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I N T R O D U C T I O N  

 

 
 
Introduction to this Report 

 
The following presents the Council of 

the District of Columbia Committee of the 
Whole’s recommendations regarding 
funding allocations for the fiscal year 2016 
budget for the agencies under the 
Committee’s purview.  In addition, the 
Committee comments on policy priorities 
and concerns raised during performance 
oversight and budget hearings, provides 
comments and amendments on the Mayor’s 
proposed Budget Support Act subtitles, and 
proposes its own additional subtitles. 
 

Committee of the Whole, Overview 

The Committee of the Whole 
(“Committee”) is currently one of eight 
standing committees of the Council.  The 
Committee of the Whole (COW) is 
responsible for the annual budget; regional, 
Congressional, and Federal relations;  
planning, zoning and economic 
development; truancy (jointly with the 
Committee on Education); homelessness 
(jointly with the Committee on Health and 
Human Services); District government 
workforce issues including human 
resources, retirement, retirement benefits, 
and compensation agreements; District 
government operations issues including 
procurement and technology; the University 
of the District of Columbia, and District 
government autonomy, including Statehood; 
and  any other matters assigned to it by the 
Council’s Rules or by the Chairman.1 

1 See Rules of Organization and Procedure for the 
Council of the District of Columbia, Council Period 
21, Rule 231(a) (Jan. 2, 2015). 

 
The Chairman of the Council is the 

Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
and its members include all members of the 
Council.  In addition to its oversight and 
legislative responsibilities, the Committee 
reviews all measures reported from other 
committees for completeness of the record, 
legal sufficiency, and adherence to rules 
regarding fiscal impact.  The District 
agencies that come under the purview of the 
Committee are as follows:  

 

 Auditor of the District of Columbia  
 Council of the District of Columbia 
 Commemorative Works Committee 
 Community College Transition to 

Independence Advisory Board 
 Contract Appeals Board 
 Deputy Mayor for Planning and 

Economic Development 
 Department of Human Resources 
 District of Columbia Retirement Board 
 Executive Office of the Mayor  
 Historic Preservation Review Board 
 Interagency Council on Homelessness 
 Labor/Mgmt. Partnership Council  
 Labor Relations & Collective Bargaining  
 Law Revision Commission 
 Metropolitan Washington Airports 

Authority  
 Metropolitan Washington Council of 

Governments 
 New Columbia Statehood Commission 
 Office of Budget and Planning (OCFO) 
 Office of Contracting and Procurement 
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 Office of Employee Appeals 
 Office of Planning 
 Office of Public Private Partnerships 
 Office of the Chief Technology Officer 
 Office of the City Administrator 
 Office of the Statehood Delegation 
 Office of Zoning 
 Public Employee Relations Board 
 Secretary of the District of Columbia 
 Tax Revision Commission 
 Tobacco Settlement Financing Corp. 
 University of the District of Columbia 
 Zoning Commission  & BZA 

 
 
In addition to the above, the following 

entities are under the Committee’s purview, 
but are not part of the District government, 
and the Committee’s jurisdiction is therefore 
limited: 

 

▪ Metropolitan Washington Airports 
Authority;2 

▪ Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments;3 and 

▪ National Capital Planning Commission.4 

2 The Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority 
has jurisdiction and power conferred by the District 
and the Commonwealth of Virginia, and is governed 
by a Board which includes several members 
appointed by the District.  However, the Authority 
receives no direct funds from the District. 
3 The Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments is not part of the District government, 
however the District does transfer funds in the form 
of dues, as described later in this report. 
4 The NCPC is an independent federal executive 
branch agency that operates under federal laws and 
authorities pertaining to the District, but receives no 
direct funds from the District. 

 
 
Chairman Mendelson has set five 

overarching goals for the Committee of the 
Whole which informs its oversight work and 
its budget recommendations both for the 
agencies specifically under its purview, and 
in the Committee’s later review of the final 
Budget Request and Support Acts.  Those 
priorities are: 

 
 Improve Homeless Services 
 Sustain Truancy Reforms 
 Encourage growth of the University of 

the District of Columbia 
 Promote Business and Economic 

Development 
 Improve Effective Government 

Management 
 

Committee Review of the Budget 

The Committee is charged with 
oversight over the performance and annual 
operating and capital budgets of the agencies 
listed.  In total, the Committee oversees 
approximately 20 agencies, and 15 paper 
agencies, that, in the Mayor’s proposed 
budget for fiscal year 2016, comprise a total 
budget of over $XX billion in gross funds 
and approximately X,XXX full-time 
equivalents (FTEs). 

 
On April 2, 2015, Mayor Muriel Bowser 

submitted to the Council of the District of 
Columbia a proposed Fiscal Year 2016 
Budget and Financial Plan proposal entitled 
“Pathways to the Middle Class,” which 
allocates resources for programs and 
services for the upcoming fiscal year.  How 
funds are allocated represent the 
Administration’s policy priorities. 
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In order to review the Mayor’s budget 
proposal, determine the wants and needs of 
each agency under its jurisdiction, and 
provide the public with an opportunity to 
comment, the Committee held budget 
hearings for each of the agencies under its 
purview as shown in the table below. 

 
The Committee received hours of 

testimony, from both government and public 
witnesses.  The Committee also received 
written statements.  Typical of Council 
committee budget reports, testimony and 
written statements are made a part of the 
record but are not attached to the report.  

 
The Committee has listened to extensive 

testimony from the public and agency heads 
to better understand the operations and 

needs of the various agencies.  In this report, 
the Committee provides analysis of the 
budget requests, shares its concerns, and 
offers budget policy recommendations. 

 
Having thoroughly reviewed the 

Mayor’s fiscal year 2015 budget proposal, 
the Committee believes that the 
recommendations contained herein provide 
each agency under its purview with the 
funds necessary to fulfill its core mission, 
and represent the policy priorities that best 
serve the people of the District of Columbia. 

 
 As such, the Committee presents its 
recommendations for the District of 
Columbia’s fiscal year 2015 budget and the 
corresponding Budget Support Act. 
 

Table 1:  Committee of the Whole Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Oversight Hearing Schedule 
Wednesday, April 15, 2015 at 2:30 p.m. in the Room 412 

- Executive Office of the Mayor - Contract Appeals Board 
- Office of the Senior Advisor/Office of the Secretary - Office of Contracting and Procurement 
- Office of the City Administrator  

 
Friday, April 17, 2015 at 12:00 p.m. in Room 412 

- Council of the District of Columbia - District of Columbia Retirement Board 
- District of Columbia Auditor - Teachers Retirement System 
- Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments - Police Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ Retirement  
- Office of the Chief Technology Officer   System 
- DC Department of Human Resources - District Retiree Health Contribution 

 
Monday, April 20, 2014 at 12:00 p.m. in Hearing Room 412 

- Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining - Public Employee Relations Board 
- Office of Employee Appeals - University of the District of Columbia 

  
Monday, April 28, 2014 at 11:00 a.m. in the Council Chamber 

- Office of Zoning - Office of Planning 
- Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development - Office of Budget and Planning (OCFO) 
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S U M M A R Y  T A B L E S  
  

 
 

A G E N C Y  O P E R A T I N G  B U D G E T  S U M M A R Y  T A B L E  
(dollars in thousands) 

 

Agency FY 2014 
Actual 

FY 2015 
Approved 

FY 2016 
Mayor 

FY 2016 
Committee 

Committee 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Council of the District 
of Columbia (AB)             
        Local Funds 19,745  22,505  22,321  22,321  0  0.0% 
        Intra-District  70  70  70  70  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 19,815  22,575  22,391  22,391 0  0.0% 
Office of the District of 
Columbia Auditor (AC)             
        Local Funds 3,763  4,241  4,340  4,374  34  0.8% 
        Gross Funds 3,763  4,241  4,340  4,374 34  0.8% 
Executive Office of the 
Mayor (AA)             
        Local Funds 8,283  9,322  7,745  7,745  0  0.0% 
        Federal Funds 3,111  2,995  3,286  3,286  0  0.0% 
        Private Funds 1  0  0  0  0  0.0% 
        Intra-District  1,063  504  407  407  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 12,458  12,821  11,438  11,438 0  0.0% 
Office of the Senior 
Advisor (AI)             
        Local Funds 0  0  3,856  1,894  (1,962) -50.9% 
        Special Purpose 0  0  1,500  0  (1,500) 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 0  0  5,356  1,894 (3,462) -64.6% 
Office of the Secretary 
(BA)             
        Local Funds 2,487  2,915  0  1,962  1,962  N/A 
        Special Purpose 1,224  1,000  0  1,500  1,500  N/A 
        Private Funds 10  0  0  0  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 3,721  3,915  0  3,462 3,462  N/A 
Office of the City 
Administrator (AE)             
        Local Funds 3,170  3,714  6,975  6,129  (846) -12.1% 
        Special Purpose 69  0  291  291  0  0.0% 
        Intra-District  631  339  0  0  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 3,870  4,053  7,266  6,420 (846) -11.6% 
District of Columbia 
Human Resources             
        Local Funds 8,495  8,385  8,224  8,224  0  0.0% 
        Special Purpose 403  292  452  452  0  0.0% 
        Intra-District  5,596  4,350  5,203  5,203  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 14,494  13,027  13,879  13,879 0  0.0% 
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Committee of the Whole 
Summary Tables: Agency Operating Budget 

Agency FY 2014 
Actual 

FY 2015 
Approved 

FY 2016 
Mayor 

FY 2016 
Committee 

Committee 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Office of Contracting 
and Procurement (PO)             
        Local Funds 12,116  17,270  20,968  20,968  0  0.0% 
        Special Purpose 29  375  375  375  0  0.0% 
        Intra-District  20,897  0  1,480  1,480  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 33,042  17,645  22,823  22,823 0  0.0% 
Contract Appeals 
Board (AF)             
        Local Funds 1,068  1,426  1,449  1,449  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 1,068  1,426  1,449  1,449 0  0.0% 
Office of the Chief 
Technology Officer 
(TO)             
        Local Funds 53,499  56,268  61,299  60,947  (352) -0.6% 
        Special Purpose 6,276  13,848  14,149  14,149  0  0.0% 
        Federal Funds 1,249  0  114  114  0  0.0% 
        Intra-District  35,949  29,927  31,643  31,643  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 96,973  100,043  107,205  106,853 (352) -0.3% 
Public Employee 
Relations Board             
        Local Funds 1,163  1,253  1,249  1,274  25  2.0% 
        Gross Funds 1,163  1,253  1,249  1,274 25  2.0% 
Office of Employee 
Appeals             
        Local Funds 1,465  1,570  1,627  1,745  118  7.3% 
        Gross Funds 1,465  1,570  1,627  1,745 118  7.3% 
Metropolitan 
Washington Council of 
Governments (EA)             
        Local Funds 428  450  472  472  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 428  450  472  472 0  0.0% 
Statehood Initiatives 
Agency (ST)             
        Local Funds 0  226  230  230  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 0  226  230  230 0  0.0% 
Office of Budget and 
Planning (AT)             
        Local Funds 5,047  5,791  6,191  6,191  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 5,047  5,791  6,191  6,191 0  0.0% 
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Committee of the Whole 
Summary Tables: Agency Operating Budget 

Agency FY 2014 
Actual 

FY 2015 
Approved 

FY 2016 
Mayor 

FY 2016 
Committee 

Committee 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Deputy Mayor for 
Planning and 
Economic 
Development             
        Local Funds 18,266  21,049  14,500  14,700  200  1.4% 
        Special Purpose 17,224  20,088  18,827  18,827  0  0.0% 
        Federal Funds 0  1,800  12,394  12,394  0  0.0% 
        Intra-District  231  444  400  400  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 35,721  43,381  46,121  46,321 200  0.4% 
Office of Planning (BD)             
        Local Funds 10,013  9,359  8,852  8,852  0  0.0% 
        Special Purpose 80  80  100  100  0  0.0% 
        Federal Funds 592  509  525  525  0  0.0% 
        Private Funds 42  1  325  325  0  0.0% 
        Intra-District  232  0  0  0  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 10,959  9,949  9,802  9,802 0  0.0% 
Office of Zoning (BJ)             
        Local Funds 2,666  2,705  2,781  2,956  175  6.3% 
        Intra-District  22  24  24  24  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 2,688  2,729  2,805  2,980 175  6.2% 
District of Columbia 
Retirement Board (DY)             
        Special Purpose 30,338  0  0  0  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 30,338  30,338  32,302  32,302 0  0.0% 
Police Officers' and 
Fire Fighters' 
Retirement System 
(FD)             
        Local Funds 109,199  111,330  136,115  136,115  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 109,199  111,330  136,115  136,115 0  0.0% 
Teachers' Retirement 
System (GX)             
        Local Funds 31,573  39,513  44,469  44,469  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 31,573  39,513  44,469  44,469 0  0.0% 
District Retiree Health 
Contribution (RH)             
        Local Funds 86,600  91,400  95,400  95,400  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 86,600  91,400  95,400  95,400 0  0.0% 
University of the 
District of Columbia 
(GF)             
        Special Purpose 141,850  0  0  0  0  0.0% 
        Enterprise/Other   154,530  150,459  150,459  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 141,850  154,530  150,459  150,459 0  0.0% 
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Committee of the Whole 
Summary Tables: Agency Operating Budget 

Agency FY 2014 
Actual 

FY 2015 
Approved 

FY 2016 
Mayor 

FY 2016 
Committee 

Committee 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

University of the 
District of Columbia 
Subsidy Account (GG)             
        Local Funds 66,691  72,458  67,433  68,192  759  1.1% 
        Gross Funds 66,691  72,458  67,433  68,192 759  1.1% 
Unemployment 
Insurance Trust Fund 
(UI)             
        Special Purpose 160,403  0  0  0  0  0.0% 
        Enterprise/Other 0  367,000  235,000  235,000  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 160,403  367,000  235,000  235,000 0  0.0% 
Debt Service (DS)             
        Gross Funds 0  0  0  0 0  0.0% 
John A. Wilson 
Building Fund (ZZ)             
        Local Funds 537,022  613,358  618,623  618,623  0  0.0% 
        Dedicated Taxes 7,824  7,839  7,832  7,832  0  0.0% 
        Special Purpose 4,728  29,918  5,114  5,114  0  0.0% 
        Federal Funds 18,606  0  18,262  18,262  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 568,180  651,115  649,831  649,831 0  0.0% 
Workforce 
Investments (UP)             
        Local Funds 0  42,052  17,815  17,815  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 0  42,052  17,815  17,815 0  0.0% 
Non-Departmental 
(DO)             
        Local Funds 0  3,000  2,504  2,504  0  0.0% 
        Dedicated Taxes 0  15,653  18,532  18,532  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 0  18,653  21,036  21,036 0  0.0% 
Master Equipment 
Lease/Purchase 
Program (EL)             
        Gross Funds 0  0  0  0 0  0.0% 
Emergency and 
Contingency Reserve 
Funds (SV)             
        Gross Funds 0  0  0  0 0  0.0% 
Pay-As-You-Go Capital 
Fund (PA)             
        Local Funds 26,415  5,200  21,274  21,274  0  0.0% 
        Special Purpose 3,383  23,737  51,017  51,017  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 29,798  28,937  72,291  72,291 0  0.0% 
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Committee of the Whole 
Summary Tables: Agency Operating Budget 

Agency FY 2014 
Actual 

FY 2015 
Approved 

FY 2016 
Mayor 

FY 2016 
Committee 

Committee 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Tax Increment 
Financing (TIF) 
Program             
        Special Purpose 49,586  0  0  0  0  0.0% 
        Enterprise/Other 0  60,439  64,256  64,256  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 49,586  60,439  64,256  64,256 0  0.0% 
Repayment of PILOT 
Financing             
        Special Purpose 13,723  0  0  0  0  0.0% 
        Enterprise /Other 0  15,882  18,741  18,741  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 13,723  15,882  18,741  18,741 0  0.0% 
Transfer In from Other 
Committees             
        Local Funds       (959) (959) N/A 
Transfer Out to Other 
Committees             
        Local Funds       846  846  N/A 
              
NET EXPENDITURES           
        Local Funds 1,009,174  1,146,760  1,176,712  1,176,712  0  0.0% 
        Dedicated Taxes 7,824  23,492  26,364  26,364  0  0.0% 
        Special Purpose 429,316  89,338  91,825  91,825  0  0.0% 
        Enterprise/Other 0  628,189  500,758  500,758  0  0.0% 
        Federal Funds 23,558  5,304  34,581  34,581  0  0.0% 
        Private Funds 53  1  325  325  0  0.0% 
        Intra-District  64,691  35,658  39,227  39,227  0  0.0% 
        Gross Funds 1,534,616  1,928,742  1,869,792  1,869,792  0  0.0% 
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Committee of the Whole 
Summary Tables: Agency Full-Time Equivalents 

A G E N C Y  F U L L - T I M E  E Q U I V A L E N T  S U M M A R Y  T A B L E  
(by all funding sources) 

 
 

Agency FY 2014 
Actual 

FY 2015 
Approved 

FY 2016 
Mayor 

FY 2016 
Committee 

Committee 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Council of the District 
of Columbia (AB)             
        Local Funds 182.1 189.5 189.5 189.5 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 182.1 189.5 189.5 189.5 0.0 0.0% 
Office of the District of 
Columbia Auditor (AC)             
        Local Funds 28.4 31.0 31.0 31.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 28.4 31.0 31.0 31.0 0.0 0.0% 
Executive Office of the 
Mayor (AA)             
        Local Funds 74.3 77.4 66.2 66.2 0.0 0.0% 
        Federal Funds 2.1 1.8 1.8 1.8 0.0 0.0% 
        Intra-District  7.0 5.7 4.5 4.5 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 83.4 84.9 72.5 72.5 0.0 0.0% 
Office of the Senior 
Advisor (AI)             
        Local Funds 0.0 0.0 34.5 17.0 -17.5 -50.7% 
        Special Purpose 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 -6.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 40.5 17.0 -23.5 -58.0% 
Office of the Secretary 
(BA)             
        Local Funds 18.9 24.5 0.0 19.0 19.0 N/A 
        Special Purpose 6.4 5.5 0.0 6.0 6.0 N/A 
        Gross Funds 25.3 30.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 N/A 
Office of the City 
Administrator (AE)             
        Local Funds 23.4 25.0 56.0 50.0 -6.0 -10.7% 
        Special Purpose 0.0 0.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Intra-District  2.5 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 25.9 28.0 59.0 53.0 -6.0 -10.2% 
District of Columbia 
Human Resources             
        Local Funds 91.4 92.0 84.0 84.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Special Purpose 4.8 3.3 5.3 5.3 0.0 0.0% 
        Intra-District  21.0 18.0 28.0 28.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 117.2 113.3 117.3 117.3 0.0 0.0% 
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Committee of the Whole 
Summary Tables: Agency Full-Time Equivalents 

Agency FY 2014 
Actual 

FY 2015 
Approved 

FY 2016 
Mayor 

FY 2016 
Committee 

Committee 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Office of Contracting 
and Procurement (PO)             
        Local Funds 107.4 146.0 178.0 178.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Intra-District  0.0 0.0 13.0 13.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 107.4 146.0 191.0 191.0 0.0 0.0% 
Contract Appeals 
Board (AF)             
        Local Funds 8.3 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 8.3 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0% 
Office of the Chief 
Technology Officer 
(TO)             
        Local Funds 186.0 194.6 190.9 190.9 0.0 0.0% 
        Special Purpose 7.5 13.9 17.9 17.9 0.0 0.0% 
        Intra-District  73.2 81.0 77.2 77.2 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 266.7 289.5 286.0 286.0 0.0 0.0% 
Public Employee 
Relations Board             
        Local Funds 8.5 9.0 9.0 9.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 8.5 9.0 9.0 9.0 0.0 0.0% 
Office of Employee 
Appeals             
        Local Funds 14.3 14.0 14.0 15.0 1.0 7.1% 
        Gross Funds 14.3 14.0 14.0 15.0 1.0 7.1% 
Metropolitan 
Washington Council of 
Governments (EA)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
Statehood Initiatives 
Agency (ST)             
        Local Funds 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0% 
Office of Budget and 
Planning (AT)             
        Local Funds 41.3 42.0 42.0 42.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 41.3 42.0 42.0 42.0 0.0 0.0% 
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Committee of the Whole 
Summary Tables: Agency Full-Time Equivalents 

