
A/ I 71 11T STATE 1111IVERS°TY LIBRARILI

is /5 SUPERGRADE POSITIONS
GOVERNMENT

Storage

HEARING
BEFORE THE

 ru SUBCOMMITTEE ON
 rn% NPOWER AND CIVIL SERVICE

OF THE

E COMMITTEE ON
  OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE

  JSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
NINETY-FIRST CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

ON

H.R. 12476
A BILL TO AMEND TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE, TO

PROVIDE FOR ADDITIONAL POSITIONS IN GRADES

GS-16, GS-17, AND GS-18

NOVEMBER 5, 1969

Serial No. 91-15

Printed for the use of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

37-285 WASHINGTON: 1969



'

COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE

THADDEUS J. DULSKI, New York, Chairman
DAVID N. HENDERSON, North Carolina, Vice Chairman

ARNOLD OLSEN, Montana
MORRIS K. UDALL, Arizona
DOMINICK V. DANIELS, New Jersey
ROBERT N. C. NIX, Pennsylvania
JAMES M. HANLEY, New York
CHARLES H. WILSON, California
JEROME R. WALDIE, California
RICHARD C. WHITE, Texas
WILLIAM D. FORD, Michigan
LEE. H. HAMILTON, Indiana
FRANK J. BRASCO, New York
ROBERT 0. TIERNAN, Rhode Island
GRAHAM PURCELL, Texas

CHARLES E. JOHNSON, Chief Counsel and Staff Director
B. BENTON BRAY, Associate Staff Director

JOHN H. MARTINY, Counsel
WILLIAM A. IRVINE, Assistant Staff Director
THEODORE J. ICAzv, Senior Staff Assistant

ROBERT J. CORBETT, Pennsylvania
H. R. GROSS, Iowa
GLENN CUNNINGHAM, Nebraska
EDWARD J. DERWINSKI, Illinois
ALBERT W. JOHNSON, Pennsylvania
DANIEL E. BUTTON, New York
WILLIAM L. SCOTT, Virginia
JAMES A. McCLURE, Idaho
THOMAS J. MESKILL, Connecticut
DONALD E. LUKENS, Ohio
LAWRENCE J. HOGAN, Maryland

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MANPOWER AND CIVIL SERVICE

DAVID N. HENDERSON, North Carolina, Chairman

ROBERT N. C. NIX, Pennsylvania
RICHARD C. WHITE, Texas
LEE H. HAMILTON, Indiana
FRANK J. BRASCO, New York

H. R. GROSS, Iowa
EDWARD J. DE RWINSKI, Illinois
DONALD E. LUKENS, Ohio

Ex Officio Voting Members
THADDEUS I. DULSKI, New York ROBERT J. CORBETT, Pennsylvania

(B. Benton Bray, Associate Staff Director, Room B-370(b), Rayburn Building—Ext. 2821)

(II)



CONTENTS

Testimony of—
Hampton, Hon. Robert E., Chairman, Civil Service Commission,accompanied by Seymour Berlin, Director, Bureau of Executive PageManpower  2Additional material—
H.R. 12476, subject of hearing  1Communications from—
Federal Bureau of Investigation  21General Accounting Office  22Library of Congress  26National Security Agency  29



/



SUPERGRADE POSITIONS

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 5, 1969

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
MANPOWER AND CIVIL SERVICE SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE

COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 210, Cannon House Office
Building, Hon. David N. Henderson (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding.
(The bill, H.R. 12476, subject of the hearing, is as follows:)

[H.R. 12476, 91st Cong., First Sess.]

A BILL To amend title 5, United States Code, to provide for additional positions in grades
G8-16, GS-17, and GS-18

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 5108(a) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by striking out "2,577" and inserting in lieu thereof
"2,727".
(b) Section 5108(b) (2) of such title is amended by striking out "28" and

inserting in lieu thereof "44".
(C) Section 5108(c) (1) of such title is amended by striking out "64" and in-

serting in lieu thereof "90".
(d) 'Section 5108(c) (2) of such title is amended by striking out "110" and

inserting in lieu thereof "140".
SEC. 2. Section 4 of the Act entitled "An Act to provide certain administrative

authorities for the National Security Agency, and for other purposes". approved
May 29, 1959, as amended (50 U.S.C. 402, note), is amended to read as follows:
"SEC. 4. The Secretary of Defense (or his designee for the purpose) is author-

ized to—
"(1) establish in the National Security Agency (A) professional engineering

positions primarily concerned with research and development and (B) profes-
sional positions in the physical and natural sciences, medicine, and cryptology ;
and
"(2) fix the respective rates of pay of such positions at rates equal to rates of

basic pay contained in grades 16, 17, and 18 of the General Schedule set forth in
section 5332 of title 5, United States Code.

Officers and employees appointed to positions established under this section,
shall be in addition to the number of officers and employees appointed to positions
under section 2 of this Act who may be paid at rates equal to rates of basic pay
contained in grades 16, 17, and 18 of the General Schedule.".

Mr. HENDERSON. The subcommittee will come to order.
The Manpower and Civil Service Subcommittee is today again re-

viewing the needs for additional top jobs; namely GS-16, GS-17 and
GS-18 positions. The subcommittee has for consideration H.R. 12476
by Chairman Dulski and the ranking minority member of the commit-
tee, Hon. Robert J. Corbett.
H.R. 12476 provides for 222 additional GS-16, GS-171 and GS-18

positions and also removes the present numerical limitation on high-
level positions in certain professional engineering, natural science,
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physical science and medical categories in the National Security

Agency.
The 222 additional supergrade,s would 'be allocated as follows:

(a) 150 for the Civil Service Commission to distribute.

(b) 30 for the FBI.
(c) 26 for the GAO.
(d) 16 for the Library of Congress.

We have invited the 'Chairman of the Civil Service Commiss
ion to

present the requirements of the administration.
Mr. Hampton, we are happy to have you and Mr. Berlin of yo

ur

staff with us this morning:
In the interest of time, if there is no objection, I would 'ask that 

your

statement be printed in the record, that you proceed as you lik
e. If

you can highlight it, it will be most helpful to the committee, and
 I

am sure we will have some questions.

TESTIMONY OF HON. ROBERT E. HAMPTON, CHAIRMAN, 
CIVIL

SERVICE COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY SEYMOUR 
BERLIN,

DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF EXECUTIVE MANPOWER

Mr. HAMPTON. It is perfectly agreeable to me to put the state
ment

into the record and I will touch on some of the highlights.

(The document follows:)

STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. HAMPTON, CHAIRMAN OF THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSI
ON

Chairman Henderson and members of the subcommittee, we
 welcome the op-

portunity to appear before you today in connection with t
he Civil Service Com-

mission's effort to obtain an increase in the statutory quot
a limitation on the

number of supergrade spaces. This is the third straight y
ear in which the Civil

Service Commission, representing the executive branch o
f Government, has re-

quested the Congress to provide additional top level admin
istrative, managerial,

and professional positions.
These efforts have all had the same objective—to meet the i

ncreased needs of

the service for top level management talent caused by the 
expansion of existing

programs and by the creation of new programs.

These expansions in Federal programs have been in progres
s since 1949; and,

until 1967, the Congress has responded favorably to Adminis
tration requests to

match these expansions with additional top level positions
. The problem was

solved for scientific and research engineering positions in 1962 w
hen the Congress

authorized the classification of such positions in grades GS-16, 0
5-17, 'and GS-18

without regard to quota limitations. But for other types 
of positions, quota

limitations were retained.
The last favorable response to an Administration request for 

additional quota

spaces occurred in 1966 when the Congress increased the quo
ta limitation by 177

spaces to a total of 2,577 quota spaces for overall Governmen
t needs. Since then,

the Congress has authorized large expansions in many existin
g programs, and has

authorized the establishment of totally new programs. Exampl
es of these pro-

grams are legislation in the fields of:
Highway safety (DOT)
Air and water pollution (HEW and Interior)

Secondary and higher education (HEW)
Urban renewal (HUD)
Drug abuse and control (Justice)
Juvenile delinquency (Justice)
Legal enforcement assistance (Justice)
Health manpower (HEW)
Programs for the aged (HEW)
Child welfare (HEW)
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Vocational rehabilitation (HEW and Labor)
Hunger elimination programs (Agriculture)
Housing (HUD)
Minority enterprise (Commerce)
Manpower training (Labor)

The Congress has also authorized the creation of a new department—the De-partment of Transportation with a staff of 100,000—since additional supergradeswere made available in 1966.
Every one of these developments has created the need for additional top levelexecutive and managerial positions. In 1967, the Commission moved to meet theseprogressively increasing needs by requesting the Congress to authorize 245 addi-tional quota spaces in H.R. 10376, but favorable action was not taken on thisrequest. Again, in 1968, the Commission sought relief by requesting an increaseof 365 in the number of quota spaces in H.R. 15890, and again the Congress chosenot to furnish the requested relief. Yet, at the same time, the list of expandedprograms has continued to grow. The cumulative result is that we now have onhand about 500 requests to create new supergrade positions on which we cannotact for lack of quota spaces.
In 1967 and 1968, the Commission described the need for additional quotaspaces as pressing. But today, in 1969, the need has ceased to be just pressing—it is critical.
In the absence of legislative relief, the Commission has done what it could tomeet new needs by shifting spaces from programs whose needs were, on a com-parative basis, less critical at the time. The effectiveness of this procedure has itsbuilt-in limitations; i.e., when a space is shifted to another program, the losingprogram suffers. The result has been that we have been able to provide for only afraction of the needs created by new and expanding programs.H.R. 12476 reflects the Administration's current request for an additional 150quota spaces for Government-wide distribution. In addition, in the proposed leg-islation the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the General Accounting Office, andthe Library of Congress are requesting an increase of 72 spaces in their specialauthorities.
The additional 150 spaces will not enable us to meet all of the needs of theFederal service or, for that matter, all of the urgent needs. They will, however,meet the most critical needs of high priority programs. This relief will afford theAdministration time in which to evaluate the impact of the new salary schedulesfor GS-16, 17, and 18 positions which took effect last July, and to review programneeds and program direction in the light of current legislative actions and Admin-istration program direction.
The authorization of these 150 additional spaces would represent an increaseof less than 6 percent in the current quota limitation of 2,577 spaces. When viewedin light of total Federal employment in General Schedule positions, the 150 addi-tional positions are only .0001 percent of the 1,300,000 total.If one relates the requested increase of 150 GS-16, 17, and 18 positions to thegreat responsibility for managing a total Federal civilian work force of about 3,-000.000, the 150 figure is minuscule. The effect which the creation of these addi-tional supergrade spaces would have on the executive branch, however, would beall out of proportion to their significance. These additional spaces would permitus to meet the most critical needs for top level leadership throughout the ex-ecutive branch.
H.R. 12476 also seeks to eliminate an inequity which now exists in the overallprovisions governing numerical limitations on supergrade spaces. Since the Na-tional Security Agency is not subject to the provisions of chapter 51 of title 5,United States Code, it cannot take advantage, as other agencies can, of the pro-visions of 5 U.S.C. 5108 which exempt certain professional engineering, naturalscience, physical science, and medical positions from quotas established by theCongress. Instead, it is limited by the provisions of section 4 of Public Law 86-36 to "not more than ninety civilian positions involving research and developmentfunctions which require the services of specially qualified scientific and profes-sional personnel."
The Natural Security Agency is in urgent need of additional top level positionsto carry out its crucial function. The bill proposes to meet this need and alsoeliminate the inequity by exempting the agency's top level scientific and engineer-ing positions from quota limitations. This would give it the same authority and
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flexibility now afforded other agencies under sectio
n 5108 of title 5. This proposed

change, which was recommended by the Departme
nt of Defense, has our concur-

rence.
In conclusion, I would like to emphasize again that

 the proposed increase in

quota spaces will not meet all the needs of the execu
tive branch. It will not even

meet all urgent needs. It will not permit the corre
ction of certain glaring in-

equities, exemplified by the fact that half of the Nat
ional Labor Relations Board's

