-

sented by this association, are convinced that the request of the Public Printer
for an appropriation of approximately $50 million for the erection of a new
Government Printing Office is unwise, unnecessary, and an unjustified expendi-
ture of public funds. They respectfully request that you make their views known
to your colleagues on the Appropriations Committee and particularly to those
who are members of the Subcommittee in Legislative Appropriations.
The convictions of our members are premised as follows:

1. Public policy, as expressed by the President, favors curtailment rather
than expansion of Government functions which can be performed by private
industry.

2. The commercial printing industry has demonstrated by every criterion,
quality, service, price, classification, and security that it can adequately
supply many of the Government's printing requirements. Several members
of the industry in Rochester have been frequent Government contractors.
3. By contracting to the industry that portion of Government printing

which could be effectively produced commercially adequate space would be
made available in the present GPO facilities to allow for all the efficiencies
which the Public Printer desires to employ on those phases which are properly
a Government function.
4. There has not been any survey of comparative costs as between Govern-

ment producing and contracting in quite some time. There is considerable
responsible opinion in the industry that even with the changes the Public
Printer recommends, the industry could still produce much of the Govern-
ment printing for less than the Government Printing Office if all cost factors
were fully considered.

Your calling the position of this association as expressed by its members to the
Senators directly concerned will be greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours,
GEORGE E. STREBEL,

Executive Secretary.

SPECIALIZED PRINTED FORMS, INC..
Caledonia, N.Y Ma/y 8, 1964.

Hon. KENNETH KEATING,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
GOOD MORNING, MR. KEATING: I object seriously to organized campaigns to in-

fluence legislation or appropriations. It is a personal belief that only those who
have an ax to grind try to sharpen it on the opinions of legislators. However, I
do believe in many underlying principles of decent and honest government that
should, or even must, be followed in order to preserve the system under which
we live and to expand the opportunities for employment of our citizenry leading
to a more healthy and growing economy. Thus I write to you today.
There is before the Senate Appropriations Committee a bill to expend $50 mil-

lion on a new Government Printing Office. Apparently this sum is requested by
the Public Printer under the guise that such expenditures will increase the
efficiency of that department. If that is so, then the cause at first blush would
seem a justified expense. However, if such is so, then the thoughts of the
printing industry itself should well be considered in order to effect any efficiencies.
That would logically call for hearings so that such could be properly explored.
If the subject is to be properly looked into by other than interested parties,

some delay will have to take place. As it stands today, apparently only the
opinions of the Public Printer and his staff are to be considered. Anyone in
industry knows that no one group holds all of the knowledge and surely this
would apply to the GPO. The printing industry itself has many competent and
qualified people whose criticisms and judgments could be made available. Surely
they should be if such an expenditure as this is to be spent.
Many of us in the printing business are alarmed at the continued and rapid

expansion of the amount of printing being turned out by the GPO. Since 1940,
the tonnage has doubled.
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Pounds of paper printed is a good measuring stick of the volume of printing.

Since most of that printing is in competition with the commercial printing indus-

try, there is cause for concern. Since the GPO seems to have been established

to serve the Government in those areas where service was so important, such as

printing of bills and the Congressional Record, why is it that Congress has over

the years allowed the GPO to expand and expand into areas of printing prob-

ably done better in commercial printing plants? Don't our legislators have to

justify this sort of encroachment into competition with the taxed? How can

they? Is this the sort of basis our forebearers had in mind when they created

the Central Government? I personally have never been able to find that sort

of philosophy expressed in any reading I have done. The entire concept is

against the very basis of our Central Government. Our Government wasn't

created to compete with the citizenry particularly in areas where the citizenry

can do a better job.
I do not know what your relations are with Senator Hayden or members of

his committee, but I urge you to use whatever influence you may have to have

this matter of a new $50 million building for the GPO set aside until disinterested

engineering people and printing industry representatives can take proper time

to appraise the situation. All anyone in this business asks is that someone

outside the GPO take a hard and honest look at it to determine whether

the GPO isn't doing a lot of printing they shouldn't be doing and whether there
is really a need for a new home for the GPO.
I will surely be grateful for any efforts you are able to expend to have this

expenditure really properly assessed.
Cordially,

JOHN W. RANDALL, President.