Agency FY 2014 
Actual 

FY 2015 
Approved 

FY 2016 
Mayor 

FY 2016 
Committee 

Committee 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Deputy Mayor for 
Planning and 
Economic 
Development             
        Local Funds 58.2 71.0 70.9 70.9 0.0 0.0% 
        Special Purpose 6.8 9.0 9.0 9.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Federal Funds 0.0   2.3 2.3 0.0 0.0% 
        Intra-District  2.3 4.0 3.8 3.8 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 67.3 84.0 86.0 86.0 0.0 0.0% 
Office of Planning (BD)             
        Local Funds 66.3 67.5 63.5 63.5 0.0 0.0% 
        Federal Funds 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 69.8 71.0 67.0 67.0 0.0 0.0% 
Office of Zoning (BJ)             
        Local Funds 19.2 19.0 19.0 19.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 19.2 19.0 19.0 19.0 0.0 0.0% 
District of Columbia 
Retirement Board (DY)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
Police Officers' and 
Fire Fighters' 
Retirement System 
(FD)             
        Special Purpose 56.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Enterprise/Other 0.0 57.6 62.6 62.6 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 56.2 57.6 62.6 62.6 0.0 0.0% 
Teachers' Retirement 
System (GX)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
District Retiree Health 
Contribution (RH)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
University of the 
District of Columbia 
(GF)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
University of the 
District of Columbia 
Subsidy Account (GG)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
Unemployment 
Insurance Trust Fund 
(UI)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
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Summary Tables: Agency Full-Time Equivalents 

Agency FY 2014 
Actual 

FY 2015 
Approved 

FY 2016 
Mayor 

FY 2016 
Committee 

Committee 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

Debt Service (DS)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
John A. Wilson 
Building Fund (ZZ)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
Workforce 
Investments (UP)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
Non-Departmental 
(DO)             
        Local Funds 0.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 0.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 0.0% 
Master Equipment 
Lease/Purchase 
Program (EL)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
Emergency and 
Contingency Reserve 
Funds (SV)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
Pay-As-You-Go Capital 
Fund (PA)             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
Tax Increment 
Financing (TIF) 
Program             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
Repayment of PILOT 
Financing             
        Gross Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
              
NET EXPENDITURES           
        Local Funds 928.0 1053.5 1099.5 1096.0 -3.5 -0.3% 
        Dedicated Taxes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Special Purpose 81.7 31.7 41.2 41.2 0.0 0.0% 
        Enterprise/Other 0.0 57.6 62.6 62.6 0.0 0.0% 
        Federal Funds 5.6 5.3 7.6 7.6 0.0 0.0% 
        Private Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0% 
        Intra-District  106.0 111.7 126.5 126.5 0.0 0.0% 
        Gross Funds 1121.3 1259.8 1337.4 1333.9 -3.5 -0.3% 
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A G E N C Y  F Y  2 0 1 6  C A P I T A L  B U D G E T  S U M M A R Y  T A B L E  
(whole dollars) 

 
 
 The Mayor’s proposed fiscal year 2015 capital budget for agencies under the purview of 
the Committee of the Whole includes the following capital expenditures in fiscal year 2015.  The 
Committee recommends adoption of the capital budget as proposed by the Mayor.5 
 

Project 
No Project Title Sum of Available Allotments Sum of FY 

2016 
Total of FY 
2016-2021 

COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

WIL04C JOHN A. WILSON BUILDING 
FUND $2,449,258 $0 $0 

TOTAL $2,449,258 $0 $0 
UNIVERSITY OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

UG706C RENOVATION OF UNIVERSITY 
FACILITIES $86,989,022 $0 

$0 
TOTAL $86,989,022 $0 $0 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
AB102C ARCHIVES $5,307,035 $12,000,000 $25,200,000 

TOTAL $5,307,035 $12,000,000 $25,200,000 
OFFICE OF ZONING 

JM102C ZONING INFORMATION 
TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS $414,919 $0 

$0 
TOTAL $414,919 $0 $0 

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY MAYOR FOR PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
EB008C NEW COMMUNITIES $82,050,945 $500,000 $43,500,000 

AWT01C WALTER REED 
REDEVELOPMENT $2,030,134 $10,000,000 $14,000,000 

EB013C BARRY FARM, PARK CHESTER, 
WADE ROAD $2,679,207 $0 $0 

AWR01C SAINT ELIZABETHS E CAMPUS 
INFRASTRUCTURE $11,255,133 $17,000,000 $17,000,000 

EB409C WASA NEW FACILITY $9,887,500 $6,000,000 $6,000,000 
STH01C STRAND THEATER $1,000,000 $0 $0 

AMS11C MCMILLAN SITE 
REDEVELOPMENT $3,232,881 $30,216,041 $28,731,585 

TOTAL $112,135,799 $63,716,041 $109,231,585 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF TECHNOLOGY OFFICER 

N1603C CITYWIDE NETWORK 
INFRASTRUCTURE UPGRADE $1,672,595 $0 $0 

N2501C DATA CENTER RELOCATION $996,770 $0 $0 

N2503C DATA CENTER RELOCATION-GO 
BOND $1,257,863 $0 

$0 

5 See FY 2015 Proposed Budget and Financial Plan, Volume 6 – FY 2015 to FY 2020 Capital Improvements Plan 
(Including Highway Trust Fund), Appendix B (Apr. 3, 2014). 
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Project 
No Project Title Sum of Available Allotments Sum of FY 

2016 
Total of FY 
2016-2021 

N1715C CYBER SECURITY 
MODERNIZATION $1,107,909 $0 $0 

N6002C 
TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
MODERNIZAT 

$664,715 $0 
$0 

EQ101C CREDENTIALING AND WIRELESS 
COMMUNICATION $609,434 $0 

$0 
N3699C POOL FOR SMP PROJECTS $1,574,399 $0 $0 

N6001C 
TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
MODERNIZAT 

$510,889 $0 
$0 

N2201C SERVER CONSOLIDATION $250,000 $0 $0 

N9201C CITYWIDE DISK BASED BACKUP 
INFRASTRUCTUR $445,022 $0 $0 

N9001C DC GOVERNMENT NEW DATA 
CENTER BUILD-OUT $3,500,000 $6,000,000 $21,000,000 

N9301C ENTERPRISE COMPUTING 
DEVICE MANAGEMENT $700,000 $0 $0 

N9101C DC GOVERNMENT CITYWIDE IT 
SECURITY PROGR $2,000,000 $1,319,752 $7,820,000 

ZA143C DC GIS CAPITAL INVESTMENT $641,678 $0 $0 
N3701C HUMAN RESOURCES SYSTEM $3,226,536 $0 $0 

N9501C DC.GOV WEB 
TRANSFORMATION $1,369,412 $0 $0 

TOTAL $20,527,221 $7,319,752 $28,820,000 
OFFICE OF PLANNING 

PLN37C DISTRICT PUBLIC PLANS & 
STUDIES $502,457 $0 $0 

TOTAL $502,457 $0 $0 

 GRAND TOTAL $228,325,710 $83,035,793 $163,251,585 
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C O M M I T T E E  T R A N S F E R S  
(whole dollars) 

 
 

Fund Type Description Funding 

Local Funds 

The Committee of the Whole accepts in the transfer of 
local funds from the Committee on Education in the 

amount of $759,028 to add to the University of the District 
of Columbia Subsidy Account 

$759,028 

Local Funds 
The Committee of the Whole accepts the transfer of local 
funds from the Committee on Education in the amount of 

$200,000 to fund a Cultural Study at DMPED. 
$200,000 

Capital Funds 

The Committee of the Whole Accepts the transfer of 
capital funds from the Committee on Transportation and 

the Environment for the University of the District of 
Columbia 

$5,000,000 
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S U M M A R Y  O F  C O M M I T T E E  B U D G E T  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 

 
 
 The following is a summary of changes and recommendations made by the Committee to 
the fiscal year 2016 budget as proposed by the Mayor for each agency under the Committee’s 
purview.  This summary lists changes to the operating budget and capital budget, as well as 
policy recommendations relevant to each agency.  

 
C o u n c i l  o f  t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a   ( A B )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Council of the 

District of Columbia as proposed by the Mayor. 
 
  
O f f i c e  o f  t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  A u d i t o r  ( A C )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of the 

District of Columbia Auditor as proposed by the Mayor with the following modification: 
 
An increase of $33,600 local funds (NPS) to Program 1020 (Performance, Compliance, and 
Financial Audit), Comptroller Source Group 40 (Other Services and Charges) to fund transit 
subsidies for ODCA staff. 
 

Policy Recommendations: 
 

▪ Office of the District of Columbia Auditor should continue to embrace its expanded functions of 
program evaluation and policy analysis on a broad range of government programs and activities, 
more in line with the General Accountability Office.   

▪ ODCA should evaluate the staffing levels of the Office to determine adequate staffing and 
support necessary to carry out ODCA’s expanded goals and purpose. 
 

E x e c u t i v e  O f f i c e  o f  t h e  M a y o r   ( A A )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Executive Office of 

the Mayor as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

Policy Recommendations: 
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▪ The executive should establish clear roles and responsibilities for the recruitment and hiring of 
executive and excepted service positions to reduce duplication between MOTA and DCHR, and 
leverage resources to maximize efficiency in hiring. 
 

O f f i c e  o f  t h e  S e n i o r  A d v i s o r   ( A I )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee’s fiscal year 2016 budget recommendation for the Office of the Senior Advisor is 

$1,894, a decrease of $3,742 from the Mayor’s request.  The proposed budget supports 17.0 
FTEs, decrease of 25.0 from the Mayor’s request. 
 

Policy Recommendations:  
▪ The Office of the Senior Advisor, through the Office of the Secretary, continue to work to 

identify an Administrator for the Office of Public Records and work to develop and execute a 
plan for a new archives facility. 

 
O f f i c e  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y   ( B A )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee’s recommended fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of the Secretary is $3,462, 

an increase of $3,462 over the Mayor’s request.  The Committee’s recommendation supports 
25.0 FTEs, an increase of 25.0 FTEs over the Mayor’s request. 

 
 Agency Capital  Budget Recommendation: 

▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of the 
Secretary as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

Policy Recommendations:  
▪ The Office of the Secretary should develop minimum requirements for the archives project 

before engaging with a design/build contractor.  This should include whether the agency seeks a 
new or existing facility, minimum space needs, programmatic needs, and others as necessary to 
define to the scope of the project. 

 
 
O f f i c e  o f  t h e  C i t y  A d m i n i s t r a t o r   ( A E )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the Mayor’s revised fiscal year 2016 budget as as 

submitted to the Committee, with the exception of a decrease of $846.  The Committee 
recommendation supports 50.0 FTEs, a decrease of 9.0 under the Mayor’s request. 
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Policy Recommendations:  
▪ The Office of the City Administrator should reexamine the issuance of cellular phones to 

employees to ensure that only necessary staff are provided devices.  
▪ The Office of the City Administrator should set clear delineations of the functional 

responsibilities of staff assigned to and budgeted under the DMPSJ or collocated with staff of 
the Office of the City Administrator, to ensure focus on the duties of the DMPSJ. 

 
O f f i c e  o f  L a b o r  R e l a t i o n s  a n d  C o l l e c t i v e  B a r g a i n i n g  ( A E )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of Labor 

Relations and Collective Bargaining as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

Policy Recommendations:  
▪ The Committee requests that OLRCB provide the following: 

- By October 15, 2015, the final fiscal year 2015 statistics on OLRCB’s win-loss-mixed record 
and statistics on its settlement recommendations versus cases actually settled. 

- Throughout fiscal year 2016, quarterly reports on OLRCB’s win-loss-mixed record and 
statistics on its settlement recommendations versus cases actually settled. 

▪ By September 30, 2015, the Committee urges the Executive to appoint a permanent director of 
OLRCB.  Should the Executive not appoint a Director by the aforementioned date, the 
Committee requests a status report on the Executive’s efforts to identify a permanent director 
by September 30, 2015. 

▪ The Committee requests that OLRCB provide it with an update on its efforts to improve labor 
relations in the District, including a detailed discussion and update on the Labor Management 
Partnership Council, by October 1, 2015. 
 
 

D C  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H u m a n  R e s o u r c e s  ( B E )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends approval of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Department of 

Human Resources as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

Policy Recommendations:  
▪ DCHR should complete its compensation and classification reform project and forward the 

recommendation.  
▪  DCHR should work with the Mayor’s Office of Talent and Appointments to leverage resources 

and eliminate duplication in recruitment efforts for excepted and executive service positions. 
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O f f i c e  o f  C o n t r a c t i n g  a n d  P r o c u r e m e n t  ( P O )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the proposed fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of 

Contracting and Procurement as proposed by the Mayor with technical modifications, at the 
request of the Agency Fiscal Officer, to local funds. 
 

Policy Recommendations:  
▪ OCP should continue the Delegated Procurement Authority Model by fully supporting the 

structure of the staff, and the resources at the agencies.  The executive should continue to fully 
support the DPA and provide needed resources as the model is fully implemented. 

▪ OCP should work to avoid the need for retroactive contracts by developing better timelines to 
plan for Council approval and work the schedule back to complete all necessary steps in a timely 
manner before Council approval, and before retroactive approval becomes necessary. 

▪ CP should work with other District agencies which have a procurement training and certification 
need to effectively leverage resources to support the training and certification program, and to 
maximize consistency across agencies in developing a procurement knowledge base. 

▪ OCP should continue to work to get all contracting staff certified and trained in a timely manner 
to ensure a professionalized workforce. 

▪ OCP, specifically the CPO, should use relevant knowledge and expertise in the principles of 
procurement, and in District law, to uphold the professionalism and integrity of the 
procurement process and insulate the process from outside or interference. 

▪ OCP should post all new vacancy announcements on DCHR’s website as soon as possible in 
order to achieve the goal of hiring for as many positions as possible before the beginning of FY 
2015.  
 

C o n t r a c t  A p p e a l s  B o a r d   ( A F )  
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends approval of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Contract Appeals 

Board as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

Policy Recommendations:  
▪ CAB should work with the OCFO and the Executive to right-size its personal services budget to 

align it to the actual needed term or WAE employees.  
▪ CAB should continue to aggressively close cases in a timely manner to avoid backlogs in the 

future. 
 

O f f i c e  o f  t h e  C h i e f  T e c h n o l o g y  O f f i c e r  ( T O )  
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of the Chief 

Technology Officer as proposed by the Mayor, except for a reduction of $351,600 in local funds 
CSG 41 – Contractual Services, spread proportionately over several programs funded through 
the ITSA contract. 
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 Agency Capital Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of the Chief 

Technology Officer as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

Policy Recommendations:  
▪ OCTO should work with OCP staff to perform an analysis of the price reasonableness of all 

existing services under contract DCTO-2008-C-M1 for information technology staff 
augmentation, and provide such report to the Committee and the Inspector General. 

▪ OCTO should work with OCP to reassess and redevelop an RFP immediately, and no later than 
July 1, 2015, for information staff augmentation taking into account the price reasonableness 
analysis, the analysis of whether the contract should be managed by a contractor or by District 
personnel.  Great weight should be given as to the resumption that management of contractors 
performing work for OCTO is an inherently governmental function.  A redeveloped RFP by July 1, 
2015 will probably not leave enough time for a new contract to be in place by October 1, 2015. 

▪ OCTO should work with OCP before issuing any new RFP that is related to information 
technology staff augmentation to produce a report, as required by law and regulation, to 
determine, in writing, whether using District personnel to oversee the subcontractors, as 
recommended by the OIG is less costly to the District than using a prime-contractor to oversee a 
pool of IT subcontractors. 

▪ OCTO should develop, and share with the Committee, no later than October 1, 2015, an 
information technology needs assessment and strategic plan and schedule indicating what 
physical IT assets or what programs and applications are expected to be created, improved, 
refreshed, upgraded, or otherwise changed over the next five years.  Such a plan should be the 
basis for any future capital budget requests, and should inform the Executive and the Council of 
what increases in future operating dollars may be expected as a result of carrying out that plan. 

▪ OCTO should continue to work on efforts to bridge the digital divide in the District. 
▪ OCTO should aggressively pursue additional customers, in both the public and private sectors, to 

buy data services through the DC-Net, to raise additional funds to support the sustained 
maintenance and improvement of this important District asset. 

 
 
P u b l i c  E m p l o y e e  R e l a t i o n s  B o a r d   ( C G )  

Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Public Employee 

Relations Board as proposed by the Mayor plus an increase of $25,000 in local funds (PS) to 
Comptroller Source Group 41:  41 Contractual Services (Division 2001 – Legal Support) to engage 
hearing examiners to decrease case backlog.   
 

Policy Recommendations:  
▪ PERB should eliminate its backlog of cases and institute a tracking system that measures the 

cost of contracting out for hearing examiners versus having them as PERM employees. 
▪ The Executive should appoint a new candidate for the labor member as the current member’s 

term has expired.   
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O f f i c e  o f  E m p l o y e e  A p p e a l s   ( C H )  

Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office Employee 

Appeals as proposed by the Mayor with the following modifications:  
- An increase of $99,000 in local funds (PS) to Comptroller Source Group 11:  Regular Pay – 

Continuing Full Time (Division 1100 – Office of Employee Appeals) to support one additional 
FTE. 

- An increase of $19,000 in local funds (PS) to Comptroller Source Group 14:  Fringe Benefits – 
Current Personnel (Division 1100 – Office of Employee Appeals) to support fringe benefits 
associated with two additional FTEs. 

- A shift of $68,687 and 0.5 FTE from Activity 1100-Office of Employee Appeals to Activity 
2003-Mediation.  Accordingly, Activity 1100-Office of Employee Appeals should be $547,273 
and 5 FTEs, at the request of the OCFO as a technical change. 

 
Policy Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee should continue to maximize the amount of cases resolved each year and 

illuminate any remaining case backlog. 
 

 
M e t r o p o l i t a n  W a s h i n g t o n  C o u n c i l  o f  G o v e r n m e n t s  ( E A )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ Recommend adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget as proposed by the Mayor. 
 
 

S t a t e h o o d  I n i t i a t i v e s  A g e n c y   ( A R )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ Recommend adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget as proposed by the Mayor. 

 
 
O f f i c e  o f  B u d g e t  a n d  P l a n n i n g   ( A T )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ Recommend adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget as proposed by the Mayor. 
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Policy Recommendations:  
▪ OBP should develop a timetable for development, build-out, and implementation of a new 

budget and accounting tool to replace SOAR and BMAPS as soon as possible so that the OCFO 
and the Committee can better anticipate future needs.  

▪ OBP should implement standards for the estimation of the impact of capital projects on agency 
operating budgets.  Agency estimates alone should not be a basis for future increases in agency 
baseline spending.  

▪ OBP, through the OCFO, should reexamine its legal position on the need for Council approval of 
contingency reserve draws by the Executive. 

 
 
D e p u t y  M a y o r  f o r  P l a n n i n g  a n d  E c o n o m i c  D e v e l o p m e n t  ( E B )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of the 

Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development as proposed by the Mayor with the 
following modifications: 

 
 Agency Capital Budget: 

▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for Office of the Deputy 
Mayor for Planning and Economic Development as proposed by the Mayor. 

