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TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION FOR THE
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS JAMES MADISON MEMORIAL
BUILDING

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 26, 1978

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

OF THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 9:40 a.m., in room 2167 Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Norman Y. Mineta (chairman of the subcom-
mittee) presiding.
Mr. MlNETA. The Subcommittee on Public Buildings and Grounds

will please come to order.
The item on the agenda is the Library of Congress James Madison

Memorial Building.
We are pleased to have with us this morning the Architect of the

Capitol, George M. White, accompanied, as I understand, by Mario
E. Campioli.
Mr. Walsh, do you have any comments at this time?
Mr. WALSH. No.
Mr. MINETA. Please proceed, Mr. White.

TESTIMONY OF HON. GEORGE M. WHITE, ARCHITECT OF THE
CAPITOL; ACCOMPANIED BY MARIO E. CAMPIOLI, ASSISTANT
ARCHITECT; GINO S. VALENTI, SUPERINTENDENT OF CONSTRUC-
TION; WILLIAM F. RAINES, JR., ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT;
AND EMANUELE CRUPI, BUDGET OFFICER. DR. DANIEL J.
BOORSTIN, LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS; ACCOMPANIED BY DONALD
C. CURRAN, ASSISTANT LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS, AND PAUL L.
BERRY, DIRECTOR, LIBRARY ENVIRONMENT RESOURCES OFFICE

Mr. WHITE. I might add that I have accompanying me, not only
Mr. Campioli, but other members of my staff who are available to
answer questions.
They can adequately respond to any of the concerns that the com-

mittee might have. It became apparent, several months ago, that we
would be unable to complete the project, in accordance with its pro-
gram, without some additional funds.
And as you know, I am, as the contracting officer, unable to

authorize any changes or any possible expenditure of funds which
might exceed the authority in the law.
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And, therefore, it is necessary for us to present the problem to your
committee, in order to direct us how to proceed.
The cost increases have arisen, as you can see from the justification,

which I believe has been submitted—page 3—from various items.
The basic needs have arisen as a result of some changes by the

Library of Congress. In order to conform to the needs of the Con-
gress—I understand the Librarian is here with some of his staff, in
order to respond to the committee with regard to Library needs.
We, of course, are responding to them as well, in an effort to adjust

the building, in accordance with those needs.
Other changes have occurred as the result of job conditions that

were unforeseeable, a circumstance which is not unusual in a project
of this magnitude. Some other changes have been required as a result
of what we consider to be certain inadequacies in the drawings and
specifications that were furnished by our associate architects.
We have a certain number of change orders, for which supplements

have been issued.
And, therefore, we have a firm dollar amount associated with them.

We have others which we estimate will take place between now and
the end of the project. We have tried to be conservative in that esti-
mate, so that we will cover ourselves as well as we can for future
possibilities
However, as we are all aware, none of us knows what the future

holds. And, therefore, we thought it was appropriate to have a con-
tingency amount in this reouest. which is why we rounded it out,
frankly, Mr. Chairman, to $10 million, and set the contingency at the
proper number to arrive at that amount.
The moneys, of course, in that contingency account, would not be

expended unless the necessity arose, and if not expended, of course
they would be returned to the Treasury.
We thought it would be appropriate, since we are now coming toward

the end of the project and can see our way more clearly, that we would
minimize that contingency amount.
And with that, Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to answer any ques-

tions that you may have.
[The following was received for the record:]
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Mr. MINETA. Thank you very much, Mr. White.
Let me be very candid on this thing, because I am deeply con-

cerned—as I believe the other members of this committee are—that
you are back before this subcommittee seeking additional authoriza-
tion, increasing the cost of the Madison Library to $133 million.
In March of 1970, during debate on the House floor concerning the

increase from $75 million to $90 million, the then chairman of the
subcommittee states, and I quote:

I want to make the record clear here today that as long as I remain as
Chairman of this Subcommittee, I will not be back, as in the case of the
Rayburn Building, saying $90 million was not enough. We need more. They
will either build for $90 million or go out for bids, and if the bids are over
that figure, they will come back and cut the plans to the size and stay within
the $90 million.

In February 1976, during debate on the House floor concerning
the increase from $90 to $122, providing for the completion of the
Library, the chairman of the full committee at that time, the Hon-
orable Bob Jones, stated that the:

Appropriation of $33 million contains a reasonable amount for any con-
tingency which may arise during the completion of the project. The Architect
of the Capitol, during hearings before our Committee, assured us that the build-
ing can be completed within this increase. Thus, it is imperative, if the govern-
ment is to have the benefit of the low bid, that we approve this legislation in
order to avoid higher costs.

Now, this committee has been to the House floor three times with
this project, and, as you know, the saying goes "Three strikes and
you are out."
On this note, Mr. White, what would be the consequences if this

committee decided not to approve any of the requested increases?
Mr. WHITE. If that were true, Mr. Chairman, we would have to

leave incomplete certain portions of the interior of the building.
There were simply not enough funds to complete it, in accordance

with its program.
Now, I might add that certain of the funds, which we are required

to expend, have resulted from some unforeseeable difficulties that
arose, and for which we believe there may be an opportunity for
reimbursement to the Government.
This was unpredictable at the time of the last increase in

authorization.
On the other hand, if we are directed to complete the building

within the present costs, and leave some of the areas unfinished with-
in the building, it is predictable, I believe, that sometime in the
future, those areas would be completed. And it surely will cost more
to do it later than it will now, if past history of increases in costs
in the construction industry are any indication.
Mr. MINETA. What reimbursement are you referring to?
Mr. WHITE. I am referring to the item which is entitled "Changes

resulting from job conditions, design errors, and omissions."
I believe that portion, we have not separated it, but the portion

which is allocable to design errors and omissions is something which
I believe our associate architects are legally liable for, and therefore,
my presumption that should the Government pursue that road, it
would enable the Government to recover certain of those funds.
Mr. MINETA. Are you referring to the $2.4 million and the $4.219

.millicen ?

•

•



7

Mr. WHITE. Yes.
The total of $6.6 million. That is split into two sections, Mr. Chair-

man, only to indicate those which we are most positive of.
And the $2.4, incidentally, was the determination as of March 16.

Since that time, that has changed to $3.5 and the figure $4.219 has
changed comparably downward to $3.119. So the total remains time
same.

It is simply that more of those have become firm since the time that
these figures were prepared.
Mr. MINETA. So given the $6.6, at least in terms—some portion of

that is reimbursable back to the Government, it must be $5.5 million
that you have left in your present appropriations.
Is that enough to complete the work?
Mr. WHITE. Well, it would not be enough to complete it, Mr. Chair-

man, because the recoverability of those funds may take several years.
Of course, I am not enabled by law to authorize the expenditure of

funds in excess of the limitation of the authorization, even on the
presumption that they might be returnable to the Government.
We would have to spend them first, and hope to recover them later.
Mr. MINETA. Well, why are these listed as design errors?
Where should we have caught those design errors, and what would

be your relationship to the associate architect in that kind of super-
visorial responsibility?
Mr. WHITE. Well, the associate architects have a professional re-

sponsibility of their own.
We do not design the building for them. And we merely review the

drawings for conformity with the design concepts. But we do not
check the details of calculations, or things of that nature.
That is their responsibility, for which they are paid.
It is in the same category with any professional liability, in the

medical field or in the legal field. And sometimes the professional
makes a mistake. He is not required, of course, to be an insurer of
perfection.
We expect some errors, because it is a fallible, human system.
On the other hand, there is a point beyond which those errors are

answerable in law, and we think we are in that category here.
Mr. MINETA. The pursuit of these reimbursements for design er-

rors or omissions will not be taken up until after the completion of
the project?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.

COMPLETION DELAY CAUSES

Mr. MINETA. I guess the thing that bothers me—I do not question
the need for the Madison Library. But I really am concerned about
the public perception of how we feel about Government contracts.
And here we have a building that was started with authorization
appropriation for $75 million, and a plan for occupancy, originally,
in what, 1972?
And now we are in 1978. talkinp.: about 1980 occupancy. with a re-

quest going up to $133 million, and T am lust wondering: How do we
cope with these overruns, and this kind of delay that puts us from a
1972 date to a 1980 date?

A
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Mr. WHITE. Well, there are a number of reasons for that, Mr.
Chairman.
And I think you may be aware of the first.
I might add that this is a unique building. It has over 2 million

square feet in it, and therefore has complications that an ordinary
building, of a smaller size, might not have.
In addition to that, there have been a number of changes in the

mission of the Library over the years, not only in the 1970 Reorgani-
zation Act—as I understand it—but in legislation since that time, to
which I am sure the Library people will be able to respond much
much better than I.
So that as the mission changes, the use changes. Needs change

within the building, and therefore the physical building mush change.
In addition to that, Mr. Chairman, as you may recall, there was a

9-month delay, to which I referred earlier, occasioned by the debate
in the House, as to whether the building should be partially used by
the House of Representatives as an office buildina.
There are a number of delays of that nature, which have added to

the total length of time that it takes.
I think one of the unfortunate comparisons, that are made in the

public eye, is comparing the unique and monumental government
buildings on the Hill, for example, to an office building in the middle
of a city somewhere else in the country, or even in the city of
Washington.
We make an effort here on the Hill to build buildings that will last

for many years. That is a policy judgment, I suppose.
On the other hand, speculative office buildings, or even corporate

headquarters buildings, built throughout the country, are intended
to have an economic life of 20 to 30 years, maybe 40 at the most.
They may last longer than that, but their economic life is what is

used as means of determining the quality of construction. Whereas
we intend a building here to be used for 100 years, and ad infinitum,
as the Government wants to use it.
So that the quality is of a more substantial nature. And that, too,

involves more design time and more construction time.
Mr. MINETA. There is the old phrase about time is money. Delays,

especially in the construction business, are very, very expensive.
Your construction schedule on the Madison Library Building has
slipped some 8 years.
How many of these years were delayed because of the delayed

authorization, or delayed appropriation, delay in your own office,
or delays by suppliers or contractors? Is there a way of being able
to—
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir, there is.
I am not prepared to answer in detail, Mr. Chairman.
I might say that the building, the construction—the breaking of

the ground for the construction began in 1971. shortly after I arrived
here. I am not sure what the schedule was prior to that, when it was
intended to be made available.
I do know that a program had been written for the needs of the

building, and then as the Library's needs changed, that program was
altered to some degree, even after I arrived here in 1971.

•
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There have been a minimum of delays since construction began, so
far as I know.
We had, I would guess, something like 100 days during the first

three phases of construction that resulted from strikes in the con-
struction industry locally. One hundred working days, which meant
a number of months, because the 5-day week is a workweek.
Then there was 9 months of debate before the last increase in

authorization after the bids were received. I might refresh my
recollection—
Mr. MINETA. What was that 9-month delay?
Mr. WHITE. Pardon me?
Mr. MINETA. What was that 9-month delay?
Mr. WHITE. When the bids were received for phase 4, the last

phase—which is now under construction, and the question arose as to
whether an increase in authorization should take place.
You may recall that there was a debate that ensued on the House

floor and within the committee itself, as to whether or not a portion of
the building should be utilized by the House of Representatives for
office space for the House rather than all of it for the Library.
And from the time that the bids were received, until the time that

we could let a contract, as a result of requiring an increase in authori-
zation and an increase in appropriations, was approximately 9 months.
Mr. MINETA. Well, Mr. White, I have a number of questions, but

I know that you are going to have to be leaving.
So at this time I will pass up my further questions and turn to our

distinguished ranking colleague from New York, Mr. Walsh.
Mr. WALSH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
And thank you, Mr. White. I know you are in a hurry, but I would

like to ask a few questions.
You have offered to come back, and I may take you up on that

offer.
You came on the job, as I understand it, in early 1971.
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. WALSH. So you were not here when the building was originally

planned?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Others of my staff were, however, Mr. Walsh, and perhaps can

answer some of these question.

RELATIONSHIP OF ARCHITECT TO ASSOCIATE ARCHITECT

Mr. WALSH. What is the usual relationship of the Architect of the
Capitol and the architect on the job?
Mr. WHITE. The architect, who is hired to design the building, is

termed an associate architect. I think it is a term of art, beeause of
laws saying that the Architect of the Capitol is the architect.
The relationship is one of client to professional, but in addition to

that, because we are professionals ourselves, we probably exert a little
more control and supervision over what the associate architect does
than if we, for example, were dentists or doctors.
Mr. WALSH. Well, is the relationship of client to architect with the

Architect of the Capitol as a client, or is it with the Library as a
client, or with GSA as the client---
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Mr. WHITE. GSA has nothing to do with our operation; they are

part of the executive branch, and the Architect of the Capitol is, in a
sense, a GSA for the legislative branch of the government.
So I am the contracting officer.
Mr. WALSH. Your office is the client?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. WALSH. The plan developer of your office sits down with the as-

sociate architect, and then draws up a list of your needs and wants
and desires, and it is then the responsibility of the associate architect
to put it into plans and specs?
Mr. WHITE. That is almost correct, Mr. Walsh.
Actually, because the Library is the user, a program was written by

the Library for its needs.
Mr. WALSH. That is what I am trying to get at. What is responsible

for the actual client relationship with the Architect?
Is it a little responsibility of the Architect of the Capitol and the

Library?
Mr. WHITE. The Library of Congress, the user, deals with the archi-

tect who is designing it, through the Architect of the Capitol. But the
Library of Congress as the user, determines its own program, as to
its needs, under the direction of the Joint Committee on the Library.
Mr. WALSH. And the responsibility for the actual relationship, who

tells the associate architect what to do, is it the responsibility of the
Architect of the Capitol?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.

CONTINGENCY FEE AND INFLATION FACTOR

Mr. WALSH. What is the usual contingency fee that you would figure
into a job?
Mr. WHITE. Well, we have been using 5 to 51/2 percent.
Mr. WALSH. And this is to cover what contingencies?
Mr. WHITE. The various unforseen problems that arise in a com-

plicated construction project, that are unforeseeable in the light of
human capacity to determine all of the problems that may exist in
fitting together a custom built, very complicated building, as I believe
you may be aware.
Mr. WALSH. In your determination of the 5 percent contingency fee,

does that include a provision for inflation in construction costs?
Mr. WHITE. No.
Normally, the estimates of the actual value of construction will in-

clude an amount of anticipated inflation costs.
Mr. WALSH. So then, when you go to bid on an estimate, that does

include an anticipated inflation factor?
Mr. WHITE. Yes; it does.
And the contingency amount is in addition to that. In other words,

the separate line item is a contingency.
Mr. WALSH. In addition to the inflation factor?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. WALSH. Do you have any idea of what inflation factor was

figured into these estimates and bids?
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Campioli can answer that, Mr. Walsh.
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Mr. CAMPIOLL In the original estimate of $75 million, wh
ich were

prepared at the time, I believe, that Lyndon Johnson was the
 Presi-

dent, Lyndon Johnson requested that the Government hold it
s infla-

tion to 3.2 percent.
The estimates that were made, on which the $75 million was 

based,

was on that figure. The actual inflation that took place, 
following

the preparation of that estimate, was in excess of 3.2, nearer 7 
percent.

And that inflation figure escalated to the point where at the 
present

time it is rising at the rate of approximately 1 percent a month, 
and

has been for the last few years.
Mr. WALSH. Now, in the last estimate, the one that was approved

in 1976, what was your estimate of the inflation factor at that time,

knowing that it had been 1 percent a month for several years?

Mr. CAMPIOLL I believe we figured around 71/2 percent at that time.

Mr. WALSH. What was the reason for taking that figure rather than

the 1 percent a month?
Mr. CAMPIOLL Well, the Government was constantly trying to make

efforts to keep this inflation down, and we felt that we should keep in

step with the Government and not indicate the exorbitant inflation

figures that might come and might not.
Mr. WALSH. But the track record on inflation has been 1 percent a

month for several years.
Mr. CAMPIOLL But not back to the point when we submitted our last

request for increase.
Mr. WALSH. In 1976, it did.
Mr. CAMPIOLT. Our figures were prepared prior to that time.

Mr. WALSH. But all during the early seventies, the inflation factor

was 1 percent a month.
Mr. CAMPIOLL I do not believe it has actually come to that. It is

pretty high. It is higher than 7 percent.
Mr. WALSH. It certainly is.
So when this estimate was submitted, in 1976, you must have known

it would be not enough to complete the job.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Walsh, if I might interject, in 1976 we asked for

the increase. We had a firm figure from a contractor for phase 4 which

presumably was the cost that we could use, since we had an actual

number. We were not estimating at that time.
We had a precise bid. We added to that some contingency.
We did not presume any additional inflation, because his bid we

assumed had that already in it, since it was a public bidding process.

And I do not believe inflation has been our problem in this particular

instance.
I am talking now about our present request. I believe it has not been

inflation in the economy which has caused these cost increases, although

I might say that while the contractor waited, with his firm figure for 9

months, costs did increase for him. He had a firm figure, of course,

to which he is still required to hold.
On the other hand, as you know, in the construction industry, it

is almost impossible, in the course of a complicated construction proj-

ect, not to have some kind of change orders, and that is true in public
buildings, as well.

29-566 0 - 78 - 2
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And the prudent contractor will do what he can to recover whatever
additional costs he can as a result of having waited for 9 months, which
is one of the reasons for making the contingency, here, larger than
we might ordinarily do.
Mr. WALSH. When the ground was broken, in 1971, Mr. White, what

was the anticipated completion date of the building?
Mr. WHITE. I understand it was to be completed sometime in 1976,

when we broke ground in 1971.
Mr. WALSH. The 9-month delay was caused by the Congress in

trying to-
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. WALSH. How about the other 7 years that we are now getting

into?
Mr. WHITE. Well, I think we have a 2-year period, from 1976 to

1978, which is the present anticipated completion date.
We have had 
Excuse me. I mean 1975, a 3-year period.
We had a number of months, as I mentioned earlier, that resulted

from strikes in the construction industry, added in various phases
over a period of time. And I believe there was a total of 3 to 4 months
of that.
So that we have a year total for those two items.
We have had some additional delays of 6 months or so, resulting

from some of the complications that have occurred in the course of
construction of phase 4.
I have with me our Director of Engineering.
Mr. WALSH. Excuse me, Mr. White, was phase 4 scheduled to be

completed in 1976 also?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. WALSH. And what caused the delay, up to that point, because

you still had not at this point experienced the 9-month delay caused
by the indecision of the Congress?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
And I am not prepared to answer that, although I will be glad to

furnish for the record what caused it. Perhaps someone here can
answer that.
I am told, Mr. Walsh, that at least in part, the reason resulted from

some changes in the needs of the Library. For example, one of the items
that you may recall, that caused the phase 4 figure to go up, was the
installation of a fire control system which was substantially different
than had been anticipated.
I think that amounted to over $5 million for the sprinkler system,

and other kinds of fire protection that resulted from concerns raised
by the fire at the Federal Records Center, which caused a number of
reconsiderations to be made.
The invention of the sprinkler head which turns off when the tem-

perature drops was a factor also.
So that the Library, which had previously objected to the installa-

tion of sprinklers because of possible water damage to the valuable
documents, was then desirous of protecting them through a sprinkler
system that required a massive delay because of the need to redesign
the mechanical systems in order to accommodate it.
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And I think that may not have been the only item, but it is one that
comes to light at this point.
Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, with the permission of the Chair, I

would like to request that the committee be furnished with a detailed
explanation of the number of delays and reasons for them, from the
time of ground breaking up until 1976, when this building was sup-
posed to have been completed.
Mr. WHITE. I will be happy to do that.
[The following was received for the record:]
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REPORT ON DELAYS OR TIME LAGS 

JAMES MADISON MEMORIAL BUILDING 

Introduction

At the time hearings were held before the House Legislative Sub-
committee of the Committee on Appropriations on the appropriation
requests of the Architect of the Capitol for fiscal year 1972, the
scheduled completion date for the Library of Congress James Madison
Memorial Building project was April 1976. Subsequently, numerous
delays for various causes were experienced. The attached chart in-
dicates the major areas of delay in each of the several phases under
which this project was designed and constructed. The chart offers
an overview of the total project throughout the working drawing
preparation and construction time span, including concurrencies; the
following information is offered in further explanation of the events
as they occured.

41.

It should be stated at the outset that the term "delay" may be
somewhat inappropriate in that it implies that a certain specific and
known time span has been exceeded. Actually, all construction schedules
are estimates based upon the best information available at the time.
Increases in the estimated time schedule are often a direct result of
an unrealistic estimate rather than a "delay" resulting from inadequacies
in the construction process.

In phased design and construction projects of the size and com-
plexity of the James Madison Memorial Building, there is normally a
tendency to experience domino-like effects in that early time lags
often result in second and third generation time lags in subsequent
phases.

This condition was aggravated in the case of the James Madison
Memorial Building during project development especially by important
improvements in some of the mechanical and electrical systems that
were deemed to be in the government's best interest to incorporate
into the building design and by changes in some of the Library's
missions mandated by new legislation.

Phase I - Excavation and Foundation 

Contract Documents

The Associate Architects were given an order to proceed on
May 1, 1970 to commence preparation of working drawings for the
Library of Congress James Madison Memorial Building. The Phase I
drawings and specifications were scheduled for completion by
October 1, 1970, but the actual completion occured on November 20,
1970, fifty calendar days behind schedule.
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Phase I - Excavation and Foundation (continued)

Review, Bid and Award Contract 

Original bids for Phase I were opened on January 15, 1971. The low

bid was protested by the second low bidder. Prior to a ruling on the

dispute by the Comptroller Generals office, a Presidential Proclamation

was issued which suspended the provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act which

had been incorporated into the first set of bid documents. The Presi-

dential action necessitated the issuance of a revised Invitation for

Bids. The second bid opening was held on April 22, 1971 with subsequent

award to the low bidder on April 23, 1971 ---- A time lag of 98 calendar

days.

Construction 

The construction phase was scheduled to be completed on May 4, 1972

and was not completed until January 17, 1973 ---- A time lag of 257

calendar days. This circumstance resulted from the following items:

a) Unforseen job conditions which required extra work to prevent an

earth slide of the berm on First Street at the southwest corner of

the excavation ---- 2 days.

b) Due to the shortage of welders during the fall of 1971, delayed

completion of critical shoring and bracing work ---- 54 days.

c) Due to continued use of the site by the Government as a temporary

parking lot, the site was not made available to the Contractor as

scheduled ---- 5 days.

d) Unusually severe weather in 1971 requiring suspension of work ----

9 days.

e) Removal and re-installation of wood fence along Second Street, S.E.

in ordergfor piles to be driven without interference; removing additional

earth in "berm form", out of sequence ---- 6 days.

f) General areawide strikes by Laborers, Teamsters and Concrete

Trades ---- 101 days.

g) Miscellaneous contract changes ---- 32 days.

h) Change in contract work required to add a concrete bracket on the

North Side of Independence Avenue foundation wall ---- 6 days.

i) Change in contract work required to relocate construction fence and

office trailers and to provide off-site storage space ---- 42 days.
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Phase II - Exterior Stone

Phase II - Contract Documents 

The Phase II contract documents were scheduled to be completed on
September 22, 1971. There were no delays and the scheduled date was
achieved.