Regional Directors, who occupy identical positions, are G
S-16's and the other half

are GS-15's. Nor will it meet any needs which may 
develop in the future. The

increase will meet only the most critical bare-bone curr
ent needs of the executive

branch for top level leadership, and nothing more.

I hope that I. have been successful in conveying to you
 the reasons why we are

so gravely concerned regarding the action to be
 taken on H.R. 12476. We will be

glad to answer any questions which you may have.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Hampton, also for the record., it possibly
 would

be in order at this point for me to say for the record that we
 have re-

ceived communications from the FBI, the GAO, and the Li
brary of

Congress substantiating their present needs for these posit
ions, and

your testimony obviously would be directed at the remainder o
f the bill.

Mr. HAMPTON. Yes, sir. In this legislation we are requestin
g 150 ad-

ditional supergrade spaces to be allocated by the Civil Ser
vice Com-

mission and 72 spaces to be assigned to the FBI, the GAO,
 and the

Library of Congress.
I think the figures were 30 for the FBI, 26 for the GAO,

 and 16 for

the Library of Congress.
One of the obvious questions that we get is, Why are you

 requesting

only 150 supergrade spaces at this time in the light of previously
 unsuc-

cessful requests which were for considerably more?

The 150 spaces that we need at this particular time in no sens
e meet

the real supergrade requirements of the Government. The 1
50 spaces

will meet only the most critical needs of today.

We felt that we were in no position to come to the Congress
 with a

specific request for the number of supergrade,s which would
 meet all

of the needs that have been placed upon us because, one, we had no
t had

the opportunity to assess the impact of the latest pay rates that
 went

into effect on July 1, 1969, and, two, we were not in a position to ass
ess

all of the new program needs of the administration.

Some of these needs now are becoming apparent, and we will
 be

moving ahead on our study of the executive assignment syst
em. At

some future date we will come back to the Congress with a mor
e com-

plete picture of what the supergrade problem is.
Another important part of our request is a measure which w

ould

relieve the National Security Agency of an inequity. They are pr
esently

not being treated like the other Government agencies. Their sc
ientific

and engineering jobs are covered by a limitation, and yet othe
r Gov-

ernment agencies are not so restricted because their positions 
in this

category are nonquota.
We ask that there be relief for this inequity.
Those are the highlights, Mr. Chairman. We feel that our need

s are

no longer just pressing. We think they are now very critical.

Mr. HENDERSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. This 
ques-

tion may have been covered in your statement, but even so, h
ow many

supergrades based on the congressional quota do we now have th
rough-

out the agencies?
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Mr. HAAtrroN. We have 2,577 quota supergrades distributed among
the agencies.
Mr. HENDERSON. How many nonquota do we have?
Mr. HAMPTON. The nonquota are 1,876.
Mr. HENDERSON. And the number of Public Law 313?
Mr. HAMPTON. There are 1,334, and there are 937 in other categories.

If you would like I can give you a figure on the total supergrades
overall of 5,390, and the Public Law 313, 1,334, giving a grand total of
6,724.
Mr. HENDERSON. As a part of your overall consideration and study

of these top positions, which you have indicated you would later report
to us on, has any consideration been given to having all of these super-
grade positions and positions equal to supergrades being brought under
one single system?
If not, do you think that such consideration might be given by the

Commission?
Mr. HAMPTON. Well, in terms of their classification and approval of

qualifications, all of the supergrades are essentially under one system.
The nonquota positions, of course, include a certain type of position.

The Public Law 313's include a certain type. I haven't really given
any consideration to embracing all of them under a single system. I
feel that the quota limitation is creating some very serious problems to
us, particularly when we have difficulty in meeting needs that are
clearly justified.
So, we are studying this executive assignment system. I personally

feel that I would like all supergrades out from under a quota, with
their allocation determined by the Civil Service Commission through
the application of job classification standards.
I would not have at this time any idea as to how many additional

top level positions would be created as a result of this. I know, also,
that there are some benefits to having quota restraints on us because
they do tend to keep the pressure down and thus hold down the
numbers.
Mr. HENDERSON. We can certainly agree that to make the system

work we must be responsive to the needs. I think you would agree that
if we didn't have the quota system, there would be more supergrade
positions throughout the Government than there is at the present
time ?
Mr. HAMPTON. After we have completed the study of the executive

assignment system, I would really like to work with the committee and
the staff of the committee to see if we can't develop some better sys-
tem of handling executive personnel. I am not sure of many things at
the present time. If I commented it would probably raise more ques-
tions than I would answer.
Mr. FIENDERSON. One thing the committee would be interested in at

that time is advice as to how many supergrades, from time to time, you
have been able to recoup into the pool.
I think if we could show that that has been our experience, that the

present system would indicate that it is working fairly well. How
many supergrades do we have in the pool at the present time that have
not been allocated by the Commission?

fr. HAMPTON. Every position that we have in the pool at the present
time is committed or is in the process of being distributed. As you

37-285-69-2
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know, this is not a static situation. There are vacancies that occur, and
at times we pull those positions back and reallocate them to other
agencies.
This always creates a tremendous problem, particularly for the los-

ing agency. I think that there are eight positions in the process of
being filled right now, but they are all committed and actually we have
zero.
I am getting calls from Cabinet officers for supergrade spaces for

very, very high priority new programs that I am really unable to re-
spond to without going to an agency and saying that your business
is less important than the business of this other agency and I am going
to have to take this space away from you.
Mr. HENDERSON. Finally, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me also as a part

of your study and future report to us, if we could get a report of the
result of the consolidation of the Department of Defense it would be
beneficial.

Specifically what we would like to know is whether or not such leg-
islative action on the part of Congress requires more supergrades in
the Department organization than it would in the agencies before with
the same ongoing programs. This probably will be a studied opinion
on your part, but certainly if we could be shown, and the rest of the
Congress, on the record that this departmental organization was effec-
tive in reducing the number of top level personnel, I think it could be
most helpful as we look at the future.
Mr. HAMPTON. Just off the cuff, the establishment of the Department

did not diminish at all the need for supergrade positions in the orga-
nization of the Secretariat which was to oversee and coordinate the
operation of the agencies which were consolidated in the Department.
I understand that DOT did an indepth study of all of their execu-

tive needs. We have reviewed that briefly with them some time ago, but
we will get for the record a statement of this.
Do you have anything to add?
Mr. BERLIN. The primary need for new supergrades in the Depart-

ment of Transportation were in those functions which were not being
done, which was the total coordination of the transportation system, as
I understand it.
They have done a job of studying their hard-core needs and the

moveinent of space, say, from FAA to other places in the Department
to the best of their ability in order to meet their hard-core needs. I'
think their minimum emergency needs are about 40 or 45.
Mr. HENDERSON. I think the Commission has done an excellent job

and certainly the Department has in bringing to our attention their
dire needs. However, I can't help but express my own opinion that if
they had received all the supergrade authorization in the legislative
act at the time the Department was created, that they contended they
needed and could have made a reasonable case for, that there could
have been many more for that Department than they have now. Of
course, this takes into account even the most critical needs that you pre-
sent to us that are existing in the Department of Transportation at the
present time.
Mr. HAMPTON. As you know, Mr. Chairman, we don't believe j.n spe-

cial legislative authorization of supergrades. In most of the bills where
this has been done, the authorization was not based on assessment of
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need, but on assumption. We prefer the arrangement that we have nowwith the Congress.
Mr. HENDERSON. It is for that reason, of course, that I feel that wemust be responsive to the present request we are considering.
Mr. Gross, do you have questions?
Mr. GROSS. Yes; thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Hampton, you and Mr. Macy, former Chairman of the Commis-sion, have indicated there was a dire need for supergrades nearly everyyear since 1966, and yet the Government seems to have moved alongreasonably well without all the supergrades that have been requested.How do you account for this?
Mr. HAMPTON. I think we have been able in the past to patch and filland pull back supergrades and reallocate them, and in the process ofthis we have created some inequities. We have positions in the Federalservice that meet all of the classification standards for supergradesthat we are unable to allocate for lack of spaces.
I think that we have had good men leave the Federal service forother opportunities because of this. I think in some cases it hampersrecruitment effort and certainly adds on to the needle effect that wehave at the top of the pyramid in the Government structure. We reallydo not have sound organizational relationships between jobs at thesupergrade level and those below it.
I think this tends to discourage younger men who have reachedgrade 14 and 15 from staying in the Federal service. I think, too, thatone of the things that you need in order to really efficiently manageprograms is good top-level people. I think we have suffered somewhat.
We have gotten along without these additional supergrades, but Ithink that we no longer can. We have been able to meet these needs byshuffling, but I think we have pretty much reached the bottom of thebarrel.
As I have said before, and I said before the Senate, the fact that wedid not receive supergrades in the last 3 years did have a very thera-peutic effect. In one sense the agencies sharpened their system of re-viewing their own requirements and looking more closely at the quali-fications of people who went in these positions, and it certainly taxedour ingenuity to the point Where we ourselves sharpened our ownoperation.
But through all these particular tools, I think that we have ex-hausted our ingenuity and certainly we have some inequities that needto be attended to.
Mr. GROSS. With your statement of critical need for additional su-pergrades, it is somewhat more than confusing to me to understandhow you, the departments and agencies can justify 40 to 50 supergradesgoing off to school for 4,6 and even 8 weeks.
When a GS-17 can be away from his office for 2 months, is his jobreally critical?
Mr. HAMPTON. I think so. Let me say I think executive developmentin this day and age is a most important factor in bringing about goodmanagement.
I think that what we are doing is good in many ways. It is certainlya good communications device on new techniques. Most industries havefound that this increases the efficiency of its executives.
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Surely these men are missed when they are away. Man
y of them

keep in touch with their offices by phone and otherwise.
 But I don't

think that having at any particular time anywhere from 50
 to 60 of

these people away indicates that what they were doing was n
ot critical.