 
 Policy Recommendations: 

▪ The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development should expedite its 
work on creating an accountability tracking database for projects. The database should be 
publicly available online and searchable, and it should track what businesses are receiving public 
funding and how much, what benefits are being provided in return, and whether those benefits 
have yet materialized. 

▪ The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development should evaluation the 
entire New Communities Initiatives and make strategic changes to its design, where necessary, 
to put the projects on a clear trajectory for completion. The Office should revise and publicly 
share new timetables for each neighborhood.  

▪ The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development should work to build 
more community trust by more readily sharing information and documents pertaining to 
projects when residents have questions.   

▪ The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development should improve the 
efficiency of the Great Streets program administration so that reimbursements to grantees are 
processed rapidly. 

▪ The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development should renew the 
lease for the Earth Conservation Corps so that the organization may continue their community-
enriching programming. 

▪ The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development undertake a 
comprehensive assessment of District-owned facilities to ensure that all properties, especially 
historic properties, are being maintained as needed. 
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O f f i c e  o f  P l a n n i n g   ( B D )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of Planning 

as proposed by the Mayor with the following modifications: 
o The Committee accepts a transfer of $200,000 from the Committee on Education to hire a 

private firm to create a comprehensive cultural plan for the District. The plan should include 
an assessment of how well served the different areas of the city with respect to access to 
cultural events and support of artists and members of the creative economy, analysis of the 
current state of arts education in District public schools, as well as recommendations on 
how to increase participation in the arts, both for consumers and creators, from a 
community level up to a business and government level. 

 
Capital Budget Recommendations: 
▪ Recommend adoption of the fiscal year 2015 -2020 Capital Budget Authority for OP as proposed 

by the Mayor.  
 
Policy Recommendations:  
▪ The Office of Planning should utilize the upcoming Comprehensive Plan Amendment Cycle as an 

opportunity to engage community members across the city in a meaningful and positive way to 
reverse the negative perception in this area that the office has carried with it for the past 
several years.  

▪ The Office of Planning should fulfill Director Shaw’s commitment to present text amendments to 
the inclusionary zoning regulations to the Zoning Commission by July 2015. 
  

 
O f f i c e  o f  Z o n i n g   ( B J )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of Zoning as 

proposed by the Mayor. 
 

Capital Budget Recommendation: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 – fiscal year 2021 Capital Budget 

Authority proposal for OZ as proposed by the Mayor, with an increase of $175,000 in fiscal year 
2016 Pay-as-you-Go capital funds in order to fund the Rewriting of Zoning Regulations project.  
 

Policy Recommendations: 
▪ OZ should ensure that BZA members are rigorously trained in the legal standards for variances 

and special exceptions, including training days devoted exclusively to that topic.  
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D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  R e t i r e m e n t  B o a r d  ( D Y )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ Recommend adoption of the fiscal year 2015 budget as proposed by the Mayor. 

 
Policy Recommendations: 
▪ Recommend that DCRB ensure the rapid completion of its data reclamation process and swiftly 

acquire a new pension management information system to better serve its retirees. 
▪ Recommend DCRB continue to foster good communication and relationships with other 

Executive agencies and the Council. 
 
 
P o l i c e  O f f i c e r s ’  a n d  F i r e f i g h t e r s ’  R e t i r e m e n t  S y s t e m  ( F D )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the District of 

Columbia Retirement Board as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

Policy Recommendations:  
▪ Recommend that DCRB ensure that the funding ratio for the Police Officers’ and Firefighters’ 

Retirement System stays at or over 100 percent. 
▪ Recommend that DCRB ensure that District’s contribution to the fund does not increase 

exponentially over time as it has done in the recent past.  
 

 
D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  R e t i r e e  H e a l t h  C o n t r i b u t i o n  ( R H )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Police and Fire 

Fighters’ Retirement System as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

Policy Recommendations: 
▪ DCRB should continue to make prudent investment decisions.  
▪ DCRB should work to keep down administrative costs of managing the funds, which has dropped 

from .55% as a percent of assets in FY 2012, to .45% as a percent of assets as of March 31, 2015. 
▪ DCRB should identify strategies in how to engage the public to ensure that DCRB, which is a 

public agency, is accountable to the taxpayers.  
▪ DCRB should meet with DC Divest, which has sought a meeting for years, to discuss and hear 

their concerns. 
▪ DCRB should work to ensure that plan members affected by the Max 80 and COLA Lookback 

errors are provided with pertinent information, including a link to ODCP to appeal decisions, as 
needed. 
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P o l i c e  a n d  F i r e  F i g h t e r s ’  R e t i r e m e n t  S y s t e m  ( F D )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Police and Fire Fighters 

Retirement System as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

Policy Recommendations: 
▪ DCRB should ensure that the funding ratio for the Police Officers’ and Fire Fighter’s Retirement 

System stays at or over 100 percent. 
▪ DCRB should ensure that the District’s contribution to the fund avoids disproportionately large 

increases from time to time as has occurred in the past 
 
T e a c h e r s ’  R e t i r e m e n t  S y s t e m   ( G X )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Teachers’ 

Retirement System as proposed by the Mayor. 
 
Policy Recommendations: 
▪ DCRB should work toward the goal of 100% funding (zero unfunded liability) in the Teachers’ 

Retirement Fund. 
 
 
U n i v e r s i t y  o f  t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  ( G F )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the University of the 

District of Columbia as proposed by the Mayor with the modifications as outlined in the 
University’s local funds subsidy account. 
 

Policy Recommendations:  
▪ The Committee requests that UDC provide a report to the Committee on moving the 

Community College by September 30, 2015. 
▪ The Committee recommends that UDC reach out to the Committee more often in advance in 

order to preempt possible issues. 
▪ The Committee recommends that UDC faculty take appropriate steps as union members if they 

believe that they are not being represented by its current leadership.     
▪ The Committee recommends that UDC consult with OLRCB regarding the Seventh Master 

Agreement, although OLRCB did not negotiate this agreement for UDC, it has an expertise in 
contract matters that UDC may find informative.   

▪ The Committee recommends that the Board review its policies on contracting and procurement 
and make any and all adjustments necessary to ensure financial security. 
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▪ The Committee recommends that the University work with their AFO, the Office of Budget and 
Planning, and the Mayor to present more detailed information on the University’s budget in 
future budget books, including through the use of appendices or attachments in the Books 
which contain the information normally found in tables GF0-1, GF0-2, GF0-3, and GF0-4.   

▪ The Committee requests that the University, in coordination with the Office of the Chief 
Financial Officer, prepare and submit to the Council by December 30, 2015 a cost analysis and 
discussion on the funds and actions needed to ensure compatibility between the University’s 
financial system, Banner, and the District’s financial system. 
 
 

U n i v e r s i t y  o f  t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a  S u b s i d y  A c c o u n t  ( G C )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the University of the 

District of Columbia Subsidy Account as proposed by the Mayor with the following modification: 
▪ An increase of $759,028 in local funds.  These funds come from the Committee on Education to 

restore the Mayor’s reduction to the University’s local subsidy. 
 
Capital  Budget Recommendations: 
▪ The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the University of the 

District of Columbia Subsidy Account as proposed by the Mayor with an increase in fiscal year 
2015 of $5,000,000 to Project: GF0-UG706-RENOVATION OF UNIVERSITY FACILITIES,  and 
$5,000,000 in fiscal year 2016 to Project: GF0-UG706-RENOVATION OF UNIVERSITY FACILITIES.   
 
 

U n e m p l o y m e n t  I n s u r a n c e  T r u s t  F u n d  ( U I )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪  The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for Unemployment 

Insurance Trust Fund as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

 
D e b t  S e r v i c e   ( D S ,  Z A ,  C P ,  Z B ,  S M ,  D T )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪  The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for Debt Service as 

proposed by the Mayor. 
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J o h n  A .  W i l s o n  B u i l d i n g  F u n d   ( Z Z )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪  The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Wilson Building 

Fund as proposed by the Mayor. 
 
 

W o r k f o r c e  I n v e s t m e n t s   ( U P )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪  The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for Workforce Investments 

as proposed by the Mayor. 
 
 

N o n - D e p a r t m e n t a l   ( D O )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪  The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Non-Departmental  

as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

M a s t e r  E q u i p m e n t  L e a s e / P u r c h a s e  P r o g r a m  ( E L )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪  The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Master Equipment 

Lease/Purchase Program as proposed by the Mayor. 
 
 

E m e r g e n c y  a n d  C o n t i n g e n c y  R e s e r v e  F u n d  ( S V )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪  The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Emergency and 

Contingency Reserve Funds as proposed by the Mayor. 
 
 

P a y - A s - Y o u - G o  C a p i t a l  F u n d   ( P A )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪  The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Pay-As-You-Go 

Capital Fund as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

T a x  I n c r e m e n t  F i n a n c i n g  ( T I F )  P r o g r a m  ( P A )  
 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
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▪  The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Tax Increment 
Financing (TIF) Program as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

 
R e p a y m e n t  o f  P i l o t  F i n a n c i n g   ( X X )  

 
Operating Budget Recommendations: 
▪  The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Tax Increment 

Financing (TIF) Program as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 xxx 
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A G E N C Y  F I S C A L  Y E A R  2 0 1 6  B U D G E T  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 

 
 
 The Committee presents the following with regard to the agencies and programs under its 
purview.  The information contained herein provides for each agency:  a brief overview of its 
purpose and function; a summary of the Mayor’s fiscal year 2015 budget proposal; a description 
of issues and concerns the Committee has identified; and the recommended changes to the 
proposed budget as well as policy recommendations.   
 

C O U N C I L  O F  T H E  D I S T R I C T  O F  C O L U M B I A  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The Council of the District of Columbia is the legislative branch of the District of 
Columbia government.  The Council sets policy through the enactment of laws.  It reviews and 
approves the government’s annual operating and capital budgets, and it conducts oversight of the 
performance of agencies, boards, and commissions. 
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:6 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Council of the District of Columbia 
is $22,391, a decrease of $184, or 0.8 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed 
budget supports 0.0 FTEs, an [increase/decrease] of 0.0 FTEs, or 00.0 percent, [over/under] the 
current fiscal year. 
 
 

6 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 

 1 
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Table AB-A: Council of the District of Columbia; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 19,833 18,265 18,542 19,405 19,971 22,575 22,391 

FTEs 198.0 187.2 184.5 184.5 182.1 189.5 189.5 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $22,321, a decrease of $184, or 0.8 
percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 189.5 FTEs, which is the 
same level as the current fiscal year. 
 
 Intra-District Funds:  The proposed budget is $70 which supports 0 FTEs and represents 
no change from the current fiscal year. 
 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Records Management:  In 2014, the Council unveiled its new legislative information 
management system, known as LIMS.  This system provides a more user friendly experience and 
provides additional capacity for making information available to Council users and the public.  
This year, the Council is implementing phase II of LIMS development, which includes additional 
data from prior council periods and additional features to enhance user experience.  The system 
now includes all data presently available to the Office of the Secretary in electronic form for 
Council Periods 8 through 21.  The Council, though the Office of the Secretary, continues to 
quality check all data in Council Period 19. 
 
 In addition to improvements to LIMS, the Council has begun comprehensively examining 
its archival legislative records.  To date, more than 12,000 records from Council Period 13 to the 
present have been examined, including a quality check to ascertain whether files have all 
required documentation, recording the contents of each file, and searching for missing 
documentation.  Upon completion of this part of the first phase of this project, documents that 
were previously digitized will be quality checked against the physical files.  After all files have 
been checked and all information is available electronically, the Council will archive records 
from Council Periods 13 through 16.  In conjunction with that effort, the Council will update its 
records retention policy to help manage official records. 
 
 
 Employee Transportation Subsidies:  For the past two years, the Council has budgeted 
$100,000 to offer a Transit Benefit Program for eligible Council employees.  Council employees 
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two do not receive Council-provided parking, or serving under a time-limited appointment of 
less than 6 months duration, are eligible to participate in the program. All eligible employees 
may receive a commuter benefit subsidy up to, but not exceeding, $100 per month.  The 
proposed FY 2016 budget again provides $100,000, although over the past two years of 
operation, the actual usage of the program has been closer to $80,000 to $85,000. 
 
 In addition to the Transmit Benefit Program, the Council also offers a subsidized rate for 
membership in Capital Bike Share.  The Council participates in the group program by which 
employees receive a Capital Bike Share Membership for $25 per year.  This subsidy has 
experienced usage of under $1,000 per year. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Council of 
the District of Columbia as proposed by the Mayor. 
 
 

O F F I C E  O F  T H E  D I S T R I C T  O F  C O L U M B I A  A U D I T O R  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 

The Office of the District of Columbia Auditor (ODCA) was established by the United 
States Congress in section 455 of the Home Rule Act, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 
803; DC Official Code § 1-204.55).  ODCA’s mission is to “support the Council of the District 
of Columbia by conducting audits that improve the economy, efficiency, and accountability of 
District government.”7  ODCA is also required to certify revenue estimates in support of general 
obligation bonds issued by the District government, and to audit and provide financial oversight 
of the District’s 37 Advisory Neighborhood Commissions. Additionally, D.C. Official Code §1-
204.55(c) states: “(t)he District of Columbia Auditor shall have access to all books, accounts, 
records, reports, findings, and all other papers, things, or property belonging to or in use by any 
department, agency, or instrumentality of the District government and necessary to facilitate the 
audit.” 

 
Pursuant to the Home Rule Act, the District of Columbia Auditor is appointed by the 

Chairman of the Council, subject to the approval of a majority of the Council.  Under D.C. 
Official Code § 1-205.55(b), the District of Columbia Auditor, whose term of appointment is six 

7 About ODCA, The Office of the District of Columbia Auditor (Nov. 18, 2014), http://dcauditor.org/about-odca. 
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years, is required “each year [to] conduct a thorough audit of the accounts and operations of the 
government of the District.”   
 

 
 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  

 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:8 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Office of the District of Columbia 
Auditor is $4,340, an increase of $99, or 2.3 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed 
budget supports 31.0 FTEs, which represents no change from fiscal year 2015. 
 

 
Table AC-A: Office of the District of Columbia Auditor; 

Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2006-2016 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 4,150 3,614 3,361 4,118 3,758 4,241 4,340 

FTEs 31.5 30.9 28.5 28.5 28.4 31.0 31.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 Local Funds:  The proposed budget is comprised entirely of local funds. 
  
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Effectiveness of ODCA: ODCA adheres to Generally Accepted Government Auditor 
Standards established by the Comptroller General of the United States and the United States 
Government Accountability Office.  In fact, the Home Rule Act provision for a District of 
Columbia Auditor was modeled after Congress’ Government Accounting Office.  In 2004, the 
General Accounting Office changed its name to the General Accountability Office (GAO) to 
reflect a change in its mission and function.  Instead of only conducting financial audits, GAO 
expanded its work to include “program evaluations, policy analyses, and legal opinions and 
decisions on a broad range of government programs and activities.” 9 

 

8 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
9 See PR 20-1078, District of Columbia Auditor Kathleen Patterson Appointment Approval Resolution of 2014: 
Hearing before the Council of the District of Columbia  Committee of the Whole (Oct. 30, 2014) (written testimony 
of Fritz Mulhauser, public witness).  Mulhauser quoting former GAO Comptroller General David Walker.   
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In the Committee Report for PR 20-1078, this Committee expressed concerns that ODCA 
had “fallen short of both its original mandate and the expanded mission of its model, the GAO.”  
Specifically, the Committee Report cited a 2010 report, which concluded that:  
 

In recent years, ODCA appears to have developed a widespread image that its 
operations are inefficient, its work is politically driven, and its audit reports 
are unreliable.  And based on our interviews, ODCA does not seem to be 
meeting its mission to promote economy, efficiency, and accountability in 
D.C. government.  Specifically, our research detected a clear impression that 
the Office: is not systematically planning and carrying out its audits; is not 
focusing its efforts on the most important financial issues facing the District; 
is often politically driven; is not well-coordinating its work with other 
pertinent offices, such as the office of the Inspector General; has not been 
successful in obtaining the necessary cooperation of the agencies it is 
auditing; and is not seen as producing consistently reliable, objective 
reports.10  

 
           The Committee envisions an ODCA that not only fulfills its mission, but also operates as 
a true partner of the Council, assisting its committees with program evaluations, policy analyses, 
and decisions on a broad range of government programs and activities.11  With that in mind, the 
Council, through this Committee, appointed a new auditor, Ms. Kathleen Patterson, to lead 
ODCA in December 2014.12   
 

Since assuming the position of Auditor, Ms. Patterson has begun to revamp ODCA in 
order to meet the aforementioned goals.  ODCA has undergone a restructuring which includes 
the creation of a Program Evaluation Unit, hiring of new staff, and reorganizing current staff to 
better reflect the office’s expanded purpose.13   ODCA has also begun to:14 
 

10 JOHN S. BOUKER, LEAH C. MONTESANO, WALTER  A. SMITH, WAYNE TURNER, ANDRIENNE J. LAWRENCE, 
ELCHINO M. MARTIN & AARON S. BRAND, REVIEW OF THE OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AUDITOR: 
OVERVIEW, OBSERVATIONS & OPTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT  2 (2010). 
11 Committee Report PR 10-1078.   
12 Ms. Patterson will serve the remainder of the six year term, which ends in February 2017, vacated by the previous 
auditor, Ms. Yolanda Branche. 
13 The Office of the District of Columbia Auditor: Performance Hearing before the Council of the District of 
Columbia Committee of the Whole (February 26, 2015) (oral testimony of Ms. Kathleen Patterson, Auditor, Office 
of the District of Columbia Auditor).     
14 Id.   
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The Committee supports the new direction of ODCA and looks forward to working with the 
Auditor and her staff to ensure that ODCA is responsive and supportive of the Council.     
 
 Staff Capacity:  While the Committee applauds the new direction of ODCA, such 
momentum can only be sustained if ODCA has adequate staffing and support, particularly given 
its expanded goals and purpose.  According to the Auditor at ODCA’s April 15th budget hearing, 
ODCA is diligently working to fill its vacancies, with four additional staff members being hired 
between December 2014 and April 2015, and the expectation that four other positions will be 
filled by mid-summer 2015.15  Filling the remaining four vacancies will fully staff ODCA for the 
first time in several years.16  Such news is promising about the work that ODCA will be able to 
accomplish through the rest of fiscal year 2015 and during fiscal year 2016.  Yet, full staffing 
does not necessarily translate to adequate staffing for the purposes of fulfilling the agency’s 
expanded goals and purposes.  As such, the Committee is working with ODCA to identify 
statutorily required audits that are outdated, no longer linked to priority areas, or already 
captured by other audit functions.  Further, Chairman Mendelson plans to introduce an omnibus 
bill to repeal the identified audits in order to ensure that ODCA’s resources are being leveraged 
to best meet Council needs.  
 
 

15 Patterson written testimony – April 15th budget hearing. 
16 Id. 

1. Meet with all of the Councilmembers individually to determine their audit requests and 
what supports they would like from ODCA.  

2. Solicit input from all Councilmembers on ODCA’s annual Audit Work Plan to ensure that it 
reflects Council concerns and key priority issues. 

3. Review ODCA’s annual Risk-Assessment Report to ensure that Council priority issues are 
included.  

4. Implement a pilot program for outsourcing ODCA’s less substantial responsibilities like, 
developing a web-based financial reporting system for Advisory Neighborhood 
Commissions, which will allow ODCA to meet its statutory requirements while better 
managing time of ODCA staff.   

5. Draw upon local resources, including GAO and the National Academies to inform its work. 

 

                                                 



Committee of the Whole  Page 7 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of the 
District of Columbia Auditor as proposed by the Mayor with the following modification: 
 
1. An increase of $33,600 local funds (NPS) to Program 1020 (Performance, Compliance, 

and Financial Audit), Comptroller Source Group 40 (Other Services and Charges) to fund 
transit subsidies for ODCA staff. 