Phase II - Review, Bid and Award Contract 

The Phase II contract was scheduled to be awarded on December 16,
1971. On December 3, 1971, Addendum No. 1 to the contract was issued,
which made certain revisions to the original contract documents. The
scheduled date was still achieved, however, and the contract was awarded
on December 16, 1971.

Phase II - Fabrication and Delivery of Stone 

The Phase II contract was divided into three sub-phases for pro-
curement and delivery purposes. The first sub-phase involved the
procurement and delivery of all stone required from the concrete grade
shelf up to the belt course at the base of the columns. This sub-phase
was scheduled to be completed on June 1, 1973. There were no delays and
the scheduled date was achieved. The second sub-phase involved the pro-
curement and delivery of all stone required from the belt course at the
column base up to the top of the building. This sub-phase was scheduled
to be completed on November 1, 1973, but was not completed until February 22,
1974. This time lag of 114 days resulted from the following reasons:

a) Two quarrymen's strikes ---- 21 days.

b) Unusually severe weather conditions ---- 53 days.

c) Miscellaneous contract changes, such as revising the seventh floor
coping stones, and providing additional anchorage in certain stone
joints ---- 40 days.

The third sub-phase involved the procurement and delivery of all
other stone required to complete the Phase II contract. This sub-phase
was scheduled to be completed on May 1, 1974, but was not completed
until October 2, 1974. The total of 154 days, resulted from the following
reasons:

a) Government additional time in the approval of certain shop
drawings ---- 91 days.

b) Contract changes ---- 63 days.
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Phase III - Superstructure 

Phase III - Contract Documents 

The contract documents were scheduled to be completed on August 29,
1972, but were not completed until September 11, 1972. The total of 13
days resulted from the following reasons:

a) The original Phase III contract documents were separated into
Phase III - Superstructure, and Phase TV - Interior and Related Work
Contract Documents.

b) Additional requirements for "walk-in" tunnels for the building
utilities.

c) Additional requirements for a 5' - 0" high smoke monitor above
the seventh floor roof.

Phase III - Review, Bid and Award Contract 

The Phase III contract was scheduled to be awarded late December
1972. Four separate Addenda to the contract, which made certain revisions
to the original Phase III contract drawings and specifications, were issued
on November 7, 8, 16, and 20, 1972. The scheduled date was still achieved,
however, and the contract was awarded ahead of schedule on December 7, 1972.

Phase III - Construction 

Construction under the Phase III contract was scheduled to be completed
on May 12, 1975, but was not completed until October 19, 1976. This total
of 526 days, resulted from the following reasons: (It should be noted - see
item g below - that the contract was substantially complete 284 days prior
to the above date, but was extended for technical reasons to enable certain
caulking to be accomplished.)

a) A cement masons' strike ---- 3 days.

b) A labor strike at the stainless steel fabrication plant ---- 7 days.

c) A rodmen's strike ---- 1 day.

d) Stone masons' and iron workers' strike ---- 59 days.

e) A series of strikes by roofers, cement masons, operating engineers,
laborers, and teamsters ---- 125 days.
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Phase III - Construction (continued)

f) Miscellaneous changes such as:

1) Modifications to the chilled water tunnel;

2) Extension of stone shelf and concrete wall for "C" Street
planters;

3) Construction of test pits in conjunction with the construction
of the First Street tunnel;

4) Provision of street light posts;

5) Modifications to the sixth floor stone joints.

These changes added to the schedule by 47 days.

g) Replacement of failing caulking in the completed stone work -
Directive was issued to Phase III Contractor in November 1975 to perform
this work which could be accomplished only under certain temperature and
weather conditions ---- 284 days.

Phase IV - Interior and Related Work 

Phase IV - Contract Documents 

While it was always intended that the James Madison Memorial Building
be designed and constructed in phases, the original planning had to undergo
a major change after the project was well underway. The original concept
called for only three phases: the first two as actually accomplished and
described above, and a single final Phase III, which would include all work
required to finish the building, including installation of the stone procurred
under Phase II.

During the development of the plans and specifications for this original
Phase III, it became clear that for various reasons, including additional
study by the Library, the space and technical requirements of the Library of
Congress could not be incorporated into the contract documents without suf-
fering a substantial delay, which would necessarily result in a like delay
to completion of the overall project. After examination of the alternate
procedures available, it was decided to separate the last phase into two
distinct phases:

Phase III - Superstructure

Phase IV - Interior and Related Works
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Phase IV - Contract Documents (continued)

It was anticipated that this procedure would permit construction of the

superstructure to proceed in accordance with the time frame in the original

concept, while providing the Library and our Associate Architects more time

in which to make decisions regarding requirements and to finalize the documents

for the new Phase IV, thereby minimizing the overall delay.

The progress schedule dated November 1972 reflected this revised planning.

The contract documents were scheduled to be complete on December 15, 1972,

but were not completed until October 15, 1974. This time lag of 669 calendar

days resulted from many causes, including the following:

a) Revision of air conditioning system to accommodate the "Category III"

design conditions for special book collection storage. Category III area

requirements, changed from the original program, were stated as follows:

- Dry Bulb - Potential range of 68°F to 75° F with tolerance of f F
at any temperature within the specified range.

- Relative Humidity - 45% + 3% (minimum 42%, maximum 48%) all

seasons - specified design conditions shall be maintained within

the tolerance indicated on a 24-hour schedule throughout the year.

Architectural work involved considerable changes because of the require-

ment for vapor barrier walls around all category II areas and insulated slabs

above and below same.

b) There was an increase in scope of the Library's Data Processing

Center due to the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970. Additional infor-

mation on the Data Processing Center required the enlarging and relocating

of that facility from the sixth floor to the ground floor. This imposed a

cost and time penalty because this facility was originally planned for the

sixth floor in order to have close proximity to the mechanical area directly

above where all equipment could be installed and maintained as part of the

overall building air conditioning system. At the ground floor, a remote

separate equipment room had to be provided, posing a difficult problem of

dispelling heat.

The subsequent result of this change was the revision to the ground floor

plan to include a battery room and an Uninterruptible Power System equipment

room and all equipment pertaining thereto, as well as an additional 250 KW

emergency engine generator and fuel oil storage tank in the sub-basement and

the exhaust piping of the emergency generator to the seventh floor roof,

partitioning, etc.
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Phase IV - Contract Documents (continued)

c) Revisions to the Monitoring and Surveillance Systems over and abovethe original scope of the work which were incorporated on the contractdocuments. Also, the original plans for the building, as developed fromthe 1967 program statement, excluded installation of a fire sprinklersystem, except in isolated areas, due to the fear that such an installa-tion would cause irreparable damage to the Library of Congress collectionsin the event of a fire, through a prolonged outpouring of water and theresultant saturation of books and documents with water. Accordingly, theworking drawings and specifications for the final construction phase didnot provide for such a system.

As an outgrowth of the vast damage wrought in Europe to books, documents,and other materials by the extensive floods of the early 1970's, exhaustivestudies were conducted by specialists in the field of conservation and pre-servation of books, documents, and other materials, in order to find and developmethods and means of repairing damage caused to such collections and restoringthem for future preservation and use.

Based on technological developments as a result of these studies, whichresulted in the development of reliable methods of restoration of documentsdamaged by water, and technological developments in automatic control ofsprinkler systems, including water control with temperature variation, it wasdecided that the collections would be better safeguarded and preserved byinstalling an automatic sprinkler system. This decision required that thecontract documents be revised.

The drawings and specifications were, therefore, amended to include thefollowing:

1) An automatic sprinkler system, interconnected with the standpipesystem now provided for in the drawings, hydraulically designed withflush on/off heads, with reinforced water supply, pumps and emergencypower, designed to zones.

2) Additional compartmentation to subdivide each floor into six firezones (by 2-hour rated partitions and openings) for the purpose ofsmoke detection, sprinkler systems, alarms, public address systems,and additional egress reinforcement.

3) Additional compartmentation for fuel loadings.

4) A complete smoke control system by zones.

5) Modification of the Point of Combustion alarm system by zones.

6) Modification of the alarm system by zones, so that all systemsinterface.

7) A complete public address system, as part of the fire protectioninstallation.
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Phase IV - Contract Documents (continued)

This added Fire Protection installation, recommended after consultation

with a Fire Protection Specialist engaged by the Associate Architects and the

Librarian of Congress, involved extensive additional design work and came at

a time when the bid documents for Phase IV had been completed and the building

was physically more than half complete. It, in effect, constituted an altera-

tion project. It involved the re-coordination of all trades for interferences

and clearances, delineation of the additional work and modifications and the

preparation of new working drawings at double the scale of the original set.

d) The originally projected pneumatic tube system was revised in favor

of a more comprehensive conveyor system serving the three Library buildings.

e) Extensive revisions to the mechanical systems due to modifications in

the original requirements for the flow rate and temperature of the chilled

water system.

f) Additional work due to revisions in the basement floor Geography and

Map Division area concerning modified underfloor duct requirements and

display case revisions.

g) Additional work due to revisions in Compact Storage Areas and the

inclusion of the compact storage tracks in the Phase IV contract. The

compact storage tracks anchored to the structural slabs on the sub-

basement floor were originally to be a part of the Compact Storage

Equipment Contract. However, the tracks are now a part of the Phase IV -

Interior and Related Work Contract.

h) Changes to the movable metal partition locations on the ground

through sixth floors, to provide greater flexibility not achieved in

the original contract drawings.

i) Provision of elevating docks at the ground floor loading dock, which

were not included in the original contract drawings.

j) Specific changes made to the contract documents for additional

facilities to accommodate paraplegics and the removal of architectural

barriers.

k) Additional work due to changes in the original requirements for

wood paneling and book cases, requiring extensive changes to architec-

tural plans and details.

1) Additional work due to changes made to the Music Division listening

rooms for a highly sophisticated acoustic installation beyond what was

conceived in the original contract requirements.

m) Private toilets and requirements for additional plumbing were added

to the work required by the contract documents.
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Phase IV - Contract Documents (continued)

n) Changes and modifications to the corridor nodes on all floors.

o) Relocation of certain fire hose cabinets.

p) Relocation and addition of corridor doors at all conveyor locations.

q) Changes to masonry partitions in the Geography and Map Division -
Basement Floor. Addition of suspended ceiling in Music Division Storage
Room in the Basement.

r) Changes in the layout of the Information Systems Office Department -
Ground Floor.

s) Change of masonry partitions to movable metal partitions - Duplication
Unit - Ground Floor.

0 Replanning of Central Services Division - Ground Floor.

u) Restoration offices - Ground Floor. Changes of masonry partitions to
movable metal partitions.

v) Bi-Centennial Office - First Floor - Changes of masonry partitions to
movable metal partitions.

w) Music Division - First Floor - Changes of masonry partitions to movable
metal partitions.

x) Rare Music - First Floor - Changes in partition layout.

y) Fifth Floor - major plan changes.

z) Sixth Floor - major plan changes.

aa) Change in Conveyor station at one location.

bb) Cafeteria - including food equipment, group dining rooms, and
Librarian's suite.

cc) Provision of complete audio-visual equipment.

dd) Provision of movable display cases.

ee) Provision of additional underfloor ducts on the sub-basement level.

ff) The provision of Additives in the Bid Form of the Contract Documents to
establish priorities of work in the bid award process.

4
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Phase IV - Review, Bid and Award Contract 

The contract was scheduled to be awarded on September 1, 1973, but

was not awarded until March 9, 1976. This total of 920 calendar days

resulted from the following:

a) The Contract Drawings and Specifications were not complete until

October 15, 1974. This time lag of 669 days is due to reasons listed

under "Contract Documents" for Phase IV.

b) Postponement of original bid opening date of April 16, 1975 due to

extensive changes to the contract drawings and specifications made by

the issuance of eleven (11) separate Addenda as follows:

Addendum No. 1 Dated February 21, 1975 

Included minor corrections and changes to the Project Manual, revisions

to the Architectural and Exhibition Hall Drawings, and 8 new contract drawings.

Addendum No. 2 Dated March 14, 1975 

Revised a section of the bidding conditions, minor changes to the Project

Manual, revisions to the Architectural, Electrical and HVAC Drawings and added

9 new contract drawings.

Addendum No. 3 Dated April 8, 1975 

Included a notice to bidders which informed them of a future major

addendum to be issued on or about April 25, 1975, clarifying a question on

the Automated Book Conveyor System and postponing the opening of bids to

May 29, 1975. Also included was a revised wage rate schedule, revisions

to the Project Manual and Contract Drawings, adding 16 new contract drawings

and errata in Addenda 1 and 2.

Addendum No. 3A Dated April 18, 1975 

Included minor revisions to the Project Manual.

Addendum No. 4 Dated May 13, 1975 

Postponed the opening of bids to June 19, 1975 and advised bidders

Addendum No. 6 would include a revised bid form. Included a new part 5 to

the Project Manual which included an upgraded and highly sophisticated Fire

Protection System which included 137 new Contract Drawings and Extensive

Modifications to existing portions of the Project Manual to correspond to

the upgrading.

Addendum No. 5 Dated May 19, 1975 

Consisted of a completely revised section of the Project Manual on Veneer

Stone, minor revisions to the Architectural Drawings and 4 new contract drawings.

4
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Phase IV - Review, Bid and Award Contract (continued)

Addendum No. 6 Dated June 2, 1975 

Included a revised bid form and list of subcontractors, a revised
schedule of wage rates, extensive revisions to the Project Manual and drawings
and 15 new contract drawings.

Addendum No. 7 Dated June 19, 1975 

Postponed the opening of bids to July 2, 1975, made minor modifications
to the Project Manual and Drawings, and included 41 new contract drawings.
This included extensive revisions to the mechanical systems for the instal-
lation of the dry bed filters for removing sulfur dioxide and other gaseous
pollutants from the intake air of the Library of Congress James Madison Memori;
Building.

Addendum No. 8 Dated July 3, 1975 

Postponed the opening of bids to July 23, 1975 and included minor re-
visions to the Project Manual and drawings, errata in Addenda 4, 6, and 7
and 1 new Contract Drawing.

Addendum No. 9 Dated July 8, 1975 

Consisted of a revised wage rate schedule as determined by the Secretary
of Labor.

Addendum No. 10 Dated July 15, 1975 

Consisted of a revised wage rate schedule.

Addendum No. 11 Dated July 18, 1975 

Revisions to the Project Manual.

The above listed items added to the bidding period by 98 days.

c) Bids opened on July 23, 1975. Low bid exceeded allocated funds.
Supplementary appropriation was subsequently approved by Public Law
94-226 dated March 9, 1976 and contract for Phase IV awarded March 9,
1976 ---- 229 days.

Phase IV - Construction 

The Contractor was issued the First Notice to Proceed on March 18, 1976.
It directed the Contractor to proceed with the letting of subcontracts, pro-
curement of materials, preparation of shop drawings and work on the temporary
heating system. The Second Notice to Proceed was issued on June 21, 1976.
This authorized the Contractor to begin work at the jobsite with 900 calendar
days for completion, yielding a scheduled completion date of December 8, 1978.

•

•

4

•
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Phase IV - Construction (continued)

The Contractor has filed interim claims for extensions to its contract
completion date and has indicated more such claims will be submitted in the
future. We have taken what we believe to be the most appropriate steps
available to protect the Government against excessive Contractor claims. To
date, the contract completion date has been extended to May 31, 1979. Further
extensions may be required. Present indications are that beneficial occu-
pancy of the James Madison Memorial Library Building can be taken in late 1979
or early 1980.

The causes for these delays are many and varied. Final determination
must await completion of construction and resolution of the Contractor's
claims when finally submitted in total. Major claims by the Phase IV Con-
tractor for delay include the following:

1) Review of the architectural, mechanical and electrical submittals,
responses to contractor requests for information and clarifications of
conflicts in the contract documents allegedly took an inordinate amount
of time.

2) Revisions to the coordinated Drawings which became necessary due to
the inclusion of various additives to the base contract.

3) Necessary changes to the Contract Documents due to specified materials
becoming obsolete.

4) Review and evaluation of Contractor's submittals which deviated from
what was specified in the Contract Documents.

5) Errors and omissions in the Phase IV Contracts Documents which came
to light during construction.

6) Miscellaneous revisions to the Phase IV contract to adjust for
problems arising from actual construction performed by Phase III
contractor.
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Mr. WALSH. I would like you to come back some day. I have several
other questions, but I know Mr. White is in a hurry, so I will refrain.
You can come back later this afternoon.
Mr. WHITE. I will be happy to, Mr. Walsh.
I appreciate the opportunity to go to the other hearing.
Mr. MINETA. Before you do leave, let me ask Mr. Johnson, the full

committee chairman, whether he has any questions.
The CHAIRMAN. I have one or two questions. I have discussed this

previously with the architect.
It appears to me that you have been asked to make certain changes in

the Library, for the Library function; is that true?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. And they amount to approximately $7 million,

plus?
Mr. WHITE. That is the approximate amount, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. In addition to that, you are asking for a contingency

item there?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. And that accounts for the $10 million that you are

asking for?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. You also said that if these funds were not expended,

they were to be returned?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, I think it is urgent upon the Congress, here,

to allow enough money to complete the Library, as the Library, and
the Library people would want to have it.
I also think that if we can come up here with a round figure—

enough money to proceed with this—this will probably be the last
time you come back to Congress.
I realize that the contractor on the job will probably, after com-

pletion, will make certain requests for additional moneys coming to
him for delays, other items that he will bring before the proper people
at that time.
It will be after completion; is that correct?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
It is moneys that the contractor claims, as a result of what he con-

siders to be moneys that he is due, through no fault of his own, and
with which we may disagree—and which may be litigated—the funds
will, if he is successful, come from the Treasury and not from our
appropriations.
The CHAIRMAN. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MINETA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Stangeland ?
Mr. STANGELAND. Your questions and the questions of Mr. Walsh

pretty much reflect my concern about what we are doing.
I guess I just do not understand how the Federal Government goes

about the operation of building buildings. And this whole thing puzzles
me a great deal.
But I will forego my questions at this time.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to leave.

The people on my staff are here; they are very knowledgeable about
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many of these facts, and are available to answer any question you may

have.
Mr. MINETA. That would be fine, Mr. White.
If the hearings were to continue into the afternoon, would you be

able to come back?
Mr. WHITE. Yes; I will be pleased to.
Mr. MINETA. I understand you have to be there by 10:30.
Mr. WHITE. Yes.
Mr. MINETA. Fine.
I will forego any further questions at the present time.
Thank you very much.
Mr. WHITE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

LIBRARY CHANGES MANDATED BY CONGRESS

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Campioli, we appreciate your being able to stay

on, with other members of your staff, to answer some of the questions

that we might have.
I would like to consider for a moment the question that the distin-

guished chairman has asked, relative to some of the changes in the
Library's responsibilities which were mandated by the Congress, which
added to the cost of the Madison Building.
As I understand it, we have the expanded role of Congressional Re-

search Services, mandated by the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1970.
Under that act, the Congressional Research Services have expanded

from 323 employees to 813 employees, in fiscal 1978, and will grow to
approximately 1,000 in 1980.
Now, half of that expansion had taken place by 1976, and the rest

must have been anticipated.
I am wondering, were not the costs associated with that expansion

included in your request for an additional authorization of $33 million
in 176?
If that is not the case, then why not?
Mr. CAMPIOLL Mr. Chairman, at that time we did not anticipate

these additional costs, that you referred to, inasmuch as the estimates
that were prepared in 1976 were prepared in advance of knowledge of
exactly what was required.
We had no knowledge of what these changes, dictated by the Con-

gress, would amount to, and what they would translate to, in the form

of revised plans.
We have had, since working drawings were started, two major sets

of changes to this project, which were due as a result—as I understand
from the discussion with the Library people—from mandates of the
Congress, one took place about a year and a half after working draw-
ings were underway and the last change taking place during the cur-
rent past year.
Mr. MINETA. When were those working drawings started?
Mr. CAMPIOLL The working drawings were authorized to start back

in 1969.
Mr. MINETA. And then this change that you are referring to—
Mr. CAMPIOLL The first set of changes which were approved in

1971, affected most of the floor plans in the building.

29-566 0 - 78 - 3
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Mr. MINETA. After the first one had begun?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. Yes. And the last set of changes have been coming induring the past year.
We are still missing the required changes on one floor.
So, as for the moment, we cannot get an exact figure of what thatmay involve.
Mr. MINETA. How much of all the cost changes since constructionbegan is attributable to the mandated requirements—changes in leg-islation—as far as responsibilities of certain things are concerned.Mr. CA3fPIOLI. I do not believe have those figures here, before me,

particularly of changes that took place back in 1976. I believe that
additional request in 1976 was not so much as a result of the changes
alone, as it was of the difference between the actual low bid contract
award, as against the estimated costs of phase 4.
Mr. MINETA. Well, the thing I see here is there is justification for

these amounts, 1976 as well as 1978. And I see only roughly $2 millionof that is identified as a result of legislative mandates.
So the question is: What caused the use of the cost changes?
Mr. CAMPIOLL Part of it, in 1976, was based on the fact that there

was a difference in figures between the estimated costs for phase 4 and
the actual low bid contract award.
Mr. MINETA. Well, it seems to me that those would be required, be-

cause we not only have to talk about the authorization, or increase the
amount, but it seems to me that prior changes, and what we have gone
through as far as our experience is concerned, is important here.

PHASE 4 CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Now, as far as the phase 4 is concerned, in July of 1975, you had a
low bid of $45.5 million for phase 4. And then, in March of 1976, you
let the contract for somewhere between $67 million and $68 million.
How do you account for the difference?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. The first bids that we got were those that were award-

ed in 1976, to the phase 4 contractor.
Mr. MINETA. So the July 1975 figure of $45.5 is the engineer's

estimate?
Mr. CAmprom. I believe I misunderstood the question.
The base bid came to $44,480,000.
We had included in the proposals for a bid a number of additives.

