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MEMORANDUM TO DAVID WATKINS ot a o ad
FROM: JENNIFER O’CONNOR =5 C s ik
SUBJECT: BACKGROUND ON FTES ek

At Paul Toback’s request I have outlined below the issues regarding FTE
limits.

Background

Oon February 9, 1993, the President announced that he would cut the
Executive Office of the President by 25%. This cut is separate from
his February 10, 1993 Executive Order mandating that federal agencies
cut a total of 100,000 jobs. The 25% cut was over the entire EOP,
minus OMB & USTR -~ but it was not evenly distributed, so some agencies
were cut by larger percentages than others. We announced the agency by
agency cuts but not the staff levels of the departments within the
White House itself (e.g. Office of the Chief of Staff, Office of the
First Lady, etc.)

The 25% cut referred to overall totals of FTEs plus OGEs. These totals
were essentially the "body count® of staff who worked in EOP agencies.
FTEs are full time equivalent staff on EOP agency payrolls. OGEs are
the myriad detailees from other agencies, White House Fellows,
Presidential Management Interns, assignees from other agencies, etc.
who are not on the EOP payrolls but do work here.

On November 7, 1993, the EOP (minus OMB & USTR, which we excluded from
the cut) had 1,394 "bodies™ -- a total of 1,123 FTEs and 308 OGEs. The
President announced that by October 1, 1993 we would cut 350 bodies --
25% -- leaving a total of 1,044 bodies: 901 FTEs and 143 OGEs.

In the White House specifically, this meant cutting from 408 FTEs to
401 FTEs and cutting from 57 OGEs to 29 OGEs. In_QNDCP it meant
cutting from 112 FTEs to 31 FTEs and cutting from 31 OGEs to zero OGEs.

GEs

There are no formal limits on numbers of OGEs -- although agencies are
required by law to keep track of detailees and reimburse their parent
agencies for them when appropriate. Even when we reimburse agencies
for detailees, these personnel are not considered FTEs because they are
not paid from our payroll accounts. There are political issues in that
Congress has in the past requested agency reports and GAO audits to
determine how many OGEs worked at the White House. These requests for
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reports and audits stemmed from mostly partisan congressional interest
in quantifying the cost of running the White House. However, there are
no numerical limits other than those we have imposed on ourselves
through the 25% cut announcement.

FTES

Numbers of "“authorized FTEsS" for each agency are not written into law
anywhere. However, there are three "formal®™ mechanisms that govern the
number of FTEs an agency may have.

1. Congressional Approval of FTE levels
Congressional approval has two aspects.

The first is the commjttee report. House committee reports always
state (and Senate committee reports sometimes do as well) that
$X,XXX,XXX was appropriated to cover XXX FTEs. While reports are
not law, they provide a measuring stick for next year’s
appropriations process. If the White House exceeds the FTE level
printed in the committee report, it will face tough questioning
and potentially a public bashing at the hands of the Republicans
during next year’s appropriations process. However, we are not
compelled to ask permission to exceed what is printed in the
report and it would not be public until the submission of the FY
1995 budget -- next March.

The second type of congressional approval of FTEs occurs if we
need to do a "reprogramming." The trigger for reprogramming is an
increase in dollars spent for personnel compensation, pnot an
increase in FTE positions. We submit and Congress passes budgets
arrayed into "object classes,” including "full time equivalents."
For FY 1994, for example, we requested $17,982,000 to fund 401
full time equivalent positions. (401 is the number the White
House announced it would reach by October 1 to meet the 25% cut
goals).

If we want to spend more than the congressionally approved amount
on salaries for FTEs (by taking funds from another object class,
such as equipment), we may do so without asking anyone’s
permission as long as we do not increase salary expenditures to
more than 10% of the amount approved by Congress or $500,000,
whichever is larger. So, in this example, we could spend an
additional $1,798,200 without being "subject to reprogramming."™

If we wanted to increase spending on FTEs by more than 10%, we
would have to ask for the approval of the House & Senate Treasury
Postal General Government subcommittees (Cong. Hoyer & Sen.
DeConcini), usually by a letter to them from David Watkins. (The
Chairmen insist on such requests being in the form of a letter.)
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Note however that we would still be subject to congressional ire
for exceeding the FTEs in the committee report as noted above.