What we are trying to do is to see that they carry out thei
r jobs bet-

ter. I personally know of one case in which the man is a co
nsiderably

better employee for having had the training.
Mr. GROSS. With the numbers that have gone to school at Cha

rlottes-

ville. Va., I would think the percentage of those who have 
been able

to show real benefit and added efficiency to the Government wo
uld be

higher than that.
I think this is a subject the committee might well go into—ju

st what

real benefit accrues from these 4- 6- and 8-week sojourns at Charl
ottes-

ville. I seriously question the value over that period of time 
for people

who are apparently so important to the every day operatio
n of the

government, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HAMPTON. I think it has a real payoff, sir. If the 

committee

desires to go into this further, we will certainly go over 
what we are

doing there and what we think are the benefits, and also giv
e you some

of the comments we have had from agency heads and f
rom the in-

dividuals who have been at those courses.
Mr. Gnoss. This is a little extraneous to the precise ques

tion that is

before the committee this morning, but only last Friday we 
had before

the House a bill to provide an additional $200,000 for the 
upkeep of

the so-called Administrative 'Conference.
This Administrative Conference has a chairman who dr

aws down

$42,500 a year. To save my soul, I couldn't get from any of
 the sponsors

of this increased appropriation from $250,000 a year for 
the upkeep

of the Administrative Conference to $450,000-1 couldn't
 get any evi-

dence of real benefit from this outfit.
This is, of course, going beyond the supergrade level

, the pay of a

chairman at $42;500 a year, and the hiring at $100 a 
day of young

lawyers on a consultant basis. But this can well equal
 supergrade pay

if they are on the payroll enough days. Does the C
ivil Service Com-

mission have it within its power to find out how many ad
visory boards,

how many commissions employing these top pay people
 are necessary

to this Government ?
Is there anybody that is doing any kind of a study o

r has the juris-

diction to go into this outside of Congress. Perhaps we
 should be doing

it, I don't know. It seems to me that a lot of supergrad
es or the equiva-

lent expenditure therefor could be saved this Gover
nment if we could

dispense with some of the advisory boards, the 
administrative con-

ferences, the conferences, commissions, committees, 
and so on and so

forth.
We are not exactly wallowing in money in this 

Government these

days, and the Federal payroll is building up into a tre
mendous amount

of money. I would like to see the Civil Service Commi
ssion or some-

body go through this Government with a fine tooth co
mb and find out

how many of these outfits are duplicative and how man
y of them could

be abolished.
Mr. HAMPTON. Yes, sir. The White House is doing just 

such a study.

It is under the jurisdiction of Mr. Bud Wilkinson. He is
 going to every

advisory board and committee with an extensive ques
tionnaire about
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what they are doing, how often they do it, what the purpose is and so
forth.
They are obtaining this information in an effort to halt the prolifera-

tion of these types of groups, to see if there is an overlapping in func-
tion and to ascertain how important these particular functions are.
This is being done. We in the Commission do not have any juris-

diction over advisory boards and commissions, some of which are estab-
lished by law, some of which are established by Executive order. Many
of them have staffs which are excepted by law from civil service rules
and regulations.
We have no oversight, we have no ability to control them.
Mr. GROSS. Of course, Mr. Wilkinson, as I understand it, is doing

some moonlighting. I wonder is he going at this job between football
seasons?
Mr. HAMPTON. I can't answer that.
Mr. GROSS. It is a situation that it seems to me demands immediate

and thorough attention. As I am sure you recall, about a year ago Con-
gress refused to enact legislation authorizing additional supergrade
positions in the Government, and according to the information avail-
able at that time from the Civil Service Commission, there were a total
of 8,330 supergrade positions or their equivalents.
Now as of June 30, 1969, there are a total of 9,842 supergrade posi-

tions or their equivalents in the Federal Government. Can you explain
this increase of 522 supergrade positions in spite of the positions which
the Government took in the 90th Congress?
Mr. HAMPTON. The 9,000 figure you cite includes those in the For-

eign Affairs Agency over which we exercise no control. About the only
thing we could cite there is that they have grown—what was the
growth?
Mr. BERLIN. I don't have that immediately available, but there has

been some substantial growth there.
Mr. HENDERSON. Could you supply that?
Mr. BERLIN. Yes.
( The following information was furnished:)

Growth of upper level positions in other salary systems
Positions

May 31, 1967 2,922
May 13, 1908 2,951
June 30, 1969 3,268Oct. 31, 1969 3,274
Mr. HAMPTON. The other growth has been in the nonquota scientific-

technical supergrades that are under no quota, each of which, how-
ever, has to come to the Civil Service Commission to be classified.

This is where the growth has been. We can submit a table which will
show you year by year the change in the nonquota.
(The following information was furnished:)

Growth of von quota positions-1967-69

Positions
1967  1, 510
1968  1, 6781969 (June) 1,821
1969 (October) 1, 876
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Mr. HAMPTON. Let me say, and I am just offering this com
ment gra-

tuitously, that I am disturbed by the growth of the no
nquota super-

grades because I think from an organizational standpoin
t it distorts

their relationship to the very top managers that they serve un
der.

I think that we are keeping a pretty tight grasp on nonqu
ota super-

grades, but in order to get topnotch scientific talent it is 
necessary to

pay these types of salaries.
Mr. HENDERSON. Will the gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. GROSS. Yes.
Mr. HENDERSON. If you could furnish the year-by-year in

formation

for the last 3 years, it would be possible for this comm
ittee to look

where the greatest growths are and do some study b
y way of open

hearings in the future which, I think, if we are not goi
ng to have tight

controls on, at least we ought to spread upon the rec
ord where the

growth has occurred and try to find some answers to t
he question of

why the growth.
Mr. HAMPTON. We have a chart that gives that. I don

't have it right

here, but we do have it.
Mr. HENDERSON. Without objection we will have it 

entered into the

record after your testimony.
(The following information was furnished:)

NUMBER OF POSITIONS AUTHORIZED BY LAW

Date

Govern-
ment- Special Other Public Hearing

wide agency salary Law 313 examiner

quota Nonquota 1 quotas systems 2 type quota Total

May 31, 1967 2,577 1,510 670 2,922 1,334 249 9,262

May 13, 1968 2,577 1,678 676 2,951 1,334 249 9,465

June 30, 1969 2,577 1,821 685 3,268 1, 334 249 9,934

Oct. 31, 1969 2, 577 1, 876 685 3, 274 1, 334 249 9,995

Increase since May 31,
1967 366 15 352  733

No limit on number.
2 Includes positions for which CSC has no responsibility in t

he following agencies: AID, Agriculture, AEC, CAB, Coun
cil

of Economic Advisers, Defense, Executive Office of the P
resident, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, HEW, Jus

tice,

National Aeronautics and Space Council, National Security 
Agency, National Science Foundation, Peace Corps, Post Off

ice,

State, TVA, Transportation, Treasury, USIA, VA, Water R
esources Council Staff.

Mr. GROSS. Have you any figures showing the numbe
r of persons

holding supergrade positions who retired last mon
th under Public

Law 91-93, the new Retirement Act?
Mr. HAMPTON. No, sir not at this time. The date o

n that was Octo-

ber 31, and we are beginning to get these into ou
r Bureau of Retire-

ment and Insurance. We estimate it will be a few 
more weeks before

we have any final figures in the supergrade area.
 But we will make

that available to you at that time.
(The following information was furnished.)

Approximately 100 persons in GS-16, GS-17, and
 GS-18 positions have retired

as a result of the new retirement act.

Mr. GROSS. Then, I assume that you haven't had time t
o evaluate

them to see whether you are going to fill those positions or
 assign them

elsewhere?
Mr. HAMPTON. We are not aware yet of who is retiring 

and what

positions will be available. The thing about supergrades is
 that they
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are allocated to the position, and if a man retires, the position willstill have to be filled.
So, I don't anticipate that this would have any effect on our needs interms of supergrades.
Mr. GRoss. Last December 4, Mr. Hampton, your predecessor, Mr.Macy, participated in a press briefing on the transfer of executivepower. Commenting on schedule C positions, he said "The people whoare in those positions are in effect at the pleasure of the Cabinet officeror the agency head. It will be up to the incoming appointees to deter-mine whether or not they are continued."
He went on to say that there were about 500 of these non-careerexecutives in grades 16, 17 and 18.
Can you tell us how many of these Kennedy-Johnson political ap-pointees remain in supergrade positions at this time?Mr. HAMPTON. We can give you an approximation. I think therewere 459 of these positions as of January 1, 1969. This number hasbeen increased by 35, only five of which were conversions from careerto noncareer.
We are talking about roughly 490 jobs as the figure that you had.This figure, incidentally, will vary over any particular time span. Itcan vary considerably, but it has stayed pretty much through historyat the same number. I would say the new administration has filledapproximately 300 out of the 490 positions with new people.This does not necessarily mean that these people came in from theoutside. There is another peculiar thing about schedule C positions andnoncareer executive assignments. While the head of the agency hascomplete authority to change these positions and the appointees serveat his pleasure, about 60-some-odd percent of these positions have beenfilled by career people. So, there is quite a variable here as to whetherthese individuals are truly political people or whether they are careermen.
Some of the people that were in those positions obviously werecareer people, but they had no tenure. Some were assigned to other jobsand some resigned and left. So far, the Cabinet has only chosen to fill alittle over half of those positions.
Mr. GROSS. One final question for the record of this hearing; you arenot asking for any supergrades for the District of Columbia, is thatcorrect?
Mr. HAMPTON. We did not make a specific request for the District ofColumbia. When we sent up a letter to the Speaker, we mentioned in itthat some of these may be available to the District of Columbia. But.Icannot commit any position to the District of Columbia at this particu-lar time because these positions are primarily needed for new programsand programs brought about by the results of reorganization and soforth.
Mr. GROSS. This leads to another question, then, in view of yourqualified answer. Do you anticipate that you will use some of the num-bers, if you get this legislation, to supply the District of 'Columbia withsupergrades, or must we write into this legislation a proviso that noneof them shall go to the District of Columbia?
Mr. HAMPTON. I could not make a commitment that I would not allo-cate one of more of these positions to the District of Columbia if their
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program meets the criteria that we have established
 for the allocation

of these 150 positions.
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Hampton, in view of the record 

that we have of the

pay scales in the District of Columbia, as one memb
er of this subcom-

mittee I certainly would want witnesses to appe
ar on behalf of the

District of Columbia before I approve the dispen
sing of any more

supergrades to the District of Columbia.