And the additives, which were items that were for the most part of
the program of work amounted to $22,555,300, and brought the total
figure to $67,035,300.
Mr. MINETA. I am looking at a report dated February 4, 1976. There

we have the July 23, 1975, low bid of $44,480,000.
Mr. CAMPIOLL The present ones are actually supplements or design

changes. The previous items, that were hid on at the time we received
the low bid of $44,480,000, the $22.555,300 items were items that were
considered as alternates, which—if the Architect of the Capitol, or
the Librarian of Congress, had elected not to accept, could have been
deleted in total, or in part, if the amounts exceeded the amountsavailable, but it would not have provide a building in as complete astate as it will be at the present time.
Mr. MINETA. How many of those alternatives were exercised?How many of those options were exercised?
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Mr. CAMPIOLL There were 18.
Additive No. 1: 1 through 18, totaling the entire $22 million, which

brought the figure up to $67 million, and this was the figure that

was accepted.
Mr. MlNETA. The total amount of options exercised amounted to

$22 million?
Mr. CAMPIOLL Yes, sir.
Mr. MINETA. And those were—that is a decision exercised by the

Architect? Or by whose request are those exercised?
Mr. CAMPIOLL These were items that we included in the event that

we did not have the money, or could not get the money to complete
the work, that might have to be dropped out.
But they were considered desirable to the proper functioning of

the Library.
And as a result, we did request the supplemental funds in 1976, and

obtained them and we were able to include the additives of $22,555,300.
Mr. MINETA. Who makes the decisions?
Does the Architect of the Capitol make that decision?
Mr. CAMPIOLL In consultation with the Library, the Architect of

the Capitol and the Librarian together made that decision.
Mr. MINETA. Where does the House Office Building Commission

fit into that?
Mr. CAMPIOLL The Architect of the Capitol has appeared on this

project before, not only the House Office Building Commission, and
the Senate Office Builaing Commission, but the Joint Committee of
the Library, and on previous occasions, this committee.
Mr. MINETA. With regard to this request that is being made for this

additional increase in the authorizations to the building mission, has
either the House Office Building Commission, the Senate Office Build-
ing Commission, or the Joint Committee on the Library signed off on
this request as well?
Mr. CAMPIOLL I understand that the Joint Committee of the

Library and the House Office Building Commission have approved
the request.
Mr. MINETA. Is that for the $7.7 million, or for the $10 million?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. For the full amount.
Mr. MINETA. For the full $10 ?
Mr. CAMPIOLL Yes, sir.
Mr. MINETA. Now, going to your financial analysis of the Madison

project, you show that the Library of Congress changes are roughly
$2 million. These are changes for computer facilities, partitions, elec-
trical services, and television facilities that total $1.67 million.
In what way are the miscellaneous changes of $308,000 related to

congressional mandate, and does this include items such as changing
the colors of ceramic tile?
Mr. CAMPIOLL These items are of a different nature, these are items

that have been. estimated, and I believe they have been authorized.
We .have a list of these items, but I am not aware of whether the

committee has a copy of the list of those items.
If not, we can furnish them.
Mr. MINETA. We have a list here in this report, I suppose, which

is—has been prepared by your office on the Library of Congress James
Madison Memorial Building project, April 26, 1978.
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And in here, it says "Miscellaneous changes," such as changes inthe type of partitions, revisions to the-
Again, to what extent are these changes related to the congres-sional mandates?
Mr. CAMPIOLL Without going into the items one by one, I wouldbe guessing at this point. I will be glad to go into that matter andfurnish it for the record.
[The following was received for the record:]
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THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

LIBRARY ENVIRONMENT RESOURCES OFFICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20540

May 5, 1978

Dear Mr. Crupi:

This is to confirm the list of numbers of Madison Building

supplements that are directly or indirectly attributable t
o changed

operational conditions in the Library resulting from Co
ngressional

actions. These are: 168, 490, 513, 583, 685, 700, 747, 762.

Sincerely yours,

Paul L. Berry
Director 

Mr. Emanuele Crupi

Budget Officer

Office of the Architect of the Capitol

Room FIB-26
United States Capitol

Washington, D. C. 20515

cc: Mr. Valenti
Mr. Curran
Ms. McCormick
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Mr. MINETA. Mr. White has indicated that he has $5.5 million orso available right now, from the appropriated. fund, but that it wasprojected that he needs $13.2 to complete the project. 
As I understand it, then, only roughly $2 million is attributable tothe congressionally mandated changes in the Library's mission; isthat correct?
Mr. CAMPIOLL As of the present moment that would appear to becorrect, if we discard the changes that were made back in 1971.In supplement 654, the description of the changes is shown. aschanges to vinyl wall coverings. And the reason for it, the projectmanual lists certain manufacturers of vinyl wall coverings.The contractor-approved supplier did not offer color selection thatmeets the needs of the Library system.
Mr. MINETA. Where did those changes come from?Mr. CAMPIOLL They emanated from the Library, I believe.Perhaps someone from the Library may wish to answer thatquestion.
Mr. Berry is from the Library.
Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, some of those changes—and I think youwill admit that the amounts are very, very minor—were required inorder to make the building accessible to the staff and the public, thechanges in vinyl colors, for example.In few instances were they designer changes?Again, we are talking about small amounts of money, $500 to a fewthousand dollars.
Mr. MINETA. Minor amounts, $6,700, in one case, and $2,500 inanother.
What is this reference to accessibility?Mr: BERRY. The item that you just mentioned first, the change inthe. vinyl colors. We realized, when we began to work with the finaldesign of the building, that it is an extremely large building.We have between 4 and 5 acres of space on every floor in that build-ing. We have corridors that range in length from 300 to 400 feet inone direction and 200 to 300 feet in another direction.We are faced with the kinds of problems that have been solved, forexample, in this building, by the use of color coding of areas of thebuilding. This had not been planned in the origirPal plans for theMadison Building.
We realized that in order to make the building usable and accessibleto the staff and the public, who will have to find their way aroundthese very large areas, that we needed to develop some sort of a colorscheme.
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ing. And it was my understanding that originally was to be done
under the Architect's budget rather than under the construction
authorization.
And I am wondering, why the change?
Mr. CAMPIOLL Plans as drawn, required the contractor to perform

the work up to the existing building wall of the Library of Congress,
and the Cannon Building. And since the time of preparation of this
budget, we have received a request to convert the areas, at either end,
to accommodate the tunnel. And we have prepared designs, and now
know what is involved. And we hope to do this with inhouse day
labor, which we have to pay.
It would not be done with inhouse maintenance forces, which are

on the Government payments.
Mr. MINETA. Why is it that it was not done under the earlier

authorization, originally? What was done with the amount of money
that was set aside for the tunnel project in previous authorizations?
What was done with that money?
And now we come back and have to add it to the 1976 authorization.
Mr. CAMPIOLL There was a certain amount of this work that was

to be done under the contract, and which, I understand, we are going
to take a credit on and then we are going to do the balance of the
work inhouse.
Mr. MINETA. Under this authorization, you are asking for bene-

ficial occupancy operation of the HVA • system, HVAC system, and
that comes to $800,000.
Where did this idea come from?
When was it decided that beneficial occupancy would be a good

idea?
I am wondering: Is there any reason why that should not have been

included under the 1976 authorization or the 1970, or the 1965
authorization, right from the beginning?
Mr. CAMPIOLL This was not included at that time for the reason

we had no indication that the Library might wish to start occupying
spaces in the building prior to the completion of the entire construc-
tion work.
This would be a similar condition to what occurred in the Rayburn

Building, when the building was finished by floors, starting with the
top floor, going down, and was occupied, as each floor was completed.

Until the general contractor is off the job, it is not possible for us
to take over the maintenance and operation of the mechanical and
electrical systems without discharging the contractor and having the
guarantee period commence as of the moment that the Government
takes over.
This is a contingency item.
It may not be needed, but if it is needed, we would have the money.

We have recently received, from the Library, a tentative schedule
of how they would propose to move into the building. It is not firm 

iyet, so this item is n there as a contingency item.
Mr. MINETA. Under the justification for this request, there is a

figure for administrative and miscellaneous expenses of $3,335,500.
Now, these are the costs incurred within your office, of which you

associate with designing and managing the construction of the Madi-
son Library project is that correct?
Mr. CAMPIOLL Yes, sir.
These cover all the costs of personnel that we have, who are strictly

assigned to this project, both in the office and out in the field, that

NI\
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are not on the permanent payrolls, and whose pay comes out of the
appropriation for the project.
Mr. MINETA. In response to an earlier question by Mr. Walsh,

Mr. White had indicated that the administrative, miscellaneous ex-
penses are 51/2 percent of construction costs, and given, let us say,
the authorization being at $133 million, that would be $7,315,000.
If you add that $3,335,500, that is included in this justification,

and the $5,078,125, which is attributable to administrative, miscel-
laneous expenses, through this date, that is a total of $8,413,125.
We have got $5,078,000, roughly, from 1965 to the present, and you

are asking for $3,335,000 for another year, a little over a year's
worth of work.
Mr. CAMPIOLL Well, the administrative costs on this work will con-

tinue long after the project is completed and occupied. There will be
forces that will be required on the project, to screen the various sup-
plements, change orders, and claims that the contractor is planning
to make.
And that job will not be closed out for some time thereafter.
Mr. MINETA. I recognize that, but the question is based on the $133

million of authorization, not in terms of time, or how long it will
take to complete the work.
If you apply the 51/2 percent to the $133 million, then when you

are charging off the Madison Library project or administrative and
miscellaneous expenses, it is over $1 million above what would be
represented by 51/2 percent.
Mr. CAMPIOLL I believe Mr. White stated that we tried to keep

it to 51/2 percent, but this project—having been extended as long as
it has—we have had to maintain personnel on it all this time. And
we will continue to have personnel on this project for some time to
come.
Mr. MINETA. What about the second part of it?
That is, if it costs us $5.078 million for, let us say, 12 or 13 years of

work, and here you are asking for $3.3 million for a year's worth
of work, again the proportion—it seems to me—is out of character.
You are asking for a total of—I realize you have rounded it off to
$10 million 
Mr. CAMPIOLL Perhaps I can ask Mr. Valenti, who is our project

director on this project, to answer that question.
Mr. VALENTI. When we first contemplated 
Mr. MINETA. Excuse me.
For the record, could you give your name.
Mr. VALENTI. Gino S. Valenti.
Mr. MINETA. Your title, Mr. Valenti?
Mr. VALENTI. Superintendent of construction, head of construction,

management division.
Mr. MINETA. Very good.
Mr. VALENTI. As I was saying, Mr. Chairman, when we first contem-

plated the staff size for the Madison project, we used the past history—
that we had in our record for other projects of like size.
And with the costs of staff today, we projected the needs through the

life of the project. We had a major delay of over 9 months, after the
bid of the project on phase 4.
We had to carry the staff that I had already hired, and that, of

course, kept the expenses going, even though, theoretically, the produc-
tion of the staff could not be fully exercised.
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But you have to plan ahead, otherwise when a project starts rolling,
you do not have knowledgeable staff, competent to pick up the work
load.
Then, during the course of the project, we received a great volume

of correspondence because of some of the problems Mr. White alluded
to earlier in the testimony, mainly, some of the design errors and
omissions.
We have already received some 3,700 letters from the contractors

and his approved subcontractors.
Now, the number is not very large, in one sense, but it is when you

have to respond almost instantaneously to those questions that were
in those letters, to carry on the timeframe of answers.
In other words, get these answers back in time.
Part of the problem that has occurred on this project for which

we needed additional staff and special consultation—has been the delay
claim that the contractor has already issued to us. He has not given
a value to it but has made his intentions known to us.
And in order to protect ourselves, and to protect the Government's

interests, we had to hire a consulting firm to follow this claim problem
from its very early inception. This took place around the 1977 period,
just at the turn of the last year.
Mr. MINETA. Is that the consulting service on CPM for $126,000?
Mr. VALENTI. Yes, Mr. Chairman, that is what that is.
Of course, the contractor has been delayed because of the large num-

ber of changes that we have had to issue.
Of course, this has run his costs up, and comparably it has run my

costs up, in order to maintain the proper staff to administer the proj-
ect. In other words, I have to continue to respond to these questions for
information, as the various letters come in.
I have to inspect the project, to assure that the Government's

interests are protected.
And I have endeavored to do so with a good, competent staff.
And when you get a competent staff, I refer to people who are in

the field themselves, and there is a past history, in other words, as
superintendents of mechanical work, plumbing work, electrical work.
These are people who command a good salary in their private work.

They have taken some reductions to come to work for us, but they are
still competent people who require proper pay.
Of course, with the increase of supplements that we have to issue,

I have had to increase those preparing estimates to protect the Govern-
ment's interest in the proposals that are submitted. And to date, we
have been reasonably successful in our efforts to hold down some of the
costs.
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Valenti, how many people have you employed since

this project was started?
And if you do not have those figures readily available, could you

break it down, by phase 1,2, 3, and 4?
Mr. VALENTI. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I will provide that to you for the

record.
[The following was received for the record:]
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Mr. MINETA. And also, are these people under contract to you, or
are they Civil Service employees?
What happens once the Madison Library project is completed? Is

there then a reduction in force?
Mr. VALENTI. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
It would be a reduction in force.
The only contract people we have are the CPM consultants that I

have referred to earlier. All other employees in the construction man-
agement division are temporary employees, and the reduction of force
is made—or as the case is, we are presently handling the expenses of
the powerplant facility and the Dirksen project.
And if the case required, and if the Dirksen powerplant staff must be

increased, I may switch some of these persons to other projects as this
workload increases.
Mr. MINETA. How many people have been added at the Capitol

Power Plant, directly attributable to the construction of the Madison
Library project?
Mr. VALENTI. To the Capitol Power Plant project, Mr. Chairman?
I do not quite follow you.
Mr. MINETA. How many people have been added to your shop, be-

cause of the construction of the Madison Library project?
How many have been added to the Capitol Power Plant, and the

cost of it?
Mr. VALENTI. Not only the personnel payroll, if that is what you are

referring to. I am trying to follow your question.
I have not tied the powerplant project, in the sense that I would hire

people to handle the powerplant project, because of Madison.
I would hire them only because of the need to administer the power-

plant project itself.
Mr. MINETA. Let me separate it out a little further, then.
There are increased demands put on the Capitol Power Plant, are

there not, from the Madison Library, because the Madison Library
project is coming on line?
Mr. VALENTI. I think, maybe, if I am correct, by your description,

you are thinking maybe an increase in personnel to operate the power-
plant itself.
Mr. MINETA. Plus the increased requirements.
Mr. VALENTI. For the construction?
Mr. MINETA. For the construction.
Mr. VALENTI. Yes; I have increased those. I have approximately nine

people—quick counting the listing I have here.
Mr. MINETA. That was approved under the 1965—or 1975—

authorization?
Mr. VALENTI. For the powerplant?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. These are temporary employees, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. VALENTI. Temporary. Only hired during the course of construc-

tion, expansion of the facilities of the powerplant.
Mr. MINETA. I think it would be helpful if you could break down the

number of employees that you have brought on by phases, if you
would.
Mr. VALENTI. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MINETA. I have a number of other questions, but I would like

to yield to the minority.

29-566 0 -78 - 4
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I have to leave, but Mr. Stangeland willtake over now. I have just one question before I leave.Were all of the contractors, the general contractor and the subs, allunder performance bonds?
Mr. VALENTI. Yes, Mr. Walsh.
Mr. WALSH. Is there, in your judgment, any reason to feel that theyhave not performed as contracted for?
Mr. VALENTI. Well, where I felt that they had not, Mr. Walsh, wehave issued the proper rejection letters for work that we felt was notperformed properly, but as an overall, this contractor and his sub-contractors have been performing properly under the contract.Mr. WALSH. You do not contemplate any recovery from any of thecontractors or subcontractors for failure to perform?
Mr. VALENTI. Not at this time, other than any credits for deletion ofwork; items like changes that we have, we would go after them forthat—that would be to get the credit for any work deleted.
Mr. WALSH. How many of the change orders relate to any errorsthat might have been made by the contractors?
Mr. VALENTI. At the present time, I know of none that really relatedirectly to that, because, Mr. Walsh, if the contractor creates an error,then it is to his expense and his cost, and all we may do is direct himon how to overcome the difficulty by issuing a change order or a supple-ment. But he pays the freight and the cost; in other words, it is doneat no charge to the Government.
Mr. WALSH. Then, when you use the term "error" in these estimatesof necessary changes, you are not referring to errors by the contractor;you are referring to, probably, errors in design?
Mr. VALENTI. Yes, Mr. Walsh, that is correct.
Mr. WALSH. And this is an error, then, by the associate architects?
Mr. VALENTI. Yes, Mr. Walsh, that is right.
Mr. WALSH. And do you anticipate any recovery from any errors

that the associate architects might be responsible for?
Mr. VALENTI. Yes, this is what we anticipate.
Mr. WALSH. And do you have any estimate as to what that total

might be?
Mr. VALENTI. Not at this time, Mr. Walsh, I do not.
Mr. WALSH. Is it a large amount or a small amount?
Mr. VALENTI. I would put it in a large amount category, Mr. Walsh.
Mr. WALSH. I do not like to get into "is it larger than a breadbox,"

but just how large is it? Give me a ballpark figure.
Mr. VALENTI. I think we are talking in the million or more figure.
Mr. WALSH. I will have to leave now, Mr. Chairman. Thank you

very much, gentlemen.
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Stangeland, you may go ahead.
Mr. STANGELAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am kind of curious as to what kind of communications that you

have with the contractors, to the extent of 3,700 letters—what kinds
of communications are those that he would write to you and you would
have to respond to?
Mr. VALENTI. He would request information on problems that have

occurred in his efforts to construct the project. They would fall in the
categories of conflicts between one type of work—one trade in conflict
with the work that has to be performed by another trade, and he asks
our resolution of that particular type problem. And, of course, we, in
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turn, request that from our associate architects to decide which way
it should be corrected, on how to correct the problem that has been
generated.
Mr. STANGELAND. Well, I assume that, to begin with, there was a

schematic drawing and then there were blueprints. Are those not clear
as to what he does and how he does it, and is he not competent to
read those and do them under the direction of someone on the project
site?
Mr. VALENTI. Well, they are clear, but they are not precise in the

sense that field measurements and also the final shop drawings are
prepared based on the general indications on the contract drawings
and what is required in the specifications. And it is the actual physical
placement of some of the work that reveals that there is a conflict
of some type that requires a clarification or a change to the contract
before they can install the work that we require.
Mr. STANGELAND. Let me ask this: Is a project of this magnitude

bid on one original bid, or bid at stages? Is there not an overall esti-
mate of the total cost of the project, because you asked for an author-
ization,.to begin with, of $75 million, as I recall?
Mr. CAMPIOLL The estimates are prepared on the basis of estimates

obtained by the associate architects and their engineers who have de-
signed the job. They prepare the preliminary estimates on which the
appropriations are requested.
Mr. STANGELAND. I gather there is one major contractor, one con-

tracting company, construction company, which bid the project?
Mr. CAMPIOLL We have had competitive lump-sum bids on each of

the four phases of the work. We had a separate contractor for the foun-
dation and excavation work. We had another contractor for the pro-
curement of the stonework, and we had a third contractor for the
erection of the superstructure, and now, a fourth contractor for the
interior, finished work. Each contractor has worked more or less in-
dependently and free of the previous contractor.
Mr. STANGELAND. And were the requests, going back to the original

$75, and then up to $90, and then to $123 million—are these the result
of one contractor not completing his work on time and additional
changes in costs incurred, so that the next estimate of the next phase
had to be increased and so you needed that kind of authorization?
I guess I do not understand. The ground was broken in 1971, what

is taking so long?
Mr. CAMPIOLL Well, Mr. White, I think, explained some of the

delays. The one in particular which is fresh in our minds is the 9
months of delay during the time that the House was debating whether
the building would continue to go ahead as a library or whether it
would be taken over as a House office building.
Mr. STANGELAND. Well, I appreciate that; that is a 9 month delay.
Mr. CAMPIOLL To answer your question, as far as I know, I am not

aware of any one of the projects where we are considering at this
time assessing liquidated damages for delay. Mr. Valenti could prob-
ably corroborate that statement.
Mr. VALENTI. So far, in each of the phases, 1, the foundation, was

completed successfully on time. We did grant extensions of time due
to extras to the contract, and there were no liquidated damages
assessed.
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On the stone supply, I believe that went through successfully,
though there were some extensions of time given those through some
changes that we authorized and, also, difficulties on a storage yard
during the delivery of the stone that was established for the delivery
of the stone and the storage of the stone.
Then, on the phase 3, we did have changes on that contract that

did extend the contract time, but, again, the contractor performed
successfully under the contract and the proper extensions as we au-
thorized. And we do not anticipate any liquidated damages under that
contract.
And, of course, this one that we are presently engaged in, by the

large number of extras that we have had to authorize already, he,
undoubtedly, will get extensions of time, one of which we have already
granted to him. We do not anticipate any liquidated damages on this
contract.
Mr. STANGELAND. Very good. I am going to forego any more ques-tions, but, Mr. Chairman, before I turn it back to you, I would like tomake one point, and I wanted to make it while Mr. White was hereand maybe we will redo it then.
I realize that this is not, perhaps, a really fair comparison, but Mr.White made the remark that this building was not built like a corpo-rate building would be for a 20- or 30-year lifespan, but for infinity.Well, in Minneapolis, they constructed the IDS Tower, and that

building was not built for a 20- or 30-year lifespan. I am pretty cer-
tain—downtown Minneapolis, 57 stories—and I realize I may be com-
paring apples and oranges, but I daresay that there is more cost to
building a building the size you are building on the footage and, yet,
there are different costs in building a tower.
Now, it is 57 stories high; it has a total usable space of 1,898,000

square feet, so it is pretty close in the ballpark. It took 2 years from
the first footings to its first occupancy to construct—April 1970 to
April 1972—and it was constructed at a cost of $83,700,000.
Now, I guess that building is pretty unique, as I am sure this build-

ing is unique. And that is what kind of puzzles me as a lay person
coming into Congress as to why it takes this long and all of these addi-
tional costs; it just puzzles me.
I will turn it back to you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CAMPIOLL May I cite one item in response to your statement,

Mr. Congressman? One of the requirements of this building originally
was to design a building so that any part of the building could be
used as a library for collections or for office space. At that time, it was
not possible to determine which areas would be used for collections—
by "collections," I mean books, manuscripts, newspapers, papers in
general. And, consequently, the building has been designed with ex-
tremely heavy live loads on each floor. The majority of the floors have
a live load capacity of 150 pounds a square foot, whereas in an ordi-
nary office building, all you need to design is 60 pounds per square
foot.
We also have floors at 250 pounds a square foot, and one floor at

300 pounds per square foot. Now, in these areas, you would be able to
stack books from the floor to the ceiling without concern. Now, in an
ordinary office building, I would doubt that you would find anybody
who would invest in more than the minimum of 60 pounds a square
foot.
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Mr. STANGELAND. Well, I have to confess, as I said, I may not be
making a fair comparison. But I am wondering if that additional con-
struction to handle that kind of weight load—does that slow construc-
tion; does that mean the construction takes longer? I guess that is a
point I would like to know.
Mr. CAMPIOLL The construction is more massive, sir, and conse-

quently, it does take longer than it does in ordinary investment-type
office buildings.
Mr. STANGELAND. Thank you.
Mr. MINETA. Thank you very much, Mr. Stangeland.
Recognizing those floor loads that were built into this building, I

think part of the other concern is that a lot of the occupancy is start-
ing to become office space, office-type occupancy rather than book col-
lection. I think that it was envisioned that this would be a place for
scholars to come to and, yet, we start seeing a transition from that kind
of a library to more office occupancy, where we do not need the 150,
300 pound per square foot loads. And I think this is some of the con-
cern that is being reflected by our questions here, as well.
Mr. CAMPIOLL Of course, Mr. Chairman, that is a condition that

might change before this building is too far in use.
Mr. MINETA That is the concern; even more so, if that trend is

going to continue.
Because we have in our presence the very distinguished Librarian

of the Congress, Dr. Boorstin, I would like to take this chance to 
Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. MINETA. Yes, Mr. Abdnor. I am sorry.
Mr. ABDNOR. I would just like to say that I am inclined to agree

with Mr. Stangeland.
Let me ask you this: What was the goal when this building started

out? How far behind are we in what was really intended in the con-
struction of this building?
Mr. CAMPIOLL Well, to give you the complete picture, the first pro-

gram on the Library of Congress was prepared in July 1958.
Mr. ABDNOR. When you started this building, when you broke

ground, what was the goal then; when were you anticipating its
completion?
Mr. CAMPIOLL We figured, in 1969, that we would be through in

1976.
Mr. ABDNOR. I cannot believe private enterprise—we were talking

about them a little while ago—has all this trouble. When they set out
something with goals, they come through.
I missed part of this conversation because I was late; I am sorry.