A reprogramming request would likely become public as soon as we
made it, which we would have to do prior to the end of the first
quarter in which we plan to overspend the personnel budget.

(i.e., if we want to carry a 1994 personnel budget that requires
reprogramming, we would need to make the request next December.)

FYI -- we are anticipating an FTE payroll in the White House for
next year of $19,588,153. This is clearly higher than the
$17,982,000 which we requested from Congress although it does not
exceed the 10% window we are granted before we would be subject to
reprogramming. We are now very close to the 10% mark and cannot
add any new salaries for next year without requesting
reprogramming.

2. Presidential Executive Order 12839

President Clinton, on February 10, 1993, signed Executive Order
12839. It ordered all federal agencies with more than 100
employees to cut a total of 100,000 federal jobs by the end of
1995. It requires the reduction of 1% in 1993, 1.5% in FY 1994
and the rest by the end of FY 1995. This order includes the White
House.

Executive Orders are not laws. They are binding on executive
branch agencies, but this one does not have a penalty attached to
it. However, it will obviously be more difficult for the OMB
Director to force other federal agencies to comply with this
Executive Order if the White House does not comply.

At the beginning of FY 1993, the Bush White House had 408
congressionally authorized FTEs. We announced to the world on
February 10, 1993 that we would be at 401 September 30, 1993. 1In
FY 1994, we would have to cut to 397 in order to continue to
comply with the Executive Order. Whether we comply or not will be
public when we submit the FY 1995 budget next March.

3. OMB Control

OMB issues tables to each agency in October, stating its FTE
ceiling. OMB’s tables are based directly on what Congress
appropriates. So if Congress increases or decreases an agency
budget, OMB produces an FTE level that matches the appropriated
funds. If we want to exceed the limit, even by less than 10% (not
a reprogram), we must ask Director Panetta to allow us to, in the
form of a letter to him. This is not made public and is not a big
deal.

Page 3.



Summary

The issues regarding FTEs & OGEs are more political than they are
legal. We have four main options: 1) stick to 25% cut (both FTE &

OGE) ,

2) increase OGE levels, 3) ask for more FTEs now as part of the

FY 1994 budget process, or 4) exceed FY 1994 1limits.

1)

2)

3)

Stick to 25% cut limits

This option is to stick to the plan. We have most agencies on
target to meet their goals, although as you know, many would like
relief from the cap. For example, Lee Brown, has asked for a
significant increase in his staff, above our 25% cut levels. (His
office was cut from 146 to 25.)

Result: We keep the President’s promise but suffer with current
or smaller staff levels.

Stick to requested FTE levels but release the limits on OGEs.

We will be asked in October whether we met the 25% cut goals. If
we allow agencies as many detailees as they wish, the only fallout
will be that we will break the 25% cut promise. However, no
formal action must be taken to increase OGE levels. Lee Brown,
for instance, could fill many of his needs with detailees from
drug enforcement agencies. If we decide on this course of action,
it becomes public when it leaks or when we announce on or around
October 1 that we are not going to meet the cut goals.

Alternatively, we could set new detailee goals so that we are able
to announce a 20% cut. This action would provide some relief to
agencies who are requesting more staff, but would still allow us
to point to staff cuts.

Result: We break the 25% cut but do not need Congressional
approval.

Ask for more FY 1994 funding & FTEs now -- prior to passage of the
budget.

If we decide we need more FTEs for next year, we can ask the
Senate to increase our (or ONDCP’s or any other EOP agency’s)
personnel budget for next year. We could do this before the
Senate Appropriations Committee marks up its bill (around July 22)
or we could try to do a last minute change during the conference
on the Treasury Postal bill. We would most likely be forced to
find offsets from elsewhere in the budget ~- from GSA or the
Treasury Department to offset any increases we would want in the
White House or in ONDCP. DeConcini may not force us to find
offsets for an increase in ONDCP’s budget, because he believes in
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it. But we are likely to have to find offsets for any other
increase in an EOP budget.