I am speaking as one individual member of the 
committee. Thank

you, Mr. Hampton.
Mr. HENDERSON. Let me follow that question. In t

he other body, has

there been any specific request for supergrades to be
 allocated only to

the District of Columbia? I think they have conclu
ded their hearings.

Mr. HAMPTON. We have received requests from th
e District of Co-

lumbia for supergrades, but I have requests totaling
 now I think 467—

I think that is the exact number—plus 45 more ne
eded to correct in-

equities which makes a total of over 500.
Mr. HENDERSON. Could you indicate, to us wheth

er or not the Senate

committee in their hearings received a request and
 took testimony on

specific needs for the District of Columbia?

Mr. HAMPTON. They did not.
I was asked this question at the Senate hearings, an

d I said I had no

commitment to allocate any jobs to any agency, inc
luding the District

of Columbia, and I would just have to say that th
e threeP.Commission-

ers and Mr. Berlin will have to sit down and analyz
e these priorities.

If their priorities are not as high, they will not be give
n supergrades.

Mr. HENDERSON. Before I yield to Mr. Hamilton, cou
ld you give us

the estimate of the cost of the Congress granting the
se 222 additional

top grades? I would prefer the total, but if you want
 to break it down

among the 150 others, that would be fine.
Mr. HAmProx. I have some figures on the 150. It depend

s on the way

they are allocated. Eighty-three percent of all the super
grades in exist-

ence now have been filled from within the Federal Gove
rnment and 17

percent of the people have been appointed from outside
.

If this holds true in the allocation of these positions, t
he total over-

all cost will be $1406,000.
If the positions were allocated, say, 50 to 50. and I wa

nt to give you all

of these cost figures in order to give you a picture, if we
 went 50 per-

cent outside and 50 percent inside, the figure is $2,575,000
. But I would

say the pattern would be pretty much what has been 
experienced.

The history (Toes back 20 years, and it is a pretty solid fo
undation. I

would say the 
goes

would be closer to the .1.4 million than the 2.5

million.
Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Hamilton?
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, what kind of consequen

ces are going

to flow in terms of specific programs in the Governmen
t if you don't

get your request?
Mr. HAMPTON. I think that program administration 

will suffer. I

think that the priorities of this administration will be
 seriously ham-

pered. I think that inequities will be greater than we 
presently have.

There are many people now serving in Government pos
itions that

should be allocated at the supergyade levels on the basi
s of their re-

sponsibilities and their positions in their organizations.

I think it is grossly unfair for them to be undercom
pensated for
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their services, and we depend solely upon their dedication to stay in
Federal service. These are top people, these are big people, we have a
big investment in them.
Mr. HAMILTON. These are the people that really run the Govern-

ment programs?
Mr. HAMPTON. That is right. They are the real managers.
Mr. HAMILTON. Your statement says you have a request for 500

supergrades. I presume these requests are made by the Secretary of
the department only after very extensive examination of what his
needs may be.
Mr. HAMPTON. Actually, each agency looks at its organization, its

programs, and its priorities.
Mr. HAMILTON. The history of this request—does it follow the logic

that the Commission is going to cut me down. I will request two for
every one job I need because I know they are going to cut me down
anyway?
Mr. HAMPTON. No, sir. Having served in the agencies and having

served on the boards that have determined supergrade needs, I can say
that there are normally maybe 4 or 5 times more requests from operat-
ing officials throughout the country than the number that agencies are
willing to request from the Civil Service Commission.
Each agency has an executive assignment board which is responsible

for the management of its executive manpower. It evaluates all of
these particular requests and sends us requests in priority order, maybe
one, two, three. In effect, the agency is saying: "This is our top prior-
ity; if you have only one space to allocate to us, this is the job that
we want it allocated for. If we have two requests, this is our second
priority."
Mr. HAMILTON. Let me tell you what disturbs me, and I have a little

different approach than my colleague, Mr. Gross.
How do you arrive at 150 positions when your Secretaries of Com-

merce and Agriculture and Defense and all the rest say that they need
500 men to do the job that they are assigned to do by the Congress
and by the President?
You are taking on yourself, it seems to me, an enormous function in

cutting that figure down from 500 to 150. You are saying in effect to
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of Commerce and all the
other Secretaries that I know more about your department than you
do, and you are giving me an exorbitant demand.
Mr. HAMPTON. That is absolutely true, and it puts the Commission

in the almost untenable position of determining the priorities to be
observed in allocating these positions. I would say we make the mosten refill evaluation that the system allows us to.
As to the urgency of the program, it is usually based upon new leg-islation that Congress passes. Congress says we want this program put

into action, or we have an executive order in which the President says
I want this particular program put into action.
What we do is the only way that we can do whenever we get into a

quota situation, we take those programs of the most recent urgency
coming out of Congress and out of the executive branch and give them
priority.
As I say, many inequities result.

37-285-69 3
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Mr. HAMILTON. I understand. How do you arrive at the 150 figure?

Mr. HAMPTON. The 150 that we requested was based upon new leg-

islation mentioned in my statement and on requests that have resulted

from reorganizations and new program directions that have come out

of the administration.
The 150 is not really what we would request. This request came early

in the administration. At that time, because the Cabinet officers were

new, we were unable to determine what the true priorities would be.

A second factor that had to be considered involved the question of

compensation. We had had some dramatic pay adjustments in the last

3 years in moving toward comparability, and another one was pending.

We have not been able to ascertain at this point the impact of the

new pay scales on the needs. Supergrades originally were set up for

one purpose, and that was to provide adequate compensation for peo-

ple in the top level positions.
The compensation situation has changed since supergrades originally

came into existence. We feel that we need a very careful indepth study

of the picture of compensation of top level executives.
We may be thinking that there shouldn't be such things as super-

grades, that there should be broad bands of compensation which would

allow the fixing of salaries on the basis of a man's experitise and his

ability to provide a service to his agency.
We don't know the answer to this.
Mr. HAMILTON. Let me interrupt you and commend you for that.

My mind runs in the same direction. I think there is an 'arbitrariness

and a rigidity in the whole supergrade approach which is not in accord

with good management principles.
Mr. HAMPTON. The managers are very critical of this; we very much

are aware of this. I am concerned, because a position that is scarce takes

on an aura of status, and status is more important than compensation.

We know that when we are allocating by position we are handcuffing

the Secretary in the utilization of his executive manpower, and when

you have no growth in this manpower at all and you start from a scarce

situation to begin with, the problems are just critical.
Program priorities change all the time. The Government changes

Priorities, programs die, we shift back. Here we have a man who has

been in the system for 25 years, and he has worked up to a supergrade,

but his program is not as important as it used to be.
What do we do with this man? Can we shift him over? In many

cases like this one we find that he does shift over. But in some cases

we have men who no longer have the vigor and so forth to operate a

new high-priority program.
He is a good man, he can make a real contribution to his agency, and

you don't want to adversely affect him by cutting his salary at one of

the most important parts of his career.
Mr. HAMILTON. Suppose you get your request here, I take it from

some of the things you have just said and also some of your statement

that it is possible you would be back here next year requesting addi-

tional supergrades ?
Mr. HAMPTON. Yes, sir. There is no doubt in my mind that this only

meets a critical need. It does not in any way respond to the need for the
500 positions for which we have requests that are fully validated.
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Mr. HAMILTON. This study that you indicate should be made and isbeing made, is there any indication as to a schedule on that, as to whenyou will be prepared to discuss with this committee the approach youthink the Government ought to take in these top-level jobs?Mr. HAMPTON. Mr. Berlin is the Director of the Bureau of Execu-tive Manpower, and he tells me the study should be completed byabout next spring. I would like to come to the committee at some timewithout a specific piece of legislation to discuss and highlight thecritical problems in this area.
Mr. HAMILTON. I very much appreciate that personally, and I hopeour Chairman sees fit to follow through on that.
I think that is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, could I make a statement?Mr. HENDERSON. Yes. May I make one comment for the record.I have been thinking for some time this morning, Mr. Chairman,that you certainly have volunteered and urged me to arrange a sessionin which you could come and give us a full briefing on the Commis-sion's functions and ideas. I am sure you can be appreciative of theproblems that we have had with other legislation. However, I wouldcertainly be less than honest if I did not say that I have been disap-pointed that I haven't been able to arrange this. I think if we coulddo it, it would be most helpful to all the members of the subcommittee.I assure you of my continuing interest in getting this done.Mr. HAMPTON. I appreciated your attitude when we talked about thisearlier in the year. I really think it is important for the committee,probably at the start of the next session—I realize the press of legisla-tion this year—for us to come up to the committee and make a totalpresentation on our program.
There have been some dramatic adjustments and changes that havebeen made in the last 9 months, and I would like the committee to havethe benefit of knowing everything that we are doing in an open andaboveboard fashion.
Mr. HENDERSON. I assure you I will pursue this with ChairmanDulski. He has indicated his sincere interest in opening this up so thatthe full committee members could hear the presentation of your staffwhich will be continuing to work on that.
Mr. GROSS. I am concerned about section 4 of the pending bill andthe erosion of congressional control over supergrades. This section 4, asI read it, provides for an unlimited number of supergrades.In other words, it seems to me that we have lost the handle on super-grades insofar as section 4 is concerned.
Mr. HAMPTON. Section 4 is the National Security Agency. WhenCongress passed the law establishing the authority for the Commissionto allocate positions in the physical and natural sciences and medicine,the National Security Agency was covered by another law and it wasnot amended at that time.
So, the National Security Agency has a quota on its scientific andtechnical positions. All we are asking here is that the National SecurityAgency be given the same treatment as all the other agencies. This sec-tion will affect only that one agency, the National Security Agency.Mr. GROSS. That may well be, but again, as one member of this com-mittee, I am loathe to—
Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Gross, would you yield on this point?
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Mr. GROSS. Yes, in just 1 second. I am loathe to give authority with-

out numerical limitation of any kind to any agency of the Federal

Government. I understand the nature of the National Security

Agency, but there is no reason why in my opinion the Congress can't

put some kind of a numerical limitation on it without going into job

descriptions or anything else.
I am loathe to extend this kind of authority to the National Security

Agency.
I yield, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HENDERSON. I want to point 'out I have before me a letter to

Chairman Dulski, dated the 3d of - November, and I am going to ask

unanimous consent to get this introduced into the record. Admiral

Gayler of the National Security Agency pointed out that this request

was before our subcommittee and that you would testify on this this

morning. He stated "Should you require additional detailed justifica-

tion, I would be happy to appear before the committee."
I have not had the message a sufficient time, Mr. Gross, to discuss it

with you and other members of the committee, to make a determina-

tion with our staff as to whether we would want to do this. I think

we could arrange, not necessarily a hearing, but an opportunity for

us to discuss this and get the justification into the record in the light

of the security of that agency.
I assure the gentleman we will take a look at that before we take

executive action on the bill, or at least that is my intent.
Mr. GROSS. I thank the Chairman.
Mr. HENDERSON. I think, Mr. Gross, what we are faced with here,

as I understand the Chairman's position, is that their recommendation
is that the National Security Agency on this point be treated as the
others. That would bring me to my feeling of trying to work out some
limitation without it being a quota system, Mr. Hampton, so that the
point that Mr. Gross makes would not hamper the National Security
Agency or other agencies. There would be some ceiling on their ac-
tions which from time to time could be reviewed, 'and would have the
effect of requiring full justification.