Are we talking of the possibility of 4,800 people being staffed over
there in this building; did I hear that somewhere around here?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. I believe the Librarian of Congress could answer that

better than we can, if you will.
Mr. ABDNOR. IS that right?
Dr. BOORSTIN. Yes.
Mr. ABDNOR. Well, we are really getting off ground, are we not? I

mean, we put up this expensive building with the purpose in mind of
storage and all. How much room does it take for 4,800 people to be
housed in there? How much of that building will be devoted towards
office space, what percent of it?
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Mr. MINETA. Maybe we could have Dr. Boorstin come up to the com-
mittee table at this time.
Dr. BooRsTIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask that I be accom-

panied by Mr. Curran, who is the Assistant Librarian, and Mr. Berry,
who is the Director of Library Environment Office and has been in
charge of these programs.
Mr. MINETA. Fine.
Dr. BooRsTIN. Mr. Chairman, may I read a brief statement that may

help answer some of these questions?
Mr. MINETA. That would be fine, Dr. Boorstin.
Dr. BOORSTIN. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I

do appreciate the opportunity to be here today to speak on the problem
of additional authorization to complete the Library of Congress James
Madison Memorial Building. I do regret that it is necessary for this
to take place, but I do think the Library of Congress has been scrupu-
lous in not asking for unnecessary changes in the requirements of the
James Madison Memorial Building, and I would like to explain those
that have been made.
There are only a few instances when we felt it was absolutely neces-

sary to request changes in order to fulfill the mission of the Library.
We could not, in good faith, ignore new requirements which, in most
cases, were mandated by the Congress. I must, at this time, express to
the subcommittee our indebtedness to the Architect of the Capitol for
his cooperation and good will, as well as that of his talented and dedi-
cated staff, some of whom are here today, in working toward the goal
of making the Madison Building as effective as possible in meeting the
changing needs of the Library of Congress.

There are four significant areas of major growth in the Library's
programs that have resulted in increases in personnel and the need
for adjustment of space in the Madison Building. These are the Con-
gressional Research Service, the Copyright Office, the computer facil-
ities, and television capability. For the most part, these changes have
occurred since 1974, when the requirements for the bidding for the
final phase of work on the Madison Building were prepared and were
fixed by the bidding documents.

Consequently, since the award of the phase 4 contract in March
1976, it has been necessary to request certain adjustments that have
added to the cost of the contract. These added costs have been esti-
mated by the Architect of the Capitol to amount to over $2 million
in several categories.
The most expensive, approximately $785,000, has been the need

for changes in locations in the number of movable metal room par-
titions and associated costs for electrical and mechanical services.
Changed space layouts, which use more room partitions, are needed
because of the enactment of legislation for the general revision of the
Copyright Act and by the creation of the American Television and
Radio Archives and the expansion of existing programs, especially
the research and support programs of the Congressional Research
Service and the computer facilities which have been requested by the
Congress.
It is estimated that changes in requirements for computer facilities

will amount to approximately $483,000. New applications of computer
technology to the research needs of the Congress and bibliographic

•



49

•

programs of the Library have occurred since the planning work of
1974. The successful application of computer technology at the Li-
brary has exceeded our earlier estimates concerning the number and
types of computer terminals that would be used in the building.
The building is now planned to accommodate some 2,000 computer

terminals in the various offices and reading rooms in the Madison
Building, a number far in excess of the terminals originally planned.
This results in a need for increased electrical services in the computer
and for special wiring throughout the building. There has been an
increase in the original cost for electrical service fittings estimated
at $153,000 because of the additional Library staff who will occupy
the building and, as I have said, the additional number of computer
terminals.
The 1974 specifications included virtually no facilities for the re-

ceipt, transmission, or production of television programing. As you
know, the Congress has become increasingly interested in the uses of
television for its sessions and for its research needs, and has encour-
aged the Congressional Research Service to produce and distribute
program material to Members and committees of Congress.
The changes we have requested in the Madison Building for this

purpose, and at the cost of $250,000, would allow the Congressional
Research Service television/communications facilities that would be
compatible with similar facilities being provided in adjacent con-
gressional office buildings. In addition, it is our intention to locate
the American Radio and Television Archives, which has been man-
dated by an act of Congress, Mr. Chairman, in the Madison Building.
Its purpose is to preserve in the Libary a selective and balanced sam-
pling of television and radio programs for present and future gen-
erations to study.
Mr. Chairman, a great deal of work and planning has gone into

the construction of the Madison Building, and the Library of Con-
gress is grateful to the ConnTess for its support. This building is
badly needed. The last building that was provided for the Library
was in 1938, when our staff numbered 900 persons. Today, we have
over 5,000 persons. Our book collection, alone, has increased from 5
million volumes to over 18 million. We are confident that with the
occupancy of the Madison Building the Library will, for the first time
in two decades, be able to house our staff in decent working conditions
and provide proper storage for our priceless collections.
It also will give us an opportunity to restore the Main Library

Building and the Thomas Jefferson Building to the original purposes
for which they were intended. The main building is probably the
most elegant building in Washington. Its true beauty has been hidden
because of unsightly partitions, serious crowding, and other stopgarp
resources and measures to meet space needs. It also has been disquali-
fied by those uses for its proper use as a cultural center, for which it
was intended. I would hope we could once again make it what it was
meant to be—a monument to learning in America.
I regret, Mr. Chairman, that I must be here to speak to an addi-

tional authorization for the Madison Building, but we could not, as
responsible public officials, fail to face up to the need for certain
changes in the building. It is our responsibility to make sure that it
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will serve the Library well in carrying out its responsibilities to the
Congress and to the Nation.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MINETA. Thank you very much, Dr. Boorstin. You state in your

testimony that there are four significant areas of major growth in the
Library's programs that have resulted in increases in personnel and
the need for adjustment of space in the Madison Building.
There is roughly about $13 million of work remaining to be done,

and as I look at the figures, I can only identify about $2 million that
are being actually identified as changes because of congressional man-
dates. Is that correct?
Dr. BOORSTIN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MINETA. Do you envision any further changes, knowing the

given state of legislation and your responsibilities do you envision
any further changes?
Dr. BOORSTIN. I do not at the present, Mr. Chairman. On the other

hand, for example, the mandate for a television and radio archives
was just made by legislation during the last year, and that was some-
thing we could not have predicted. We would have to stand ready to
follow the mandates of Congress, in the event that Congress should
give us further responsibilities.
Mr. MINETA. SO, you have no other contemplated changes above the

$2 million that you are requesting now for any other changes, other
than the $2 million that you have mentioned this morning.
Dr. BooRsrmr. Not at the present time, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MINETA. Now, you mentioned some 5,000 employees. Are they

all currently housed in either the Thomas Jefferson Building or the
Main Library Building?
Dr. BOORSTIN. No, sir. For the details of that, I would like to call

on Mr. Berry.
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Berry, in responding, on completion of the Madi-

son, what will be the change in terms of the breakdown between the
three buildings or any other locations?
Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, we now have about 3,600 staff in the two

buildings on Capitol Hill. Obviously, we have no one in the Madison
Building at the present time. We have about 1,550 staff in rental build-
ings that are available throughout the metropolitan area that we are
using at the present time.
In 1980, we estimate that we will have some 850 staff in the present

two buildings on Capitol Hill, the Main Library Building and the
Jefferson Annex we will have 4,850 staff in the Madison Building, and
still have 300 staff in the rental buildings that we will have.
Mr. MINETA. Now, Public Law 91-214 increased the maximum cost

of the building from $75 million to $90 million, and at that time, a
great deal of justification supporting this increase was that these
funds would be recouped due to the fact that 12 Library operations
located in leased space wold be relocated to the Hill, and we would
save the taxpayers approximately $2 million annually.
Now, you do indicate that you are going to be reducing from 1,550

down to 300 employees in leased space. So, is this savings still about
the same amount?
Mr. BERRY. Yes, Mr. Chairman. We are estimating now that we will

save on an annual basis somewhere in the range of $4 million from
rental costs from the rental buildings that we will be able to give up.

•or
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Mr. MINETA. What is the cost of furnishing the Madison Building,
and what committee authorizes the expenditure of those funds?
Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, we have been requesting since fiscal year

1973 from the Appropriations Committees funds for the furniture and
furnishings and equipment for the building. We have received, to date,
about $19 million in appropriations from those committees, through
the normal appropriation process, and we estimate that we will re-
quire, before the building is occupied, somewhere in the range of $27
million for the furnishing of that building.
Mr. MINETA. $27 million?
Mr. BERRY. Yes, sir. Now, of course, that is largely for special pur-

pose equipment. "Furniture and furnishings" is the appropriation
title that is used under which this money is obtained, but it includes a
great deal of special purpose, library type equipment that is not just
standard office furniture. For example, nearly 40 percent of that
amount will be for bookshelves and other special shelving for collec-
tions in that building.
Mr. MINETA. Now, Mr. Berry, you indicated you have received, so

far, $19 million of appropriations from the Appropriations
Committees?
Mr. BERRY. That is correct.
Mr. MINETA. The 1970 increase to $90 million anticipated a furni-

ture cost of $10 million for the Madison, and now you are talking
about $27 million needed. Do you have a breakdown of that $27
million?
Mr. BERRY. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I cannot give you the breakdown in

1970-1 do not have that—but at the present time, we are estimating
$101/2 million for bookshelving, collection shelving, storage of one kind
or another; $4.1 million for special equipment and furniture for the
public areas; $380,000 for low partitions and room dividers; $11/2
million for carpeting for the building; $2.7 million for other kinds
of special purpose furniture; $71/2 million for office furniture; and we
have been asking the Congress to provide us with about a half million
for contingency.
The purchase and procurement of furnishings for this building

have very directly affected by increased costs. I am sure that the
amount of $10 million that was anticipated in 1970 did not have an
escalation factor. These furniture items, particularly metal items,
wood items, have been escalating in cost somewhere very close to the
kinds of figures that Mr. Campioli was giving for building costs, be-
tween 10 and 15 percent a year.
We have also, of course, had to provide for more furniture and

equipment for more staff for the building.
Mr. MINETA. What about old furniture? Will this all be new furni-

ture in the new building?
Mr. BERRY. For the office-type furniture, we plan to move about $2

million worth of furniture from the present facilities. Unfortunately,
the big items, such as the bookshelving, collection storage equipment,
cannot be moved, because the bookstacks in the present two buildings
are built into the building structure. So, the collections that we put in
the Madison Building will have to have new book-stack equipment.
Mr. MINETA. And you are saying that roughly about 4,850 employees

will be housed in the Madison, and you are asking for $71/2 million
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in office furniture. That comes out to, let us say, a ballpark figure of
about $1,400 per employee for office furniture.
Mr. BERRY. That is fairly consistent with current cost; yes, sir. We

are trying to use the concept in that building of modern modular
furniture. Some examples have been seen recently on Capitol Hill
in both the Senate and the House offices, where they have tried out
some of these modular workstations, which make greater use of special
kinds of furniture to increase the efficiency of the staff.
In many instances, we have planned spaces without ceiling-high

partitions, and that has also saved costs, but it does add somewhat
to the cost of the furniture.
Mr. MINETA. Now, under the legislation passed in 1970, the Legisla-

tive Reorganization Act of 1970, the CRS responsibilities were greatly
expanded, and I am wondering if you could elaborate on that
expansion.
Mr. CURRAN. Yes, sir. We also have Mr. Novotny, who is the Deputy

Director of CRS, here, and he can assist in specific questions concern-
ing the Service.
In particular, the act of 1970, of course, increased the responsibilities

of the CRS to include a variety of functions which they previously
had not performed, with particular emphasis on in-depth policy
analysis for the Congress to give them a resource capability, which
previously the Service could not perform. It was contemplated in the
1970 Reorganization Act that the Service would grow in a very sub-
stantial way, but in fact, the actual growth of the Service began
occurring in the period 1972 through 1976. And during this period,
particularly, I think, 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975, there was a relatively
rapid escalation of the Service in terms of its staff and its facilities.
I think our initial planning—for the needs for space we did not

adequately anticipate a new kind of people for the Service—we were
clearly escalating the caliber of persons in the Service, and that was,
I think, changing rather rapidly our concept of the kind of physical
work environment that would be needed. In any case, the additional
staff of the Service went up from 300 to over 800 today.
And, of course, at the same time, the Copyright Office, since 1976,

1977, and 1978, has also rapidly escalated their staffing because of the
revision of the Copyright Act which occurred in 1976, and it was not
really a certain matter until then.
Consequently, we have changed the staffing and needs for both of

those departments, and that has caused us to substantially rework
floor space layouts for those departments since 1974, when the plans
were made. The bid of 1976 was based on estimates that were made
for space needs in 1974. The bid documents, I believe, were largely
finished in 1974. There was this kind of lag time where we were try-
ing to determine what our needs were, and that is, in large part, the
item of $785,000 for partitions.
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Curran, that raises a question in my mind. It was

in 1976 that we want from $90 to $123 million and, yet, this was the
1970 Legislative Reorganization Act that brought about some of these
increases.
Mr. CURRAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. MINETA. In that 1976 request where we went to the $123 million,

was it anticipated that this increase from 323 positions of CRS, now
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going to fiscal year 1978 and being 813—was that contemplated, or
had that been built into when we increased it from $90 to $123 million?
Mr. CURRAN. Well, we certainly knew that we were going to have a

larger staff in support of the Congress.
Mr. MINETA. Not counting the Copyright Office.
Mr. CURRAN. I am just dealing with the CRS, yes, sir. We cer-

tainly had estimates at that time of a growing staff. We did not. have
that staff hired, obviously, and the answer is partly yes, we did, in
fact, know, and the space provided for it. But in what I would prefer
to call the "fine tuning," when we, in fact, got most of those people
hired and began to deal with real people instead of hypothetical situ-
ations and how these people would best be housed and how they would
work, we were now dealing in the real world, rather than the world of
speculation and certain adjustments had to be made.
Mr. MINETA. The legislative mandate of increased policy analysis

and research support to Members of Congress and congressional com-
mittees has escalated the need for personnel, as well as space to house
them, I take it?
Mr. CURRAN. I believe that, certainly since 1974, we have come to

see much better what the space needs of the Service are, not just in
terms of how many people are involved, but the kinds of people and the
kinds of services that they provide and the kinds of physical arrange-
ments that are called for.
And I might add that part of that cost associated with partitions

also involves the style of equipment, which, I believe, has changed.
Mr. MINETA. Let me go to the second part of the legislative mandate,

and that is the Copyright Act. Will they be on Capitol Hill, the Copy-
right Office?
Mr. CURRAN. Yes, sir, they will be occupying space in the Madison

Building; the entire Copyright Office will be in the Madison Build-
ing, yes.
Mr. MINETA. Why is it necessary that they be located in the Madison

Building?
Mr. CURRAN. We have considered that question, and it is our best

judgment that the Copyright Office is an integral part of the Library
of Congress, and that there are work processes that are comparable.
If I may digress a moment, the reason for having the Copyright Of-
fice in the Library of Congress in the first instance is the benefit that
derives to the national collections from copyright deposits—book ma-
terials, motion pictures—the whole range of materials that are re-
ceived as copyright deposits.
There is a responsibility for the Copyright Office not only to receive

the material, but to perform cataloging functions, a processing func-
tion, and then to pass through to the general collections of the Library
those things that we want for the collections. It has been our feeling
that by having the Copyright Office in adjacent space to other tech-
nical processing functions in the Library, which we call the processing
department, that these processes would be better facilitated. In other
words, it is easier and more efficient to have the Copyright Office in a
workspace adjacent to the processing department of the Library that
provides the basic cataloging services.
And we feel that there are other efficiencies of management that

accrue to having that department of the Library in juxtaposition to
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the rest of it. Obviously, it can work elsewhere; it is now in Virginia
in Crystal City. And, of course, there is the savings in the rental of
the space that they vacate.
Mr. MINETA. So, that goes back to, under the plans and specifica-

tions for the building, when the floor loads are built to withstand
certain floor loads, as pointed out by Mr. Campioli. Dr. Boorstin has
indicated that the Library collection has gone from some 5 million to
18 million volumes.
What percentage of those volumes were anticipated to be housed in

the Madison Library at the time the Madison Library was authorized,
and what percentage do you anticipate that that will be now?
Mr. CURRAN. I can give you a series of approximations because I

was thinking of that when the question was asked, and I feel there
may be some modest misunderstanding that I would like to try to cor-
rect, and ask Mr. Berry to assist me.

First of all, from the outset of our building program, it was con-
templated that this building would house, in large measure, what we
refer to as the special collections, or the nonbook collections, of the
LibrarS% The book collections are housed, and we expect to continue
housing a substantial portion of them with certain exceptions, such
as the law books, in the existing buildings. And as I say, from the out-
set,. we anticipated that the nonbook materials—which are manu-
scripts, maps, music, prints and photographs, sound recordings—that
these kinds of materials would be housed in the Madison Building. In
fact, the reading rooms are built around them; if you look at floor
plans of the building, there is a manuscript reading room, and prints
and photographs reading room, a music reading room, a newspaper
reading room, and a geography and map reading room. All of those
kinds of things, with their associated materials, were planned from the
outset for this building. That does not represent a departure from any
plans which we have ever had.
The book materials, however--
Mr. MINETA. Those are contemplated on the first floor?
Mr. CURRAN. They are contemplated on several floors throughout

the building. The entire law library collection and the serial materials,
which are basically the newspaper collections in the Labrary, have al-
ways been designated for this building from the very beginning. That
does not represent design change on our part. And, therefore, a large
part, in terms of square footage—and I will ask Mr. Berry this in a
moment—a substantial part of that building is reserved for the storage
of those materials.
It was certainly our feeling at the time, in the sixties, and indeed

today, that we try to give this building the best floor loading we could
to insure that it would be available for any future uses. It has been our
experience in existing buildings, that where we had stack areas in
1897, it becomes a staff area today. In the Jefferson Building, areas
that were stack areas are now staff areas, and the aireonditioning, the
lighting, the whole physical environment is poor. We would expect to
convert these areas to book storage when we occupy the Madison
Building.
What we are interested in is a building that, in the year 2010, we can

use for whatever purposes are needed then for the Library in its sup-
port of the Congress and its other functions. Hence, that was our

•
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concern—to ask the architect to design a building that was as func-
tional not simply for today, but for its life, which we would anticipate
to be, of course, a near infinite life.

Also, if I may add just one more word, from the outset we antici-
pated that this would be also a people building. Our program state-
ments from, certainly, the early seventies, and even into the sixties,
I believe—we were estimating as many as 3,500 to 4,00 people would
occupy the building. Obviously, that is up to 4,800 now.
The answer is it is both; it is a building that will house two-thirds

of the collections of the Library, when you consider that these manu-
script collections, map collections, serial collections, et cetera, really
represent two-thirds of the total pieces that we have in the Library.
But it will not house the book collections. That was not contemplated,
except for law library books, for example. CRS will have thousands of
special reference books. So, it is both.
Mr. MINETA. Thank you, Mr. Curran.
Mr. Strangeland ?
Mr. STANGELAND. How much staff does the Library have at the

present time?
Mr. CURRAN. Approximately 5,170 people, as of the most recent pay

period.
Mr. STANGELAND. 5,170 staff?
Mr. CURRAN. On the most recent pay period, we paid 5,137 people.
Mr. STANGELAND. And it is contemplated to have 4,800 staffed here?
Mr. CURRAN. In the Madison Building.
Mr. STANGELAND. What is the projected increase in staff by the

time the Madison Building is ready for occupancy?
Mr. CURRAN. Obviously, it depends on the Appropriations Com-

mittee in the years 1979 and 1980, but let me say a couple words about
that.
In the 1979 budget year, we have 233 additional staff requested.