This action would be public between now and mid August and we
would face fallout because we would be forgoing our 25% cut
pledge.

Result: If we have to ask DeConcini or Byrd for an increase, we
will have negative press stories during the reconciliation
discussions about our breaking the 25% cut promise. If DeConcini
or Byrd just give us increases because they want to (unlikely
unless the increases are to ONDCPR) then we will not face as much
criticism but we will still have broken the 25% pledge.

Spend more next year, without prior authority

If we don’t ask for more FTEs and funding now, we can still spend
more next year in any EOP agency that has budgetary ability to
spend extra funds on personnel. We_can._spend.-up-tao _10% more_on

e
than asking Director Panetta to approve the increase. We can
Increase personnel budgets even more than that if we are willing
to request a reprogramming and deal with the political fallout
from such a request.

Result: We break the 25% cut pledge and, depending on the level
of increase (10% of the personnel budget or more) we may need
congressional approval for a reprogramming. This action becomes
public whenever we exceed the 401 or ask for a reprogramming =--
most likely next December.

Note that option 4) is not valid for ONDCP. The House has
approved $5.8 million in spending for ONDCP, which will not allow
it to hire many more than 25 people. However, Senator DeConcini
is planning to try to add more FTEs and funding to ONDCP already.
‘It_ne_uant_ta_1ncrease_EIE_in_QNDcE,_therefcref_it_makes_sensaﬁso
ask for it in—the budget—process.
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The White House

Office of the Press Secretary
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For Immediate Release February 9, 1993

White House Reorganization:
THBE FACTS

° puring the campaign and in Putting People First, President
Clinton promised to cut the White House staff by 25%. This

reorganization fulfills President Clinton’s commitment,
trimming 350 positions from the Bush staff as of November 3,
1992.

° Starting January 20, the Clinton White House took office
with a smaller staff. The salaries of senior staff were set
at 6-10% less than the salaries of Bush senior staff.

o The cuts are real. Reductions are based on a total] staff
count of the White House and Executive Office of the
President, including employees borrowed from other agencies
of government (detailees). OMB and USTR, as full cabinet
level agencies, will be directed to make staff and budget
reductions along with the rest of the cabinet.

° Reductions will be implemented by October 1, 1993, not
through protracted phase-in.

°© Cuts will include senior level appointive positions and
administrative positions alike.

° The newly reorganized White House will be better suited to
promote the agenda for change mandated by voters on Election
Day. Through greater emphasis on policy councils and the
Cabinet, the President will reach beyond the White House for
policy development and ideas.

° Through Vice President Gore’s leadership, environmental
policy will be coordinated by the Office of Environmental
Policy. The Council on Environmental Quality will be
abolished as an unnecessary layer of bureaucracy between the
President and agencies implementing environmental policy.



° The President will reemphasize drug control strategy by .
elevating the Drug Czar to cabinet rank and restructuring
the office to better focus its efforts on policv Aevelapment
and coordination. Under President-Buslt, €he dfuq office
fecam@ 3 politdeam dumping grdmad: the agency haa a Triwhdr
propqrtion of poli®™Necal appointees than any other agency of:
govar nt 6/28/92)]. TPsLs”dent Clinton
plans\to f¥gbt drugs witm law enforcement ana exeatment, nge
Washiagton burﬁbqgrats and poldjtical anpointees.

° Science, Space and Technology policy development will be
consolidated to one office, under the direction of the
Assistant to the President for Science and Technology. The
Director will serve on the National Economic Council to
ensure that technology issues are incorporated in our
economic revitalization plan.

° Cutbacks are difficult under any circumstance, but the
President will proceed responsibly sensitively, and with
appropriate regard for each individual employee. Some of
this reduction has been and will continue to be accomplished
by hiring fewer new people. The President has directed the
Office of Personnel Management to assist affected employees
with finding new jobs and smoothing their transition.

















































