This, too, perhaps we can explore at a later date, Mr. Chairman.
Arr. White, do you have questions?
Air. WHITE. Yes, sir. I do, if I may.
Mr. Hampton, could you list, for the committee or provide this com-

mittee with the number of slots that are needed in the GS-16, GS-17
and GS-18 positions that are most urgently needed?
Mr. HAMPTON. I could provide you with a list of the positions that

we have requested. As to the urgency. I wouldn't want to be committed
to the committee to allocate the positions in exactly the fashion that
we might give them, because these priorities shift rather rapidly.
But we can provide you with some information that will give you

an idea of the 500 requests that we have.
Mr. WHITE. Don't you think the committee needs some kind of

guidance as far as the priorities? Even though they may shift, they
certainly can't shift much.
Mr. HAMPTON. We cited in our testimony examples of the types of

programs on which there has been new legislation since the last alloca-
tion, and that gives you some idea. can give you a probable list of

distribution for the record or for your own use.
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Mr. HExnEnsox. I would prefer that it be submitted for our own
use and that we then might decide whether to put it in the record. Of
course, you don't know how to make a judgment until you know how
many you are going to get. I don't think it would be in the best interest
of our total objective to have this on an assumption of the 150 being
allocated.
But I think that what Mr. White is trying to get here is something

to follow on Mr. Hamilton's questions, a general statement of how you
determine them and what do you recognize to be the most important
and most urgent requests.
Mr. WHITE. As close as you can by numbers, because that is what

we are dealing with, numbers.
(The following information was furnished:)

SUPERGRAD E REQUESTS

Agency GS-18 GS-17 GS-16 Total

Agriculture 2 9 15 26American Revolution Biocentennial Commission 3 3Commerce 1 3 8 12Department of Defense:
Air Force 
Army 
Navy  {

70 70
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 3 4 7Federal Home Loan Bank Board 1  1 2Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 44Department of Housing and Urban Development 21Indian Claims Commission 1  1Interior 11Justice 8 16 69 93Labor 1 10National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders 1  1National Capital Housing Authority 1  1National Foundation Arts and Humanities 1 1National Selective Service Appeal Board 4  4Office of Economic Opportunity 15Office of Emergency Planning 2 8 1 9Post Office 1  6 7President's Commission on Employment of the Handi-
capped 1 1Renegotiation Board 1 1Securities and Exchange Commission 1 3 6 1C,Smithsonian 3 1  4Transportation 12 14 25 51Treasury 2 3 2 7Veterans' Administration 

District of Columbia Government 50

Total 462Inequity cases as reported to the Senate 3 45
Total 507

I Regional manpower administrators.
2 Regional directors.
These represent inequity cases which were reported to the Senate during the July hearings and are not included inother requests listed above. They pertain to such cases representing internal agency ineq uities (e.g., some regional directorsare in GS-16 and similar regional director positions in the same agency are in GS-15 solely because of a lack of "super-grade" authorizations).

Mr. WHITE. A further question I have is when a position is abol-
ished what happens to that authorization for that employee?
Mr. HAMPTON. When the position is abolished, it is returned to the

Civil Service Commission. If the abolishment is the result of a reorga-
nization, we generally give the agency the opportunity to rejustify
the use of that space in another function.
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Mr. WHITE. For instance, I note in the news yesterday a position
was abolished at the Pentagon, a gentleman who had apparently
indicated some overruns, and his position was abolished.
What happened to that position?
Mr. HAMPTON. I am not sure whether the position is one that has

been allocated by the 'Commission or is a position that is in the DOD
quota. There are positions that were allocated by the committee specif-
ically for the use of the Department of Defense.
I would imagine in a case like that, that they would have to go to

the Department of Defense about the space. It may revert to the
Department of Defense, it may be a position that will revert to us for
reallocation.
Mr. HENDERSON. If you would like, we can ask the staff to pursue

that.
Mr. WHITE. I was about to ask that. I think the committee ought to

know what positions have been abolished and what happened to those
particular slots or allocations—say in the last year—so we would have
a better idea of what is floating around and where they have gone.
Mr. HAMPTON. Mr. Berlin will try to respond to that question.
Mr. BERLIN. If I may, Mr. 'Congressman, I would like to point out

that the Commission allocates a position under the law and the rec-
ommendation of the agency. The agency establishes the job and then
disestablishes it or changes it in terms of reorganizations or other
situations that occur.
This is a very fast moving situation. It is not static. Three 'Com-

missioners by law have had to allocate 1,000 to 1,100 jobs a year,
because as jobs become vacant—and there are high turnover rates in
these jobs, in terms of retirements and in terms of people leaving—as

jobs become vacant, the agencies have racked up high priority needs
in other functions and other programs.
So when an agency becomes vacant, they immediately come to the

'Commission and say 'Here is a job we have been waiting for a space
for. 'Could you please allocate this to the supergrade level ?"
At that point in time, the three Commissioners look at the agency's

request in terms of its needs, and then it looks at the requests of the
rest of the Government and decides whether to allocate the job that
the agency has requested anew or give it to another agency that has a
high priority need. This is a continuing function and responsibility,

of course, of the three Commissioners.
When the job space is used for another position, at that point in

time in fact the job that had previously existed at grades 161 17, and
18 no longer exists at that level. So, it is this type of dynamic action
that takes place constantly when you are sharing scarcity of space
within an agency and amongst agencies.
So, to give you a list of jobs that have been abolished or set up in

the last year would be about 1,000 positions.
Mr. WHITE. I think we ought to have the benefit of those thousand

positions, and I would like to request of the chairman that we have
a listing and an inventory of the positions that have been abolished
and relocated and those that you may have on hand that have not
been allocated.
Mr. HENDERSON. In the last year, how many supergrade spaces have

you had agencies say that they do not need and turned back to the
pool, so you don't have a request almost simultaneously?



19

Mr. BERLIN. To my knowledge none, sir.
Mr. HENDERSON. Let me say I have been discussing with our counsel,

Mr. Johnson, the possibility of this or information gathering very
similar to this, and at the present time we see so many' problems I
wouldn't want to get a commitment to do this. Let us say we would
like to pursue this with you and counsel, and if we can get this without
delaying action on this legislation, I certainly would be for it.
Mr. *HITE. They have the records. It wouldn't be any great trouble

to furnish those.
Mr. HAMPTON. Let me say I have here a filling of executive positions

from November 20, 1967, to June of 1969. The total actions taken by
the Civil Service Commission were 1,547. From within the agency
there were 1,175 or 76 percent.
There were 285 upgradings of positions. Promotions to different

positions were 369. Downgradings were 16. Reassignments were 404.
Conversions were 103.
From other agencies we had 113 actions. By transfer we had 58. 

That was transfer from one agency to another involving a promotion.
We had 40 transfers from one agency to another which were lateral.
We had other actions, which were sort of a conglomerate of 15. We
had selections from outside the Government of 259, for 17 percent.
We had reinstatements—that is, people who formerly held Govern-
ment positions with status-21 or 1 percent, and we had new selec-
tions for the first time of 238 or 16 percent.
That is our history. I could submit this statement for the record.
Mr. WHITE. I would like to get it more specific as to where these

bodies went. I think this is too general.
Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Johnson indicates that we have got some in-

formation like this available to us that would cover the gentleman's
point, and after we have had time to cover the specifics of this, we will
follow your request.
Mr. WHITE. I have had complaints from those who are within the

civil service and some without that often a position is tailored to meet
a certain individual, and they can always patch up a job for him and
use one of these spots to take care of one of their buddies.
My question is, how much do you review these requests for realloca-

tion or for use of an abandoned or phased out position? No. 2, have
you ever refused?
Mr. HAMPTON. Oh, yes many, many times. First, in each agency

there is an Executive Assignment Board that is responsible for the
executive manpower in that particular agency. People may say that
many of these jobs are tailored.
Actually, the job may require for its performance certain qualifica-

tions, and these go into the qualification standards of the individual.
But generally the job is allocated in line with a priority within the
agency based upon the needs of a particular mission.
Now, the job description is prepared—the duties are prepared by

the agency, together with qualification standards necessary to perform
those duties, and this is sent to the Civil Service Commission, one, to
allocate the job if it is properly classifiable as a supergrade, and, two,
to approve the qualifications of the individuals.
Mr. WHITE. HOW much review do you have of this particular

request?
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Mr. HAMPTON. A very extensive review. We survey the job. We

actually look into the duties and we interview the management people

that will have this particular job under them. We do a very extensive

review.
Mr. WHI1T. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HENDERSON. I would like to ask unanimous consent that the

communications from the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Comptrol-

ler General o the United States, the National Security Agency. and

the Library of Congress be inserted immediately after Mr. Hampton's

testimony this morning.
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the more I hear of this supergrade busi-

ness, the more I am convinced that we have created a hydra-headed

monster in this Government. The appetite is apparently insatiable.