It is now before the committee; no action has been taken, of course, on
the 1979 budget. Just to occupy the building, we asked in the 1979
budget—and then deferred it because of these delays we were referring
to—a staff of 293, a little less than 300, people simply to occupy the
building. This was for the special police, the janitor services, for all
the building service people simply to occupy the place. In 1980, we
will renew that request. Because of delays, we have withdrawn it in
1979, and we will ask for it again in 1980, plus the 1979 request, as it
may be allowed by the Congress for additional staff, and any other
additional staff that we might be seeking, say, in 1980.
So, my best guess might be 600, 700 more staff by, say, 1980, but I

am, obviously, anticipating Appropriations Committee action, which
I cannot know with any certainty.
Mr. STANGELAND. SO, you anticipate, then, that 4,800 staff people

will occupy the Madison Library, and then that would leave about
1,000 people for the Jefferson and the main building and wherever
else?
Mr. CURRAN. That is correct.
Mr. STANGELAND. Why the increased number of staff in the Madison

Building? Are the other buildings going to be utilized less? Is it a
lower utilization, or what is the reason that we do not need the staff
there?
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Dr. BooRsTirr. May I add a comment, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. MINETA. Yes, sir.
Dr..BOORSTIN. Mr. Stangeland, one of the advantages of the con-

struction of the Madison Building will be the restoration of the Main
Library of Congress Building to it original purpose. That building
was originally designed, to a very large extent, to be an exhibit build-
ing, a. building in which to show the treasures of the Library to the
American people, together with certain reading rooms, with a grand
central reading room, and also with areas for display of some of the
special format material. It was not designed as an office building, a
building to house lots of staff. There is also a very large storage area in
there for books; that was, of course, one of the main purposes of the
building.
That building can be restored to its original purpose without accom-

modating very many people in it. In fact, that would be one way to
insure that it was restored to its original purpose.
. The Jefferson Building was designed also mainly as a storage build-
ing, and does not fulfill its purpose by accommodating primarily a
large number of people.
Would you want to add a word to that, Mr. Berry?
Mr. BERRY. I think that is essentially the situation, Mr. Stangeland.
Mr. STANGELAND. Well, just let me interject one question here, be-

cause it will tie in with what you are going to answer.
In section 2 of the act passed on March 16, 1970, it said: "Nothing

contained in the Act of October 19, 1965, 79 Stat. 986, shall be con-
strued to authorize the use of the third Library of Congress building
authorized by this Act for general office building purposes." Do you
construe the fact that you are going to move all of your staff into the
Madison Building as not being for general office purposes, but rather
being supportive staff to maintain the Library; is that what I
understand?
Dr. BooRsTiN. Mr. Stangeland, the staff that is being moved into the

Madison Building will not be moved for general office purposes, but
always in connection with a particular Library service to be offered
there, such as the Congressional Research Service, the law library, or
the special collections. We will not use the Madison Building as a gen-
eral office building.
The administrative offices are scheduled to be there, but we do not

consider that to be general office use; that would be for the administra-
tion of the services that are there.
Mr. STANGELAND. Well, let us go on here. You talk about the $785,-

000 needed for changes in locations and number of movable metal room
partitions, because of the legislation for the general revision of the
Copyright Act and creation of the American Television and Radio
Archives. Why movable metal partitions? Is this an area that is so
flexible that there has to be that kind of flexibility in the building?
Is it going to be a library, or is it going to be office space; why have
movable metal partitions?
Mr. BERRY. Mr. Stangeland, I think perhaps we should go back to

the question you were asking at the time that the Librarian began his
statement. About 56 percent of the net space used by the Library, the
net assignable space of the building, will be for office type activities.
Mr. STANGELAND. Fifty-six percent for office activities?
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Mr. BERRY. Correct. And 25 percent will be for the collections that
Mr. Curran was describing, and related to that figure, another 6 per-
cent for reading rooms to service those collections. So, we are talking
about 31 percent of the building for reader services; another 5 percent
for general public facilities, which will include the exhibition hall
that is part of the Madison Memorial concept of the building, the
large public spaces, and the cafeteria.
There will be 6 percent used for the necessary storage for the servic-

ing of the building, and 1 percent for a small occupancy by the House
Library. So, we are not talking about the whole building, certainly,
being for staff use.
One of the problems, again, that we have faced and that we have

asked the architects to consider in the design of the building was this
matter of flexibility for future uses and for future changes in uses.
We have suffered with the present buildings because of the fixed
masonry walls.
We asked the architects to design a wall system that would be

removable, demountable, and relocatable so that we could, indeed,
change offices, and this flexibility that you mentioned yourself has
been built into the building, through the use of these movable metal
partitions.
Now, this is a fairly standard application in commercial buildings, I

believe, where they are using to an increased extent movable walls of
one kind or another. We just happened to select the movable metal
walls as being more appropriate for the Library's purposes. Again,
they will have a longer life expectancy than, for example, gypsum
walls, many of which are movable.
So. I think what we are doing is consistent in many ways with cur-

rent building practices and will satisfy the Library's future needs, as
well as our current needs. But it did occur, because of some of these
changes both in the size and type of activity for the Congressional Re-
search Service, and particularly the addition of staff of the Copyright
Office, which ma de us have to redesign at least three major floors in
that building. We did have to ask the architect to relocate the parti-
tions that had been drawn into the original 1974-75 contract drawings.
That is the explanation for that figure.
Mr. STANGELAND. Let me ask you this question: Does every floor

have the same load bearing capacity, or are there variations in the
floors?
Mr. BERRY. The three lowest floors, the below-grade floors, are 250

pounds. The floors from the first through the sixth are 150 pounds. A
further word of explanation on that, if I may, sir: Even within our
office or staff operations, there are frequently collections of books.
For example, virtually every division of the Congressional Research

Service has book collections which have to be accommodated within
their workspace. They have collections of reference material that they
refer to constantly, and these can be located anywhere in their work-
space.
The same is true with the technical services units of the Library, the

processors and the catalogers. They have collections of books on which
they are working. So, the floor loading is quite important for any li-
brary operation. It is not only the particular thing that we have here,
it is a fairly standard requirement throughout libraries to have this
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heavier floor loading than would be true in a standard commercial
office building. Even many commercial office buildings have heavier
floors at certain locations, of course, but we wanted them throughout
the entire building.
Mr. CAMPIOLI. May I add to that statement?
Mr. MINETA. Yes.
Mr. CAMPIOLL These metal partitions are made so that they can be

located anywhere in the usable office space areas, 5 feet on center, to
make rooms of different sizes. The partitions come in 5-foot units, and
the partitions are equipped with movable shelf strips so that in any
office, if there is need to provide storage for books or other material,
the shelves can be put anywhere on these partitions.
Mr. STANGELAND. Do you still plan to install a cafeteria on the sixth

floor, and at what cost will that be done?
Mr. BERRY. The cafeteria, yes, Mr. Stangeland, is planned on the

sixth floor.
Mr. CAmpior.s. We do not have any breakout on that cost. That is

part of the general lump-sum contract that has been awarded for the
interior work.
Mr. STANGELAND. That is not the only use for the sixth floor?
Mr. CAMPIOLI. No, sir.
Mr. BERRY. It is approximately 10 percent of the sixth floor.
Mr. STANGELAND. You indicate that you are going to relocate staff

from five rental facilities. Do you have an estimate of what that re-
location will cost?
Dr. BOORSTIN. Do you mean the moving costs, Mr. Stangeland?
Mr. STANGELAND. Yes, the relocation costs.
Mr. BERRY. We have estimated for that particular purpose, I would

say $300,000 to $500,000. Of course, this again is offset by the savings
in rental costs.
Mr. STANGELAND. How many rental facilities do we have?
Mr. BERRY. We now have 10 throughout the Washington metro-

politan area.
Mr. STANGELAND. And the Madison Building will eliminate how

many?
Mr. BERRY. Initially, it will eliminate all but three of those; cer-

tainly, the high-cost ones will be eliminated. We will still maintain
staff at the Navy Yard Annex, which is a Government-owned facility.
Mr. STANGELAND. I have no other questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MINETA. Thank you very much, Mr. Stangeland.
At this time 
Mr. STANGELAND. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, I have a few other

questions.
Mr. MINETA. Fine, Mr. Stangeland.
Mr. STANGELAND. These questions, Mr. Chairman, may well be for

the Librarian, as well as the Architect.
Do you anticipate anymore change orders beyond this?
Dr. BooRsTIN. Mr. Chairman, I think the question of change orders

is one that would have to be answered by the Architect.
MT. STANGELAND. We can ask the Architect to respond.
Mr. CAMPIOLL There will undoubtedly be additional change orders

that come up as the work progresses and conditions arise that require
resolution and perhaps consideration of payment.
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But at the present moment, we assume that as soon as we get the
fourth floor requirements from the Library, we do not anticipate any
further changes of that type.
Mr. STANGELAND. If this $10 million is authorized, when will the

the building be completed?
Mr. CAMPIOLL As of the moment, it is scheduled for completion in

the early part of 1980.
Mr. STANGELAND. And what would happen if you did not get this

money?
Mr. CAMPIOLL We would not be able to complete the building.
Mr. STANGELAND. You absolutely would not be to complete the

building?
Mr. CAMPIOLL We would not, sir.
Mr. STANGELAND. I have no other questions at this time.
Mr. MINETA. Dr. Boorstin, have you made additional requests for

changes above the $2 million and have been denied those requests for
changes by the Architect?
Mr. BERRY. Nothing significant, Mr. Chairman, no. We work very

closely with the Architect of the Capitol's office, and there is a give
and take constantly on a daily basis. if the Architect's staff indicate to
us, as they have on many occasions, that something that we have asked
for will add an additional cost to the building, we will frequently back
down. I think from now on, we will be extremely careful in what we
would submit to them.
I cannot say that there would not be some things that would occur

in the next year and a half that might require some changes. We will
certainly be careful on that.
Mr. MINETA. Thank you very much, Mr. Berry, Mr. Curran, and Dr.

Boorstin, for your presence here this morning. I do not think we will
have to have you back this afternoon, Dr. Boorstin, because most of the
other questions I have are related mostly to the Architect and the oper-
ation there. Just for some questions, maybe Mr. Berry or Mr. Curran
might come back.
Dr. Boorstin, thank you very much for your presence here this

morning.
Dr. BOORSTIN. Than you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MINETA. Without any further business before the subcommittee

at this time, we will recess until 2. Thank you very much.
[Whereupon, at 12:01 p.m., a recess was taken.]

At IERNOON SESSION

[Whereupon, at 2:37 p.m., the subcommittee reconvened, Hon.
Norman Y. Mineta presiding.]
Mr. MINETA. The subcommittee will reconvene, and I apologize for

holding everybody up. I was at the Defense Mapping Agency, having
made a prior commitment there for a speech. I apologize for the delay.
Mr. Walsh, maybe I will start with you in terms of questions you

might have of Mr. White.
CHANGE ORDERS

Mr. WALSH. Mr. White, are there anymore change orders contem-
plated at this time?

29-566 0 - 78 - 5
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Mr. WHITE. Yes. The justification which we have submitted, Mr.
Walsh, indicate our estimated value of change orders projected to the
completion of the project. The number which is on the printed sheet,
which amounts to--
Mr. WALSH. Is that $4,219,000?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct. That now has changed to $3,119,000,

largely because some of those, as I think I indicated this morning, have
been placed in the upper category—that is, the number on the line just
above there, where supplements have already been issued; the latter
have become firm and known, rather than estimated.
Mr. WALSH. What was the total amount of the change orders on this

project?
Mr. WHITE. The total amount?
Mr. WALSH. From the beginning.
Mr. WHITE. The total in round numbers, Mr. Walsh, using $6.6

million for the ones that are in front of you there—the total amount
for phase 4 is $7,625,000. We had $893,000 on phase 3, $66,000 on
phase 2, and $61,000 on phase 1. So, the bulk of them, as you can see,
have been in phase 4, in the finishing of the building.
Mr. WALSH. Are these changes required as a result of requests made

by the Library itself?
Mr. WHITE. Some of them, Mr. Walsh. In addition to the $6.6

million, we have the $1.9 million, or roughly $2 million, of changes re-
quested by the Library in this phase, which, really, to a large degree,
could be termed a change in the program; in other words, from that
which was originally used for the design of the building.
Mr. WALSH. As I understand it, Mr. White, we approved $33 mil-

lion for the phase 4 project. Is that about right?
Mr. WHITE. No; not exactly.
Mr. WALSH. How much did we approve for phase 4?
Mr. WHITE. In round numbers, $67 million; that was the figure we

had from the low bidder for phase 4.
Mr. WALSH. Now, phase 4 is 
Mr. WHITE. The final phase of the project.
Mr. WALSH. Right. We had spent how much up to phase 4?
Mr. WHITE. Slightly more than $38 million.
Mr. WALSH. Phase 4 is the interior and the related work?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. WALSH. So, what you are requesting, then, is change orders in

excess of 10 percent for the interior and related work. Is this not a
high figure for change orders?
Mr. WHITE. Well, I think it could be viewed as high, but it could

also be viewed as appropriate for phased construction. As you know,
where one lets a single contract for the total construction of a build-
ing, all of the coordination of the various portions of the construc-
tion process is, by definition, put together in one contract.
Where one uses phased construction, one proceeds with the exca-

vation, for example, before the finishing of the building has been
determined. As a result of that, there tends to be more change orders
through phased construction than there would be otherwise.
If one goes to what is sometimes termed fast-tracking, you have

even more change orders.



61

Mr. WALSH. Did you not have a total plan for the building when
you started it? Did the Architect not come up with a complete design,
plans and specs for a complete building?
Mr. WHITE. In the preliminary sense, yes, but not in the final sense.

The working drawings for phase 4 were not completed until phase
3 was almost complete, for example. Many of the decisions as to lo-
cations of partitions, for example, in phase 4 had not been made while
the structure itself was being constructed—in other words, you com-
mit yourself to certain conditions in the building when you proceed
with phased construction; where the columns are located, et cetera.
So you are limited as to the flexibility.So, 

WALSH. But this is all part of a general plan that you have.
Mr. WHITE. Yes, of course.
Mr. WALSH. It is not piecemeal construction. You have an idea of

what your floor layout is; you know where the columns are, the eleva-
tors the plumbing, the electrical, and the rest of it.
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. WALK'. So, this seems to me like an inordinately high amount

of money for change orders in one phase of construction, especially
on the interior.
Mr. WHITE. You will notice, Mr. Walsh, that the final phase is the

one in which most of the change orders have taken place.
Mr. WALSH. That is my point; it represents over 10 percent of the

final phase.
Mr. WHITE. And it is in that phase when all of the prior phases

come home to roost, as it were because you are finishing the building
at that juncture, and many of those final decisions will cause earlier
decisions to have been inappropriately made, or appear to have been.
Mr. WALK'. I believe Mr. Stangeland asked this question this

morning and I was not here, but I would, for my own information,
like to raise it again. I do not believe you were here at the time.
If you do not get this $7 million, plus, how much of this building

would be incomplete?
Mr. WHITE. Well, I do not think I can answer that, offhand, in

precise terms. We would have to leave unfinished a dollar value
amounting to that $7.5 million, or whatever that exact amount is.
Now, what that means, percentagewise, or in terms of square feet or
in terms of usability is something we could furnish for the record.
Mr. WALSH. Well, what it would mean, I assume, would be the

changes in the computer facilities, the partitions, the electrical serv-
ices, the television facilities, the movable partitions, the chemical fire
extinguishers; all of these outlined in the project which you are re-
questing these funds for.
Could the Library function in the building, without severely handi-

capping the operation of the Library of Congress, if they did not get
the $10 million? Maybe that is a better way of asking the question.
Mr. WHITE. Well, I would guess the Library could better respond

to that, Mr. Walsh. But I would say that if we did not get the $10
million there may be some tradeoffs. One might say at this stage,
"Well, let us finish this instead of that, because that would be more
appropriate from the standpoint of usability." One might say, "Well,
let us put in the computer facilities and leave out finishing interiors
of some offices."
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Mr. WALSH. If they did not get the $10 million, would it be pos-
sible for them to put in some of these facilities through their own
operation and maintenance budget in the future? None of it involves
major construction, as I see it.
Mr. WHITE. It does. I think you would have difficulty in viewing

them as maintenance items. We are the ones, of course, who maintain
the building. We would have to ask for funds to install, for example,
the computer facilities, and it would probably cost a great deal more
than $483,000 if we were to do that 5 years from now, for example.
Mr. WALSH. Well, was the computer facility not planned in the

building as part of the building itself to begin with?
Mr. WHITE. It was known that there would be a computer facility,

but the extent of it or the facilities that were to be within it were
unknown and were unprogramed, to the degree that additional require-
ments, as I understand it, have been placed on the Library of Congress
by legislation requiring them to expand their computer facilities.
So, this is in addition to what had already been known in order to

meet the needs of the Congress for response by the Congressional Re-
search Service, for example, and I am really speaking for the Library
at this point. I am relating what I understand to be true.
Mr. WALSH. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. Thank you,

Mr. White.
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Stangeland?

CONTRACT BIDDING PROCEDURE

Mr. STANGELAND. I have just one additional question to the ques-
tions I asked this morning. Looking at the construction history, phase
2 was the contract for the clearing and delivery of the exterior stone,
and the contract was awarded on December 16, 1971, and all of the
material was not delivered until mid-1975. Could that contract be
awarded at a dollar figure in 1971 and not have it affected by infla-
tion clear through to 1975?
Mr. WHITE. It is affected by inflation to this extent: The bidders

know how long it will take them to quarry the stone, shape it, deliverit, and so on, and they compute how much they estimate inflation to be.They gamble when they make their bid that is part of the bidding
process.
As some of the general contractors and subcontractors have said,they are basically gamblers, because they are dealing in futures.
Mr. STANGELAND. Are all contractors on projects like this held hardto that contract price, or is there any cost-plus contracts?
Mr. WHITE. They are held to that contract price. We have no esca-lation clauses in our contracts.
Mr. STANGELAND. No other questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MINETA. There is a call of the House, and so we will have torecess and reconvene in about 10 minutes.
[Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.]
Mr. MINETA. The committee will reconvene.
Mr. Stangeland, at the time of the bells, you were asking a question.Did you get a response?
Mr. STANGELAND. Yes, I got a response.
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Hagedorn ?
Mr. HAGEDORN. No questions.

A
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COMPLETION FUNDS REQUIRED

Mr. MINETA. Mr. White, in your fiscal 1979 budget request, it out-
lines the present status of work for the Library of Congress James
Madison Memorial Building, and it states in this connection, "It is
to be noted that anticipated supplemental appropriations in the neigh-
borhood of $5 million are likely to be required for fiscal year 1978
in order to carry this project to final completion and settlement."
Given that statement, why are you requesting now, in its amended

form, $10 million from this committee, after stating that $5 million
should be sufficient to complete the project, recognizing that your
original request was, I believe, for a total of $7.65 million? Of course,
that has been upped to $10 million, but in the 1979 budget request,
you had made the statement that $5 million was likely to be required.
Mr. WHITE. Well, Mr. Chairman, I might recall that that budget

figure was prepared back in September 1977. As you know, the budget
process requires that we submit numbers very early in the year, in
terms of the fiscal year. So, the budget was submitted 8 months ago,
and at that time, we had not yet determined with any large degree
of credibility just what we needed to request.
We knew it was going to be something, and that was primarily a

need to alert the appropriations people and the budget people that
something was going to be required.. We have since refined that to the
numbers that you now have in front of you.
I might say that going from the $7.6 million to the $10 million was

a circumstance that we felt was necessary, in an effort to provide, as
I mentioned this morning, a contingency of enough of an amount so
that we would not get into further difficulty before completion of the
project.
We are trying to predict into the future and, as fallible human

beings, we do not predict very well. Therefore, no matter how hard
we try, we seem to never predict enough. So we thought it would be
useful to have a contingency that would be adequate, recognizing that
the various committees that are involved—the Joint Committee on the
Library, the House Office Building Commission, and the Senate Office
Building Commission which, by law, direct us with respect to the
progress of the construction—would control the expenditure of those
funds.
Mr. MINETA. Now, when you speak of the September date, that is

in terms of a submission to OMB?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct, and we thought it would be appropriate.

Knowing and recognizing that we were in a financial circumstance
that was going to require additional funds, we made a rough guess
at that time, without enough detail. Of course, the detail began to
develop as the time went on.
Mr. MINETA. As with other executive agencies, because you are under

the legislative branch, would OMB have the authority to pare you
back in terms of your figures?
Mr. WHITE. I am not sure what their legal authority is, but they

never have. I gather they have no lep:al authority, either. They accept
the numbers coming from the legislative branch, as preparea by the
legislative branch.
Mr. MINETA. I would think so.
Mr. WHrrE. They merely add them into their own budgeting

process.
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c‘SETTLEMENTI/ DEFINITION

Mr. MINETA. Now, in this justification, you have the phrase "to finalcompletion and settlement." What is the word "settlement" in ref-erence to?
Mr. WHITE. I think that is just a term of art which was used to in-dicate settlement of any outstanding construction change orders. Itdoes not refer to settlement of claims of the contractor. That is notthe intent of that expression, since those may take many years. As youmay know, the problems with the underground garages south of theRayburn Building are still in litigation and it is now 13 years afterthe garages were constructed.
Mr. MINETA. You mean the attorneys do not have a client; theyhave a career?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct. Some have described it as the attorney'sretirement act when we do something of that nature.

BENEFICIAL OCCUPANCY

Mr. MINETA. Earlier, I had asked about beneficial occupancy, and Iam wondering whether or not beneficial occupancy is not normallytreated as a cost of occupancy, rather than as a construction cost.Mr. WHITE. I suppose that is a matter of definition, Mr. Chairman,and we have both things taking place. For example, we have requestedfunds from the Appropriations Committee for supporting the cost ofmaintenance personnel, 22 people for about 4 months of the year ofoccupancy, so that we could put some of our maintenance people ontothe construction site before it was occupied, in order to learn fromthe contractor the various ramifications of the motors, and primarilymechanical and electrical systems. That is a part of maintenance andoperation.
When one comes to reimbursing the contractor for the cost of heat-ing when one occupies beneficially, it is not normally viewed as amaintenance problem, but rather as a construction contingency. Isuppose, depending on one's philosophy, you could view it either way.I am not sure what the law would require, but I believe that, ingeneral, in the construction industry it is viewed as a part of theconstruction cost, for tax purposes and other purposes, in privateenterprise, as opposed to a maintenance problem.
Mr. MINETA. But mechanical systems operations are charged off tothe architect's operating budget, are they not, rather than toconstruction?
Mr. WHITE. The cost of heating and cooling a building, and light-ing, and so on, are, of course, part of the architect's maintenancebudget, once the building is occupied. These funds are not intended to

handle any of that, so far as I know.
Mr. MINETA. Why would they not be?
Mr. WHITE. The contractor has in his contract the requirement to

heat the building while he is constructing it for his own purposes.
If we partially occupy, we need to reimburse him for some of those
items. One could make a choice and say that this should be part of a
maintenance budget.
Now, partial occupancy maybe should reouire that. It is a matter

of choice and definition, but these moneys are not intended to cover
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that, particularly. They are intended to cover such things as having
the contractor continue to operate the equipment in the building as a
part of the construction process, even though we are in it, in order,
for example, to not begin the warranties until we are fully occupied,
or until the contractor has completed, let us say, elevator motors or
generators, and such things as that.
As long as he is maintaining it and it is part of his construction

obligation, then the warranty does not begin. These moneys are to
cover us for reimbursement to the contractor who is going to say:
"Yes; I will maintain them and operate them and let the warranty
period toll until you occupy fully, but you have to reimburse me for
that."
I suppose one could say that you could direct that to a maintenance

budget. We chose not to, since it is related to the construction con-
tractor. I must agree, Mr. Chairman, it is one of those items that could
logically be put in either category.
Mr. MINETA. In this instance, are those warranties tolled until com-

pletion of contract?
Mr. WHITE. That is our intention, yes, as long as both parties are

using the equipment.

DISCUSSION OF INCREASE BY ITEM

Mr. MINETA. We have gone over the design errors and omissions,
and you have that as roughly $3.5 million, plus the $3,119,000. Do you
anticipate filing a lawsuit on those against the architects or engineers
for these omissions and design errors?
Mr. WHITE. We will, of course, do as we are directed. We intend

to present it to the committees and commissions that are involved
in directing us, and we will, of course, do as we are directed. I would
guess this would have to be a judgment that would have to be made
by not only those committees, but by legal counsel, as well.
Mr. MINETA. Now, as far as any settlement with the contractor,

where do those moneys fit into this chart?
Mr. WHITE. They are in that category that you just recited, Mr.