 
 

Policy Recommendations: 
 

1. Office of the District of Columbia Auditor should continue to embrace its expanded 
functions of program evaluation and policy analysis on a broad range of government 
programs and activities, more in line with the General Accountability Office.   
 

2. ODCA should evaluate the staffing levels of the Office to determine adequate staffing 
and support necessary to carry out ODCA’s expanded goals and purpose. 
 
 
 

 
\

E X E C U T I V E  O F F I C E  O F  T H E  M A Y O R  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Executive Office of the Mayor (EOM) is to serve the public by 
supporting the Mayor in governing, including constituent engagement and media relations.  
EOM provides District agencies with vision and policy direction, and provides agencies with the 
leadership, support, and oversight to implement specific policy goals and objectives, including 
building a pathway to the middle class, through an improved education system, safe and clean 
neighborhoods, better job opportunities, and long-term investments in the city’s infrastructure. 
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 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:17 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Executive Office of the Mayor is 
$11,438, a decrease of $1,382, or 10.8 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed 
budget supports 72.5 FTEs, a decrease of 12.5 FTEs, or 14.7 percent, under the current fiscal 
year. 
 
 

Table AA-A: Executive Office of the Mayor; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 4,338 46,061 12,718 12,194 12,483 12,820 11,438 

FTEs 49.9 85.8 87.0 87.4 83.4 85.0 72.5 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $7,745, a decrease of $1,577, or 16.9 
percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 66.2 FTEs, a decrease of 
11.2 FTEs, or 14.4 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The reduction reflects the 
reorganization of the several agencies under the purview of the Mayor with the Bowser 
administration. 
 
 Federal Grant Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $3,286, an increase of $291, or 
9.7 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 1.8 FTEs, which 
represents no change from the current fiscal year. 
 
 Intra-District Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $407, a decrease of $97, or 19.2 
percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 4.5 FTEs, a decrease of 1.2 
FTEs, or 21.6 percent, under the current fiscal year. 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Reorganization of the Executive Office of the Mayor:  On January 2, 2015, Mayor 
Muriel Bowser became Mayor of the District of Columbia.  As a result, several agencies that 

17 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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directly report to the Mayor have been reorganized, including the Executive Office of the Mayor 
(EOM).  Much of the reorganization is underway in the current fiscal year, however because of 
the FY 2015 budget, many staff, while functionally working under the new organization, are still 
on legacy budgets. 
 
 For Fiscal Year 2016, the EOM will consist of four sub-offices.  The Office of the Mayor 
provides staff support to the Mayor in leading the government and the community.  The Mayor’s 
Office of Talent and Appointments provides assistance to the Mayor by making 
recommendations for individuals to serve as members of various boards and commissions and 
recruiting agency leaders.  The Office of Community Affairs provides coordinated leadership 
and administrative support for several activities.  Serve DC is the Mayor’s Office on 
Volunteerism and serves as the District’s Commission on National and Community Service, 
receiving federal grant funds to encourage volunteerism. 
 
 The EOM previously also consisted of several other offices which have since been 
transferred to other agencies.  The Office of Budget and Finance is being transferred to the 
Office of the City Administrator, and the Office of Policy and Legislative Affairs is being 
transferred to the Office of the Senior Advisor.  In addition, support services functions 
previously under the Office of the Secretary have been transferred to the EOM.  The table below 
shows the historic funding levels of the various components of the cluster of agencies under the 
direct purview of the Mayor’s office, which has been organized differently in the three most 
recent administrations. 
 
 

 FY2010 
(Fenty) 

Code FY2014 (Gray) Code FY2016 
(Bowser) 

Code 

EOM Other $4,572 AA $10,031 AA $11,438 AA 
OPLA $777 AA $820 AA $882 AI 
Budget $1,915 AS $1,249 AA $1,350 AE 
City Administrator 
Other $5,442 AE $5,023 AE $5,916 AE 

Secretary $3,299 BA $3,266 BA $3,742 AI 
Senior Advisor Other  -   $1,013 AI 
Community Affairs $3,022 RP $2,410 AA $2,897 AA 
Serve DC $4,205 RS $3,953 AA $3,992 AA 
   Total $23,232  $26,752  $31,230  

 
 As can be seen from the table above, the Mayor’s budget continues to increase, although 
because functions are moved between several agencies, the exact amount is not always clear.  
The above table may miss some transfers, but it does serve to make clear that there has been 
growth in the total Mayor’s budget.  It is also clear that the changes proposed for agencies in the 
Mayor’s cluster are not reducing the overall funding level, and is in fact increasing it. 
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 Mayor’s Office of Talent and Appointments:  As part of the reorganization of the EOM, 
the former Office of Boards and Commissions was expanded and rebranded as the Mayor’s 
Office of Talent and Appointments (MOTA).  The previous office focused on coordination and 
recruitment for more than 150 different District boards and commissions. Many of these boards 
an commissions include positions which must be confirmed by the Council.  In addition to this 
important role, MOTA will now help recruit excepted and executive service staff for the 
government, including agency heads and senior leadership staff.   
 
 The Committee questioned the Chief of Staff, representing the EOM, at both the 
performance and budget hearings on the need for MOTA and its potential overlap with the role 
of the Department of Human Resources (DCHR).  In the performance plan for DCRH, one of the 
key performance indicators is “Average number of days from vetting to hire for Excepted and 
Executive Service positions.”  However, based on the mission of MOTA, there appears to be 
some overlap.  In response to questions, the Chief of Staff indicated that MOTA will work with 
DCHR in the onboarding of staff that it identifies for these high-level positions. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Executive 
Office of the Mayor as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. The executive should establish clear roles and responsibilities for the recruitment and 

hiring of executive and excepted service positions to reduce duplication between MOTA 
and DCHR, and leverage resources to maximize efficiency in hiring.  

 
 

O F F I C E  O F  T H E  S E N I O R  A D V I S O R  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Office of the Senior Advisor is to advise the Mayor on local, regional, 
and federal affairs by providing policy analysis and advancing the Mayor’s legislative agenda.  
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 The Office of the Senior Advisor consists of three offices.  The Office of Policy and 
Legislative Affairs performs policy analysis, develops policy issues, and marshals the Mayor’s 
legislative agenda.  The Office of Federal and Regional Affairs serves as the liaison to federal 
agencies and advises the Mayor on key issues with regional partners and on Capitol Hill.  The 
Office of the Secretary serves as the District of Columbia’s primary liaison with the diplomatic 
and international community and is the official resource for executive orders, historic records, 
and ceremonial documents. 
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:18 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Office of the Senior Advisor is 
$5,356, an increase of $5,356 over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 40.5 
FTEs, an increase of 40.5 FTEs over the current fiscal year. 
 

Table AI-A: Office of the Senior Advisor; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,356 

FTEs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.5 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $3,856, an increase of $3,856 over the 
current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 34.5 FTEs, an increase of 34.5 FTEs over the 
current fiscal year.   
 
 Special Purpose Revenue Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $1,500, an increase 
of $1,500 over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 6.0 FTEs, an increase of 
4.5 FTEs over the current fiscal year.   

18 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Absorption of the Office of the Secretary Budget:  For Fiscal Year 2016, the Mayor’s 
proposed budget includes a chapter for a new Office of the Senior Advisor which includes the 
Office of Policy and Legislative Affairs, which was formerly under the Executive Office of the 
Mayor, the Office of the Secretary, which was formerly a standalone budget chapter, and the new 
Office of Federal and Regional Affairs.  For reasons discussed later in this report in regards to 
the budget for the Office of the Secretary, the Committee does not support absorbing the budget 
for the Office of the Secretary into another budget chapter.  However, the Committee makes no 
judgment on the functional relationships between the day-to-day operations and reporting lines 
within the Office of the Senior Advisor, including the Office of the Secretary, which is also a 
subordinate agency in its own right.  The Committee respects the Mayor’s prerogative to 
organize the Executive as she sees fit and the Committee will recommend fully funding the 
executive offices that report directly to the Mayor, including the Office of the Senior Advisor in 
the aggregate. 

 
 The updated tables show the Committee’s recommended budget for the Office of the 
Senior advisor which includes changes submitted to the Committee from what was contained in 
the budget books, which included erroneous information due to the need to get them to print 
before the full organization of the executive offices, including the Executive Office of the 
Mayor, the Office of the Senior Advisor, and the Office of the City Administrator, had been 
settled upon.  The recommendations in the charts below, along with the budget for the Office of 
the Secretary, fully fund the executive’s budgetary level requests. 
 
 

Table AI-B1: Office of the Senior Advisor; 
FY 2016 Proposed Gross Funds Operating Budget, by Revenue Type 

 

  Approved 
2015  

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Percent 
Change 

Local Funds 0 1,894 1,894 N/A 

Special Purpose Revenue 0 0 0 N/A 

Total Funds 0 1,894 1,894 N/A 
Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance 
(dollars in thousands) 

 
 

 



Committee of the Whole  Page 13 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

Table AI-B2: Office of the Senior Advisor; 
FY 2016 Recommended Full-Time Equivalents, by Revenue Type 

 

  Approved 
2015  

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Percent 
Change 

Local Funds 0 17 17 N/A 

Special Purpose Revenue 0 0 0 N/A 

Total Funds 0 17 17 N/A 
Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance 
(dollars in thousands) 

 
 

Table AI-B3: Office of the Senior Advisor; 
FY 2016 Recommended Operating Budget, by Comptroller Source Group 

 

Comptroller Source Group  Approved 
2015  

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Percent 
Change 

11 – Regular Pay - Cont. FT 0 1,607 1,607 N/A 

14 – Fringe Benefits 0 286 286 N/A 

   Subtotal PS 0 1,894 1,894 N/A 

   Subtotal NPS 0 0 0 N/A 

Gross Funds 0 1,894 1,894 N/A 
Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance 
(dollars in thousands) 

 
 

Table AI-B4: Office of the Senior Advisor; 
FY 2016 Operating Budget and FTEs, by Program 

 

 Dollars in Thousands Full-Time Equivalents 

Program Approved 
2015 

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Approved 
2015 

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

(1000) Office of the Senior 
Advisor 0 307 307 0.0 2.0 2 

(2000) Office of Policy and 
Legislative Affairs 0 882 882 0.0 8.0 8 

(3000) Office of Federal 
and Regional Affairs 0 705 705 0.0 7.0 7 

Total Proposed 
Operating Budget 0 1,894 1,894 0.0 17 17 

Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance (dollars in thousands) 
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 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 Gross Funds:  The Committee’s fiscal year 2016 budget recommendation for the Office 
of the Senior Advisor is $1,894, a decrease of $3,462 from the Mayor’s request.  The proposed 
budget supports 17.0 FTEs, decrease of 25.0 from the Mayor’s request. The funds are allocated 
as indicated in the above charts. 
 
 Local Funds:  The Committee’s recommended budget is $1,894, a decrease of $1,962 
under the Mayor’s request.  The Committee’s recommendation supports 17.0 FTEs, a decrease of 
17.5 under the Mayor’s request 
 
 Special Purpose Revenue Funds:  The Committee’s recommended budget is $0, a 
decrease of $1,500 under the Mayor’s request.  The proposed budget supports 0.0 FTEs, a 
decrease of 6.0 FTEs under the Mayor’s request. 
 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. The Office of the Senior Advisor, through the Office of the Secretary, continue to work 

to identify an Administrator for the Office of Public Records and work to develop and 
execute a plan for a new archives facility.  

 
 

 



Committee of the Whole  Page 15 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

O F F I C E  O F  T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The Office of the Secretary of the District of Columbia is the official resource for 
protocol, legal records, history, and recognitions for the public, governments, and international 
community. 
 
 The Office of the Secretary of the District of Columbia consists of five divisions. The 
Office of Notary Commissions and Authentications (ONCA) commissions District of Columbia 
notaries and authenticates documents for domestic and foreign use. The Office of Documents 
and Administrative Issuances (ODAI) publishes the D.C. Register and the D.C. Municipal 
Regulations.  The Office of Public Records and Archives manages the District of Columbia 
Archives, Records Center, and the Library of Government Information.  The Office of Protocol 
and International Affairs is the District government’s primary liaison with the diplomatic and 
international community for both substantive and ceremonial matters.  The Ceremonial Services 
Unit is responsible for processing all requests for ceremonial documents. 
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:19 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Office of the Secretary is $0, a 
decrease of $3,915, or 100.0 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget 
supports 0.0 FTEs, a decrease of 30.0 FTEs, or 100.0 percent, under the current fiscal year. 
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Capital Budget: 
 

The Mayor’s proposed capital improvements plan includes $32,000 for the Office of the 
Secretary over the 6-year plan.  The plan authorizes $12,000 for fiscal year 2016, $20,400 for 
fiscal year 2017.  This funding is for development a state of the art Archives Building to hold 
historical records, public records, and other archive materials.  
 

19 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Table BA-A: Office of the Secretary; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 2,955 2,871 3,783 3,544 3,732 3,915 0 

FTEs 23.3 21.2 22.4 25.0 25.3 30.0 0.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $0, a decrease of 2,915, or 100.0 percent, 
under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 0.0 FTEs, a decrease of 30.0 FTEs, 
or 100.0 percent, under the current fiscal year.   
 
 Special Purpose Revenue Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $0, a decrease of 
1,000, or 100.0 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 0.0 FTEs, a 
decrease of 4.5 FTEs, or 100.0 percent, under the current fiscal year.   
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I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Absorption of the Office of the Secretary Budget:  For Fiscal Year 2016, the Mayor’s 
proposed budget seeks to zero out the budget for the Office of the Secretary and instead reflect 
its functions in the budget for the newly created Office of the Senior Advisor.  While the 
Committee understands that functionally, the Office of the Secretary will report up directly 
through the Senior Advisor, the budget should stay separate. 
 
 Unlike offices under the purview of the Senior Advisor, the Office of the Secretary of the 
District of Columbia is a subordinate agency, with a Council confirmed head, and with functions 
that are not advisory or political in nature.  This is not the same case with much of the rest of the 
Executive Office of the Mayor and the Office of the Senior Advisor.  Among other functions, the 
Office of the Secretary oversees all public records management for the District government, 
publishes the D.C. Register, and maintains the D.C. Municipal Regulations. 
 
 The Office of the Secretary has been a separate budget chapter in the budget books since 
at least 1986, which is three years after the Office’s establishment in its current form.  For the 
sake of transparency, and to ensure the Council and the public understand how the Office of the 
Secretary is budgeted year after year, the Committee recommends restoring the Office of the 
Secretary as a standalone budget chapter.  However, the Committee does not intend to affect how 
the Mayor chooses to organize offices that are a direct report to the Mayor.\ 
 
 The Committee also notes that the Executive has transferred the support services function 
that was under the Office of the Secretary to the budget of the Executive Office of the Mayor 
which precedes this budget chapter. 
 
 The tables presented below include a restoration of the Office of the Secretary’s budget, 
including changes requested by the Executive during the budget hearing for the Office of the 
Senior Advisor to reallocate resources differently from what was submitted in the FY 2016 
budget book. 
 

Table BA-B1: Office of the Secretary; 
FY 2016 Proposed Gross Funds Operating Budget, by Revenue Type 

 

  Actual 
2013 

Actual 
2014 

Approved 
2015  

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Percent 
Change 

Local Funds 2,546 2,487 2,915 1,962 -953 -32.7% 

Special Purpose Revenue 0 0 1,000 1,500 500 50.0% 

Private Funds 0 21 0 0 0 N/A 

Total Funds 2,546 2,508 3,915 3,462 -453 -11.6% 
Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance (dollars in thousands) 
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Table BA-B2: Office of the Secretary; 
FY 2016 Recommended Full-Time Equivalents, by Revenue Type 

 

  Actual 
2013 

Actual 
2014 

Approved 
2015  

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Percent 
Change 

Local Funds 19.0 18.9 24.5 19.0 -5.5 -22.4% 

Special Purpose Revenue 0.0 0.0 4.5 6.0 1.5 33.3% 

Private Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 N/A 

Total Funds 19 18.9 29 25 -4 -13.8% 
Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance (dollars in thousands) 
 

 
Table BA-B3: Office of the Secretary; 

FY 2016 Recommended Operating Budget, by Comptroller Source Group 
 

Comptroller Source Group  Actual 
2013 

Actual 
2014 

Approved 
2015  

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Percent 
Change 

11 – Regular Pay - Cont. FT 1,757 1,884 1,993 1,894 -272 -13.6% 

12 – Regular Pay – Other 153 125 344 72 0 0.0% 

13 – Additional Gross Pay 0 18 0 0 0 N/A 

14 – Fringe Benefits 328 344 530 350 0 0.0% 

   Subtotal PS 2,238 2,371 2,867 2,316 -272 -9.5% 

20 – Supplies/Materials 81 55 22 15 -7 -31.8% 

31 – Telephone, Etc. 8 1 0 0 0 N/A  

40 – Other Services 402 153 160 281 121 75.6% 

41 – Contractual Services 609 934 630 600 -30 -4.8% 

50 – Subsidies & Transfers 200 200 200 200 0 0.0% 

70 – Equipment 7 18 36 50 14 38.9% 

   Subtotal NPS 1,307 1,361 1,048 1,146 98 9.4% 

Gross Funds 3,545 3,732 3,915 3,462 -174 -4.4% 
Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance (dollars in thousands) 
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Table BA-B4: Office of the Secretary; 
FY 2016 Operating Budget and FTEs, by Program 

 

 Dollars in Thousands Full-Time Equivalents 

Program Approved 
2015 

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Approved 
2015 

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

(1000) Agency 
Management 1,161 1,676 515 11.5 5.0 -6.5 

(1002) International 
Relations and Protocol 223 123 -100 2.0 1.0 -1 

(1003) Ceremonial Services 238 102 -136 2.0 1.0 -1 

(1004) Office of Documents 
and Admin. Issuances 376 673 297 4.0 7.0 3 

(1005) Notary Commission 
and Authentications 500 495 -5 5.5 6.0 0.5 

(1006) Office of Public 
Records 1,217 393 -824 5.0 5.0 0.0 

(1007) Executive 
Management 200 0 -200 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total Proposed 
Operating Budget 3,915 3,462 -453 30 25 -5 

Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance (dollars in thousands) 
 

 
 Archives and Records Management:  The Office of Public Records Management and the 
Archives were established within the Office of the Secretary pursuant to the District of Columbia 
Public Records Management Act of 1985.20  Under that law, the Office of Public Records is to 
be headed by an Administrator who is responsible for, in part, serving as historian of the District, 
establishing standards for the storage or records, maintaining the official archives of the District, 
establishing a Library of Governmental Information which serves as a source of reference with 
respect to the business of the District, and maintaining every public record requested to be 
preserved by the Council and the Courts. 
 
 The District of Columbia Archives holds the historical records of the District 
Government including birth and death records, wills, land records, and marriage records.  It also 
contains physical items of historical significance including artwork, statues, and other objects.  
The primary archive facility is currently located in historic Naylor Court.  In addition, various 
archival components are scattered throughout other District locations, and, many records of the 
District are stored with the National Archives and Records Administration.   
 

20 D.C. Official Code § 2–1701.01 et seq. (2015) D.C. Law 6-19 eff. Sept. 5, 1985 
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 The Naylor Court facility was formerly a carriage house, and was renovated in 1989 to 
house 50,000 cubic feet of city records in a temperature controlled environment.  Unfortunately, 
by 2003, according to a Washington Post article: 
 

“The archives have no security beyond the corrugated metal gate that is pulled 
down over its entrance when the three-member staff leaves each night. 
 
The archives have no preservation and conservation program. The supply budget 
is so limited that employees have had to bring their own toilet paper. 
 