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL

Senator MONRONEY. The Legislative Counsel of the Senate has re-
quested an additional appropriation of $5,270. His letter of justifica-
tion will be inserted into the record.
(The letter referred to follows:)

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

May 11, 1964.

HOD. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY,
Chairman, Legislative Subcommittee, Senate Committee on Appropriations,

Washington, D.C.
DEAR MIKE: The enclosed letter sent to me by John H. Simms, who is the

head of the Legislative Counsel of the Senate, indicates that he needs a little
more money and I hope you can find a way to let him have it. He will be glad

to testify any time that he is advised of the time of the hearing.
Yours as ever,

CARL HAYDEN.

U.S. SENATE,
OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL,

May 5, 1964.

Hon. CARL HAYDEN,
President pro tempore,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: The appropriation for this Office for the current

fiscal year is $247,260 and the budget estimate for the coming fiscal year is the
same amount. For the reasons given below, I hope that the Committee on

Appropriations will provide an appropriation of $252,530 for this Office for the
coming fiscal year. This is the same amount as is provided in H.R. 10723, the

pending legislative appropriation bill, for the House office corresponding to ours

for the coming fiscal year.
As you know, any vacancy on our legal staff is filled by the appointment,

solely on the basis of merit, of the best qualified recent graduate of a law school

whom we can obtain. His starting salary is approximately the same as that

paid by the departments and agencies in the executive branch to lawyers with-

out previous experience. We tell him at the time of appointment that, if his

services are completely satisfactory, we will try to obtain for him for the first
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few years of his service an annual raise of approximately $1,000, the amount
which we have found to be necessary in order to retain the services of an able
man. At the present time we have two men, with 31/2 and 2 years of service, who
fall in this category.
We also have four other men on our staff with longer periods of service whose

compensation should be adjusted upward. One of them has 151/2 years of service
and three of them have 12 years of service. A lawyer in the House office corre-
:sponding to ours who has 12 years of service is receiving more compensation
than our man with 151/2 years of service, and two men in the House office with
8 and 9 years of service are receiving approximately the same compensation as
is received by our men who have 12 years of service. It will require approxi-
mately $3,400 to accomplish the adjustments which I believe to be necessary
in the salaries of our four men referred to in this paragraph.

Appointments in this office and adjustments in rates of compensation can be
made only if they are approved by you in your capacity as President pro tern-
pore of the Senate.
If you approve of seeking the increase in our appropriation, I shall be glad to

appear before the Subcommittee on Legislative Appropriations to answer any
questions they may have or take any other action you consider advisable.

Respectfully yours,
JOHN H. Simms,
. Legislative Counsel.

GAO AUDITS OF LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

Senator MONRONEY. We will place in the record at this point a
memorandum from the General Accounting Office relating to our
earlier discussion.
(See page 202.)

MEMORANDUM FROM GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Section 72 of title 31, United States Code, provides in pertinent part that the
General Accounting Office "shall receive and examine * * * all accounts relating
to * * * the Senate, the House of Representatives, the Public Printer, Library
of Congress, Botanic Gardens * * * . Said office shall certify the balances
arising thereon, according to the character of the account, to the Secretary of the

• Senate, Clerk of the House of Representatives, Sergeant at Arms of the House
of Representatives * * *." Title 31, section 67, United States Code provides
as follows:
" (a ) Except as otherwise specifically provided by law, the financial transac-

tions of each executive, legislative, and judicial agency, including but not limited
to the accounts of accountable officers, shall be audited by the General Accounting
Office in accordance with such principles and procedures and under such rules
and regulations as may be prescribed by the Comptroller General of the United
States. In the determination of auditing procedures to be followed and the ex-
tent of examination of vouchers and other documents, the Comptroller General
shall give due regard to generally accepted principles of auditing, including
consideration of the effectiveness of accounting organizations and systems,
internal audit and control, and related administrative practices of the respective
agencies.
" ( b) Whenever the Comptroller General determines that the audit shall be

conducted at the place or places where the accounts and other records of an
executive agency are normally kept, he may require any executive agency to
retain in whole or in part accounts of accountable officers, contracts, vouchers,
and other documents, which are required under existing law to be submitted to the
General Accounting Office, under such conditions and for such period not exceed-
ing ten years as he may specify, unless a longer period is agreed upon with the
executive agency: Provided, That under agreements between the Comptroller
General and legislative and judicial agencies the provisions of this sentence may
be extended to the accounts and records of such agencies."
In addition to the broad general authority to audit the legislative branch