Chairman, that $6.6 million, in total, change orders, or the changes
that the Library has requested, which also become a change order, as
far as the contractor is concerned; in other words, anything that we
order the contractor to do—to add another light, or move a partition—
and he gives us a bill and we agree to it, or negotiate with him and
come to an agreement. It is those that we pay him for out of this fund.
If the contractor should make a claim that he is entitled to funds

for, let us say, delay or a changed condition that he did not anticipate,
or something of that nature, that kind of claim with which we do not
agree, or even a change order amount with which we do not agree
and which ultimately becomes litigated, when that is finally approved,
if it should go to the Court of Claims, for example, at which point the
litigation is taken over by the Department of Justice, if the contractor
prevails, those moneys which he is paid come from the Treasury, and
not. from the appropriation to the building.
Mr. MINETA. It says: "changes resulting from job conditions, design

errors and omissions, for a total of $6.6 million." We do not know
how much is contractors' claims, in contrast to how much we might
be able to claim against the architect or engineer for design errors?
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Mr. WHrrE. That is correct. I am not prepared to respond to that at
this point, but a reasonable amount of that, I believe, is recoverable.
Mr. MINETA. Now, the item "estimated value of change orders

projected to completion of project, $4.2 million," to what extent,
again, are these change orders that have already become necessary,
and to what extent is this figure just a guess as to what problems
might occur in the future?
Mr. WnrrE. Well, as I mentioned earlier, Mr. Chairman, that figure

of $4,219,000 is now $3,119,000, since $1.1 million of that has become
firm and determined. The balance of it are estimates based upon the
average cost per change order that we have experienced up to now,
and a prediction of how many additional change orders, at that
average cost, will continue into the future.
It is an estimate, and like all estimates, there is a tendency for the

viewer of the estimate to look upon it as a firm contractual number,
which it is not. That is, of course, the reason for the contingency. We
are constantly struggling with the difference between what we can
guess and what is finally determined.

jr. MINETA. When we went up to the $123 million authorization,
there was a contingency of $5,876,000. Is that correct?
Mr. WHITE. Yes; I believe that is correct.
Mr. MINETA. What happened to that contingency fund?
Mr. WHITE. It was $5.6 million, I believe, Mr. Chairman. Is that

the number that you have?
Mr. MINETA. Our figure from the report, back in 1976, is a con-

tingency allowance of $5,876,535.
Mr. WHITE. Yes, that is correct, Mr. Chairman; we have the same

number. You asked what happened to that?
Mr. MINETA. Right.
Mr. WHITE. If you look at the second page of our justification, you

will discover a number of items below the line marked "phase 4,"
which is the contractual amount. We did not allocate it specifically;
it is distributed as we spent the money for the various items that are
totaled in the remainder of that list, including the two items at the
bottom which amount to the bulk of the funds, in addition to the
contracts themselves.
Mr. MINETA. You are not including architectural and engineering

services, and administrative and miscellaneous expenses as part of
that?
Mr. WHITE. Not the architectural and engineering services, but the

administrative and miscellaneous expenses have increased beyond
what we thought they would.
Mr. MTNETA. Mr. White, are you referring to page 2 of your report

of April 26, 1978?
Mr. WHITE. Yes.
Mr. MirurrA. You are looking at those figures underneath the

$67,896,000?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. MTNETA. YOU start at $9,629, and end at the $70,000 figure?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct, plus the last figure, which is the ad-

ministrative and 'miscellaneous expenses which are higher than we
would have anticipated them to be.
Mr. MINETA. First of all, if you add those figures from $9,629 down

to the $70,000, you are talking about roughly $500,000 in there,.

.*
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Mr. WHITE. Yes.
Mr. MINETA. From your previous authorization, you were given

some sum for administrative and miscellaneous expenses. How much
was that line item ? Was that not $2,539,000?
Mr. WHITE. I am having some difficulty, Mr. Chairman, in putting

all these numbers together. The question, of course, is how did the
$5,876,000 get utilized, and it is really spread between the numbers
that you see. There is some of it in phase 4, for example. You will
discover that phase 4, that $67,896,000, is higher than the amount that
was presented in the request for funds at that time.
The request at that time was for $67,035,300, and the difference

occurred because the low bidder, on the basis of the manner in which
the bids were determined to be low, which was the base bid—and those
were the rules by which the bidders bid—the low bidder, it turned
out, was not the low man with regard to the additives, and there
was no way to pick the additives of the second low bidder and put
that together with the base bid of the low bidder.
So, the actual amount was as you see it on these documents, and I

see here that someone had determined at that time that $693,000 of

the contingency was applied initially to the original contract, for

the reason that I have just stated. So, that is where part of it went.

Now, one might say that the unobligated balance which we still
have, which is $5,538,000 at this point, contains part of that con-
tingency amount, as well. In other words, it is spread through the
remainder of these numbers. The $5,078,000 for administrative ex-
penses is greater than we anticipated it would be to completion of the
project.
We have had, for example, the administrative and miscellaneous

expenses increased because of the necessity for us to hire some critical
path method consultants in order to determine whether some of the
contractor's claims for delay are appropriate or not.
Mr. MINETA. That was $126,000, as I recall.
Mr. WHITE. Yes, something of that order of magnitude. So, there

are a number of items of that nature which have added to the ad-
ministrative costs. In addition to that, the large number that we have
been discussing, the $6.6 million in change orders, is quite a bit larger
than we would ordinarily have expected, and there has been a lot of
paperwork associated with that.
Some of our administrative expenses, in terms of allocable costs to

inadequacies in drawings, are also assignable and perhaps recoverable,
since we would not have had to expend as much labor and effort in the

• entire area of change orders if there had not been certain inadequacies
in the drawings. I think that is important to recognize, as well.
Mr. MINETA. Mr. White, I guess the bottom line I an getting at is,

how do we know and how do we make sure that when you or anybody
• else comes before us and asks us for a certain amount of money to

build a certain project that we are, in fact, going to get that project
for that stated amount?
Mr. WHITE. That is a question which has—
Mr. MINETA. And let me just add, parenthetically, that recognizing

that $2 million of this has been congressionally mandated as addi-
tional responsibilities which the Library of Congress has to now under-
take, I can identify $2 million worth of additional work.
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How do I justify the total of $13 million, when I can justify $2
million of it as congressionally mandated? I am trying to find some
answer to the balance.
Mr. WHITE. Well, some of it, as we discussed, has to do with opera-

tion and maintenance, which maybe should have been figured in the
beginning. I think, to some degree, there were some inadequacies in
the original estimate. I think, also, going back to the basic problem of
the increase from the $90 million to the $123 million, there is a
tendency, I believe—and this is not a digression, Mr. Chairman, but I
think it may be worthy of note—there is a tendency for estimates to be
viewed as bids.
I think it would be more appropriate to recognize that depending

on when the estimate is made on a construction project, whether it is
at the preliminary stage or the working drawing stage or the sketch
stage, instead of giving a number, we rightfully ought to say, for
example, at the very beginning, at the sketch stage, that there is a
60-percent probability that the cost will lie between this many dollars
and that many dollars.
Then, as we go further into the project, we know that the probability

increases and that the credibility of our numbers will be better, and
therefore the narrowing of the limits between which these two num-
bers will go. I think that is especially true where a 'program is un-
known, to begin with,—by a "program," I mean the intended detailed
uses of the building.
If someone were to come to me as an architect to design a private

home and say: "There is my wife and myself and three children,"
and we design a house to accommodate them, and then part way
through the design, they come in and say: "We are going to have an-
other child," I have to change the design of the house, perhaps, and add
another bedroom, or whatever.
If the program changes during the course of the design of the build-

ing, then, of course, things begin to happen to change the cost. If, in
the beginning, the concept of what was going to go in the building is
at one level, and that begins to change over the 10 or 11 years of time
that it seems to have taken for this particular project, that begins to
cause changes, too.
now, when we get into this particular category, I think it is obvi-

ous that the bulk of the additional costs that we are now talking about
has arisen because of some change orders that were not anticipated in
terms of the drawings themselves.
I am not sure there is a good answer. I think if we were to say that

we want a building with so many square feet in it and it is a simple
building and has a certain number of lineal feet of partition and it
is going to accommodate a certain number of simple kinds of things,
I think you come closest to getting what you want for a given dollar
amount.
But here is a custom-built building that has a number of unique

characteristics, the determination of the detail of which was not
available to us in the beginning; for example, rare book storage. and
other areas requiring special low temperature and constant humidity
characteristics; additional air filtering and chemical decontamination
system required to prevent damage to rare documents for certain at-
mospheric pollutants.
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I can recall spending a lot of time determining how best to prevent
certain contaminants in the air from getting into the building through
these systems. We had a lot of difficulty with the bidders with respect
to how best to provide that.
The fire prevention system that went in was, as we discussed earlier,

substantial. I think that between the fire prevention system and some
of these other items, going back now again to the difference between
the $90 million and the $123 million, I think there was $9 million of
that that was associated with that, alone; in addition, there was the
inadequacy of the predictions about escalation.
A high redundancy emergency electric power system that is deemed

necessary; uninterrupted power source for computer facilities; it is
true that we knew largely what these were going to be. I guess what
I am saying is that the estimates of cost were viewed inadequately,
insofar as what they ultimately could have been.

• That is part of the problem: An inability to make cost predictions.
I believe that everyone has a tendency to minimize increases in costs
and what ultimate costs will be. I suppose it is because, to some degree,
if we knew at the beginning what it was going to cost at the end, we
might never begin. I suppose there is a tendency to say, "Well, it should
not cost that much more."
Mr. MINETA. I am quite sure my colleague, Mr. Walsh, when he was

a mayor, ran into the same thing I did. If a department head wanted
to sell me on something, they would have a low cost figure on some-
thing. We would say: "OK, let us get into it." We got into it, and then
we would all have all kinds of escalations during the term of that
project, where if we had known that right from the beginning, we
would never have gone into it.
I recognize that there is a big difference between a cost estimate and

a low bid, but it seems to me, right from the beginning, we have .al-
ways known that this was a specialized structure. When the building
was increased by the other $33 million, there is this statement: "The
building is a specialized structure that will offer the conditions needed
to preserve, store, and efficiently use the information in its valued
collections."
We have known since 1965 that that was one of the things that this

structure was going to give us, and yet we have seen this escalate to
the point of double what the original estimates were.
The other thing is, in looking at this cost justification for this request

here, are there any items—you have got $3.5 million for supplements
which have already been issued, and then you have got the. other
$3,119,000 for projected completion of project—is there anything in
there that is already double counted from that itemized list up above?
Of the $785,000, the $483,000, the $153,000, the $250,000, and the

$308.000. is there anything that is being double counted at all?
Mr. WHITE. No, there is not, I am told, Mr. Chairman.

• Mr. MINETA. Is that $3,119,000 a contingency?
Mr. WHITE. No, it is not a contingency. Those items up above are

separated. They are not in these changes resulting from job conditions,
snd so on. That estimated value of change orders is a separate item
from the items which you see outlined up above.
Mr. MINETA. Those are already known change orders?
Mr. WHITE. No; they are estimates.
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Mr. MINETA. Is it a contingency?
Mr. WHITE. No, I would not call it a contingency, because we know

we are going to have some more change orders. We are estimating both
the number of change orders and their average value, based upon what
has happened up to now. Now, we have tried to be conservative in
determining that, but again it is an estimate.
But I would not call it a contingency, since we are as certain as we

are sitting here that there will be some additional change orders. The
only question is how many and how much. So, we have used the past
experience of existing change orders.
We have had a total of 704 supplements, which results in change

orders that are finalized. The supplement means a supplement to the
contract, and then we prepare a change order which finalizes it. We
have had 700 of those up to now, based upon what has happened on the
construction site.
Using that as a criterion, and taking the average dollar value of

those—some have been as little as $50 and some have been several
thousand—we have averaged that number and predicted what we can
anticipate from now until the end, and we have estimated it.
So, I would not call it a contingency. It is an estimate, and it could •

be wrong, which is why we have added a contingency.
Mr. MINETA. This morning, I think you said that administrative and

miscellaneous expenses amount to about 5.5 percent. Is that correct?
Mr. WHITE. That is approximately correct, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MINETA. So, again, if we use the $133 million figure 5.5 percent

would be roughly—let us use the figure of $7.3 million. If we add the
administrative and miscellaneous expenses of the $3,335,000 you are
asking for here, plus the $5,555,000 that you have already expended
prior to this, we are up to $8.8 million, which is $1,200,000 more than
what 5.5 percent applied to $133 million is.
Then, if you look at the present justification of the $3,335,000 request,

as against the total additional construction cost you have, which is
$9,498,000, you are really talking about that being one-third.
Mr. WHITE. Well, I think, Mr. Chairman, you are correct in pointing

out a discrepancy there. I believe that $3,335,000 was determined last
September and was based upon 2 full years of administrative costs,
based upon what it has been up to now.
On the other hand, the number that remains, this $5,538,000, the

unobligeed balance
' 

is as of—
Mr. MINETA. Is that a September figure?
Mr. WHITE. No. That is as of March 1; I am talking about the un-

obligated balance on the previous page. So, that $3,335,000 is probably
a high number at this point, because we are almost-5 months into •
1978, and that number was determined back in September, on the pre-
sumption that we would have 2 full years required for that purpose.
So, there may be a little more in there than is necessary, but again

we felt that it was appropriate to have some leeway there. It really, •
in a sense, adds to contingency, I suppose. The fact is that we only
expend what is necessary to expend, and that number, I am sure,
could logically be reduced.
As I mentioned earlier, the $10 million was a nice, round decimal

number and the contingency amount was used as a rounding figure
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and came out to whatever resulted. So, if we were to think in those
terms, we might have—for example, if that number $3,335,000 had
been $2,835,000, we would have probably rounded the contingency
higher in order to come up with the $10 million as a round decimal
number, recognizing again that it seems that no matter how much
contingency you have, it somehow results in an inadequacy.
Mr. MINETA. In 1976, you had stated that:
In my professional opinion, an amount equal to 10 percent of the cost of the

remaining construction is not unreasonable sum to make available in order to
provide the necessary funds to cover unforeseen job conditions, resulting in
change orders, as well as possible change in program requirements on the project
for interior and related work where the excavation, foundation, and superstruc-
tures have been performed under separate contracts being done under phased
construction.

We are way over that 10 percent, are we not?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct. That 10 percent would have amounted

at that time to $6.7 million, and we asked for $5.8 million, which is
about 8.5 percent. But we are over the 10 percent, in any event.
Mr. MINETA. Do you not count the 10 percent on the remaining work

• to be done, and not on—
Mr. WHITE. The 10 percent was counted on the remaining work to

be done which was the $67 million.
Mr. MINETA. $6,896,000?
Mr. WHITE. That is right. We are, nevertheless, at this point slightly

over that. I believe that it is not unreasonable to anticipate 10 percent.
I believe that GSA uses 10 percent, for example.
I do not believe we will be over 10 percent on the total project, in

terms of the expenditure of contingency. If you add up the contingency
that we are asking for now and the contingency that had previously
been appropriated, and take that as a percentage of $133 million, I
think it is considerably less than even 8 percent.
We have $2,325,000 that we are asking for now, and $5,876,000 that

we asked for earlier, which is roughly $8 million. And then we had
a contingency in the first three phases, which I do not have in front of
me, but it was probably something in the order of $1 million; that is
my recollection.
So, we would be at, let us say, $9 million, and if you talk about $133

million, 6 percent of $133 million is $7.8 million. I think our total
contingency for the whole project, not including the funds that we
have asked for for an expanded program and all the other things—I
am talking about just the contingency amount—has not been
unreasonable.
Mr. MINETA. To complete the work, not including the $2,325,000 on

contingency, there is about $13 million of funds that is necessary to
complete the work, is that correct?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct, of which we have an unobligated bal-

ance in the bank, so to speak, of $5,538,000. As you get toward the end
of a project, you begin to look at what you are going to need to com-
plete it and deduct what you have left, which is what we did.
So. we estimate. as you announced, that difference between the $13.3

million and the $5.5 million, which is presently in unobligated funds.
Mr. MINETA. Does not $3,335,500 for administrative and miscel-

laneous expenses for $13 million more worth of work seem awfully
high?

29-566 0 - 78 - 6
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Mr. WHITE. It does, and I believe that it results, as I say, from two
things. First, it was figured on 2 full years, which I am sure we will
not need.
Mr. MINETA. Mr. White, could I interrupt you for just a moment?

We have a call of the House again. Maybe you could formulate your
ideas while we are gone. We will reconvene in about 12 minutes.
Mr. WHITE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.]
Mr. MINETA. The committee will reconvene.
Mr. White, we have roughly $6.6 million, which I guess I might

characterize as being a cost overrun, and this is being assigned to
errors and omissions of the associate architect?
Mr. WHITE. Errors and omissions, and job conditions which may

not be errors and omissions.
Mr. MINETA. All right. It appears that $5.5 million has already

been paid to the architectural firm.
Mr. WHITE. That is correct. It is either paid or obligated to be paid.

I am not sure that it has all been expended.
Mr. MINETA. And you are also saying that you are going to be pay-

ing them an additional $379,000, to the associate architect?
Mr. WHITE. Those figures are determined on the basis of obligations

which were determined as a result of the percentage fee of construction
costs. Those funds have not been expended, but that is what is
predicted.
Mr. MINETA. And what is that percentage of the construction cost

for architectural and engineering fees?
Mr. WHITE. It is 5 percent, Mr. Chairman. Their contract is 5 per-

cent, but the $379,000 is not a full 5 percent of the remaining amount. I
believe it is because some of the construction cost items were not a part
of their contractual obligation, and therefore they were not entitled
to any fee on them; some of what we would call construction costs,
but which they did not have anything to do with.
Mr. MINETA. SO, it is not in any way related to certain design errors

or omissions?
Mr. WHITE. No; it has not been. We did not think that was ap-

propriate to do, until we made some legal determination of what their
obligations might be.
Mr. MINETA. Going back again to this administrative and miscel-

laneous expense, our experience on this committee in working with
GSA is that for their in-house costs, they usually charge 2 to 3 per-
cent to oversee a phased construction project.
How is it that yours are roughly, let us say, about 6 percent?
Mr. WHITE. Well, I suspect it is to some degree because our costs

include some things which theirs do not. For example, we have our
own building inspectors. We do not come under anyone else's jurisdic-
tion on the Hill, neither the city, nor the county, nor a State, nor
anyone else.
So, any inspection to protect the Government's interests to see that

a building is being properly built must be done by our own personnel.
GSA does not do that. They may have GSA inspectors, but not to the
degree that we have detail inspectors for concrete and steel and
masonry, and so on.
In addition to that—and I think this is a point that ought to be

clarified, Mr. Chairman, which I do not think I have done up to now-

0.
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any litigation that arises through the administrative process prior to
a contractor's claim going to the Court of Claims is handled with our
own in-house personnel; that is to say, lawyers on our staff hired on a
payroll charged to the Library building, for example, or whatever
other project there my be, responding to the contractor's claims. The
GSA does not have that, either.
When I said earlier that if a contractor's claim finally goes to litiga-

tion and is determined to be recompensable by the Court of Claims,
that money comes out of the Treasury. But the preparation for that
litigation is done by our staff, as I have just described, and those
moneys come out of this administrative expense.
When I indicated earlier that we were still in litigation on the

underground garages south of this building after these many years,
those moneys are coming out of the construction cost of the building,
within a limitation of cost placed on it by the Congress at that time.
So, we need to have enough funds in here to be able to anticipate

some future litigation. Otherwise, we will have to come back again.
Mr. MINETA. IS that person, as the head of the litigation division,

just working on the Madison Library, or are there other projects that
are under that person's responsibilities?
Mr. WHITE. Their time is charged to different projects, depending

upon what they are working on. We have three major projects under-
way at the moment. As you may recall, we not only have the Library,
but we have the Hart Senate Office Building; we have the expansion
to the powerplant. Their time is allocated among those projects.
They are not permanent employees. We pay them on a temporary

payroll, the funds for which are supplied through these administrative
costs. Another thing that I might say, Mr. Chairman, that I am re-
minded of with regard to GSA, is that on some of their construction
projects, they hire construction managers for a percentage fee or for
a fixed fee. They are normally not included as a part of their admin-
istrative expenses; they are a separate expense of the construction. All
of that, we do in-house, and it comes out of our administrative costs.
Mr. MINETA. Plus your contractual fee for consultants?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. MINETA. As in the critical path management; that is above your

administrative expenses?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct, but it is in that total for funds expended.

The only thing that is not in there in the way of fees is the fee to the
associate architects and engineers who design the building.

AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION

Mr. MINETA. Pursuant to the rules of this House, this committee is
charged with the responsibility of matters relating to Capitol build-
ings. In our budget report to the House Budget Committee every year,
we account for a great percentage of your budget in our report, such
as funds that are necessary for Capitol buildings and grounds, House
office buildings, and the Capitol Power Plant.
I am somewhat troubled by the fact that prior to the transmittal

of our report to the Budget.. Committee, we never really received any
communication from your office requesting authorization for the ex-
penditure of these funds.
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Since you do not seek authorization from this committee, who, in
fact, authorizes •the expenditure of these funds prior to an
appropriation?
Mr. WHITE. Expenditure of funds for Capitol Grounds, let us say?
Mr. MINETA. That is right.
Mr. WHITE. Let us take that as a particular item. We go each year,

of course, to the Appropriations Committee for maintenance funds.
Those items which are considered to be minor in nature, such as, for
example, the replacement of sidewalks, are authorized, in effect, di-
rectly by the Appropriations Committee, as a part of what we are
charged with by law, which is the care and maintenance of the build-
ings and grounds.
I suppose that it could be said that a limit should be set on how

large the funds should be before the Public Works Committee should
become involved. No one has ever directed me as to how much that
should be. The fact is that when there is anything of any magnitude,
it does come before this committee. Ordinary maintenance items do
not.
For example, there may be nonrecurring items which are, neverthe-

less, of a maintenance nature. By "nonrecurring," I am referring to
the replacement of a roof, for example, which may take place every 20
years as a major replacement item. We normally would not come to
Public Works with that, since it is really a maintenance item, even
though it occurs only once in 20 years.
Any new construction that takes place does come before this com-

mittee, insofar as I know and since I have been here.
Mr. MINETA. But my point is that under the House rules, we have

the responsibility for reporting to the House Budget Committee. We
have done a quick, back-of-the-envelope kind of computation, and
that comes to in excess of $50 million for all of the Capitol buildings
and grounds, the Capitol Power Plant, the House office buildings, Li-
brary buildings and grounds. These all come to an amount in excess
of $50 million.
I recognize you go to the Appropriations Committee for the money.

But, usually, for an appropriation, there has to be some kind of
authorization.
Mr. WHITE. Well, the authorizing legislation for us, Mr. Chairman,

are the acts of August 15, 1876-19 Stat. 147—and a continued list
which I will provide for the record, and the acts of December 24, 1973,
and so on I am now talking about the Capitol Grounds.
[The following was received for the record:]
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ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

STATUTORY AUTHORITY
FOR FUNDING REQUESTS
(by Appropriation)

ANNUAL ACCOUNTS 

5/17/78

Salaries
31 U.S.C. 689; 40 U.S.C. 162, 164a, 166b-3; 84 Stat. 817; Public Law
91-656; Public Law 94-82; 5 U.S.C. 5331-5337, 5341-5349, 5544-5549;
Public Law 92-392. (The position of Architect of the Capitol has been
in continuous existence from 1793-1978, with the exception of the periods
1795-1803 and 1829-1851 when no construction work was in progress).

Contingent Expenses
No specific statutory authority except 40 U.S.C. 166d.

CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

Capitol Buildings
40 U.S.C. 162, 163, 166; 40 U.S.C. 163a; H. Con. Res. 550, 92nd Congress;
86 Stat. 1510 - (cost limitation increased by 87 Stat. 109, 89 Stat. 185,
90 Stat. 1453, 91 Stat. 673), 31 U.S.C. 689.