The archives have no temperature or humidity controls, because of the lack of 
replacement parts for the failing heat, ventilation and air-conditioning system.” 
 

 Since that time, the archives have accepted more records, including items from the 
Recorder of Deeds after its move from 515 D Street, NW to 1101 4th Street, SW.  Unfortunately, 
little has been invested in the archives facility, and it is still in a state of disrepair. 
 
 For FY 2014, the Mayor’s budget included $44 million for a new archives building.  The 
CIP then, as it does now, describes the project thusly: 
 

“This project will include storage for additional historical records that will be 
transferred to the Archives for the next 30 years. This project will provide the 
District with an Archives Building comparable to state archives in managing their 
historical records. The records stored in the new Archives Building will include 
those of such notables as President George Washington, Robert Brent, the First 
Mayor of the City of Washington, Frederick Douglass, Woodard Wilson and 
others. Also, the records holdings of the District of Columbia Records Center 
include marriage and probate records from 1801; birth and death records 
beginning with the Territorial Government; Engineering Development records 
from the Board of Commission created under the Organic Act of 1878; and other 
records.” 

 While the plan described in the CIP encouraging, the Committee has several 
concerns with the progress in implementing the plans, to date. 
 
 First, the original plan was for a new state of the facility.  An RFP to engage a firm to act 
as the architect/engineer for a new District of Columbia Archives was issued on January 15, 
2015.  That competition was to close on February 11, 2015.  However, to date, no architect has 
been selected.  In fact, according to testimony at both a performance oversight and budget 
hearing discussing the Archives, the executive seems unclear as to the real purpose of the RFP.  
The executive indicated that the RFP was only to engage a contractor to develop a plan for the 
District’s needs.  The Committee is very concerned that after two years of allocating funding for 
the archives, that not even a list of requirements has been developed.  Moreover, the Committee 
is concerned that the District would need a contractor to figure out the needs of the District, 
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rather than having the District, through the Administrator of Public Records, define the needs.  
Until the District can organize even a basic framework for its plans for a new archives – i.e. 
whether we will build a new building or renovate an existing asset – it cannot reasonably move 
forward with planning for a new archives.  Without identifying such baseline needs, the District 
will not have any basis on which to evaluate contractor proposals and may run the risk of 
subsequent change orders and scope changes after awarding of a contract. 
 
 Second, related to that the above concern, the Committee is concerned that any planning 
or contract for a new archives is occurring without appointing an Administrator of Public 
Records.  This position has been vacant for some time.  The exeuctie originally testified that ti 
planned to bring on an Administrator in time to involve them in the planning process.  However, 
more recent testimony indicates that the District will move forward even without an 
Administrator.  The executive must work diligently to fill this critical position. 
 
 Finally, in the absence of a firm plans for a new facility, the Committee is most 
concerned about the management of the current facility.  The Mayor’s proposed budget includes 
a cut of over $800,000 the Office of Public Records program.  This supports 5.0 FTEs, which is 
the same as FY 2015.  This leaves little room for repairs of the existing facility, expansion, or 
even basic security of the Naylor Court facility.  The Committee is hopeful that the Office of the 
Secretary is nonetheless working with the Department of General Services to ensure continued 
maintenance of the Naylor Court building to protect the District’s invaluable records stored 
there. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 Gross Funds:  The Committee’s recommended fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of 
the Secretary is $3,462, an increase of $3,462 over the Mayor’s request.  The Committee’s 
recommendation supports 25.0 FTEs, an increase of 25.0 FTEs over the Mayor’s request.  The 
funds are allocated as indicated in the above charts. 
 
 Local Funds:  The Committee’s recommended budget is $1,962, an increase of $1,962 
over the Mayor’s request.  The Committee’s recommendation supports 19.0 FTEs, an increase of 
19.0 over the Mayor’s request 
 
 Special Purpose Revenue Funds:  The Committee’s recommended budget is $1,500, an 
increase of $1,500 over the Mayor’s request.  The proposed budget supports 6.0 FTEs, an 
increase of 6.0 FTEs over the Mayor’s request. 
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Agency Capital  Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of the 
Secretary as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. The Office of the Secretary should develop minimum requirements for the archives 

project before engaging with a design/build contractor.  This should include whether the 
agency seeks a new or existing facility, minimum space needs, programmatic needs, and 
others as necessary to define to the scope of the project.  

 
 

O F F I C E  O F  T H E  C I T Y  A D M I N I S T R A T O R  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Office of the City Administrator (OCA) is to facilitate the effective 
and efficient implementation of the Mayor’s vision and priorities by providing leadership, 
support, and oversight of District government agencies. 
 
 The Office of the City Administrator supports the day-to-day operations of the District 
government by managing the Performance Management program (CapStat) to track progress 
toward goals, reduce costs, improve government services, and increase government 
accountability; improving government services and responsiveness by creating efficiencies and 
advancing innovative solutions to public challenges; increasing public-private partnerships to 
expedite vital capital projects; providing direct leadership and support to the Government 
Operations Cluster and the Public Safety and Justice Cluster, which report directly to the OCA, 
in addition to the operations of each Deputy Mayor’s office; developing fiscally responsible 
performance-based budgets and continuously monitoring agency spending to ensure government 
services are delivered on time and on budget; and fostering fair and open negotiations with the 
District government’s labor union workforce. 
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 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:21 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Office of the City Administrator is 
$7,266, an increase of $3,213, or 79.3 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget 
supports 59.0 FTEs, an increase of 31.0 FTEs, or 110.7 percent, over the current fiscal year. 
 

Table AE-A: Office of the City Administrator; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

5,085 5,017 4,105, 3,098 3,722 3,869 4,053 7,266 

FTEs 45.5 34.1 34.7 26.3 25.8 28.0 59.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $6,975, an increase of $3,231, or 87.8 
percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 56.0 FTEs, an increase of 
31.0 FTEs, or 124.0 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The policy initiatives within the local 
funds budget include:  $1,574 and 17.0 FTEs for three new offices; $2,000 and 12.0 FTEs 
transferred from the Office of the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice and the Executive 
Office of the Mayor.  The new offices are the result of the reorganization of the Executive offices 
between the City Administrator and the Executive Office of the Mayor. 
 
 Special Purpose Revenue Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $291, an increase of 
291 over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 3.0 FTEs, an increase of 3.0 
FTEs over the current fiscal year.  The policy initiatives within the local funds budget include: 
$261 in the Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining to support bargaining for the 
Not-for-Profit Hospital Corporation and the University of the District of Columbia, which are 
independent instrumentalities of the District. 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Mayor’s Revised Request:  The tables presented below include changes requested by the 
Executive to the budget presented in the budget books.  The changes reallocate funds and 
positions within the OCA budget at the same aggregate funding level submitted to the Council. 
 

21 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Table AE-B1: Office of the City Administrator; 

Mayor’s Revised FY 2016 Gross Funds Operating Budget, by Revenue Type 
 

  Actual 
2013 

Actual 
2014 

Approved 
2015  

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Percent 
Change 

Local Funds 3,195 3,170 3,714 6,975 3,261 87.8% 

Special Purpose Revenue 0 0 0 291 291 N/A 

Intra-District Funds 527 631 339 0 -339 -100.0% 

Total Funds 3,722 3,801 4,053 7,266 3,213 79.3% 
Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance (dollars in thousands) 
 
 

Table AE-B2: Office of the City Administrator; 
Mayor’s Revised FY 2016 Full-Time Equivalents, by Revenue Type 

 

  Actual 
2013 

Actual 
2014 

Approved 
2015  

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Percent 
Change 

Local Funds 22.8 23.4 25.0 53.0 28 112.0% 

Special Purpose Revenue 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 3 N/A 

Intra-District Funds 3.5 2.5 3.0 0 -3.0 -100.0% 

Total Funds 26.3 25.9 28 56 28 100.0% 
Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance (dollars in thousands) 
 

 
Table AE-B3: Office of the City Administrator; 

Mayor’s Revised FY 2016 Operating Budget, by Comptroller Source Group 
 

Comptroller Source Group  Actual 
2013 

Actual 
2014 

Approved 
2015  

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Percent 
Change 

11 – Regular Pay - Cont. FT 2,644 2,673 2,953 5,817 2,864 -0.5% 

12 – Regular Pay – Other 112 110 156 141 -15 -9.7% 

13 – Additional Gross Pay 15 44 0 0 0 N/A 

14 – Fringe Benefits 448 475 777 961 183 23.6% 

   Subtotal PS 3,219 3,302 3,886 6,919 3,032 78.0% 

20 – Supplies/Materials 52 23 23 34 11 46.7% 

31 – Telephone, Etc. 4 1 0 5 5 N/A  

40 – Other Services 102 143 69 171 102 148.7% 

41 – Contractual Services 347 398 69 130 61 87.8% 

70 – Equipment 1 2 5 7 181 32.1% 

   Subtotal NPS 504 567 166 347 181 109.0% 

Gross Funds 3,722 3,869 4,053 7,266 3,213 79.3% 
Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance (dollars in thousands) 
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Table BA-B4: Office of the Secretary; 
Mayor’s Revised FY 2016 Operating Budget and FTEs, by Program 

 

 Dollars in Thousands Full-Time Equivalents 

Program Approved 
2015 

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

Approved 
2015 

Proposed 
2016 

Change 
2015-2016 

(1000) Agency 
Management 369 1,305 936 1.0 8.0 7 

(2001) Office of 
Performance Mgmt. 0 439 439 0.0 4.0 4.0 

(2002) Agency Operations 0 656 656 0.0 5.0 5.0 

(2003) Office of Innovation 0 327 327 0.0 3.0 3.0 

(2004) Office of Public-
Private Partnerships 0 265 265 0.0 2.0 2 

(2005) Resource and 
Program Management 1,794 0 -1,794 12.0 0.0 -12 

(2006) Public Works and 
Government Support 0 312 312 0.0 2.0 2 

(2007) Office of Budget and 
Finance 0 1,240 1,240 0.0 9.0 9.0 

(3000) Office of Labor 
Relations and Coll. Barg. 1,891 1,876 -15 15.0 17.0 2.0 

(6000) Deputy Mayor for 
Public Safety and Justice 0 846 846 0.0 6.0 6.0 

Total Proposed 
Operating Budget 4,054 7,266 3,212 28 56 28.0 

Source: Budget Books and Updated Request from the Office of Budget and Finance (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 
 Reorganization of the Office:  The Office of the City Administrator (OCA) underwent a 
significant reorganization with the start of the Bowser administration.  The office is proposed to 
grow from 28 to 56 positions, and the overall budget is set to almost double.  In addition, the 
office has added new sub-offices.  Because the final composition of the office was not yet 
finalized as of the time the budget was submitted to the Council, the Executive has requested 
several additional changes to the organization of the office. 
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 The OCA was previously budgeted into two major divisions: Resource and Program 
Management which consisted of agency communications, the general council, and administrative 
staff, and the Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining.  The proposed FY 2016 
budget eliminates the Resource and Program Management Division, and breaks the City 
Administrator program into four new divisions: the Office of Performance Management, the 
Office of Agency Operations, the Office of Innovation, and the Office of Public-Private 
Partnerships.  In addition, the Office of Budget and Finance has been moved from the Executive 
Office of the Mayor to the OCA.  The Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining 
continues to be budgeted under a separate line item within the OCA budget. 
 
 A portion of the previous budget chapter for the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and 
Justice has also moved to the OCA’s budget.  Earlier this year, the Mayor nominated, and the 
Council confirmed, the Deputy City Administrator to also be the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety 
and Justice.  Because of this dual-hatted role, several FTEs, including the Deputy Mayor 
position, were moved into the OCA.  Those positions support the public safety-centric activities 
of the Deputy Mayor/Deputy City Administrator. 
 
 The Office of Performance Management manages the District’s performance 
management program.  This office will focus on aligning performance planning and monitoring 
to strategic priorities, reestablishing the CapStat program to address high-priority performance 
problems, committing to transparency and engagement through OpenData DC and Track DC, 
and building a culture of data-driven performance management. 
 
 The Office of Agency Operations oversees agency performance accountability and work 
on agency quality improvement efforts.  The office also coordinates multi-agency and cross-
cluster projects, implements District-wide initiatives, and provides agencies with operational 
guidance. 
 
 The new Office of Innovation will focus on examining how agencies are providing 
service and how the services can be provided more efficiently and effectively.    The Office will 
look for opportunities for more efficiency, better workflows, and innovative processes.  The 
office will be headed by a Chief Innovation Officer.22 
 
 The new Office of Public-Private Partnerships was established by the Public-Private 
Partnership Act of 2014.  That law created the office as a single consolidated point of contact for 
private sector entities to work with the District on public-private partnership (P3) projects.  It is 
to be headed by an Executive Director.  The office is also tasked with developing rules to 
implement the P3 solicitation and review processes established by the P3 law. The law was 
passed subject to appropriations, and the Committee will recommend that with the funding 
proposed in the Mayor’s budget, the act now be applicable. 
 

22 CA Oral Testimony Performance Hearing 
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 The Office of Budget and Finance will fall under the purview of the City Administrator.  
This office advises the Mayor and the City Administrator on financial and budgetary operations, 
formulates the annual operating and capital budget for the Mayor, and monitors agency budget 
performance throughout the fiscal year.  The budget and personnel proposed for this office are 
largely unchanged from the previous fiscal year when it was included under the Executive Office 
of the Mayor. 
 
 
 Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice:  The Committee is concerned over the 
reallocation of the budget for the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice (DMPSJ).  The 
Deputy Mayor position was created in January 2011 to provide guidance, support, and 
coordination of public safety and justice agencies of the District.  The mission of the Deputy 
Mayor for Public Safety and Justice is to provide direction, guidance, support, and coordination 
to the District’s public safety agencies to develop and lead interagency public safety initiatives 
that improve the quality of life in the District’s neighborhoods.  Previously, the DMPSJ oversaw 
several functional offices, including Access to Justice; Office of Victim Services; Office of 
Justice Grants Administration; Corrections Information Council; and Motor Vehicle Theft 
Prevention Commission. 
 
 The Deputy Mayor position and the office were created by the Council “as a separate 
agency, subordinate to the Mayor, within the executive branch of the District of Columbia 
government, which shall be headed by the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice.”  The 
office is also to “oversee and provide administrative support for” the five offices under it.  
Unfortunately, the Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 proposed budget would place the DMPSJ budget as 
a line item under the OCA, and the budgets for the component offices were made their own 
chapters in the budget. 
 
 While the Committee understands that it is the prerogative of the Mayor to make the 
Deputy City Administrator a dual-hatted role of DMPSJ, the Committee does not agree with 
folding the budget of a subordinate agency, with a Council confirmed head, under the budget of 
another agency.  In addition, the Committee is concerned that placing several DMPSJ FTE 
positions under the OCA, those positions may not focus exclusively on the functions of the 
Deputy Mayor position instead of those of the Deputy City Administrator, which are funded 
through the Government Operations program. 
 
 The Committee will recommend that the personal services attributable to the DMPSJ be 
removed from the budget of the OCA and sent to the Committee on the Judiciary for inclusion in 
the budget of the DMPSJ, which is in the Mayor’s proposed budget as a zeroed out agency. 
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 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 Gross Funds:  The Committee recommends adoption of the Mayor’s revised fiscal year 
2016 budget as described in the charts above, with the exception of a decrease of $846.  The 
Committee recommendation supports 50.0 FTEs, a decrease of 9.0 under the Mayor’s request.   
 
 Local Funds:  The Committee’s recommended budget is $6,129, a decrease of $846 
under the Mayor’s request.  The Committee’s recommendation supports 47.0 FTEs, a decrease of 
9.0 under the Mayor’s request.  The recommendation includes a reduction from program 6010, in 
CSG 11 of $596, in CSG 12 of $65, in CSG 14 of $118, in CSG 20 of $6, in CSG 31 of $5, in 
CSG 40 of $58, and in CSG 70 of $2. 
 
 Special Purpose Revenue Funds:  The Committee’s adopts the Mayor’s proposed 
budget for special purpose revenue funds. 
 
 Intra-District Funds:  The Committee’s adopts the Mayor’s proposed budget for intra-
District funds. 
 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. The Office of the City Administrator should reexamine the issuance of cellular phones to 

employees to ensure that only necessary staff are provided devices.  
 
2. The Office of the City Administrator should set clear delineations of the functional 

responsibilities of staff assigned to and budgeted under the DMPSJ or collocated with 
staff of the Office of the City Administrator, to ensure focus on the duties of the DMPSJ. 
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O F F I C E  O F  L A B O R  R E L A T I O N S  A N D  C O L L E C T I V E  B A R G A I N I N G  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining (OLRCB) is to 
represent effectively the District as the principal management advocate in the administration of a 
comprehensive labor management program.   
 
 OLRCB is a component of the Executive Office of the Mayor (EOM), Office of the City 
Administrator (OCA).  OLRCB’s areas of responsibility include, but are not limited to: 
 

▪ Representing management before the Public Employee Relations Board in representation 
matters, unit determinations, unfair labor practices, negotiability appeals, arbitration 
appeals, and impasse proceedings; 

 
▪ Representing the Mayor and District departments, offices, and agencies in collective 

bargaining over working conditions and compensation agreements and bargaining over 
the impact and effects of changes in conditions of employment; 

 
▪ Developing and presenting cases before third party neutrals in mediation and arbitration 

proceedings; 
 
▪ Representing the Mayor on joint labor management committees and work groups; 
 
▪ Advising the Mayor and District departments, offices, and agencies concerning all 

aspects of labor relations; 
 
▪ Training labor liaisons, managers, supervisors, and management officials concerning 

their rights and obligations under the Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act and other 
applicable law, policies, and procedures; and 

 
▪ Developing, implementing, and administering citywide labor initiatives. 

 
 The Office is composed of four major sub-divisions or work units: (1) Negotiations and 
Contract Administration, (2) Litigation, (3) Training Research and Citywide Initiatives and (4) 
Administrative Support.   
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 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:23 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Office of Labor Relations and 
Collective Bargaining is included as part of the budget for the Office of the City Administrator.  
Please see page XX for details.  
 
 

Table AE-A: Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 1,781 1,541 1,470 1,505 1,624 1,891 1,876 

FTEs 18.0 14.4 13.9 14.1 13.2 15.0 17.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 

Transparency:  The information regarding OLRCB’s budget published in the 
Executive’s FY2016 Proposed Budget and Financial Plan (Budget Book) was inaccurate.  While 
the Committee recognizes that this is not a function of OLRCB, we must stress that it is 
important that the Executive present accurate information to the public and the Council on an 
agency’s budget. 

 
Page A-65 of the Budget Book lists OLRCB’s proposed budget as $2,094,000 including 

the addition of two FTEs.  The Committee received a correction stating that OLRCB’s proposed 
budget is $1,876,000, a decrease of $15,000, while still adding two FTEs.  At OLRCB’s budget 
hearing, Chairman Mendelson inquired as to how OLRCB would manage to increase its staff by 
two FTEs with no increase and while actually sustaining a budget cut.  OLRCB maintained that 
they will be able to gain two FTEs.  The Committee is unsatisfied with OLRCB’s response and 
will monitor OLRCB throughout the year to ascertain if this is done.        

 
Negotiation Activities:  OLRCB is responsible for administering comprehensive labor 

relations and collective bargaining program for agencies under the authority of the Mayor.   
Much of the OLRCB’s work involves negotiating collective bargaining agreements and, 

23 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 

 

                                                 



Committee of the Whole  Page 32 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

representing management in labor litigation before the Public Employee Relations Board 
(PERB).   