I don't know what the answer to it is, but I think we need to do some

legislating on this subject rather than just granting more and more

supergrades.
I was just a little surprised, Mr. Hampton, to hear your reaction to -

this Charlottesville school business. It seems to me that when an em-

ployee gets to the stage of a supergrade, if he doesn't have the ability

and experience to do his job without being sent for 6 or 8 weeks to

sojourn in a hotel-motel operation at Charlottesville, Va., it seems to,

me that there may be some question as to his qualifications for a

supergrade.
I just don't see how supergrades, as important as you and others

have said they are, can spend 6 or 8 weeks away from the job down at

Charlottesville, Va., in a school of some kind. Of course, I can't help

but wonder whether they don't discuss as part of their curriculum the

most approved ways to get more supergrades.
This to me just doesn't make too much sense, Mr. Hampton. I say

this with all due respect to you and your attitude toward the Char-

lottesville operation. I say again that 2 months away from the job in a

school at Charlottesville, Va., for a person who by virtue of being a

supergrade is supposed to already have the ability and the experience

to do a job is going too far.
Mr. HAMPTON. I am in the process, Mr. Gross, of having a group of

individuals go down to Charlottesville to make an evaluation of it and

to make recommendations to the Commission ,on its future direction.

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to hear that, and I hope we may have the bene-

fit of your study or review or whatever you want to call it.
Mr. HAMPTON. I certainly will keep you informed about it.

Mr. WHITE (presiding). Thank you very much.
Did you want to add any more comments, Mr. Hampton?

Mr. HAMPTON. No, sir. I have nothing further.
Mr. WHITE. We thank you very much for appearing before the com-

mittee today.
There are no more witnesses and, therefore, without objection the

committee is adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 11 :15 a.m., the committee was adjourned.)
(The communications which follow were received for inclusion in the

record.)
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OCTOBER 23, 1969.
lion. THADDETJS J. DULSKI,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
MY DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am indeed pleased to learn that your Committee

is going to take early action on supergrade legislation. Naturally, I support the
Administration recommendation for 30 additional supergrade positions for the
Federal Bureau of Investigation. To attest to the vital need for these additional
positions, I am enclosing some data regarding their justification.
With kindest regards,

Sincerely,
BY LIAISON.

Enclosure.
OCTOBER 23, 1969.

JUSTIFICATION 30 ADDITIONAL SUPERGRADE POSITIONS—FBI

HISTORY

Public Law 85-462 was approved on June 20, 1958. It authorized an increase
of supergrade positions from 37 to 75 positions for the FBI. Public Law 89-632,
approved October 8, 1966, authorized an additional increase from 75 to 110 such
positions. All 110 supergrade positions in the FBI are filled. A current survey dis-
closes that 30 additional positions are needed so that top FBI officials who direct
the marked increase of responsibilities in the criminal, security, and civil fields
may be more adequately compensated. The additional positions requested would
permit the FBI to retain its highly-experienced career executives and materially
enhance morale.

CURRENT NEED

Because of the absence of vacancies, the FBI has not been able to place the fol-
lowing categories in supergrade positions: Special Agent in Charge-15; Assist-
ant Special Agent in Charge-6; Section Chief-9; for a total of 30 necessary
supergrade positions. The FBI has not been able to place these officials in grades
comparable with their responsibilities. This has prevented properly allocating
certain assistants who, in almost every instance, should justa:bly be in a posi-
tion one grade lower than their superiors.

JUSTIFICATION

From 1956 to date FBI primary investigative jurisdiction has increased from
140 categories of investgative responsibility to over 180. This resulted in an
increase in the number of its field offices from 53 in 1958 to 59 at present. In
addition it necessitated creating three new Divisions at Washington, D.C. Head-
quarters (from seven to ten Divisions). It also increased the number of Sectionsbelow the Division level from 30 to 36 Sections. Investigative intensification oforganized crime necessitated setting up a new Division in 1969 in our largest
field office in New York City to cope with this increase of responsibility Thesechanges required an increase in the number of officials needed to direct the
expanded operations.

Significant in more recent increased jurisdiction are those matters dealingwith gambling, racketeering, and civil rights. Responsibilities in the civil rights
field alone have multiplied immeasurably, bringing greater responsibilities to the
FBI for objective, prompt, and proper discharge of duties in this highly sensitive
and volatile field. An example of increased responsibility is Public Law 90-284
approved April 11, 1968, referred to as the Civil Rights Act of 1968, which
includes antiriot provisions among others. The FBI has also been delegated
greatly expanded responsibilities for cooperative police training assistance under
the Omnibus :Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. Further increase in
responsibilities has been highlighted by the stepped-up activities of the New Left
movement, continuing anti-war activities, various kinds of demonstrations, and
the proliferation of mass membership organizations such as militant black
nationalist groups whose programs have the effect of undermining respect for
law and order. The National Crime Information Center was developed in 1966
to maintain a computerized national index of documented law enforcement infor-
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mation on stolen identifiable property and criminals. 
It is tied in with local

computerized police information systems. This center h
as since continued to

rapidly expand its coverage.
Unlawful Flight to Avoid Prosecution statutes have bee

n broadened con-

cerning fugitives sought by the FBI. This caused a subst
antial increase in the

number of such cases. For Fiscal Year 1958 there were 9,
354 fugitives appre-

hended by the FBI compared with 25,636 for Fiscal Year 
1969. Fines, savings,

and recoveries increased from $132,706,098 in 1958 to 
$345,832,583; investi-

gative matters received, excluding reimbursable-type work i
ncreased during the

same period from 476,220 to 859,666. Convictions for Fis
cal Year 1958 were 11,457

and increased to 133,166 by Fiscal Year 1969; automob
ile recoveries rose from

116,504 to 29,220; violations of the Federal Bank Robbery 
and Incident Crime

statute (bank robberies, 'bank burglaries and bank larce
nies) increased from 631

to 2,656 during Fiscal Year 1969. The challenge of counteri
ng espionage by the

Soviets and the Soviet Bloc against the United States conti
nues undiminished.

There has also been a substantial increase in FBI respo
nsibilities concerning

internal security matters relating to Latin America and Re
d China.

Delegation of expanded or new jurisdiction to the FBI an
d previously-men-

tioned increases have imposed on top officials not only incr
eased day-to-day direc-

tion of substantive matters, but also, deliberation and 
resolution of procedural

and policy considerations, many of which are ever chan
ging and flexible. The

increases cited do not imply merely an increase in the nu
mber of investigative

classifications or broadened responsibilities in which alrea
dy existing procedures

may necessarily be followed. Rather, new jurisdiction an
d in many instances,

broadened responsibilities require different or varied 
techniques, policies, and

procedures. The laws which must be applied also greatly 
complicate the role of

our officials far beyond a proportionate increase in work fo
r which the FBI is

responsible. Court decisions, particularly concerning the 
legality of arrests,

searches, and seizures, and rules of evidence, have place
d a greater burden on

law enforcement and on FBI officials responsible for on-th
e-scene effective appli-

cation of the role of the FBI.
The approval of 30 additional supergrade positions is urg

ently needed. It would

permit the FBI to retain its experienced officials and 
enhance the continued

efficient and economical discharge of the FBI's vast respon
sibilities, particularly

in the fields of crime and internal security matters whi
ch are of utmost concern

today.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., November 1, 1969.

Hon. THADDEUS J. DULSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service,

House of Representatives

DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with the request of Mr. B
un B. Bray, Staff

Director of the Subcommittee on Manpower and Civil Service
, we are submitting

our report on H.R. 12476, which would amend Title 5. United
 States Code, to

provide for additional supergrade positions and for other purpose
s.

We have no special information concerning the need for incr
easing the limita-

tions for grades 16, 17, and 18 presently applicable to the agenc
ies named in the

bill other than the General Accounting Office.
Insofar as concerns the need of the General Accounting Office, we

 pointed out

in our letter to you on February 20, 1969, our urgent requiremen
ts for increasing

the supergrade limitation applicable to our Office from 64 positions
 to 90 positions

as proposed in H.R. 4806, 91st Congress. The same proposal is em
bodied in section

1(c) of the bill (H.R. 12476) under consideration. A
s you know, we have pre-

viously recommended favorable consideration of the increased authoriz
ation for

the General Accounting Office for several years and have appear
ed before your

Committee and the Senate Committee on Post Office and Civi
l Service on a num-

ber of occasions, the most recent being on July 8 before the latter
 Committee.

All of the supergrade positions authorized for the General Accou
nting Office

have been filled. As set forth in our letter to you on February 20, 1969
, we have

urgent requirements for an additional 26 positions to adequately
 fulfill our in-

creasing responsibilities as follows:
—Fourteen positions for our accounting, auditing, and investiga

tive re-

sponsibilities.
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—Twelve positions for our legal, policy, technical, and administrativefunctions.
Since 1961, Federal outlays have risen from $97.8 billion to over $190 billionfor fiscal year 1970. This represents an increase of about $93 billion, or about 95percent in the past 9 years. Although our own outlays have increased from $40.9million to an estimated $63.2 million, or $22.3 million, this represents an increaseof only 54 percent.
The unprecedented number of new social, economic, and health programs whichthe Federal Government has undertaken in the past few years has required usto place increased emphasis in these areas. We also have been confronted with anincreasing workload in other major civilian agencies stemming directly from ourgrowing economy and increasing requirements relating to space research, atomicenergy, education, manpower development and training, postal services andoperation's, commerce and transportation, power and water resources, and othersignificant activities of Governmentwide services.Similarly, we are faced with concurrent problems of heavily increased respon-sibilities on the part of our accounting and auditing staff assigned to defense andinternational activities on a worldwide basis. Increased emphasis has been placedupon all major areas of defense activities, including procurement, supply manage-ment, manpower, research and development, facilities and construction, supportservices, and management control systems. The magnitude and complexity of theoperations of the Department of Defense require that we place extremely heavyresponsibilities upon our staff. For example, in the area of procurement alone,the Department of Defense is awarding contracts for weapons systems and relatedequipment and supplies at the rate of about $43 billion a year. We necessarilyhave had to increase our efforts in this area on such matters as acquisition ofmajor weapons systems, pricing of negotiated contracts, contract procurementsystems, contract incentives, and contract administration.Our staff effort involved in carrying out assignments for specific congressionalrequests has increased from 238 man-years in fiscal year 1966 to 470 man-yearsin fiscal year 1969, an increase of 232 man-years or nearly 100 percent. Theserequests have continued to grow this past year and we expect will further in-crease in 1970.
During the past 2 years, we were heavily engaged in reviewing poverty pro-grams authorized by the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended, pursuantto the requirements of Title II of the Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1967.This represented one of the most comprehensive and complex reviews that wasever undertaken by the General Accounting Office and it was completed within anextremely tight time schedule. Our staff was involved in reviews of the Job Corps,community action, Neighborhodd Youth Corps, work experience, Volunteers inService to America, rural loan program, and the economic opportunity loan pro-gram. With the assistance of contractors and consultants, we undertook to assessprogram effectiveness of the administering agencies, to make cost-benefit analysesof selected manpower programs, to evaluate management information providedand recommended under the economic opportunity programs, and to provide quan-titative analyses and advice needed for an objective assessment of managementeffectiveness of selected programs. Our summary report was submitted to theCongress this past March and more than 50 supplementary reports covering spe-cific aspects of our review have been issued since then.Pursuant to a request of the Chairman of the Joint Committee on AtomicEnergy, we recently completed a comprehensive study into certain factors relatedto the possible transfer of the Atomic Energy's three gaseous diffusion plants toprivate ownership. The plants initially were constructed and operated for defensepurposes; however, their future use will be primarily to provrde enriched uraniumfor fuel in nuclear reactors of utilities for generating electric power. In examininginto the question of possible ownership, GAO identified and discussed some of thefactors that would be involved for the consideration of the Joint Committee onAtomic Energy, including:
—The Government's obligations and responsibilities;—The future demand for enrichment services;—The economic value of the plants and the effect of plant transfer on the netcash flow to the Treasury;
—The installation of improvements resulting from research and developmentprograms;
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—The increase in plant capacity by additions to 
existing plants; and by con-

struction of new plants; and
—The electric power costs for operating plants.