Capitol Grounds
40 U.S.C. 162, 193a; 40 U.S.C. 173; 31 U.S.C. 689.

Senate Office Buildings
40 U.S.C. 174c; 62 Stat. 1029; 31 U.S.C. 689; Public Laws 92-51 (85 Stat.
138), 93-305 (88 Stat. 206), and 94-157 (89 Stat. 832).

Senate Garage
40 U.S.C. 185a (47 Stat. 391 as amended by 78 Stat. 545); 31 U.S.C. 689.

House Office Buildings
40 U.S.C. 175; 45 Stat. 1071; 69 Stat. 41-42 (as implemented by order of
the House Office Building Commission, October 17, 1967); 86 Stat. 222;
89 Stat. 12; 80 Stat. 365; 87 Stat. 542.

Capitol Power Plant
40 U.S.C. 185; 33 Stat. 479; 34 Stat. 36; 42 Stat. 767; 44 Stat. 1262;
45 Stat. 1071; 45 Stat. 1694; 46 Stat. 51, 583; 50 Stat. 9-10; 62 Stat.
1029; 63 Stat. 933; 68 Stat. 803; 69 Stat. 41; 79 Stat. 987; 85 Stat. 637;
49 Stat. 571; 91 Stat. 1374.
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ANNUAL ACCOUNTS (continued)

LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

Structural and Mechanical Care

2 U.S.C. 141; 46 Stat. 583; 79 Stat. 987 (Section 2); 31 U.S.C. 689.

BOTANIC GARDEN

Salaries and Expenses

40 U.S.C. 216; Public Law 69-665; 44 Stat. 774; 47 Stat. 161.

THE JUDICIARY

Supreme Court of the United States

Care of the Building and Grounds

40 U.S.C. 13a and 13b; 31 U.S.C. 689. 4.
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ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

STATUTORY AUTHORITY
FOR FUNDING REQUESTS
(by Appropriation)

NONRECURRING PROJECTS 

5/17/78

Extension of the Capitol

69 Stat. 515-516; 83 Stat. 124. (No funds requested for 1978 or 1979).

West Central Front of the Capitol

91 Stat. 681-682. (No funds requested for 1978 or 1979).

Master Plan for Future Development
of the Capitol Grounds and Related Areas

88 Stat. 288-289. (Funds requested - 1978 Supplemental).

Acquisition of Property as an Addition
to the Capitol Grounds

40 U.S.C. 184b. (No funds requested under this head for 1978 or 1979).

Construction of an Extension to the
New Senate Office Building

86 Stat. 1510, 87 Stat. 1079, 88 Stat. 1777. (Funds requested -

1978 Supplemental).

Extension of Additional Senate Office Building Site

83 Stat. 352-353. (No funds requested for 1978 or 1979).

Acquisition of Property as a Site for

Parking Facilities for the United States Senate

86 Stat. 1510-1511. (No funds requested for 1978 or 1979).

Plans for Garage and Related Facilities
for the United States Senate

86 Stat. 1512. (No funds requested for 1978 or 1979).

Acquisition of Property, Construction, and Equipment

Additional House Office Building

69 Stat. 41. (No funds requested for 1978 or 1979).

Expansion of Facilities, Capitol Power Plant

72 Stat. 1714-1715. (No funds requested for 1978 or 1979).

Modifications and Enlargement,
Capitol Power Plant

85 Stat. 637, 87 Stat. 109-110. (No funds requested for 1978 or 1979).

Alterations and Improvements, Buildings and Grounds

to Provide Facilities for the Physically Handicapped

89 Stat. 290. (No funds requested for 1978 or 1979).

SI
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Mr. WHITE. I think we are authorized by those statutes, and there
are separate ones for each of these areas—the House office buildings,
the Senate office buildings, and so on. We would be glad to provide
the statutes which authorize us to ask for the funds. This is for care
and maintenance of the buildings, not the construction of new build-
ings. The office has been operating, long before I was here, under those
circumstances.
If it should be determined that the Public Works Committee, be-

cause of its obligation to report this under the budget, should also be
obligated to authorize, we would, of course, be pleased to appear here
each year and testify. It has never been done that way, and it may be
that the budgeting process has merely used the Public Works Com-
mittee as an easy conduit for the placing of the funds in the budget.
Mr. MINETA. Well, it is not the budget act that does that; it is the

House rules.
Mr. WHrrE. So far as I know, in the history of the Office of the

Architect, that has never been done, except for new construction. On
the other hand, if it is determined that we should do that, we would
be happy to.
' Mr. MINETA. I had asked Mr. Campioli earlier—and I understand
it is his wife's birthday today, and Mr. Stangeland and I saw him a
little earlier and wished his wife a happy birthday, as you have by
sending him on home.

CAPITOL POWER PLANT COSTS ATTRIBUTABLE TO JMMB

In your fiscal year 1979 budget request, under the heading "Modi-
fications and Enlargement, Capitol Power Plant," you have a figure
of $30,600,000 which provides for modifications to the Capitol Power
Plant, the steam and chilled water distributions systems, including
the enlargement thereof required to supply steam and chilled water
for air conditioning for the Library of Congress, the James Madison
Memorial Building, and the extension to the Dirksen Senate Office
Building.
What percentage of this $30 million is attributable to the James

Madison Library?
Mr. WHITE. I would respond to that in a qualified way, Mr. Chair-

man. This unit which is being added to the power plant consists basi-
cally of four 6,000-ton air conditioning chillers. There will be about
6,000 tons required for the cooling of the James Madison Building.
One could therefore oversimplify and say that 25 percent of that $30
million is allocable to the James Madison Building.
On the other hand, we need more than that, and it would be unfair

to do that. You could not build one-quarter of the building; it would
cost a great deal more, percentagewise to build 25 percent of that
module. So, it is probably something less than that. Maybe 15 percent,
one could logically say, is allocable to the James Madison Building.
Mr. MINETA. And did this committee approve the necessary author-

izing legislation?
Mr. WHITE. Yes.
Mr. MINETA. Do you know under what authority?
Mr. WHITE. Public Law 93-50, approved July 1, 1973, as amended

by Public Law 94-440, approved October 1, 1976—those were the ap-
propriations acts.
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I do not have that citation, Mr. Chairman, but we did come to this
committee and a hearing was held with regard to increasing that
authorization. The citations I gave you were for the Appropriations
Act.
Mr. MINETA. Those were for the Appropriations Act.
Mr. WHITE. Yes I am sorry. I do not have that, but we will obtain

it. There was a hearing, which I recall very distinctly, to increase and
provide for that.
[The following was received for the record:]

•



SO

MODIFICATIONS AND ENLARGEMENT, CAPITOL POWER PLANT 

This project is authorized, at a limit of cost of $30,600,000, by
Public Law 93-50, approved July 1, 1973, "Second Supplemental Appro-
priations Act, 1973", as amended by Public Law 94-440, approved
October 1, 1976, "Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1977". Public
Law 93-50 included an appropriation of $17,400,000 for the project and
authorized such amount to be added to and merged with a prior appro-
priation of $1,200,000 provided for engineering and other required design
services for the project in Public Law 92-184, approved December 15, 1971,
"Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1972", Public Law 94-440 increased those
amounts by an additional $12,000,000, from $18,600,000 to $30,600,000, and
included the additional $12,000,000 in that Act.

The following excerpts from Report No. 93-164, House of Representatives,
Second Supplemental Appropriations Bill, 1973, pages 58-60, provide addi-
tional information with respect to the request for both the authorization
and appropriation of funds for the modifications and enlargement of the
Capitol Power Plant,

t
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93D CONGRESS t HOUSE_ OF REPRESENTATIVES J REporr
ht Session f No. 93-164

•

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1973

MAY 3, 1973.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State

of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. MAHON, from the Committee on Appropriations,
submitted the following

REPORT
together with

ADDITIONAL VIEWS
[To accompany H.R. 7447]

The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in
explanation of the accompanying bill making supplemental appro-
Tnations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and for other
purposes.

94-872 0
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itiodificatitms and enlargement, Capitol Power Plant.—The Commit-
tee- recommends the appropriation of $17,400,000 for an expansion of
the Capitol Power Plant. As shown in the pertinent excerpts from the
printed hearings below, there is an urgency to proceed with the work
as soon as possible. The existing plant does not have the capacity to
furnish air conditioning for the new Library of Congress James
Madison Memorial Building which is due for completion m the latter
part of 1975. A detailed justification appears in part 2 of the printed
hearings on this bill commencing on page
(The excerpts referred to follow) - • :

- Mr. WHITE. Turning now to the modifications and enlargement of the Capitol
Power Plant, this is an item which is not requested in our formal presentation
before you, but which we consider urgent to present at this time. A short history
of the need is given in the separate justifications, and I might just say in addition
to that, the need arises basically because while we have enough capacity for
additional heating for some years into the future, there being quite a bit of excess
heating capacity at the moment, we have absolutely no additional cooling capacity
in the Power Plant and have not had for several years. We are just operating on
the ragged edge of being able to supply the present cooling needs of the buildings
on the Hill, which are all supplied through the chilled-water source at the Capitol
Power Plant. Distribution is through the 3% miles of heating and cooling pipe
tunnels that we have on the Hill. Any additional buildings that are built require
additional cooling capacity.

The request to include boththe authorization and the fundsin the
bill is also explained in the testimony reprinted below:
[The excerpts referred to follow:]

ENGINEERING STUDY
•

Mr. WHITE. Because the new Madison Library Building was the first one to
bring this necessity to the attention of everyone, the Congress authorized a study
to be made of the required powerplant expansion. Funds were appropriated and
the study was made by Hennessy, Hansen, & Jones, consulting engineers of New
York.
In their study they made certain recommendations which were based upon our

request that they look into both short-range and long-range needs to the year •
2000 and beyond. We felt it would be inappropriate to add patches to the plant
without looking at the needs from the broad overall standpoint so that we would
be able to make the kind of alteiation that would be useful to us later and which -
would not act as an obstacle to future needs.

HEARINGS BEFORE HOUSE PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMYTTEE - •

Their recommendations were received and studied, and last year we had hear-
ings before the Subcommittee on Public Buildings and Grounds of the House
Public Works Committee that considers legislation of this particular character.
Mr. Gray is the subcommittee chairman.

ACTION OF PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE

That subcommittee approved the recommendations which we made based
upon the consultants' report as to how to proceed with expansions to the plant.
Because of other needs of the Congress and the fact that this bill, timingwise,
unfortunately was considered by the Public Works Committee late in the session,
the bill was never brought to the floor. Congressman Gray asked me if that would
be a detriment to us, and I said that in reexaming our schedule of needs for the
Madison Building, we felt we had enough leeway to drop a few months out of the
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schedule for powerplant expansion. The problem is that there is a certain 
leadtime

required for the ordering of equipment, in addition to the construction 
of the

plant, and if we are to have cooling available for the Madison Building 
in the

summer of 1975 we must begin now to order equipment.

CONFERENCE WITH PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE CHAIRMAN

There is a leadtime of 18 months for some pieces of equipment, longer
 for

others, and as a Jesuit of that I asked Mr. Gray just the other day wheth
er or not

it would be acceptable to him if we were to request the Appropriations 
Committee

to provide the funds for this expansion and in effect authorize the expansi
on in the

appropriations bill. He said he was agreeable, the reason being that if 
we now have

to go back to hearings before his subcommittee and then have the bill 
come to

the floor and then be authorized and then come back to Appropriations for
 fund-

ing, we will be at a point where we will have simply run out of time
. It is this

unfortunate timing circumstance that requii es me to ask for you
r urgent con-

sideration of this request for authorization and funding now. 
-

As noted above, the language in the bill includes both authorization

and appropriations for the project. A section by section analysis of the

language recommended, including a breakdown of the estimate of cos
t

of the short-range program, follows:

MODIFICATIONS AND ENLARGEMENT

CAPITOL POWER PLANT

SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM

The appropriation text describes in detail the short-range
 program improve-

ments under the basic plan. The work under that program is
 described as follows:

(1) Demolish the existing two-story annex building constructed
 in 1931, located

west of the original turbine room of the power plant,

(2) Construct on and adjacent to the site of the annex bu
ilding, after its demo-

lition, a new building to house a refrigeration plant of twent
y-four thousand tons

nominal capacity, to be operated in conjunction with the 
existing refrigeration

plant of fifteen thousand four hundred tons capacity, as th
e first increment of a

future modular-type plant.
(3) Install in the new refrigeration plant building four 

or more centrifugal

refrigeration machines having a total nominal capacity o
f twenty-four thousand

tons, together with necessary cooling towers, chilled w
ater and condenser water

pump and piping systems, local equipment controls, 
electrical load center and

other associated auxiliary equipment.
(4) Install on the existing power plant site a new outd

oor main electrical sub-

station and underground distribution system.

(5) Construct on the power plant site a new operati
ons building and install

therein (a) equipment necessary to centralize the a
dministration and control

functions of both the new and existing refrigeration 
plants, (b) new sanitary

and maintenance facilities, and (c) central monitoring 
and control equipment

adequate to supervise and direct the operation of the ent
ire Capitol Power Plant

and its distribution systems.
(6) Install in a tunnel across the north portion of the 

existing power plant site

a new underground chilled water pipe "headering" sy
stem to provide for appro-

priate connection of the existing and proposed new re
frigeration plants with the

existing and future distribution systems.
(7) Install necessary supply and return mains in branch

 tunnels and/or conduits

to connect the Library of Congress James Madison M
emorial Building and the

Senate Office Building Extension to the existing steam 
distribution system and to

the chilled water distribution system with flow-limitin
g equipment and flow and

temperature measuring instrumentation.
(8) Modify the existing chilled water distribution sys

tem to accommodate the

additional flow of chilled water to the James Madison Mem
orial Building and the

Senate Office Building Extension.
(9) Install sectionalizing valves in both the chille

d water supply and return

mains at selected points in the existing distribution sy
stem.

(10) Reactivate, or replace as necessary, inoperativ
e existing flow-limiting and

flow-metering devices on chilled water mains in b
uildings supplied by the plant,

and install new devices where they do not exist in 
such buildings.
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(11) Install new dust collectors for the four existing oil-fired boilers and make
necessary resulting modifications to mechanical draft equipment and smoke
monitoring devices.
(12) Install new acoustical enclosures to minimize the noise from existing in-

duced draft fans, overfire fans, forced draft fans, and diesel-driven air com-
pressors. • . - • • ,• . •
(13) Soundproof local control rooms for protection of operators in both the

existing refrigeration plant and the new refrigeration plant building.
(14) Install new noise attenuated ventilation system for the existing refrigera-

tion plant and for the new refrigeration plant building. • • .
(15) Install an acoustical barrier for the existing cooling tower installations to

shield local residents from objectionable noise. -
• (16) Provide temporary quarters to house the present annex building activities
until the new operations building is constructed and available for occupancy.

CONTRACT AUTHORITY •

The language authorizes the Architect of the Capitol, under the direction of the
House Office Building Commission, to enter into such contracts, incur such obliga-
tions, and to make such expenditures, including expenditures for personal and
other services, as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of the Bill. This
Section also requires that any changes in the basic plan be approved by the House
Office Building Commission.

FUNDS FOR THE PROJECT

The appropriation text provides for an appropriation of a total amount of
$17,400,000; provides that such amount when appropriated shall remain available
until expended; and provides that the appropriation of $17,400,000 shall be car-
ried under the account "Modifications and Enlargement, Capitol Power Plant"
as an addition to the appropriation of $1,200,000 provided for engineering and
other services in the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1972, and now carried
under that Account. -
A breakdown of estimate of cost follows:

Breakdown of estimate of cost of short-range program

Refrigeration plant  , 
Distribution systems 
Operations building 
Noise abatement 
Air pollution control  

. •

Sub-total  - 
Add: For cost escalation projected to 1973,

• Sub-total 
Contingencies, design and administration 

Total 
Deduct:

Amount already appropriated in the Supplemental Appro-
priations Act, 1972, for engineering and other services, for
work under this project 

Estimated cost of work

•
$11,

- 1,
100,
575,

000
000

425,000
450,000
325,000

.13,875,000
 - 1,385,000.

15,260 000
3,340 000

18,600,000

—1,200,000

17,400,000
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Mr. MINETA. At the present time, then, who is supplied steam from
the Capitol Power Plant?
Mr. WHITE. Steam is supplied to all of the House office buildings,

the Senate office buildings, the Capitol, the Supreme Court, the Library
of Congress buildings, the Government Printing Office, the D.C. Post

Office, the Folger Library, and the Botanical Gardens. That does not
include the Senate office building annexes or the House office building
annexes.
We have steam, at the moment, connected to the James Madison

Library Building, also, Mr. Chairman, and therefore it is in partial
use there. We are reimbursed for the cost of that steam by the Govern-
ment Printing Office, by the Folger Library, by the D.C. Post Office,
and during the hearings this year, it was determined that we would
be reimbursed to the legislative branch by the judiciary branch for
steam used by the Supreme Court.

MASTER PLAN

Mr. MINETA. If I might digress for a minute, I would like to ask
about the master plan Mr. White, if I could. In your fiscal year 1979
budget, it states that? the master plan project was authorized and
funded with an appropriation of $350,000 in the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act of 1976.
To date, what funds have been actually appropriated, since it iden-

tifies that a supplemental appropriation of $100,000 for fiscal year
1978 to carry this project through the final report stage has been in-
cluded in the 1979 budget, as transmitted?
Mr. WHITE. $350,000 has been appropriated. It has not all been

obligated yet. We have finished the first two phases of the three phases
that are designated for that project. We went into some greater depth
in phase 2, and I think you have all received a copy of the phase 2
report. Each Congressman was sent one, and if you need more, we
would be glad to supply them.
As you may recall, it is a rather extensive report. It became ap-

parent, as we got into the process, that we were going to need a greater
amount of information than was available on the basis of the budget
that we had. So, we expended those funds on the basis of our profes-
sional judgment that it would be necessary.
While we can complete the project within the $350,000 limit, as we

testified before the Appropriations Committee, we feel that phase 3
should be completed at the same level of quality as the first two phases,
and we have asked for the additional funds in order to do that.
Mr. MINETA. I will repeat again the same question. There does not

appear to be any authorization, at least from this committee, provid-
ing for the development of the master plan for those funds.
Mr. WHITE. That is correct. The authorization was provided, in a

sense, in the appropriations bill. It was introduced on the Senate side
in the appropriations bill, and there was no authorizing legislation in
either House. Of course, it was subject to a point of order, as you
know, but that did not occur, and therefore the authorization is in the
appropriations bill. So, we went back to the Appropriations Com-
mittee on that same basis.
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STATUS OF OLD PROVIDENCE HOSPITAL SITE

Mr. MINETA. Pursuant to Public Law 92-607, the Architect was di-
rected to use square 764, known as the Providence Hospital site, as a
green park area, pending its development for permanent use as the site
for the John W. McCormack Residential Page School, subject to con-
gressional approval.
Following this directive by the Congress, legislation was proposed

in the Legislative Branch Appropriations Bill for 1978, authorizing
funds in the amount of $483,000 to develop this land into a temporary
parking facility. This language was stricken, due to a point of order
being raised on the House floor.
What is the current status of square 764 at the present time?
Mr. WHITE. It remains unused, Mr. Chairman. We maintain it out

of our maintenance funds.
Mr. MINETA. Could I interrupt you at that point?
Mr. WHITE. Yes.
Mr. MINETA. What maintenance do you do on that site? I mean,

was just there and it is strewn with debris. Frankly, Mr. White, it is
a mess. It seems to me that under that public law I cited, it said that
it would be developed into a green park area.
I was just at a friend's place the other day, and the place is, frankly,

a mess. I would hate to have you say that you are expending some
funds on maintenance, because I do not know what you are maintain-
ing; a junkyard, maybe, but that is about it.
Mr. WHITE. Part of the problem is that it is not guarded as well as

it perhaps should be, and it has become a place for people in the neigh-
borhood and outside of the neighborhood to dump rubbish. I guess the
bulk of our maintenance funds have been expended in removing that,
but it is hard to remove it fast enough.
We have gone over there with our landscape people and laborers,

and have cleaned the sidewalk. We have planted grass which, without
capacity to water, does not grow very well. As you know from having
seen it, the grade is substantially above that of the sidewalk, which is
the way it was left when the hospital was demolished.
If it is intended that we should, indeed, convert that into a very nice

park, it is going to take some substantial funds. The funds that were
appropriated enabled us to buy it and to do some maintenance on it.
We have put some swales in to direct the flow of water so that some
of the rain water does not wash the dirt down, which was happening.
I suppose what we should do is ask for the funds to do a proper

job. As you know, from the funds that were requested for the parking
lot that was suggested, it will take a considerable number of dollars
to remove the excess soil to the grade, which would be a substantial
improvement and would enable us to do something park-like on it.
Mr. MINETA. Do you have any idea what it would cost to level it

and plant grass in that manner?
Mr. WHITE. Yes. The figures which we estimated for that were, to

grade square 764 by removal of the fill material to 6 inches below the
existing perimeter sidewalks, we have an estimate of $300,000 to
remove that dirt and haul it away. And then the 6 inches, of course,
would have to be filled, if we were going to make a park out of it,
with topsoil. I do not have a figure for that, but it would probably
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be somewhere in the neighborhood of $50,000 to $75,000 for that
purpose. Then, of course, there would be the planting required.
If we planned in advance, we probably could grow enough material

at the nursery of the Botanic Garden to provide for the landscaping,
if it were planned long enough in advance for us to do it, which we
do all the time. We buy small shrubs, or propagate small shrubs and
trees and they grow then we transplant them onto the Capitol
Grounds, which is a considerable saving from buying them in their
full size. We could do that, but we have not moved on it.
To some degree, Mr. Chairman

' 
I might say that we need some

direction as to what to do. As you know, a resolution was introduced
on the Senate side to abandon, or at least change the page system to
a different age group so that there would be no need for a page school.
That resolution came to the House and has not moved since that time.
So, the whole question of whether it should be used for a page school

is sort of in abeyance, and as a result, not much has happened. The
green park thought was, as I recall when that legislation was intro-
duced, placed there to prevent the installation of a parking lot and
was intended, really, for that purpose, rather than the actual creation
of a green park, for whatever definition that might have. That is.
nevertheless, not to say it should not be properly maintained.
MT. MINETA. With the completion of the Madison Library, is it

contemplated that you are going to use this as a parking lot?
Mr. WHITE. No, it is not. As a part of the master planning effort,

we have assumed the responsibility for making some recommendations
to the Congress as to how that square should be used. We are not
prepared to do that yet. It may be that it could have some recreational
use.
At the moment, it is a part of the Capitol Grounds, as a result of

which it has certain restrictions placed on it, by law, as to what can
be done there and what cannot be done there.
Mr. MINETA. But Public Law 92-607 directed you to use 764 as a

green park area, pending the development for permanent use as the
site for the John W. McCormack Page School.
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. MINETA. Could that funding not be included as part of your

$50 million that goes to the Appropriations Committee as part of your
maintenance budget?
Mr. WHITE. I think it could, Mr. Chairman, and I think we have

probably been somewhat derelict in not making that request, and with
your direction, I would be glad to do that.
Mr. MINETA. I think that we have a responsibility to be good

neighbors. Having seen that lot the other day and having seen it 2
years ago when I first got back here, it just seems to me that we have
a responsibility in that area, Mr. White.
Mr. WHITE. I agree, Mr. Chairman. One of the thoughts that had

occurred to us in the course of making these determinations about
parking was that whatever is done there, that soil is going to have to
be removed, and it will always cost more to remove it later.
There have been some suggestions made with regard to using it forrecreational facilities. It will require some legislation to do that butit will not require legislation to beautify it.