 
Last fiscal year, the Committee had grave concerns because the Executive submitted 

inaccurate and incomplete Collective Bargaining Agreements negotiated by OLRCB to the 
Council for review.24  We report that this fiscal year we did not see a repeat of the same issues.  
Thus far in Council Period 21, the Committee received and moved two contracts negotiated by 
OLRCB, PR 21-65, “Agreement between the Not-for-Profit Hospital Corporation (United 
Medical Center) and the International Union of Operating Engineers Local 99-99A, AFL-CIO 
Approval Resolution of 2015” and PR 21-66, “Agreement between the Not-for-Profit Hospital 
Corporation (United Medical Center) and the Federation of Special Police and Security Officers, 
Inc. on Behalf of Local 672 Approval Resolution of 2015.” Neither contract was plagued by 
inaccuracies and controversies like contracts during the previous Council Period.    
 

Litigation:  In addition to OLRCB’s collective bargaining responsibilities, the Office also 
represents District agencies and departments in mediation and arbitration proceedings before the 
PERB.  As part of this representation, OLRCB advises these entities on whether to pursue 
litigation or whether to settle.  If litigation is pursued, OLRCB records each outcome as a win, 
loss, or a mixed result (partial win and partial loss).  
  

Table AE-B: Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining; 
Win-Loss Record for FY10-FY15 (to date) 

 

Fiscal Year Win Loss Mixed Total 

2010 14 21 8 43 

201125 7 6 1 14 

2012 18 26 2 46 

2013 17 23 3 43 

2014   7 12 10  29  
2015 (as of 4/24/15)  5  4   4 13  

Source: Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining Pre-Hearing Responses. 
 
 In some cases, litigation results in a settlement which is not considered to be a win or a 
loss.  Oftentimes, the settlement itself specifies an absence of any blame or fault.  Therefore, 
settlements are not recorded in the table above.26   
 

24 See FY 2014 Committee Report on OLRCB. 
25 During FY 2011, PERB did not have a quorum, impacting the number of cases that were decided in FY 2011 and 
subsequently pushing cases that would have been decided in FY 2011 to FY 2012. 
26 OLRCB 2.28.14 Performance Hearing, supra note XX. 2015 data provided to the COW by OLRCB on 4/28/15. 
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 Not all cases that are recommended for settlement by OLRCB are actually settled.  In 
some cases, management will opt to continue litigation despite the OLRCB recommendation.  
When OLRCB recommends settlement, it generally does so only if it not seen as complete 
capitulation of management, meaning they would want to see some level of compromise where a 
union would give something up.  However, in some cases, management may pursue a settlement 
but the union refuses to settle.27 
 
 

Table AE-C: Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining; 
Settlement Recommendations FY10-FY15 (to date) 

 

Fiscal Year 
Number of Cases 

Recommended for 
Settlement 

Number of Cases Actually 
Settled 

2010 8 7 

2011 12 9 

2012 11 8 

2013 14 11 

2014  15 14 

2015 (as of 4/24/15) 5 5 
Source: Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining Pre-Hearing Responses. 

  
 Over the past two fiscal years, this Committee has raised concerns about OLRCB’s 
decision-making and recommendations to agencies on whether they should settle a case or 
pursue litigation.  The Committee understands that such determinations require a delicate 
balance, but as this Committee has indicated over the past two years, we believe that such 
balance must take into account not only the fiscal cost to the District but also the possible cost to 
management-labor relations.  As such, this Committee has continuously requested that OLRCB 
provide greater weight to both the financial and labor-management relations costs when 
recommending settlement or pursued litigation.  Based on the statistics that this Committee 
received for fiscal year 2015 (as of April 24, 2015), the District continues to lose with a fiscal 
year 2015 success rate of 38.46% thus far.  While the Committee is pleased to see that the 
agency’s settlement recommendations have been successful thus far, the Committee must 
wonder why OLRCB continues to struggle in prevailing in cases for the District and raises the 
question as to whether the issue lies with OLRCB’s performance or is a signal of large labor-
management issues within the District.  Simply put, is OLRCB failing to prevail because actions 
of management in District agencies are placing OLRCB in an unwinnable position?  If so, the 
Committee is gravely concerned about the implications this has for management-labor relations 
in the District.  Given the continual losses this Committee has seen over the past three fiscal 
years, the Committee requests that OLRCB provide it with final fiscal year 2015 statistics and 

27 OLRCB 2.28.14 Performance Hearing, supra note XX. 2015 data provided to the COW by OLRCB on 4/28/15. 
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quarterly reports during fiscal year 2016 on OLRCB’s win-loss-mixed record, as well as updated 
statistics on its settlement recommendations versus cases actually settled. 
 
 Leadership: As the District’s chief labor relations entity, it is vital that OLRCB has 
strong, permanent leadership.  Yet, over at least the past nine months, the agency has had an 
interim director, who has also served as the agency’s chief negotiator.  Given the numerous 
unions within the District, as well as the extensive number of collective bargaining agreements 
that OLRCB oversees, the Committee is concerned about the lack of a dedicated OLRCB 
director.  In order to ensure that OLRCB is able to handle its numerous responsibilities, as well 
as continue to preserve and foster strong, positive labor-management partnerships within the 
District, the Committee urges the Executive to identify a permanent director of OLRCB by 
September 30, 2015. 

Labor Relations: Currently, about 75 percent of the District government employees are 
unionized.28  As the District’s chief management advocate, the OLRCB has a responsibility to 
maintain a positive and collaborative relationship with the various unions representing a 
substantial portion of the District’s workforce.  As the relationship between labor and 
management was particularly problematic during the Fenty administration, OLRCB had to focus 
on rebuilding relationships with unions and had to make strengthening labor relations a 
priority.29  Over the past four years, the District has seen a marked improvement in labor 
relations, particularly because of the reconstitution of the Labor Management Partnership 
Council and the increased emphasis by OLRCB on providing training to labor liaisons, 
managers, supervisors, and management officials.30  Given the importance of strong labor 
relations to the effectiveness of the District government, the Committee has been pleased by this 
progress.  Yet, the Committee has not received an update since the Mayoral change and is 
requesting that OLRCB provide the Committee with an update on how OLRCB plans to continue 
to improve labor relations in the District, as well as a detailed discussion and update on the Labor 
Management Partnership Council by October 1, 2015. 

 
 

28 Office of Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining: Performance Oversight Hearing before the Council of the 
District of Columbia Committee of the Whole, Mar. 14, 2013, at 1 (written testimony of Natasha N. Campbell, 
Director, OLRCB) [hereinafter OLRCB 3.14.13 Performance Hearing]. 
29 Id. at 5. 
30 OLRCB Key Performance Indicators for FY 2015, as outlined in the OCA’s FY16 Budget Book Chapter.  In FY 
2013, OLRCB held 50 trainings and increased that number to 88 in FY14.  In FY15 and beyond, OLRCB is aiming 
to hold at least 120 trainings. 

 

                                                 



Committee of the Whole  Page 35 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of 
Labor Relations and Collective Bargaining as proposed by the Mayor.   
 
 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. The Committee requests that OLRCB provide the following: 

 
a. By October 15, 2015, the final fiscal year 2015 statistics on OLRCB’s win-loss-

mixed record and statistics on its settlement recommendations versus cases 
actually settled. 

b. Throughout fiscal year 2016, quarterly reports on OLRCB’s win-loss-mixed 
record and statistics on its settlement recommendations versus cases actually 
settled. 
 

2. By September 30, 2015, the Committee urges the Executive to appoint a permanent 
director of OLRCB.  Should the Executive not appoint a Director by the 
aforementioned date, the Committee requests a status report on the Executive’s 
efforts to identify a permanent director by September 30, 2015. 
 

3. The Committee requests that OLRCB provide it with an update on its efforts to 
improve labor relations in the District, including a detailed discussion and update on 
the Labor Management Partnership Council, by October 1, 2015. 
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D . C .  D E P A R T M E N T  O F  H U M A N  R E S O U R C E S  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the DC Department of Human Resources (DCHR) is to strengthen 
individual and organizational performance and enable the District government to attract, 
develop, and retain a highly qualified, diverse workforce. 
 
 DCHR offers executive management to District government officials and/or agencies by 
providing personnel-related services to help each agency meet daily mission mandates. Specific 
services provided include position classification and recruitment services, the interpretation of 
personnel-related policy, as well as oversight control (such as the adherence to regulatory 
requirements) for effective recruitment and staffing, strategic and financial restructuring through 
realignment assistance, and resource management. In addition, the agency provides District 
government employees with a variety of services, including employee benefits and compensation 
guidance, performance management, compliance, audit assessments, legal guidance on personnel 
matters, and learning and development. 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:31 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the DC Department of Human 
Resources is $13,879, an increase of $852, or 6.5 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The 
proposed budget supports 117.3 FTEs, an increase of 4.0 FTEs, or 3.5 percent, over the current 
fiscal year. 
 

Table BE-A: Agency Name Here; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 13,271 11,907 10,319 14,798 14,494 13,027 13,879 

FTEs 122.6 102.6 102.4 117.6 117.2 113.3 117.3 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 

31 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $8,224, a decrease of $162, or 1.9 
percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 84.0 FTEs, a decrease of 
8.0 FTEs, or 8.7 percent, under the current fiscal year. 
 
 Special Purpose Revenue Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $452, an increase of 
$161, or 55.1 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 5.3 FTEs, an 
increase of 2.0 FTEs, or 60.6 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The increase in special 
purpose revenue is a result of a memorandum of understanding with the DC Health Benefit 
Exchange to provide services, which is funded as special purpose revenue because the exchange 
is an independent instrumentality. 
 
 Intra-District Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $5,203, an increase of $852, or 
6.5 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 28.0 FTEs, an increase of 
10.0 FTEs, or 55.6 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The increase in intra-District funds 
includes $455,578 to account for the transfer of General Counsel staff from the Office of the 
Attorney General, and $321,658 to account for services to several agencies to perform criminal 
background checks, drug and alcohol testing, and staffing and recruiting services. 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Compensation and Classification Review:  DCHR has been undertaking a review of the 
District’s compensation and classification system for many years.  Unfortunately, the review has 
languished and suffered many iterations, starts, and stops.  The proposed budget for the 
Administration for Recruitment and Classification, which oversees the review, is $259,000 
higher than the fiscal year 2015 budget, and $1,767 higher than the fiscal year 2014. 
 
 Completion of this process has been a DCHR agency initiative since at least fiscal year 
2008, in which the agency’s performance appraisal stated at the time that the completion of the 
compensation and classification projects were not fully achieved due to funding constraints.32  
For FY 2009, DCHR has successfully secured a contractor to work on the project.33  In FY 2010, 
DCHR was continuing the development of the new system and “ensure its completion by the end 
of FY11”.34  In FY 2011, the project had a “pause period” from January 12, 2011 to August 23, 
2011, and a new contract was negotiated with the contractor.35  In FY 2012, DCHR’s 
performance appraisal stated that the review would be completed in FY 2013.36 
 

32 FY 2008 PAR 
33 FY 2009 PAR p 3-4 
34 FY 2010 PAR p 5 
35 FY11 PAR p 4 
36 FY 2012 PAR p3 
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 At a July 28, 2014 public hearing conducted by DCHR, a presentation indicated that the 
next step in the reform effort was “revised District policies and regulations will be forwarded to 
the Council and the Mayor for approval.”  To date, the reforms have not been finalized and 
nothing has been transmitted to the Council.  The Council is hopeful that this project, which is an 
important modernization of the District’s compensation and classification system to align 
positions and pay with best practices, will be completed in either FY 2015 or FY 2016. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends approval of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Department 
of Human Resources as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. DCHR should complete its compensation and classification reform project and forward 

the recommendation.  
 
2. DCHR should work with the Mayor’s Office of Talent and Appointments to leverage 

resources and eliminate duplication in recruitment efforts for excepted and executive 
service positions.  

 
 

O F F I C E  O F  C O N T R A C T I N G  A N D  P R O C U R E M E N T  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Office of Contracting and Procurement (OCP) is to procure quality 
goods and services through a streamlined procurement process that is transparent and responsive 
to the needs of government agencies and the public, and to ensure all purchases are conducted 
fairly and impartially. 
 
 OCP purchases an average of $1.1 billion in goods and services per year on behalf of 
over 74 different District agencies and programs. OCP buying teams include goods, services, 
transportation, and specialty equipment and information technology. The agency currently 
provides oversight and monitoring of agencies with delegated contracting authority, contract 
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administration support, and manages the District’s Purchase Card Program. OCP also provides 
surplus property management for all District agencies. 
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:37 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Office of Contracting and 
Procurement is $22,823, an increase of $5,178, or 29.3 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The 
proposed budget supports 191.0 FTEs, an increase of 45.0 FTEs, or 30.8 percent, over the 
current fiscal year. 
 
 

Table PO-A: Office of Contracting and Procurement; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 25,328 28,238 28,238 29,366 33,042 17,645 22,823 

FTEs 105.6 102.5 87.7 80.4 107.4 146.0 191.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $20,968, an increase of 3,698, or 21.4 
percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 178.0 FTEs, an increase of 
32.0 FTEs, or 21.9 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The policy initiatives within the local 
funds budget include: $3,519 to transfer procurement staff from other agencies to OCP’s budget. 
 
 Special Purpose Revenue Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $375 which is the 
same funding level as the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 0.0 FTEs.   
 
 Intra-District Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $1,480, an increase of $1,480, or 
0.0 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 13.0 FTEs, an increase of 
13.0 FTEs.  The policy initiatives within the local funds budget include: $600 shifted from local 
funds to support 5.0 FTEs at the Department of Health Care Finance, and $880 to support a total 
of 8.0 additional FTEs at the Department of Health Care Finance, the Department of Health, and 
the Department of Employment Services. 
 

37 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  

 
 Transition to the Delegated Procurement Authority Model:  In advance of the adoption 
of the Fiscal Year 2015, the Office of Contracting and Procurement underwent a realignment of 
the agency.  The effort, known as the Delegated Procurement Authority model (DPA), moved 
contracting staff out from OCP’s headquarters and in to agencies to conduct procurements side-
by-side with agency staff.  This new approach allows individual contracting officers and staff to 
deliver services to a specific agency where they can better understand the agency’s business and 
needs, and where they can develop subject matter expertise on the special procurement needs of 
an agency. 
 
 In the FY 2015 budget, the Mayor added 41.0 new positions to OCP to right-size its 
contracting workforce to be deployed to agencies.  At the same time, the Mayor reprogrammed 
FY 2014 funds to immediately begin filling the positions which were recommended for approval 
in the FY 2015 budget.  In May 2014, 60 contracting staff were deployed to 22 agencies that 
were previously served by OCP staff working from OCP headquarters.  By the beginning of FY 
2015, OCP had filled all but two of the 41 new positions.38 
 
 In March of 2015, OCP completed phase two of the DPA model which involved 
identifying and transferring agency staff whose job it consisted of 51 percent or more 
procurement-related work to OCP’s budget.  OCP identified 45 positions from 12 agencies that 
should be transferred.  With that transfer, OCP’s FTE count rose to a total of 198.0 FTEs, 102.0 
of which were contracting staff deployed to agencies.  A cluster of 32 contracting staff remained 
at OCP headquarters to provide centralized procurement services for smaller customer agencies 
and for special projects.  Two business operations managers oversee a portfolio of agencies, 
providing the important link between OCP staff working at customer agencies and OCP 
headquarters. 
 
 The Committee is fully supportive of the new DPA structure.  The actions undertaken 
over the last year fulfill all of the policy recommendations put forward by the Committee in its 
FY 2015 budget report.  In addition, OCP has been tenacious in its efforts to minimize vacancies 
and turnover.  When the Committee first began oversight of OCP in 2013, OCP had a 10 percent 
vacancy rate and an annual personnel turnover of 10 percent.  As of the date of OCP’s budget 
hearing, OCP had 14 out of 198 positions vacant, or 7 percent.  This is slightly higher than the 
average vacancy rate observed by the Committee in recent months, and the Committee believes 
that OCP has shown an ability to quickly identify candidates and fill positions either internally or 
through new hiring. 
 
 Even with the success of the new model, the Committee remains concerned over the 
DDOT procurement cluster.  OCP has previously testified that in executing the DPA model and 

38 9/26/14 OCP Monthly Meeting 

 

                                                 



Committee of the Whole  Page 41 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

reviewing delegations over the last year, it has uncovered many problems at DDOT which have 
led to a lack of accountability in DDOT procurements, including the streetlight contract and 
previously with the streetcar procurement.  However, OCP has committed to fixing problems at 
DDOT and reworking their business processes and IT systems to align with OCPs.  OCP is in the 
process of approving a more senior level contracting officer to oversee DDOT moving forward.  
In the meantime, OCP has assigned senior level central office staff to oversee procurement at 
DDOT. 
 
 The Committee also notes that several of the new positions transferred into the agency 
are being funded through intra-District funds.  Many agencies, notably the Department of 
Employment Services, and the Department of Health Care Finance, receive federal funds which 
have associated requirements about who pays for certain personnel that have access to managing 
those dollars.  For that reason, thirteen positions deployed to several agencies are being funded 
by that agency, charged back by OCP to fund the position while keeping them as employees of 
OCP. 
 
 Related to the new model, the Committee is concerned about the Executive’s support for 
the model going forward.  While the number of staff at OCP has risen dramatically over the last 
three years, it reflects an appropriate level given the functions and new staffing model.  The 
Executive should not look to OCP to reduce staff in the future.  Procurement should not be 
viewed as a source for efficiencies or downsizing because that has been demonstrated to not be 
effective based on the Committee’s past oversight. 
 
 
 Retroactive Contracts:  The Committee remains concerned over the submission of 
contracts to the Council for retroactive approval.  When the cost of a contract increases by an 
aggregate of $1 million, it must come back to the Council for re-approval, which is known as a 
retroactive “tipping contract.”  However, many contracts for over $1 million come to the Council 
retroactively having never been previously approved.  Both tipping and retroactive contracts are 
concerning, but fully retroactive contracts show not only a lack of planning but a disregard for 
the Council’s role in the contracting process. 
 
 The Committee is pleased that since it began oversight of OCP in Council Period 20, the 
number of retroactive contracts submitted to the Council has reduced dramatically.  The number 
of retroactive contracts that come under the authority of OCP fell by almost 50% from 2013 to 
2014.  Looking at only those contracts under OCP’s authority that are not associated with 
DDOT, which the Committee described as having its own issues, retroactive contracts fell by 
more than 50%.  For 2015 to date, only three retroactive contracts have come to the Council, one 
of which was necessary because the Council disapproved of a jail healthcare contract making 
necessary an extension of the incumbent contractor. 
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Table PO-B: Office of Contracting and Procurement; 
Retroactive Contract Packages Submitted to Council 

 
Retroactive 

DDOT Contracts 

Retroactive OCP 
Contracts  

(minus DDOT) 

Retroactive 
Independent 

Agency Contracts 

Total Retroactive 
Contracts 

Total 2013 7 20 16 43 
Total 2014 6 8 22 36 

CP 20 13 28 38 79 
2015  

(to date) 0 3 0 3 

 Source: Legislative Information System (LIMS) 
 

 
 
 Other Measures of Performance:  Along with all other executive agencies, OCP has 
several key performance indicators to look at its annual performance.  However, in addition to 
such business metrics, with procurement, there are important indicators of how well the District 
is doing with procurement.  One of these is the retroactive contract count as discussed above.  
Another is OCP’s record with CAB.  Where the District is prevailing before the CAB, we can be 
confident that contracting officers are providing the contemporaneous documentation that 
processes and the law were followed in making an award.  There is also value to see how often 
agencies ask the Council for independence from the authority of the Chief Procurement Officer.  
In past years, several agencies have moved away from the District’s central procurement.  
However, we are now seeing, with agencies such as the Health Benefit Exchange, OCP acting as 
a resource even for agencies that do not fall under its purview, where OCP recently worked with 
the exchange to improve their own workflows. 
 