Another important and complex program we have un
dertaken is the feasibility

study of applying uniform cost accounting standard
s to be used in all negotiated

prime contracts and subcontract defense procureme
nts of $100,000 or more. Public

Law 90-370, approved July 1, 1968, provides that
 the Comptroller General, in

cooperation with the Secretary of Defense, and the 
Director of the Bureau of the

Budget conduct this study and report to the Cong
ress by December 31, 1969. We

have consulted with representatives of the accoun
ting profession and with many

types of industries affected, such as electronics, fo
od, aerospace, steel, aluminum,

machinery, and scientific instruments. Our study 
is directed to the feasibility of

applying uniform cost accounting standards as a
 means of enhancing the com-

parability, reliability, and consistency of cost data u
sed for procurement through

negotiated contracts. We are hopeful that our st
udy will develop possibilities for

greater consistency in accounting practices usef
ul for Government, industry, and

the accounting profession.
Another program we have recently completed is ou

r study of research contracts

and grants. The requirement for this stud
y originated in conference report,

House Report No. 1970, Department of Def
ense appropriations bill for fiscal

year 1969. We performed work in 13 colleges a
nd universities, two hospitals. and

two independent, not-for-profit research ins
titutions. Six of our regional offices

participated in this study. Its objectives include
d:

—A determination of the feasibility of establi
shing a uniform formula for

indirect costs of research grants and contract
s;

—The reasons for the current wide variations o
n indirect costs;

—The feasibility of cost-sharing in lieu of an indi
rect cost limitation;

—The need for revisions in applicable cost prin
ciples; and

—The feasibility of having one research grant
 in lieu of both contracts

and grants.
The General Accounting Office is confronted 

with an increasing workload in

practically all the major agencies of the Feder
al Government. For example,

Federal aid to State and local governments is 
expected to triple in the present

decade—from $7 billion in 1960, to $25 billion 
in 1970. The increase in number

and scale of Federal aid programs reflects the
 high priority being given to invest-

ments in human resources. Consequently, we ha
ve provided for additional audits

of new and expanded programs in this importa
nt area.

At present, the Department of Health, Educat
ion, and Welfare operates about

275 separate programs which are financed 
by appropriations and trust fund

expenditures approximating $46.8 billion ann
ually. Similarly, we have had to

increase our audits of HEW programs and acti
vities.

With the expansion in the number of Fede
ral programs, we have had to

necessarily increase the responsibilities of 
our staff significantly within the

past 2 years. For example. in the Civil Division
, one of our Associate Directors.

a GS-16. is assigned the responsibility for all
 of our work in the Atomic Energy

Commission and the National Aeronautics and
 Space Administration. Another

Associate Director, GS-17, is responsible 
for all work in the Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare. An Assistant Di
rector, GS-15, is assigned the

responsibility for all work in the Department o
f Transportation.

Each of these major agencies represents an
 extremely heavy responsibility

since both the size and importance of the pro
grams are matters of major dollar

impact and congressional interest.
As mentioned previously, we are faced with he

avily increased responsibilities

on the part of our accounting and auditing sta
ff assigned to defense and inter-

national activities on a worldwide basis.

During the current year, we contemplate tha
t nearly 1,300 man-years of our

professional staff will be required to make revi
ews, examinations, and investiga-

tions of nearly 250 defense and international
 major programs and activities.

Our reviews of policies, operations and practices 
followed by the Department of

Defense and the military departments freque
ntly result in findings supporting

recommendations to Department of Defense offi
cials for needed improvements in

management controls. As a result, during fiscal ye
ar 1969, actions taken by these

officials on our findings and recommendations 
resulted in collections and other

measurable savings of nearly $82 million. Thi
s savings figure does not take into

account many other actions for which no direc
t dollar savings could be estimated.

The magnitude and complexity of the operations
 of the Department of Defense

require that we place extremely heavy responsi
bility upon our staff. For example,
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one of our Associate Directors is responsible for our reviews of all procurement
activities in the Department of Defense, including procurement planning, con-
tract awards and negotiationa, and contract administration. Apart from these
programs, this Associate Director has responsibility for making some 29 reviews
and examinations stemming from congressional requests relating to defense pro-
curement matters. For example, we are providing information and assistance to
the Senate Armed Services Committee on the Committee's investigations into
three major weapons systems—the Army Cheyenne helicopter, the Air Force's
SRAM air-to-ground missile, and the Navy CONDOR air-to-ground missile.
We have recently taken action to increase our work in defense procurement by

over 200 man-years so as to provide the Congress with current data and informa-
tion on the development and procurement of major weapons systems relating to
cost overruns, slippages, performance specifications, and delivery schedules.
The Subcommittee on Executive Reorganization of the Senate Committee on

Government Operations recently held hearings on the feasibility and desirability
of the General Accounting Office playing a larger part in monitoring, analyzing,
and reporting on progress and problems arising in the carrying out of existing
programs or analyzing and reporting on proposals under consideration by the
Congress. During our testimony, we expressed our opinion on how our assistance
to the Congress can be made more effective. We pointed out that there was an
urgent need to provide additional assistance in areas of heavy responsibility not
only to provide us with a balanced audit effort but with a capability to be re-
sponsive to increasing congressional requests for information and analysis of
significant programs and activities.
Aside from our need in the accounting and auditing operations, we also have

an urgent need to provide 12 additional super grades for our legal, policy, techni-
cal, and administrative functions.
Most of these positions will be used to fulfill our basic statutory responsibilities

relating to the development of policies, principles, and standards, and the conduct
of evaluation studies relating to Government programs, including the complex
areas of financial management improvements, automatic data processing opera-
tions, and Federal-State-local relations.
Because of the specialized nature of these various fields, it is essential for us

to provide promptly the kind of leadership and technical consulting assistance
to the Congress, other Federal agencies, and our operating divisions that is
needed.
I have cited the above examples since they require leadership of extraordinary

creativity and competence if we are to achieve real and substantial progress. As
you know, we are attempting to increase our capability to assist the committees
of the Congress in appraising not only the adequacy of the management of
Federal programs but also the effectiveness or results of these programs. This
calls for highly expert staff in all fields of financial and analytical techniques.
The rapid advance of technology, particularly in the automatic data process-

ing field, systems analysis, and statistical sampling, requires us to develop and
maintain a capacity to deal adequately with these newer techniques.
We are mindful of the Committee's efforts to keep the number of super grade

positions within the general intent of the Congress that they be used to attract
and keep the necessary talent and ability in the Federal Government.
We have rigid standards for recommending to the Civil Service Commission

the allocation of positions in grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18. We have en-
deavored to increase our professional capability and productivity to meet the
needs of the Congress and more effectively discharge our statutory
responsibilities.
By experience, we have determined that staff members recruited from colleges

and universities develop rapidly to positions of responsibility and maintain the
high professional standards required in our work.
In recent years, we have recruited an average of approximately 350 graduates

of very high quality from some 200 colleges and universities throughout the coun-
try. We have been able to achieve a net average increase of about 100 per year.
We believe that, with our workload increasing in nearly every category of

Government activity, we must keep our organizational and administrative ar-
rangements on a sound basis to keep pace with our changing needs. This includes
the allocation of positions commensurate with the responsibilities our professional
staff must assume.
While our senior professional staff in grades GS-12 through GS-15 has in-

creased from 983 on June 30, 1961, to 1,689 on June 30, 1969, we have, during the
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same time, been able to reduce our overall staff from 4,990 employees to 4,544,

or a net reduction of 446 employees. We believe it essential that we continue to

make progress in developing and maintaining a highly competent and qualified

professional staff.
The unique and diversified experience attained by our staff makes them unusu-

ally attractive to other Federal agencies, public accounting firms, and private in-

dustry. During the past 8 years, approximately 825 of our staff have transferred

to other Government agencies and 400 to public accounting and private industry.

Although 75 percent of these separations generally occur in the early years of

their careers, the remaining 300 or so generally leave to accept positions at higher

salaries at the time or potentially within the immediate future. Notwithstanding

the increased emphasis which we have placed upon the challenging career op-

portunities with our Office, we can reasonably expect to lose each year about 100

staff members to other Government agencies and 50 to public accounting and

private industry.
The nature and complexity of our work requires a high degree of professional

ability and competence which limits the kinds of people with adequate experience

that we are able to recruit from outside sources at our salary standards. We are

particularly concerned over our limited ability to meet the ever-increasing com-

petition for talent and hope you find our justification sufficiently adequate to

favorably consider our request. We are forwarding a copy of our report to the

Chairman, Subcommittee on Manpower and Civil Service.
Sincerely yours,

(Signed) ELMER B. STAATS,
Comptroller General of the United States.

THE LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS,
Washington, D.C., November 4, 1969.

Hon. THADDEUS J. DULSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Post Office, and Civil Service, U.S. House of Repre-

sentatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. DULSKI : This is in reply to your recent request for the Library's

comments with respect to H.R. 12476, a bill to provide for additional positions at

grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18.
As you know, the Congress in 1966 'approved a bloc of 28 supergrade positions

for the Library of 'Congress. By that time the Library had been allocated 22 such

positions by the Civil Service Commission. Therefore, our net gain was six posi-

tions in grades GS-16, 17, and 18. This allocation by the Congress only enabled

us to assign to supergrades, after review by the Commission, four positions that

were already pending before the Commission but for which they did not have

vacant slots and to meet two other especially urgent needs.