conferred by the above statutes, 2 U.S.C. 81a specifically requires the Comptroller
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General to make not less frequently than once each 6 months, "an on-the-spot
audit of all receipts and disbursements pertaining to the fiscal records of such
Office of the Sergeant at Arms [of the House of Representatives]. The Comp-
troller General shall report to the Speaker and Sergeant at Arms of the House of
Representatives the results of each such audit." Also, 40 U.S.C. 174j-5 (supp.
IV) provides that deposits and disbursements made by the Architect of the Capitol
under the special deposit account for the Senate restaurants "shall be subject to
audit by the General Accounting Office at such times and in such manner as the
Comptroller General may direet." However, the cited section further provides
that payments made by or under the direction of the Architect from such account
shall be conclusive upon all officers of the Government. Identical provisions with
respect to the House of Representatives restaurant are contained in 40 U.S.C.
174k(c).
Under the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 68 and 2 U.S.C. 95, any payments made from

the contingent funds of the Senate or of the House of Representatives upon
vouchers approved by the Committee on Rules and Administration of the Senate
or by the Committee on House Administration of the House of Representatives,
respectively, are conclusive upon all the departments and officers of the Govern-
ment. These vouchers include such items as salaries and expenses for special
and select committees, furniture, stationery allowances, and miscellaneous items.
Also, 2 U.S.C. 48 provides that all vouchers for salaries and mileage of Senators
and Congressmen shall be certified by the President of the Senate and the Speaker
of the House of Representatives and that such certifications shall also be conclu-
sive upon all departments and officers of the Government.
The provisions of law cited in paragraphs 1 and 2 above furnish our office

authority to audit the financial transactions of the legislative branch, and we
perform a centralized voucher audit thereon, although our authority to state
exceptions against any improper payments discovered thereby is limited by
the conclusiveness provisions cited hereinabove. However, since the provisions
of section 313 of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (42 Stat. 26; 31 U.S.C.
54), giving us access to records and the authority to request information re-
garding powers, duties, activities, organization, financial transactions, and
methods of business specifically do not apply to the legislative branch, and the
provisions of 31 U.S.C. 67(b) authorizing us to conduct site audits are applicable
to legislative agencies only by agreement with such agencies, we perform site
audits of these agencies ( other than the Senate and House restaurants and the
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Representatives) only at the request of the
appropriate official. We presently perform site audits of the Senate restaurants
pursuant to the provision of 40 U.S.C. 174j-5 (supp. IV) ; the House of Represen-
tatives restaurant pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 174K (c) ; and the appropriated and
trust funds of the Office of the Sergeant at Arms of the House of Representatives
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 81a. We have performed site audits, at the request of the
Sergeant at Arms of the Senate, recording studio and, while no appropriated
funds are involved—except the salaries of the barbers, which are paid by the
Architect of the Capitol—the Senate employees' barbershop and the Senate
office beauty shop. In the House of Representatives, we have conducted site
audits, at the request of the Clerk of the House, of the House stationery room,
recording studio, disbursing office, and property offices. In addition, at the
request of the executive director of the committee staff, we have performed
a site audit of the financial transactions of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.
The question as to whether the Senate, the House of Representatives, and the

Architect of the Capitol should be subject to additional audit by the General
Accounting Office is, of course, a policy matter for determination by Congress.
However, in the event the Congress desires to change the present audit procedures
to make such procedures more consistent with those followed in the audits of the
executive departments and agencies there is attached a draft of legislation for
consideration.
The draft of legislation is intended, except where otherwise provided by law,