 Training and Certification:  The Committee remains concerned that there continues to 
be a need for training of contracting personnel to maximize their effectiveness, improve 
procurement outcomes, and develop a highly professional procurement workforce in the District 
government. However, progress is underway in this area and the Committee is very supportive 
of the tremendous steps taken over the past two years to ramp up the training and certification 
program from where it was.  The Committee is pleased that OCP finally fulfilled the 
Committee’s FY 2014 recommendation and accompanying funding to hire a senior-level Chief 
Learning Officer.  OCP has also seemingly completed development of a comprehensive three-
tier training and certification program working with the George Washington University. 
 
 OCP testified that it anticipates 35 procurement staff will complete the certification 
program in two cohorts by the end of FY 2015.  It also hopes to put the remaining 160 
procurement staff through the program in fiscal years 2016 and 2017. 
 
 The OCP’s FY 2016 budget request includes a reduction in both the Training and 
Employee Development program and the Training program of a total of $308,000.  However, in 
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response to a question about this reduction’s impact on the training program at OCP, Interim 
Director Hapeman assured that Committee that the funds were in the previous budget in order to 
fund the development of the training program, which happened primarily in FY 2015.  She 
testified that funds are sufficient to roll out the training as planned. 
 
 
 Term Appointment of the Chief Procurement Officer:  The Committee is very 
concerned over the departure of the former Chief Procurement Officer before the expiration of 
his five-year term.  Since implementation of the Procurement Reform Amendment Act of 1996 
which instituted the term, the District has failed to keep a Chief Procurement Officer for an 
entire term.  This can perpetuate a lack of stability of the office, which has only had a semblance 
of stability over the last several years. 
 
 The concept of a term appointment for chief procurement officers is not new.  The 
American Bar Association’s 1979 Model Procurement Code included a provision recommending 
a term appointment with removal upon a showing of just cause.   This recommendation carried 
into the revised 2000 model code.  
 
 In August of 1995, Councilmember Harold Brazil, on behalf of the Government 
Operations Committee, which oversaw procurement, commissioned the Procurement Reform 
Task Force, which produced a report detailing 53 specific reforms to improve and centralize 
procurement in the District government.  The Task Force recommended that most procurement 
authority and resources be transferred to central administrative agency, and that the Director of 
that agency should be appointed for a specific term and removable only for cause, upon 
concurrence of both the Mayor and the Council.  According to the report: 
 

“These changes will make the Director the chief procurement officer for the 
District.  By establishing a specific term for this position and making removal 
contingent upon the concurrence of both the Council and the Mayor, the Director’s 
office will be insulated from political influence (and its appearance) so that he or 
she can better concentrate on making the procurement system more efficient.”  

 
 The recommendations contained in the Task Force’s report served as the basis for the 
Procurement Reform Amendment Act of 1996 which created the new independent Office of 
Contracting and Procurement.   That law also required that the Director have not less than seven 
years of public sector procurement experience, serve only a single term of five years, and be 
removed before the end of the term only for cause.  
 
 During Council Period 18, after a series of reports on deficiencies in local procurement 
laws, notably a 2007 report by the Government Accountability Office discussed later in this 
memo, and after receiving recommendations of a new Procurement Task Force, the Council and 
Mayor proposed several pieces legislation to strengthen the District’s procurement laws.  Of note 
is Mayor Gray’s proposed Procurement Reform Act of 2010.  That proposed bill sought to make 
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OCP a subordinate, rather than independent agency.   The bill would have stricken provisions 
related to the term appointment and the qualifications of the CPO. 
 
 However, the bill ultimately marked up and passed, the Procurement Practices Reform 
Act of 2010, reaffirmed the importance of an independent and qualified CPO.  The bill as passed 
retained the existing term and qualification provisions, and kept OCP as an independent agency.  
With respect to the appointment and qualifications of the Chief Procurement Officer, the law 
required only five years of experience in procurement and provided for a fixed five-year term, 
with the option for reappointment.  The law also continued to require that the CPO be terminated 
only for cause before the expiration of his or her term.  
 
 The Committee was disappointed with departure of the CPO before the end of his term 
for reasons related to the importance of the term and the stability that it had provided.  However, 
the Committee is even more concerned over the recommendation in the Mayor’s budget support 
act which would eliminate the term of several senior government positions, including the Chief 
Procurement Officer.  The job of the CPO is, in part, to ensure that procurements are occurring 
that are properly and professionally done in compliance with local laws and procurement 
principles.  This is not a position for which political considerations about the leadership should 
be made, and there is little in terms of a policy role for the Chief Procurement Officer other than 
policies related to agency management. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the proposed fiscal year 2016 budget for the 
Office of Contracting and Procurement as proposed by the Mayor with the following 
modifications, at the request of the Agency Fiscal Officer, to local funds: 
 
1. Activity 1010 – Personnel is decreased by $41 from $10,970 to $10,929. 
 
2. Activity 1060 – Legal is increased by $154 from $740 to $829, and from 5.0 FTEs to 6.0 

FTEs. 
 
3. Activity 2095 – Priority Special Projects is decreased by $114 from $1,238 to $1,124, 

and from 10.0 FTEs to 9.0 FTEs. 
 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. OCP should continue the Delegated Procurement Authority Model by fully supporting 

the structure of the staff, and the resources at the agencies.  The executive should 
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continue to fully support the DPA and provide needed resources as the model is fully 
implemented. 

 
2. OCP should work to avoid the need for retroactive contracts by developing better 

timelines to plan for Council approval and work the schedule back to complete all 
necessary steps in a timely manner before Council approval, and before retroactive 
approval becomes necessary. 

 
3. OCP should work with other District agencies which have a procurement training and 

certification need to effectively leverage resources to support the training and 
certification program, and to maximize consistency across agencies in developing a 
procurement knowledge base. 

 
4. OCP should continue to work to get all contracting staff certified and trained in a timely 

manner to ensure a professionalized workforce. 
 
5. OCP, specifically the CPO, should use relevant knowledge and expertise in the principles 

of procurement, and in District law, to uphold the professionalism and integrity of the 
procurement process and insulate the process from outside or interference. 

 
 
6. OCP should post all new vacancy announcements on DCHR’s website as soon as 

possible in order to achieve the goal of hiring for as many positions as possible before the 
beginning of FY 2015. 

 
 

C O N T R A C T  A P P E A L S  B O A R D  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Contract Appeals Board (CAB) is to provide an impartial, expeditious, 
inexpensive, and knowledgeable forum for the hearing and resolving of contractual disputes and 
protests involving the District and its contracting communities. The Contract Appeals Board 
adjudicates protests of District contract solicitations and awards, appeals by contractors of District 
contracting officer final decisions, claims by the District against contractors, appeals by contractors 
of suspensions and debarments, and contractor appeals of interest payment claims under the Quick 
Payment Act.  
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 The CAB hears two types of appeals – protests which involve a disappointed bidder 
protesting the award of a contract to another entity, and disputes, which are civil actions arising out 
of failure to meet an obligation in a previously awarded contract. The vast majority of cases heard by 
the Board are disputes (91%). The CAB consists of three judges: Chief Judge Marc D. Loud, Judge 
Monica Parchment, and Judge Maxine E. McBean. The Board also employs a clerk of court, appeals 
clerk, protest clerk, a program support assistant, and three attorney advisors. 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:39 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Contract Appeals Board (CAB) is 
$1,449, an increase of $23, or 1.6 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget 
supports 10.0 FTEs which is the same funding level as the current fiscal year. 
 

Table AF-A: Contract Appeals Board; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 1,032 765 835 1,041 1,068 1,426 1,449 

FTEs 5.7 5.5 5.6 6.1 8.3 10.0 10.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget for CAB is comprised entirely of local 
funds. 
 
 

39 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Allocation of Budget:  The Committee is concerned that several of the line items in 
CAB’s proposed budget are misallocated, causing confusion and reducing transparency.  As 
always, the Committee is concerned generally about agencies’ use or reliance on Term 
employees rather than permanent employees.  However, in CAB’s proposed budget, the majority 
of the agency’s pay is allocated to comptroller source group (CSG) 12, Regular Pay – Other, 
rather than CSG 11 – Continuing Full Time. 
 
 According to the CAB, they plan to eventually hire all staff as permanent.  However, one 
attorney advisor position, which was added to CAB by the Committee in FY 2015, recently 
became vacant, and CAB has instead hired a while actually employed (WAE) attorney to work, 
as needed on projects in the current fiscal year until a permanent replacement is hired.  Because 
there is non-permanent staff funding already being used in the current fiscal year, and because of 
the relatively small size of CAB’s budget, the Committee will not recommend changing the 
Mayor’s proposed budget.  However, the Committee will urge the OCFO to work with the 
executive to right-size these CSGs going forward. 
 
 The Committee also notes the increase in contractual services for FY 2016, which the 
Chief Judge testified is for one-time upgrade of copiers and scanners to support a technology 
upgrade related to the CAB’s records management. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends approval of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Contract 
Appeals Board as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. CAB should work with the OCFO and the Executive to right-size its personal services 

budget to align it to the actual needed term or WAE employees.  
 
2. CAB should continue to aggressively close cases in a timely manner to avoid backlogs in 

the future. 
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O F F I C E  O F  T H E  C H I E F  T E C H N O L O G Y  O F F I C E R  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The Office of the Chief Technology Officer directs the strategy, deployment, and 
management of District government technology with an unwavering commitment to information 
technology excellence, efficiency, and value for government, residents, businesses, and visitors.   
 
 The Office of the Chief Technology Officer (OCTO) is the central technology 
organization of the District of Columbia Government. OCTO develops, implements, and 
maintains the District’s technology infrastructure; develops and implements major enterprise 
applications; establishes and oversees technology policies and standards for the District; provides 
technology services and support for District agencies; and develops technology solutions to 
improve services to residents, businesses, and visitors in all areas of District government. 
Combining these services into a customer-centered, mission-driven organization is the 
responsibility of the Office of the Chief Technology Officer. 
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:40 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Office of the Chief Technology 
Officer is $107,204, an increase of $7,161, or 7.2 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The 
proposed budget supports 286.0 FTEs, a decrease of 3.5 FTEs, or 1.2 percent, under the current 
fiscal year. 
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Capital Budget: 
 

The Mayor’s proposed capital improvements plan includes $28,320 for the Office of the 
Chief Technology Officer over the 6-year plan.  The plan authorizes $7,320 for fiscal year 2016, 
and $21,000 for fiscal year 2017.  This funding is for a government citywide information 
technology security program and a new data center build-out.   
 

40 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 

 

                                                 



Committee of the Whole  Page 49 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

Table TO-A: Office of the Chief Technology Officer; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 85,921 73,131 72,653 80,497 96,973 100,043 107,204 

Local Funds 46,089 35,799 47,831 40,256 53,499 56,268 61,299 

FTEs (Gross) 298.6 312.4 261.6 254.5 266.7 289.5 286.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $61,299, an increase of $5,031, or 8.9 
percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 190.9 FTEs, a decrease of 
3.8 FTEs, or 1.9 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The new policy initiatives within the 
local funds budget include: $1,640 for increased demand in information technology assessment 
contract costs, an increase of $458 for step increases for employees, and $53 for nonpersonal 
services. 
 
 Special Purpose Revenue Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $14,149, an increase 
of $301, or 2.2 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 17.9 FTEs, 
an increase of 4.0 FTEs, or 28.8 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The new policy initiatives 
within the special purpose revenue funds budget include: $950 to realign fixed costs to pre-2015 
levels and $643 for DC-Net services to the health benefit exchange authority. 
 
 Federal Grant Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $114, which is the same as the 
current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports zero FTEs.  The new policy initiatives within 
the federal grant funds budget include: $114 to allow for the implementation of infrastructure 
related to the national Public Safety Broadband Network. 
 
 Intra-District Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $31,643, an increase of $1,716, 
or 5.7 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 77.2 FTEs, a decrease 
of 3.8 FTEs, or 1.2 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The new policy initiatives within the 
intra-District funds budget include: $1,751 across multiple programs based on a Letter of Intent 
with D.C. Public Schools for information technology services. 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
  
 Growing Budgets and Lack of Strategic Planning: While it is impossible to make a 
complete apples to apples comparison of the District’s technology office with that of other cities, 
counties, or states – because the District is essentially all three units of governments combined – 
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the table below shows three combined city-county governments: Denver, New York City, and 
Honolulu to give some perspective on other jurisdictions’ IT spending.  These figures are based 
on operating expenditures, and not capital expenditures, to the extent they can be separated. 
 

Table TO-B: Office of the Chief Technology Officer; 
Other Governments’ IT Budget Analysis 

 

  IT Budget Total FTE 
Positions 

IT Budget per 
FTE Population IT Budget per 

Resident 

District of Columbia $100,042,984 34,052 $2,938 658,893 $152 

Denver $54,531,555 11,427 $4,772 649,495 $84 

New York City $368,680,989 366,276 $1,007 8,491,079 $43 

Honolulu $20,993,694 9,897 $2,121 1,007,025 $21 

Note:  Total FTE positions is total number of government employees in that jurisdiction. 
 
 
 Since 2011, the budget for OCTO has increased by nearly $27 million, or 36%, while the 
number of FTEs has dropped by 22.9 positions, or 7%.  The Mayor’s requested budget of $107 
million would increase the five-year growth of OCTO’s budget to $34 million, or 46%.  Over the 
same time, nonpersonal services spending has increased from $41 million to $65 million, an 
increase of almost 60%.  In addition, the District has invested millions in capital infrastructure to 
support OCTO.   
 
 It is not clear to the Committee to what extent, if any, OCTO is working to contain costs 
and prioritize spending. The record shows that both total budget, and contract spending, continue 
to rise at a breathtaking rate.  Moreover, in addition to the yearly increases approved by the 
Council – which have been substantial on their own – the Executive has provided significant 
reprogrammings to OCTO during each fiscal year.  In Fiscal Year 2015 alone, the budget has 
been revised by adding $7 million over what the Council approved and the Mayor signed.  
Almost $3.5 million of this increase was in contractual services to support geospatial imaging, a 
project which was clearly not contemplated in formulation of the budget in the previous year.  
On top of the additional spending already occurring in the current fiscal year, the Mayor has 
proposed spending $500,000 on yet another new program, OCTOx.  While OCTO may point to 
the benefits of all of its programs, to date, the Committee has not been provided any thoughtfully 
crafted plan laying out current upcoming technology and program needs that show long-term 
planning. 
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Table TO-C: Office of the Chief Technology Officer; 

Growth in Approved and Actual Budget 

 
Contract 
Budget 

Contract 
Variance Total Budget Total 

Variance 
FY 2011 Approved † $14,318 

75.3% 
$64,137 

14.0% 
FY 2011 Actual † $25,105 $73,131 

FY 2012 Approved † $20,295 
24.9% 

$70,770 
2.7% 

FY 2012 Actual † $25,355 $72,653 

FY 2013 Approved † $24,607 
27.9% 

$77,708 
3.6% 

FY2013 Actual † $31,470 $80,497 

FY 2014 Approved † $34,510 
10.3% 

$92,760 
4.5% 

FY2014 Actual † $38,076 $96,973 

FY 2015 Approved † $40,832 
16.2% 

$100,043 
7.6% 

FY 2015 Revised ‡ $47,429 $107,624 

FY 2016 Request † $44,228  $107,204  
† Source: FY 2013-FY 2016 Budget Books, CSG 41 and Gross Funds. 
‡ Source: FY 2015 Revised vs. Mayor’s Request: Information provided by the Council Budget Office. 

 
 
 
 In the Fiscal Year 2015 approved capital improvements plan, OCTO was budgeted $2 
million for project TO0-N9101-DC Government Citywide IT Security Program.  The capital 
plan indicated that the estimated full funding cost was to be $2 million.  The $2 million was then 
budgeted in the capital plan with no additional funding indicated in the out years.  However, 
OCTO’s FY 2016 request includes an additional $1.3 million for this same project in FY 2016, 
and another $6 million in FY 2017.  Last year, the Council approved a capital project that it was 
told would cost $2 million to fully fund.  One year later, OCTO has come back to the Council to 
stating that the fully funded cost will be $9.3 million.  This is an indication of poor planning, or 
misleading budgeting. 
 
 The FY 2015 capital improvement plan also indicated that there would be a $5.3 million 
estimated “operating impact of capital” on the FY 2016 operating budget.  According to 
testimony at another budget hearing by the Chief Financial Officer’s Office of Budget and 
Planning, this figure is an estimate by the agency on how much additional operating funds will 
be necessary in future fiscal years as a result of the capital spending in the current fiscal year.  
The figure is examined for reasonableness by the CFO’s office before its inclusion in the capital 
budget books.  A corresponding addition to the current services funding level (CSFL) is then 
included in the operating budget for the agency. 
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Table TO-D: Office of the Chief Technology Officer; 
OCTO’s Total Operating Impact of Capital from CIP 

 
Source: FY 2016 Budget Books, Capital Improvement Plan, p. AT-1. 

 
 

 The Committee feels that there is not adequate justification to account for the $5.3 
million increase in the CSFL at OCTO which is attributed to the FY 2016 operating impact of 
capital included in last year’s approved budget.  Based on the operating impacts of capital 
included in this year’s budget, in FY 2017, OCTO will need an additional $4.2 million to 
continue its current levels of service, and by FY 2021, OCTO will need an additional $8.6 
million over today’s funding level.  This is not including any future policy initiatives or future 
capital projects not contemplated in the FY 2016 budget that could add even more operating 
expenses. 
 
 
 IT Staffing Augmentation Contract:  Much of the concern over a lack of strategy and 
rising costs directly implicate services provided under OCTO’s IT staffing augmentation contract 
(ITSA) with Optimal Solutions and Technology, Inc. (OST).  This contract is known as an 
indefinite delivery-indefinite quantity contract, which allows for on demand use of the contract 
up to the contract or budget ceiling. 
 
 According to the ITSA website, “ITSA is the District’s method for the procurement of IT 
staff augmentation contractors. OST, Inc. facilitates the staff augmentation procurement process 
between District program managers and ITSA-registered vendors.”41  OST, Inc. is the prime 
contractor and has currently 120 Certified Business Enterprise subcontractors that can be called 
upon to provide IT services to OCTO.42  Under the ITSA contract, 95% of the dollars spent on 
subcontractors must be spent on CBEs.43  Each subcontractor employs “resources” who are 
individuals who can perform IT services.  When OCTO needs a specific IT service, it submits a 
job specification to OST, which in turn requests resumes from its network of subcontractors.  

41 Website 
42 OpenData 
43 Contract 
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After reviewing and interviewing potential “resources,” OCTO issues a purchase order for the 
resource’s services through OCP.44 
 
 The cost of the resource is based on a menu of prices which was developed as part of the 
contract for each of the option years.  The current not-to-exceed billing rates for resources ranges 
from $21.27 to $175.00 per hour.45 The District then is billed by the prime contractor based on a 
formula taking into account the total number of cumulative hours that were billed to the District 
by the subcontractors.46 
 
 Before 2008, OCTO procured (through OCP) IT services using the District of Columbia 
Supply Schedule, which is a schedule of pre-approved vendors for use by District agencies for a 
variety of goods and services at pre-negotiated rates.  In February of 2008, OCTO released the IT 
Staff Augmentation Contract Plan which recommended removing ITSA procurements from open 
market solicitations to improve the procurement process, reduce District resource requirements 
(employees), and save money on IT staff augmentation.  The strategic plan recommended that 
the new procurement vehicle for IT staff augmentation services should feature defined job 
categories with price caps, a central point of contact for customers and suppliers, and an 
established pool of vendors that could quickly provide skilled IT staff.  The plan identified two 
models, one which would provide centralized management of the vendors using a supplier 
(contractor), and the other which would provide centralized management using District staff.  As 
a result of the strategic plan, in 2008 OCTO and OCP issued an RFP for an ITSA contract that 
would be managed by a contractor.  The ITSA contract was awarded to OST, Inc. for one base 
year and four option years. 
 