29-566 0 - 78 - 7
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Mr. MINETA. As a passive activity and as a green park area, it would
not require any legislation.
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. MINETA. It just seems to me it requires your including that as

part of your maintenance budget.
Mr. WHITE. That is correct. I will be glad to do that.
Mr. MINETA. I think it would be the right direction that we ought

to be taking. I wonder whether or not, assuming that the development
of the green park area cannot be completed for some time---let us say,
before the summer season, in any event—would you have any objec-
tions to part of that space being used for vegetable gardening by
residents in that area?
Mr. WHITE. I think I would have to object to that, legally. I have

no personal objection, Mr. Chairman, but it is legally part of the
Capitol Grounds. If that precedent were set, we would have vegetable
gardens in front of the Capitol. It is no different than the lawn in
front of the U.S. Capitol, by legal definition.
I think we would have to restrict any of those activities on that site,

if we were to know about them and if we were directed otherwise. I
think we could not sanction those activities on that site.
MT. MINETA. Could that be done by permit?
Mr. WHITE. Not without legislation, Mr. Chairman, in my judg-

ment. I say that as a result of my role, as you may know, as a member
of the Capitol Police Board, I have been concerned with the law as
it pertains to the Capitol Grounds. I have some familiarity with it, as
a result.
Mr. MINETA. And the liability questions?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.

CURRENT STATUS OF MASTER PLAN

Mr. MINETA. The current status of the master plan, what fundshave been obligated, to date, associated with this plan?
Mr. WHITE. We have obligated $337,000 of the $350,000.
Mr. MINETA. And what do you plan on doing with the remaining$100,000?
Mr. WHITE. When I say we have obligated the $337,000, we havenot actually expended it yet. Some of that is part of the contractualobligation that we have to our consultants, the master planning group., We would intend to bring the quality of the third phase up to thesame level as phase 2, because we spent more money on phase 2. in thepreparation of this report and in the determination of the substanceof the report, than we originally intended to, but which we felt wasnecessary as we studied it.
So, the $100,000 would be spent for phase 3, which is the finalstage of the master plan. We can complete it with the $350,000, butwe felt it would be inappropriate; it would not be in the best interestof the Congress to diminish the quality of phase 3 because we donot have enough funds, we felt.
Mr. MINETA. When you contract with the National Capital Plan-ning Commission for this service and assistance, is that just advisory?Mr. WHITE. We have no contract with the National Capital Plan-ning Commission. We maintain liaison with them. They are, of course,
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the planning agency for the Federal interest in the District of Co-
lumbia. We also work very closely with the municipal planning office
of the District government, which has been in existence since the
advent of the Home Rule bill.
So, there are two planning agencies within the city and, of course,

the Hill, as an enclave of its own, is, in effect, a third planning agency.
We all work together to be sure that we are all aiming at the same
basic goals.
Mr. MINETA. Do you go through a public hearing process? Did you

do that as far as phases 1 and 2 were concerned?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, we have had a number of public hearings, and

more than simply public hearings with the people in the neighbor-
hood to the east. We have had open hearings; this has been an open
planning process. We have had open hearings with interested mem-
bers of the staffs of Congressmen and Senators and we have made
presentations, as we are required to by law, to the leadership of both
Houses in order to keep everyone apprised, and also the various
agencies that I have mentioned.
Mr. MINETA. You were mentioning earlier that you are still under-

going litigation on this garage south of the Rayburn Building?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. MINETA. Do you know when all of those are going to be cleaned

up? Is there any way of judging that?
Mr. WHITE. I suppose one could say that all things, sooner or later,

come to an end, but it seems this one does not fit into that category.
Mr. MINETA. How much is remaining to be done in terms of claims,

or whatever other kinds of litigations are involved?
Mr. WHITE. I believe there is something larger than $3 million

in litigation. It is in the Court of Claims and we have had a trial,
at which I testified as the now contracting officer, which was a year
and a half, or more, ago. I believe that the decision of the judge has
not yet been rendered.
Mr. MINETA. Once that decision comes, that wraps it all up?
Mr. WHITE. That should wrap it up. There is an appeal process,

you know, in our legal system, and I suppose it could go further. I
am told that it could go further if it is ruled such that an appeal is
available.
Mr. MINETA. Do you foresee construction of office buildings on top

of the garage there, south of the Rayburn Building?
Mr. White. Our master plan indicates that possibility, yes. It means,

as I think you may be aware from prior discussion, more extensive
cost than would otherwise exist. In some of the proposals that have
been made in phase 2 of the master plan, you will see indicated the
possibilities of building on those garages to some degree.
Mr. MINETA. What about the House Office Building Annex No. 1—

the old Congressional Hotel—is that going to be torn down for a new
f) building at all?

Mr. WHITE. The intention is to do that, yes. I would like to have
torn it down long ago. On the other hand, we have a logistics problem.
it is full of people and we have no place to put the people. The only
time we could begin to do that is to find somewhere to put the people.
When we acquired jurisdiction over what is now House Office Build-

ing Annex No. 2, the old FBI identification building, there was great
concern about whether we should expend those funds to refurbish the
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interior and modernize it and put air-conditioning in and so on, whichthe GSA was intending to do, in any event, for 
in,

as you may
recall. We had hearings in front of this committee about that at thattime.
The concern was that there would not be enough people to occupy

it who was going to occupy it. Well, it is over 75 percent occupied
now, which leaves us very little room in which to perform the construc-
tion operation. We have had to go to four phases instead of two as a
result of that. And, still, Annex No. 1 is full.
So, until we build a building, or find a place to put some people

that are now in Annex No. 1, there would be no way to demolish it, nor
to build another building on that site. This is all part of this master
planning effort, Mr. Chairman, I might say.
Mr. MINETA. Does that master plan also include the temporary park-

ing lot that is behind the Congressional Hotel building?
Mr. WHITE. Yes.
Mr. MINETA. Roughly, what was the cost on that temporary parking

lot, do you recall?
Mr. WHITE. The cost of improvements to the parking lot adjacent

to House Annex No. 1—formerly known as the "Congressional
Hotel"—was $82,439.78.
Mr. MINETA. And the authorization for that would come from

where?
Mr. WHITE. I believe the authorization came from the House Office

Building Commission.
Mr. MINETA. Are they a legislative body?
Mr. WHITE. Well, no. We have no authorization of a legislative

nature. I used the term inappropriately, from the standpoint of legisla-
tion. We were authorized to ask for funds for that purpose by the
House Office Building Commission.
Again, I think this is an area that really needs some clarification.

At what point is it maintenance and additional items to handle an
existing building, and at what point is it a new building, and should
this committee be concerned with maintenance and repairs? We do
not know, and we have just been conducting our requests in a historical
way.
Mr. MINETA. Well, I have sort of played lone ranger here for a little

while, getting off the subject of the James Madison Library. I thought
I would take advantage of this opportunity for you to be before us to
ask a few more questions.
Mr. Stangeland, I have taken a lot of time, and I apologize.
Mr. STANGELAND. That is all right, Mr. Chairman;  that is your pre-

rogative. I have just a few questions, to clear up some things in my own
mind.

ARCHITECTURAL ENGINEERING AND ADMINISTRATIVE COST

In the list of expenses here, it shows $5,555,000 architectural, with
an additional $379,000. Are those moneys that have been paid to
DeWitt, Poor & Shelton?
Mr. WHITE. Yes have been paid or are intended to be paid.
Mr. STANGELAND. Within that, there are no lawyers' fees that is

strictly architectural?
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Mr. WHITE. That is correct. Of course, it includes the engineering
consultants and the whole design team.
Mr. STANGELAND. The outside expenditures?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. STANGELAND. What would be the normal cost of architectural

services in construction, what percent of the project? There is gener-
ally a considered percent that would go to the architectural service?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct, and it varies, depending upon the kind

of project. It varies from 5 to 8 or 10 percent. If you are doing altera-
tion work in an existing building, it may be as high as 10 percent. If
you are doing a new project, it may be as low as 4 or percent; it de-
pends on the complexity of it.
A hospital will command a different fee than will a speculative office

building, and so on.
Mr. STANGELAND. The lawyers you mentioned earlier, who charge

their time to different projects, they are paid by the hour, I gather.
Mr. WHITE. They are paid on an annual rate basis. We hire them

as temporary employees and they get a check every payday. So they
are not employed by the hour., as such.
Mr. STANGELAND. Well, then how do you establish how much time

is charged to the project? Do you charge their time to each project
that they work on?
Mr. WHITE. Yes we charge the time and value the time on the basis

of their annual rate. It is an 'accounting matter, really, more than any-
thing else.
Mr. STANGELAND. And that cost will show up in administrative and

miscellaneous expenses?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. STANGELAND. That would not be all of the administrative and

miscellaneous, though?
Mr. WHITE. No.
Mr. STANGELAND. Then is there a way to determine how much we

have expended on attorneys' fees—and you may have answered this
and I may have missed it—for this project for the Madison Building?
Mr. WHITE. Since the inception of the James Madison Memorial

Building project through March 31, 1978, we have expended $237,730
in attorneys' fees.
Mr. STANGELAND. Then, in your operating budget, do you allocate

a certain percent of that budget against projects such as the Madison
Building?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. STANGELAND. Do you have any idea what percent of your budget

would be allocated toward that?
Mr. WHITE. Well, I guess I would have to ask a question in order to

answer. When you say my budget," do you mean my budget for this
project, or do you mean my total annual budget? My total annual
budget includes care and maintenance of all of the buildings, grounds,
and other projects, and so on.
Mr. STANGELAND. I understand that. I am wondering, do you have

an allocation within your budget for your participation in the Madi-
son Building?
Mr. WHrrE. Yes.
Mr. STANGELAND. You do have that?
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Mr. WHITE. That is in these numbers. In other words, all moneysassociated with the construction of the Madison project are kept sepa-rately from all other portions of my budget, so that it is all accuratelyaccounted for.
Mr. STANGELAND. And that would be a part of the administrative,then?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct. I might add that the General Account-ing Office audits our books on an annual basis, so that we follow thedirections of that arm of the legislative branch.
Mr. STANGELAND. Is it fair to say that the attorneys' fees really arepart of the architectural cost?
Mr. WHITE. No, I would not put it on that basis. I would say theyare part of the construction cost, part of the cost of the project. Butthey are not an architectural cost, unless they become associated with

an architectural difficulty. Then one might view it that way, yes.
Mr. STANGELAND. Well, except for, let us say, if there is condemna-tion or some other litigation with the project, basically the architect's

responsibility is to his client to be sure that the contractor fulfills his
contract in the way the design and the blueprints call for.
So, I gather that a good portion of the attorneys' fees are in dealings

by the architect with the contractor.
Mr. WHITE. Well, it may be that the contractor does not fulfill his

obligations as a contractor, for example, which may have nothing to
do with the architect. He may perform his work in a deficient way,and we may therefore have a claim against the contractor, or the con-
tractor against the Government, and there may be litigation involvedin that which does not even concern the architect.
Mr. STANGELAND. But it is the responsibility of the architect to becertain that the contractor does, indeed, perform.
Mr. WHITE. Only to some degree. The architect has obligations dur-ing the construction phase of the project, not to supervise, in detail,every hour of every day, but to come onto the construction site and,in general, see that the building is being constructed more or less inthe way it was designed.
Mr. STANGELAND. Hopefully, more rather than less.
Mr. WHITE. Well, the primary distinction that I would like to makeis that the hour by hour, day by day, continuous onsite inspection isnot done by the associate architects. That is done by our staff, and the

architect is not hired to do that. He would not have enough people todo that.
For example, the contractor has close to 500 people on that project,and if you walk through the building, you see hardly anyone. They arespread out through acres and acres of building. So, it is not really thearchitect's obligation to do that continuous, onsite inspection, unlessyou hire him for that, which we have not done.
Mr. STANGELAND. What I am trying to determine is how many dol-lars have been expended in the architectural area. We have 5.4 percentof the cost going to one architect, but there are other architects in-volved under your jurisdiction, apparently, through the administra-tive costs.
Mr. WHITE. Yes, but not to do architecture, but to perform theobligations of the owner in the form of inspection. We have a uniquecircumstance here on the Hill which does not exist anywhere else, in
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that if we were to build a building, you and I, in the District of Colum-
bia, and hired an architect, the city building inspectors would come to
see whether the building is being constructed in accordance. with the
building code. The architect would make his occasional visits to the
site, and the building would proceed.
We would look to the architect to tell us whether or not the building

was being constructed in accordance with his drawings and specifica-
tions, in general. But if, for example, a workman should put too much
water in the concrete and we did not have a concrete inspector there
and the city inspector was not there, we might get into difficulty. So,
we have a concrete inspector that we decide to hire.
Those are the things that this administrative cost covers, among

other things, the detailed inspection of whether the concrete is proper.
We send inspectors, for example, to the fabrication plant of the steel
company to see whether the steel is being properly fabricated if it is
being welded. We send them to the stone quarries to see that the marble
is being properly sawed, cut, and dimensioned. There is a tremendous
expense associated with that, which would normally be done by others.
But that is part of our administrative expense.
Now, I do not think it is appropriate to allocate that to architecture,

unless you broaden very much the definition of architecture. We have
architects on our staff who are doing some of these things, but they
are not doing architecture. They are doing inspection which would
normally be done by others in another area.
Mr. STANGELAND. Well, I dare say that dealing with the Government

is a unique situation. But if I wanted, as a private citizen, to build a
building, I would hire an architect.
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. STANGELAND. He would draw the design and he would write

specifications. We would bid it and the contractor would come in, and
that architect would be my protector to see to it that that building was
built the way I wanted it.
We are also the customer here, and we have an in-house architect.

But the work that is being done to see to it that that building ends
up the way we want it to be done really is the responsibility of an
architect, whatever we want to call him.
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. STANGELAND. So those are really architectural costs.
Mr. WHITE. That is correct. In that sense, you are right.
Mr. STANGELAND. It may not be in the fine sense of a drawing and

the blueprints, but that is the job of an architect.
Mr. WHITE. That is absolutely right.
Mr. STANGELAND. That is what I am wondering what is the total

cost of this building in that field.
•Mr. WHITE. I understand what you are saying now, and I think I

misunderstood you earlier. I gather what you are saying is that some
of the costs that we call administrative are, to some degree, architec-
tural costs, since we are doing some architectural work on the site
because we are a special kind of entity. I think that is a fair statement.
I cannot, offhand, without some research, thought, and determina-

tion, tell you how much, but I think we would be glad to do that and
submit it for the record.
[The following was received for the record:]

A
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ARCHITECT OF CAPITOL SUBMISSION FOR THE RECORD

The total architectural cost for the James Madison Memorial Building project
is estimated to be $6,190,000. Included in that amount is $256,000 for salaries
of architectural personnel assigned to the project that are paid from administra-
tive funds.

Mr. STANGELAND. We 'have a list here of the administrative per-
sonnel, their titles and their salaries, and there are three and a half
pages, I guess. This list is only for the projects associated with the
Madison Library. Do these figures reflect total compensation for one
year, or are there other amounts paid to these employees? Are these
employees employed full time on the Madison Library?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, that is correct.
Mr. STANGELAND. Well, I would appreciate your sending us what

the architectural cost of the Madison Library is in the realm that I
defined which, to me, is the inspection to make sure that the stone
is the correct stone. I think this is part of somebody looking after
the person who wants the building done. As compared to private
construction, I guess we do something different here in the Government.
Mr. WHrrE. Well, we do not do it differently; we merely allocate it

differently. Let me suggest something, so that it is clear to me what you
are after. If, as a private owner, you hire an architect and it is felt by
the architect that because the local city inspector is probably not ade-
quate to check the quality of the concrete, the architect will say to
you, as the owner, "I recommend that we hire a concrete inspector,"
you can agree or disagree.
If you agree, you have to pay for it. He may take care of getting him

and supervising him, but he is paid for separately. Now, that is nor-
mally not thought of as an architectural function. It is a part of the
inspection necessary for a particular kind of construction.
So, we may be differing as we go through this process, in terms of

what the industry thinks of as architecture and what you and I might
arbitrarily decide is architecture. I would be glad to list them in the
way that I view them, and you could allocate them in whatever way you
like.
The fact is that the work needs to be done, no matter what you call it.

Normally, an architect's fee does not include that, if special inspectors
have to be hired. We hire them and put them on our staff, and some
of them are not placed on our staff. We have some consultants that we
hire to come in for some special purpose, if there is a particular prob-
lem on a project. We pay them a lump sum to give us a report and go
away. That same thing would be done in private industry.
Now, you could call that an architectural function or an engineering

function, but normally it is not thought of that way. It is thought
of as part of the construction cost. For example, if you have to have a
survey of a lot or a topographic map, that is normally something which
the owner pays for himself. It is not done by the architect or through
the architect. You could call it architecture, but normally that is
charged to the cost of the land, for example, by most accountants.
Mr. STANGELAND. So, in effect, for the 5.4 percent of the cost, what

DeWitt, Poor & Shelton have done is draw the plans and develop the
estimates?
Mr. WHITE. And write the specifications, and they are also charged

with responsibility for review of all of the shop drawings. There are
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thousands of shop drawings that come in, to see whether they conform
to the drawings. They do onsite administration, but not detailed, hour
by hour. They have a man there a part of every day.
In other words, they do not simply draw the plans and the

specifications.
Mr. STANGELAND. These people are the onsite, hour-by-hour people

[indicating] ?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct.
Mr. STANGELAND. I guess, Mr. Chairman, I have no other questions.
Mr. MINETA. Thank you, Mr. Stangeland.
Mr. White, I would like to ask if you could submit to us a breakdown

of the $5,078,125 of the administrative and miscellaneous expenses that
you have spent to date for the record, and the breakdown of what is
contemplated for administrative and miscellaneous expenses under
the current request for the $3,335,500.
I take it that when you came in originally, asking for the $7,675,000,

that you had no contingency fund at all?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct. We had no contingency in there, other

than the caution that we used in not trying to diminish any of the
numbers beyond a reasonable amount. For example, as I mentioned,
that administrative amount of $3,335,000, even recognizing that we
have less than 2 years to go, we did not try to diminish it, thinking of
it as sort of a contingency. But we did not have any in that original
number, that is correct.
Mr. MINETA. If you could submit for our records the breakdown of

those figures, the $3,335,5(X) for administrative and miscellaneous
expenses, and a breakdown of what has been expended so far for
administrative and miscellaneous expenses under that $5,078,125.
Mr. WHITE. I would be glad to do that. Incidentally, Mr. Chair-

man, in response to the question that I believe you asked just prior to
the last vote that required our recess, the $5,078,000 has been expended
for a dollar amount that includes phases 1, 2, and 3, and 62 percent of
phase 4, because phase 4 is now 62 percent complete.
If you determine that, it comes out to be 6.3 percent. Now, if you

take the amount of construction yet to be completed, which is 38 per-
cent of the $68 million in phase 4, plus the additional amounts that we
have asked for in this request, if you take 6.3 percent of that total,
which I come out with as approximately $35 million—and I have just
done this in round numbers, Mr. Chairman
Mr. MINETA. 6.3 percent of what?
Mr. WiirrE. Of $35 million, which is the $25 million left to be com-

pleted in phase 4, plus $10 million in this present request. Just using
round numbers for ease of computation, I have $35 million of construc-
tion left to perform. If I take 6.3 percent of that, I come up with
roughly $2.2 million of administrative cost.
So, the 3.3, while it may be a little high, and I explained why it is,

it is not an appropriate comparison to say it is 3.3 percent on $13
million, whereas the 5 is on $100 million, and I wanted to explain that.
It is not really that great a differential.
Mr. MINETA. In any event, for administrative and miscellaneous ex-

penses, by the time we complete the project, you will have expended
the sum of the $5,078,125, plus $3,335,500?
Mr. WirrrE. That is correct. That is the way it is presently estimated.
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Mr. MiNvrA. That is what I would like to get the breakdown on,
what makes up those two figures.
Mr. WHITE. I would be glad to do that. I think we may not have to

expend that $3,335,000, but we will give you that breakdown.
[The following was received for the record:]
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May 1, 1978

JAMES MADISON MEMORIAL BUILDING 
ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED ADMINISTRATIVE AND MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSES 

ACTUAL ESTIMATED
FY 78
3/1 - 9/30

ESTIMATED
FY 79

ESTIMATED
FY 80

TOTAL
ESTIMATED

TO
COMPLETION

TOTAL
ACTUAL 6 ESTIMATED

TO
COMPLETION

(OBLIGATED)
Feb.28,'78

SALARIES $4,226,298 742,000 1,140,000 600,000 2,482,000 6,708.298

BENEFITS 324,046 58,615 85,500 45,000 189,115 513,161.

DRAWINGS 91,389 1,800 3,600 2,700 8,100* 99,489

TRAVEL 917 3,000 6,000 1,000 10,000 10.917

ADVERTISING 27,412 250 500 250 1,000 28,412

MISC. SERVICE AND
EQUIPMENT 14,078 6,000 12,000 4,000 22,000 36,078

MISC. TEST, SURVEYS
AND STUDIES 142,663 94,000 100,000 50,000 244,000 386.663

OFFICE MACHINES AND
EQUIPMENT 9,094 500 1,000 500 2,000 11,094

REMEDIAL WORK-REPLACE
MORTAR WITH SEALANT 18,374 18,374

INSTALLATION OF LEAD
WEATHER CAP. 6,000 6,000 6,000

STENOGRAPHIC SERVICE 2,748 2,500 5,000 10,000 17,500 20,248

CONSULTING SERVICES - CPM 112,700 50,000 100,000 100,000 250,000 362,700

ADMINISTRATIVE MISC. 108,406 28,785 50,000 25,000 103,785 212,191

TOTALS $5,078,125 993,450 1,503,600 838,450 3,335,500 8,413,625
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Mr. MINETA. If you could supply that to our staff, we would ap-
preciate that very much. Also, if you could take a look at square 764,
as to what we can do with that Providence Hospital site in terms of
the green park area, since the authorization is already there, I would
appreciate your taking a look at that.
Mr. WHITE. I will, and at the next opportunity, we will make a

request for funds to do the entire project, and in the meantime, see
what we can do to beautify it to some degree as soon as possible.
Mr. MINETA. Very good. Mr. White, I really want to thank you and

Mr. Valenti and Mr. Campioli, and other members of your staff for
your patience and indulgence during this hearing, as well as to Mr.
Berry and Mr. Curran and Ms. McCormick for your time here today.
We appreciate it very, very much.
There being no further business before the subcommittee at this

time, the subcommittee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 5:18 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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