to give specific authority to the Comptroller General to perform site audit-4 at his
discretion of all the financial transactions of the Senate, the House of Repre-
sentatives, and the Architect of the Capitol, including those audits heretofore
performed only upon request, without the necessity of waiting for a request.
It also would require the Comptroller General to report the results of each audit
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to the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House, and the Architect of the-
Capitol, as may be appropriate and would require that all reports of such audits
be printed as Senate or House documents. In addition, by making section 313
of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (42 Stat. 26; 31 U.S.C. 54), applicable
to the agencies under audit, it would require those agencies to give the Comp-
troller General or his assistants and employees access to and the right to examine
any of their books, documents, papers, or records, and to furnish the Comp-
troller General such information as he desires regarding their powers, duties,
activities, organization, financial transactions, and methods of business. How-
ever, the proposed language would in no way affect the finality given by 2 U.S.C.
68 to payments certified by the Committee on Rules and Administration of the
Senate; by 2 U.S.C. 95 to payments certified by the Committee on House Admin-
istration of the House of Representatives; by 2 U.S.C. 48 to payments certified
by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House; and by 40 U.S.C.
174j-5 (supp. IV) and 40 U.S.C. 174k (c) to payments made by the Architect of
the Capitol in the operation of the Senate and House of Representatives restau-
rants. It would not give the General Accounting Office the authority to state ex-
ceptions against any such payments, nor would it otherwise extend our authority
to state exceptions.
The first sentence of 31 U.S.C. 67(b) authorizes the Comptroller General to.

require only executive agencies to retain their records for site audit purposes,
and the proviso to that section permits extension of the provisions of that sen-
tence to legislative and judicial agencies by agreement between the Comptroller-
General and said agencies. Since the agreement requirement may limit the ef-
fectiveness of a comprehensive or site audit, we are suggesting that the first
sentence of 31 U.S.C. 67(b) be amended to include all of the legislative agencies
and that the proviso be changed to exclude such agencies from the agreement
requirement.

Section 117 of the Accounting and Auditing Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 837, 31:
U.S.C. 67) is amended as follows:
By adding after the words "executive agency" in both places where it is used'

In subsection (b) the words "or legislative agency" and by deleting the words-
"and legislative" in the proviso.
By adding at the end thereof the following new subsection:
"(c) Except as otherwise provided by law, the Comptroller General in audit-

ing the financial transactions of the Senate and of the House of Representatives,
and of the Architect of the Capitol shall make such audits at such times as he-
may deem appropriate. For the purpose of conducting such audits, the provi-
sions of section 313 of the Budget and Accounting Act (42 Stat. 26, 31 U.S.C. 54)
shall be applicable to the legislative agencies under audit. The Comptroller Gen-
eral shall report to the President of the Senate the results of each such audit
relating to the financial transactions of the Senate and to the Speaker of the.
House of Representatives, the results of each such audit relating to the financial
transactions of the House of Representatives, and shall report also to the
Architect of the Capitol the results of the audit of his office. All such reports, in-
cluding the reports required by the Act of July 26, 1949, 63 Stat. 482, shall be
printed as Senate or House documents, as may be appropriate."

Senator MONRONEY. We thank you very much, Mr. Stewart, and
your associates, for being here.
The committee will consider very carefully the recommendations

you make that will help eliminate some of the criticisms that we have.
had regarding the condition of the Capitol Grounds.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY POLICY

Senator MoNRowEy. I will insert in the record communications,
relating to the Joint Committee on Immigration..
(The communications referred to follow :)
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OPPOSITION TO ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C., June 26, 1964.

Hon. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Legislative Appropriations, Committee on Ap-

propriations, U.S. Senate, New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: Since I do not know, at this writing, the content of the

testimony presented to the subcommittee by Representative Michael A. Feighan

on behalf of his request for additional appropriations to the Joint Committee

on Immigration and Nationality Policy, I can only address myself to this re-

quest as it affects the Committee on the Judiciary, of which I am chairman._

The purposes for which Representative Feighan seeks the additional money
can only serve to dilute the jurisdiction of the Committee on the Judiciary. As

chairman of that committee, I am charged with the responsibility to keep such
jurisdiction intact. The report of the Appropriations Committee on the legis-
lative branch appropriation bill makes clear why that committee saw no neces-

sity for granting additional funds for the use of the Joint Committee on Immi-
gration and Nationality Policy. I quote directly from its report:
"The Committee on Appropriations would prefer not to presume to initially

decide the question of whether a joint committee is the most suitable mechanism

through which the two Houses of Congress should discharge their legislative re-
sponsibilities in the immigration and nationality policy fields, and especially so,
in view of the 12 years the matter of joint committee activation has been left
to languish. It is a question directly involving the two Judiciary Committees
and ultimately, of course, the two Houses themselves. The Committee on Ap-
propriations has maintained the status quo in the bill without prejudice to the
proposition and leaves it for such further resolution as may be decided. There
are, however, several considerations which strike the committee as pertinent
to the question:
"1. The two Judiciary Committees—with continuing responsibilities for im-