At the time that legislation was being considered, I requested that Congress

assign a bloc of 60 supergrade positions for the Library of Congress. This request

was 'also made when the Congress considered supergrade legislation during the

last session of Congress. H. R. 12476 would provide for an allocation of 44 grades

GS-16, 17, and 18 for the Library of Congress—a gain of 16 such positions. This

would, I believe, provide for our management needs for the next two years.

I would like to review briefly some of the new programs being carried on by

the Library that have had an effect on our executive staffing needs.

The Library has, since 1963, been directing its attention to applying automated

techniques with the ultimate goal of controlling through automation the massive

store of bibliographic information about its collections, now totaling some

39.000:000 items. This program is divided into several phases. First of all, we

have developed a nationally and, increasingly, an internationally accepted com-

munications format for machine-readable bibliographic data, known as MARC II.

A weekly distribution of magnetic tapes containing current cataloging infor-

mation for English-language titles is now available to libraries on a subscription

basis. A similar project is underway to put retrospective cataloging information

on magnetic tape. A machine-readable format that would be compatible with the

MARC II format is being developed for bibliographic information about period-

icals, of which there are estimated to be 1,300,000 published throughout the

world. Automation projects and feasibility studies are underway in the Geog-

raphy and Map Division, the Music Division, the Copyright Office, the Order
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Division, and the Legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress. It isanticipated that in the future research institutions in this country and cooperat-ing institutions abroad will be able to utilize the machine-readable data producedat LC and that the Library itself, with this enormous data bank and utilizingthe new technology, will be an information center of greater scope and servicethan ever before.
Automation activities being carried on in the Legislative Reference Service,for example, are directed toward the goal of being able to provide the Membersand Committees of Congress with information essential to them in their decision-making processes, quickly and completely. LC is currently preparing the Digestof Public General Bills and the Legislative Status Report with the use of acomputer and the data contained in these publications will in the future beretrievable for other purposes, such as legislative histories, etc. The HouseJudiciary and Banking and Curency Committees have terminals tied to thissystem to produce and update their calendars. During this Congress a selectivedissemination of information system was installed to provide a weekly printoutof new articles, Congressional and other government publications, and books ofinterest to individual specialists in LRS.
The Library's Card Division sells over 72,000,000 printed catalog cards a year.In order to meet the demands of the some 25,000 libraries and other institutionswho buy these cards, an elaborate automation program has had to be instituted.Optical character recognition equipment has been installed to sort the incomingorder slips by stock number and to sort completed orders and the catalog cardsthemselves by account number for mailing back to the customer. In May 1969,the Joint Committee on Printing gave the Library formal approval to proceedwith the acquisition of equipment to begin phase II of the card automationprogram. This equipment when fully operational will print cards automaticallyon demand, thus eliminating the necessity of stocking cards in scarce, indeednonexistent space.
Because of these broad-ranged automation activities at the Library, it is neces-sary that we recruit the most talented information specialists as well as highlytrained technical librarians to work with them. Private industry has recognizedthat more effective services can be made possible by automation and, as a result,is paying top-management salaries to these specialists. Additional supergradepositions would enable the Library of Congress to be on a somewhat competitivebasis with private industry in recruiting these technical managers.Our far-flung acquisitions programs, which have been greatly stepped up inthe last decade, have presented us with new problems with respect to manage-ment of the Library. In sheer numbers, we are receiving over 3,800 items perworking day. This material must be organized and cataloged if it is to be of useto the Congress, other Government agencies, and the Nation at large.In addition to regular channels of acquisition, including international exchangeand orders from established book dealers, the Library of Congress has in recentyears been given by legislative enactment far greater international acquisitionsresponsibilities. First, an amendment to Public Law 480—the Agricultural TradeDevelopment and Assistance Act—made the Librarian of Congress responsiblefor acquiring, with U.S.-owned foreign currencies, research materials not onlyfor its own collections but for those of other libraries. We are currently obtain-ing for 329 institutions in all 50 States about two million pieces per year fromseven countries, chiefly the developing ones where the book trade is not orga-nized. Secondly, Title IT—C of the Higher Education Act of 1965 and the ex-panded program under the Higher Education Amendments of 1968 have chargedthe Librarian of Congress with the responsibility to acquire copies of all pub-lished material of value to scholarship throughout the world, to catalog thismaterial promptly, and to make the cataloging information available to otherlibraries through printed catalog cards or through other means, such as magnetic

tape. In order to implement this program, cooperative arrangements have beenmade in 37 countries on six continents to acquire the material, as well as toutilize the cataloging information produced in the country of origin, in order
that printed cards may be available to college, university, and other librariesalmost as soon as they acquire the books. Title IT—C has also given the Libraryauthority to serve as an acquisitions agent for other libraries in this country by
obtaining materials for them from countries where books are not readily avail-able through normal trade channels.
This broad acquisitions and cataloging program will continue to be imple-

mented and expanded insofar as funds are available. The impact of this on the
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research and scholarly communities has already been g
reat. The centralized cata-

loging operation, for example, has been described as 
one of the most impottant

developments in librarianship in this century. As t
his international program con-

tinues to develop, we will need additional top-leve
l managers versed in scholarly

needs and library techniques to carry out its objectives.

The Copyright Office is one of the six departments of
 the Library. A general

revision of the Copyright law passed the House dur
ing the last Congress. A bill

has been introduced in the Senate and action on it is 
expectedto take place during

this Congress. To administer this new law, which i
s the first major revision of

the copyright law since 1909, as well as to provide 
staffing for the proposed Na-

tional Commission on New Technological Uses of C
opyrighted Works, requires

persons with the highest degree of specialized legal
 and technical knowledge in

such diverse fields as cable television, public broad
casting, and computer tech-

nblogy. Because of advances in communications durin
g the last quarter century,

the international implications of copyright have i
ncreased greatly. The need for

attorney-advisers thoroughly acquainted with the man
y international copyright

conventions is therefore essential, yet we have not 
been able to recruit persons

with this specialized knowledge because of our lack
 of supergrade slots.

We are of necessity now giving increased atten
tion to the highly technical

field of the preservation of printed materials. Not only 
is LC faced with the rapid

deterioration of materials published since 1870, bu
t libraries all over the country

are expressing deep concern over this problem. A 
national preservation program

has become a must if this material is not to be lost for
ever. The Library of Con-

gress is attempting to seek solutions to this problem
 and currently is expanding

its preservation program to include research and deve
lopment in this specialized

area. Our need for the best talent available for this nat
ional program is apparent

if this deteriorating material is to be salvaged for posterit
y.

The Law Library has responsibility for the administ
ration, development,

maintenance, 'and service of the largest collection of leg
al literature of all known

legal systems in the world, both ancient and modern,
 gathered in one place. In

addition to providing traditional law library serv
ice in American law, research

in depth involving the use of more than 40 languages i
s provided on foreign law

materials for Members and Committees of Congress a
nd the Federal agencies. Yet

this department has only one supergrade assign
ed to it. Because of the Law

Library's national significance, the Library of Congr
ess should certainly be in a

competitive position with respect to salary to attract
 attorneys knowledgeable in

the legal systems of the world with the large univ
ersity law school's and law

libraries.
Because of the uniqueness of our collections, the Lib

rary gives reference serv-

ices of a highly specialized nature in every field, fro
m Orientalia to Slavica and

from African studies to science and technology. T
o obtain nationally known

scholars to provide services in these fields, it is neces
sary that we be in a position

to compete on the basis of salary with major learned associations and

universities.
The Division for the Blind and Physically Handica

pped through 42 regional

libraries throughout the country provides read
ing materials to the Nation's

blind and physically handicapped residents. This s
ervice, which from 1932 to

1966 was provided for blind persons only, was exp
anded in 1966 to include all

the physically handicapped. As a result, this readin
g program has been greatly

accelerated in the last 3 years. In addition th
e Division is responsible for

research and development in the area of talking b
ooks, machines on which to

play them, tapes and tape casettes, as well as boo
ks In braille. Talented and

imaginative managers are required in order to insu
re that the best reading service

possible is available for those unable to read con
ventional printed material.

In conclusion, I would like to say that these are 
only highlights of programs

being carried on at LC that demand the best in sp
ecialized management person-

nel. The Library of Congress has, through Congress
ional enactment and appro-

priations, become the national center—as is fitting 
for the national library—of

library development and of information PriPTICP 
as apnlied to libraries. The com-

plexities of our society have made it imperative 
that the information available

in our libraries be exploited to the fullest. Withou
t the national leadership of

the Library of Congress. I doubt that the librari
es of this country will be able

to meet this immense responsibility. Yet, if LC is 
to give this direction and meet

the needs of the Congress and of the Government
, we must be in a position to

recruit top-level personnel on a somewhat compara
ble basis with large industrial
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and university libraries, as well as with the world of scholarship. We will con-
tinue, of course, to be most selective in recommending to the Commission those
positions that should be placed in grades GS-16, 17, and 18, and, in accordance
with the intent of the Congress, we will select only those individuals who are
highly qualified for the approved positions. I urge that your Committee approve
H.R. 12476.

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

NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY,
Fort George G. Meade, Md., November 3, 1969.

Serial: N-1139
Hon. THADDETJS J. DULSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, House of Representatives,

Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Your Committee's Associate Staff Director, Mr. Bun

Bray, has advised that the Committee will hold public hearings beginning 5 No-
vember on the needs of Federal agencies for legislation to provide additional high
level positions.
The National Security Agency urgently needs statutory authorization to estab-

lish additional top level positions involving research and development functions
and professional positions in the cryptologic sciences. The Civil Service Commis-
sion has recommended that the Congress extend to NSA essentially the same au-
thority to establish positions of this nature as is now provided to most other de-
partments and agencies by Section 5108 of Title 5 of the U.S. Code. NSA is not sub-
ject to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 5108 (formerly a part of the Classification Act).
Chairman Hampton of the Civil Service Commission plans to set forth the basis
for this Agency's legislation in his testimony during your open hearings. Should
you require additional detailed Justification, I would be happy to appear before the
Committee. Since my testimony would necessarily include classified information,
however, it would be necessary for me to testify in private session.
The interest of your Committee in the needs of the National Security Agency

for these key positions is greatly appreciated.
With great respect,

NOEL GAYLER,
Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy, Director.
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