migration and naturalization legislation given to them by their respective-
Houses—each have Subcommittees on Immigration and Naturalization. Nine
of the ten members of the joint committee are currently drawn from those two
subcommittees. The chairman of the full committee in the other body is also
chairman of its subcommittee on the subject and, in addition, ranking from that
body on the joint committee. The chairman of the joint committee is also chair-
man of the subcommittee on the subject in the House Committee on the Judiciary.
And the chairman of the House Committee on the Judiciary is next ranking on
the joint committee. Thus there is virtually complete overlap of membership.

"2. It appears that the jurisdictions of the two Judiciary Committees—
which, as noted, have standing subcommittees on the subject—clearly encompass,
and thus overlap, functions essentially similar if not in fact identical to those
of the joint committee. Both Judiciary Committees have been securing and
using investigative study funds from the contingent funds of their respective
Houses for the purpose of studying immigration and nationality matters. Sen-
ate Report 933, March 3, last, reports on the activities of the Judiciary Subcom-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization under Senate Resolution 60 of the
present Congress which specifically conferred authority to examine, investigate,
and make a complete study of any and all matters pertaining to immigration
and naturalization and to report its findings and recommendations for legisla-
tion. It reported that it had held hearings on bills to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act and anticipated further hearings.
"The formal justification by the House Committee on the Judiciary in support

of investigative funds secured for the purposes of House Resolution 36 of the
present Congress lists Immigration and nationality laws as one area of full and
complete investigation and study concern; it cites several special studies made
and reported on; and it concludes with the statement that 'this is a continuous

31-836-64---25
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study in depth and should, when completed, enable the Congress to evaluate
realistically an immigration policy best suited to our needs.'
"3. The law creating the joint committee authorizes the chairman of the two

Judiciary Committees to assign staff members of those committees to serve on
the staff of the joint committee without additional compensation. The com-
mittee is not aware that this provision has been utilized.
"In summary, then, a majority of the Committee on Appropriations, in all the

circumstances, thought it proper to leave the funding question where is now is.
Some members of the committee—and likely there are other members of the
same mind—think joint committee mechanisms, except for some common house-
keeping purposes, are unsound and unsuited to our bicameral legislative system
and would, therefore, have preferred to cut out the $20,000. But it is for the
House to first decide."
Moreover, the Subcommittee on Immigration, of which Representative Feighan

is chairman, is now holding hearings on the immigration bills before it. The
Senate Judiciary Committee will start its hearings on the same subject matter
on Monday, June 29, 1964.
If Representative Feighan seeks the money for investigatory purposes. then

it must be stressed that all records and files on all immigration bills, both pri-
vate and public, are in the possession of the subcommittee of which he is chair-
man. The personnel there is expert and has dealt with immigration proposals
and private bills for many years. I have stated to Representative Feighan,
should he need additional personnel or money for any investigatory purpose
within Subcommittee No. 1, that I would be most happy to cooperate. There
seems to be no reason for bringing into this area additional personnel who lack
the experience of the present subcommittee personnel.
The Subcommittee on Immigration, under the chairmanship of both the late

Representative Walter and Representative Feighan, has already explored, in
depth, the major questions involved in immigration. I attach herewith a set
of these hearings and draw your attention to the purposes set forth in the
introduction to such hearings which appear in special series No. 1, page 1.
Must this extensive and intensive work be duplicated? A survey of the list of
witnesses in these hearings will reveal that the greatest authorities on each of
the questions gave testimony.
The question must therefore be asked, What can the Joint Committee on

Immigration and Nationality do which the standing committee, with legislative
powers. cannot do?
In light of all I have stated, I believe that additional appropriations for the

Joint Committee on Immigration and Nationality will only result in a duplica-
tion of effort and unnecessary expenditure of funds. In addition to the afore-
mentioned dilution of jurisdiction of the House Committee on the Judiciary
and in further explanation of my position, I am enclosing a copy of the Con-
gressional Record of April 10, 1964, containing a full explanation of my position.
With most cordial greetings, I am

Sincerely yours,
EMANUEL GELLER, Chairman.

FAVORING ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS

NATIONAL CONFEDERATION OF AMERICAN ETHNIC GROUPS,
Washington, D.C., July 2, 1964.

Hon. A. S. MIRE MONRONEY,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Legislative Appropriations,
Senate Appropriations Committee, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We are vitally concerned about the future of the Joint

Committee on Immigration and Nationality Policy and take this method to go on
record favoring without reservation the appropriation request for $160,000 made
by Chairman Michael A. Feighan before your subcommittee.
We would like to call your attention to matters of the gravest concern which

Impel us to take this means of registering our views before your committee.
From information brought to the attention of our member organizations we are
convinced there is an organized immigration racket of national and international
proportions. The principal victims of this racket are the ethnic groups of the
United States. We brought this information to the attention of Chairman
Feighan who gave us his word that he would stamp out this racket of exorbitant
fees, blackmail, and even ransom in order to unite families of constituents of
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-our organizations. He has made a determined effort to meet this issue head on

but has been thwarted and deprived of funds to do the job through the joint

committee.
Our confederation was amazed to hear that those who oppose the high pur-

poses of Chairman Feighan have claimed that they have the support of our

groups in their efforts to discredit the need for the joint committee. Nothing

could be further from the truth. The member organizations of our confedera-

tion not only support Chairman Feighan but have been in the forefront u
rging

him to undertake a complete investigation of all phases of the immigration

program. This has not been done by Congress in 40 years. No one knows better

than our organizations the critical need for a complete review of our immigration

laws, including correction of those abuses and injustices growing out of exces-

sive fees and worse, imposed upon many people who seek to have their relatives

abroad join them here.
Such action by Congress is long overdue. We are convinced by our past ex-

perience that these abuses will not be corrected unless the Senate and the House

sit concurrently and examine the problem, as the joint committee provides.

Nothing less will suffice to settle this issue and the public interest demands it be

settled without further delay.
To suggest that the disagreement over getting the joint committee work under-

way is simply a conflict of personalities in the House is completely untrue. The

conflict results from the desire of Chairman Feighan to stamp out this racket

and the determination of others to perpetuate it.
Our organizations oppose opening the floodgates of our country to more im-

migration. The problem is not more immigrants because we now admit more

than any other country of the world, as the record will show. The problem is

better selection—whom shall we admit and under what conditions.

It is high time Congress and Congress alone assumes the responsibilities it has

under section 401 of the present law. As we read the law, the joint committee

is charged with doing that job and therefore should be provided with the modest

fund of $160,000 to carry it out.
It will be appreciated if you would make our views known to the members of

the Appropriations Committee and include this letter in your hearings so that

our position may be known to all.
On behalf of the confederation I thank you for the consideration given to y

our

views and wish to assure you of our desire to cooperate in restoring to Congress

its full authority over immigration.
Sincerely yours,

PAUL M. DEAC,
Emecutive Vice President.

WASHINGTON, D.C., July 21, 1964.

Senate Committee on Appropriations,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
As requested in my earlier letter to you on June 15, 1964, I again urge you in

behalf of the American Legion to support the request of the chairman of the

Joint Committee on Immigration and Nationality Policy for an appropr
iation of

$160,000 for the purpose of conducting a thorough study of our immigr
ation

policy.
CLARENCE H. OLSON,

Director, National Legislative Commission.

MOTION PICTURE PROJECTORS FOR AUDITORIUM

Senator MONRONEY. I will insert in the record a letter from Senator
Aiken on a request for appropriations for motion picture projectors
for the auditorium.
(The letter referred to follows:)

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY,

April 15, 1964.

Hon. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY,
Chairman, Legislative Committee, Senate Committee on Appropriations,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MIKE: I understand that Saturday morning a request is going to be made

for $45,000 to cover motion picture projectors for the auditorium.



374 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1965

If we are going to have a decent auditorium I don't see why we shouldn't havethe proper equipment to go with it. From personal experience, it is frustrating
to want to show a picture and to find that there is not an adequate projector
available.
I hope that your committee will make the money available for this particular

purpose.
Best regard.s.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE D. AIRES.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator MONRONEY. The subcommittee now stands in recess, subject
to call of the Chair.
(Whereupon, at 4:10 p.m., Wednesday, June 24, 1964, the subcom-

mittee recessed, subject to the call of the Chair.)
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