 In 2011, the Inspector General (OIG) performed an audit of the ITSA contract.  That 
audit found that in awarding the contract, OCP had never determined in writing that the contract 
should be managed by a contractor instead of District employees and had never done an adequate 
cost reasonableness assessment for the contract.  Both of these are requirements for a contract 
under the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations.47  The audit found that the District could 
be spending up to $7 million more than if it were to manage the contract in-house over the course 
of the five year contract.  The audit made a number of recommendations to both OCP and OCTO 
to be addressed in the eventual new RFP.   
 
 In anticipation of the August 19, 2013 expiration of the ITSA contract, OIG started a 
follow-up audit of the ITSA contract to determine if OCP and OCTO had followed OIG’s 
previous recommendation to produce a written justification for the use of a contractor to manage 
the ITSA program.  Meanwhile, OCP issued an RFP on June 10, 2013 for the ITSA contract 
which still included the requirement that a contractor manage the program, still with no written 

44 September 2013 OIG Report 
45 Rate Card 
46 Contract 
47 Title 27 DCMR § 1901.5 
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justification for using a contractor to manage the program.  In a September 2013 report the OIG 
also found that prior to issuance of the RFP, OCP and OCTO had not performed a cost estimate.  
The OIG again performed its own estimate which showed that the District could have saved $9 
million if it managed the program in-house.  OIG also attempted to review OST Inc.’s books and 
records in accordance with standard contract provisions and its authority under the law, but OST 
refused.  In January 2014, OIG provided the Council and Mayor a Management Implication 
Report48 stating that it was still unable to complete the audit of OST’s books to determine 
whether prices were fair and reasonable.  After frustrated negotiations between the OIG and 
OST, the OIG requested that the Office of the Attorney General litigate the matter in Superior 
Court, and the OAG moved to enforce the OIG’s subpoena for the records.  The Court declined 
to enforce the subpoena for being overly-broad.  In response, the OIG issued a narrowly tailored 
subpoena, which OST did not comply with.  However, the OIG has declined to further litigate 
the matter.49 
 
 The District has yet to award a new contract for the ITSA program.  To date, six sole-
source extensions of the current ITSA contract have been awarded to OST using the same model 
questioned by the OIG.50 
 
 As of the Committee’s March 10, 2015 performance oversight hearing, OCTO had 
engaged 214 ITSA resources (employees).  The total budgeted in FY 2016 for the ITSA contract 
under OCTO is currently $30 million.  Under the billing rates for the ITSA program, the average 
billed rate ($71.35) equates to $148,408 dollars per year based on a 40 hour week for 52 weeks 
per year. The lowest billed rate equates to $44,241 per year and the highest equates to $364,000 
per year.  The District also pays a sliding-scale fixed fee to OST based on the total number of 
hours billed to OCTO.  If each of OCTO’s 214 engaged resources are billing 40 hours per week, 
this fee could exceed to $2.8 million per year on top of the per-hour billed rates. 
 
 

Table TO-E: Office of the Chief Technology Officer; 
Option Year 4 Hourly Service Fee Billing Rates 

 

48 MIR 14-A-01 
49 Id. 
50 Modifications M0019-M0024 to Contract DCTO-2008-R-0135_M. 
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  Source: Contract DCTO-2008-R-0135_M, p. 6. 
 
 
 Along with the lack of transparency uncovered by the OIG surrounding the current 
service delivery model, and the pricing under the contract, OCTO’s contractual services budget 
for the ITSA contract continues to climb, year after year.  The table below lays out the 
unrestrained growth of the ITSA contract over the years.  While the ITSA program only 
represents a portion of OCTO’s contractual services budget, ITSA (through payments to OST, 
Inc.) has consistently been the recipient of purchase orders over the funds requested, raising the 
actual budget over the approved budget. 

Table TO-F: Office of the Chief Technology Officer; 
Mayor’s Budget Request for ITSA Contract with OST, Inc. 

 

  FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 

Local Funds Budget Request † $5,883,794 $7,178,030 $12,746,869 $18,182,334 

Intra-District Funds Budget Request† $7,666,923 $8,999,299 $10,271,092 $10,091,626 

SPR Funds Budget † $3,727,506 $920,410 - $1,315,005 

Federal Funds Budget † $76,687 $691,587 - - 

Total Funds Requested † $17,354,910 $17,789,324 $23.017.961 $29,588,965 

Total Purchase Orders ‡ $33,016,373 $22,977,000 $19,451,616 N/A 

† Source: Common Budget Question Responses to the Council, FY 2013 – FY 2016.  These represent budget 
requests and not audited actual spending. 

‡ Source: District of Columbia Open Data, DC Purchase Orders, OCTO Purchase Orders to OST, Inc.,  
FY 2013- FY 2015 (through March 31, 2015) 

      Note: Purchase Order totals may differ from total funds requested because OCTO’s contractual services 
budget has been revised significantly year after year from the approved budget. 

 
 
 Without the legally required determination on the reasonableness of the prices under the 
current contract, and without the benefit of a new RFP award that could significantly alter the 
prices for the ITSA services.  Local funded ITSA dollars requested for FY 2016 total 
$18,182,332, 46% higher than the $12,749,869 requested and approved in the FY 2015 local 
funds budget for the ITSA contract.  The Committee believes that the increase in ITSA spending 
cannot be justified given the concerns already expressed over the funding for the ITSA contract.  
The Committee believes that additional savings can be found in the ITSA contract moving 
forward. 
 
 The Committee believes that OCT must work to find savings in the ITSA contract by 
systematically examining all its program priorities, developing a strategic plan for needed 
technology applications and system investments, and holding the line on costs – a line that is 
already 47% higher than actual costs incurred four years ago (2011). The Committee is 
concerned over the lack of action in determining price reasonableness for the existing ITSA 
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contract.  OCTO and OCP must address the OIG’s recommendations in the future ITSA contract 
– already almost nine months overdue.   
 
 The Committee further notes that significant procurement reform has taken place over the 
last two years that now makes available dedicated contracting staff to each agency under the 
purview of the Chief Procurement Officer.  OCTO should leverage this additional procurement 
capacity to ensure that the new, overdue ITSA contract is well put together and ensures 
maximum value to the District with minimal overhead.  OCTO should find savings in the 
remaining months of the current fiscal year to adjust spending in anticipation of savings 
achievable in FY 2016.  These steps should allow OCTO to continue to deliver superior 
performance and state-of-the-art applications and programs to the District that it does today. 
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Table TO-G: Office of the Chief Technology Officer; 
ITSA Proposed Budget by Activity/Program51 

 

Activity/Program Title 
Proposed Local 

Contractual Services 
Budget 

Proposed Local ITSA 
Contractual Services 

Budget 

1010 PERSONNEL $25,000 $0 
1030 PROPERTY MANAGEMENT $52,340 $0 
1090 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT $101,000 $101,000 
2010 APPLICATION IMPLEMENTATION $435,942 $435,942 
2011 WEB MAINTENANCE $505,401 $290,858 
2012 FILENET $77,755 $77,755 
2013 APPLICATION QUALITY ASSURANCE $80,010 $80,010 
2016 DC GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM-GIS $370,048 $270,047 
2080 PROCUREMENT APPLICATION SERVICES $1,028,660 $1,028,660 
2081 HUMAN RESOURCE APPLICATION SERVICES $3,642,032 $3,642,032 
2085 DATA TRANSPARENCY&ACCOUNTABILITY-CDW $630,557 $630,557 
3010 AGENCY TECHNOLOGY OVERSIGHT & SUPPORT $161,229 $61,229 
3020 STRATEGIC INVESTMENT SERVICES $270,821 $270,821 
3037 DIGITAL INCLUSION INITIATIVE (DII) $621,114 $174,890 
4010 MAINFRAME OPERATIONS $1,595,767 $1,595,767 
4015 DATA CENTER FACILITIES $1,455,435 $1,002,935 
4020 ENTERPRISE CLOUD&INFRASTRUCTURE SVS-ECIS $3,890,055 $3,614,054 
4030 TELECOMMUNICATIONS GOVERNANCE $807,100 $658,554 
4035 DC NETWORK OPERATIONS CENTER (DCNOC) $1,281,951 $692,699 
4050 EMAIL (CITYWIDE MESSAGING) $1,291,757 $947,183 
5010 INFORMATION SECURITY $3,016,201 $1,591,190 
5020 IDENTITY MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS $610,479 $610,479 
6010 IT SERVUS $405,670 $405,670 
    Total $22,356,322 $18,182,332 

 
 
  Digital Divide:  The Committee is concerned over the digital divide that exists in the 
District.  However, the Committee is pleased with OCTO’s continued focus on this important 
issue. 
 

51 As provided by the AFO in response to additional information on Attachment II – Contract,  FY16 Common 
Agency Budget Questions. 
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 There are approximately 160,000 District residents, predominantly in economically 
vulnerable neighborhoods that lack any access to high-speed internet at home.  Wards 5, 7, and 8 
in the District have broadband adoption rates below 65%, while other areas of the District have 
adoption rates above 85%.  As was testified by one witness at OCTO’s budget hearing, many 
residents in underserved areas, so-called digital deserts, may even rely on their cellular smart 
phones for access to the internet for tasks, such as filling out a job application or sending a 
resume, both of which are better suited to a more traditional computer with an internet 
connection. 
 
 To address this digital divide, OCTO launched the Connected Communities Initiative to 
increase access and use by residents in low- and moderate- income neighborhoods in the District.  
The initiative has started with the creation of several “digital footprints” in neighborhoods in 
Wards 7 and 8, including Benning Ridge, Marshall Heights, Barry Farm, Hillsdale, and Historic 
Anacostia.  The goals of the initiative are to engage stakeholders about barriers to technology, 
develop technology plans for each digital footprint, help residents recognize the importance of 
technology, and increase broadband access and technology in each neighborhood. 
 
 The Committee is pleased with OCTO’s efforts on behalf of the District to bridge the 
digital divide.  Through programs such as DC-Net, which is the District’s fiber optic network, 
OCTO provides the public internet and data connections for government agencies, schools, 
recreation centers, and libraries.  DC-Net also hosts the DC-CAN project which provides access 
to the DC-Net to residents and businesses partnering with a broadband provider.  This provides 
“last mile” service to areas that may be underserved by privately operated broadband for a 
reasonable price.  OCTO also provides access to WIFI at locations throughout the District and in 
many District-owned buildings.  This gives the public, across the city, access to the internet on 
their mobile or portable devices. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of the 
Chief Technology Officer as proposed by the Mayor with the following changes: 
 
1. A reduction of $351,600 in local funds CSG 41 – Contractual Services, spread 

proportionately over the following program areas which contain funding for the ITSA 
contract. 

 

Activity Title 

FY 2016 
Mayors 

Proposed 
Budget 

Committee  
ITSA 

Reduction 

Committee 
Revised 

Proposed 
Budget 
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Activity Title 

FY 2016 
Mayors 

Proposed 
Budget 

Committee  
ITSA 

Reduction 

Committee 
Revised 

Proposed 
Budget 

1010 PERSONNEL $25,000 $0 $25,000 
1030 PROPERTY MANAGEMENT $52,340 $0 $52,340 
1090 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT $101,000 $1,955 $99,045 
2010 APPLICATION IMPLEMENTATION $435,942 $8,430 $427,511 
2011 WEB MAINTENANCE $505,401 $5,625 $499,776 
2012 FILENET $77,755 $1,505 $76,250 
2013 APPLICATION QUALITY ASSURANCE $80,010 $1,540 $78,470 
2016 DC GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM-GIS $370,048 $5,220 $364,828 
2080 PROCUREMENT APPLICATION SERVICES $1,028,660 $19,890 $1,008,770 
2081 HUMAN RESOURCE APPLICATION SERVICES $3,642,032 $70,430 $3,571,603 
2085 DATA TRANSPARENCY&ACCOUNTABILITY-CDW $630,557 $12,195 $618,362 
3010 AGENCY TECHNOLOGY OVERSIGHT & SUPPORT $161,229 $1,185 $160,044 
3020 STRATEGIC INVESTMENT SERVICES $270,821 $5,240 $265,581 
3037 DIGITAL INCLUSION INITIATIVE (DII) $621,114 $3,380 $617,734 
4010 MAINFRAME OPERATIONS $1,595,767 $30,860 $1,564,907 
4015 DATA CENTER FACILITIES $1,455,435 $19,395 $1,436,040 
4020 ENTERPRISE CLOUD&INFRASTRUCTURE SVS-ECIS $3,890,055 $69,890 $3,820,165 
4030 TELECOMMUNICATIONS GOVERNANCE $807,100 $12,735 $794,365 
4035 DC NETWORK OPERATIONS CENTER (DCNOC) $1,281,951 $13,395 $1,268,555 
4050 EMAIL (CITYWIDE MESSAGING) $1,291,757 $18,310 $1,273,447 
5010 INFORMATION SECURITY $3,016,201 $30,770 $2,985,430 
5020 IDENTITY MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS $610,479 $11,805 $598,674 
6010 IT SERVUS $405,670 $7,845 $397,825 
    Total $22,356,322 $351,600 $22,004,722 

 
 
 
Agency Capital  Budget: 
  
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of the 
Chief Technology Officer as proposed by the Mayor. 
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Policy Recommendations: 
 

1. OCTO should work with OCP staff to perform an analysis of the price reasonableness of 
all existing services under contract DCTO-2008-C-M1 for information technology staff 
augmentation, and provide such report to the Committee and the Inspector General. 

 
2. OCTO should work with OCP to reassess and redevelop an RFP immediately, and no 

later than July 1, 2015, for information staff augmentation taking into account the price 
reasonableness analysis, the analysis of whether the contract should be managed by a 
contractor or by District personnel.  Great weight should be given as to the resumption 
that management of contractors performing work for OCTO is an inherently 
governmental function.  A redeveloped RFP by July 1, 2015 will probably not leave 
enough time for a new contract to be in place by October 1, 2015. 

 
3. OCTO should work with OCP before issuing any new RFP that is related to information 

technology staff augmentation to produce a report, as required by law and regulation, to 
determine, in writing, whether using District personnel to oversee the subcontractors, as 
recommended by the OIG is less costly to the District than using a prime-contractor to 
oversee a pool of IT subcontractors. 

 
4. OCTO should develop, and share with the Committee, no later than October 1, 2015, an 

information technology needs assessment and strategic plan and schedule indicating what 
physical IT assets or what programs and applications are expected to be created, 
improved, refreshed, upgraded, or otherwise changed over the next five years.  Such a 
plan should be the basis for any future capital budget requests, and should inform the 
Executive and the Council of what increases in future operating dollars may be expected 
as a result of carrying out that plan. 

 
5. OCTO should continue to work on efforts to bridge the digital divide in the District. 
 
6. OCTO should aggressively pursue additional customers, in both the public and private 

sectors, to buy data services through the DC-Net, to raise additional funds to support the 
sustained maintenance and improvement of this important District asset. 
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P U B L I C  E M P L O Y E E  R E L A T I O N S  B O A R D  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The Public Employee Relations Board (PERB) is an impartial, quasi-judicial, 
independent agency that resolves labor-management disputes between agencies of the District 
government and labor organizations representing agency employees. The five-member Board 
was created pursuant to the D.C. Government Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978 
(CMPA). 
 

PERB members are appointed by the Mayor with the advice and consent of the Council. 
The Board:  

 
• Determines appropriate compensation and non-compensation bargaining units;  

 
• Certifies, decertifies, amends, clarifies and modifies labor organizations as exclusive 

bargaining representatives;  
 

• Facilitates and reviews election procedures and results concerning the selection of labor 
organizations as the exclusive bargaining representative;  

 
• Investigates and adjudicates unfair labor practices and standards of conduct complaints; 

 
• Reviews appeals of grievance arbitration awards; determines impasse status of collective 

bargaining between District government agencies and District government employee 
unions;  

 
• Facilitates Impasse arbitration bargaining between District government agencies and 

District government employee unions;  
 

• Determines negotiability of proposals submitted during collective bargaining contract 
negotiations between District government agencies and District government employee 
unions; mediates disputes submitted to PERB; 

 
• Issues subpoenas and conducts hearings; and adopts rules and regulations for conducting 

PERB business. 
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 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:52 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Public Employee Relations Board 
is $1,249, a decrease of $4, or 0.3 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget 
supports 9.0 FTEs, which represents no change from Fiscal Year 2015. 
 

Table CG-A: Public Employee Relations Board; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 25,328 25,328 24,568 28,238 28,238 8,971 11,964 

FTEs 105.6 102.5 87.7 74.0 74.0 85.0 103.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 Local Funds:  The proposed budget is comprised entirely of local funds. 
 
 

52 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 

Case Backlog:  In the past, PERB has been challenged by a significant case backlog 
resulting from the loss of a quorum several years ago and an inefficient case management 
system.  Operations have improved significantly under Executive Director Clarene Martin, 
however a backlog still exists and the Committee is concerned about timely decisions. 

 
PERB has worked to improve its hearing processes and has increased the number of 

hearings held over the past 3 years.  PERB has decided to use contracted hearing examiners to 
hear and draft decisions for the Board.   In FY2013 PERB conducted eight hearings, in FY 2014, 
12, and in FY2015 it has conducted 11 to date.  The Committee will monitor this model over the 
next few years in order to determine whether or not the current structure of hearings is the best 
investment for the District.   

 
PERB has decreased its case backlog significantly and requested a $25,000 enhancement 

to its Fiscal Year 2016 budget in order to continue to decrease the number of backlogged cases.  
The Committee is supportive of PERB eliminating its backlog and recognizes that an 
enhancement would allow PERB to work towards this goal.     

  

 

Board member Appointment:  Unlike some boards, the composition of PERB is set forth 
by statute.  D.C. Code § 1-605.01 requires the five member Board to me composed of three 
impartial members including the chair, one management member, and one labor member.    The 
following chart depicts the current Board:   

*Term Expired 

The labor member, Mr. Don Wassermann’s, term expired on December 12, 2014.  The 
code provides a timeline for the appointment of member and an involved process for the 
selection of the labor and management candidates.   The Committee is concerned that a new 

PERB Board Member Membership Type Term Start Sate Term End Date 

Charles J. Murphy Chair February 4, 2014 December 12, 2016 

Don Wasserman Labor Member May 15, 2012  December 12, 2014* 

Keith Washington Public Member July 14, 2014 December 12, 2015 

Yvonne T. Dixon Management Member December 14, 2014 December 12, 2017 

Ann F. Hoffman Public Member December 14, 2014 December 12, 2016 
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candidate has not been named by the Executive and encourages the Executive to do so quickly so 
that the Board may continue to operate at full capacity and in compliance with the law. 

 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Public 
Employee Relations Board as proposed by the Mayor with the modifications stated below.  
 
1. An increase of $25,000 in local funds (PS) to Comptroller Source Group 41:  41 

Contractual Services (Division 2001 – Legal Support) to engage hearing examiners to 
decrease case backlog.   

 
 

Policy Recommendations: 
 

1. PERB should eliminate its backlog of cases and institute a tracking system that measures 
the cost of contracting out for hearing examiners versus having them as PERM 
employees. 

 
2. The Executive should appoint a new candidate for the labor member as the current 

member’s term has expired.    
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O F F I C E  O F  E M P L O Y E E  A P P E A L S  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The Office of Employee Appeals (OEA) is an independent agency created by the D.C. 
Government Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act (CMPA) of 1978. OEA adjudicates District 
government employee appeals and renders decisions involving the following personnel actions: 
 
• Adverse actions for cause that result in removal, reduction in grade, or suspension for 10 
days or more; 
• Reductions-in-force (RIF); 
• Performance ratings which result in the removal of the employee; and 
• Placement of employee on enforced leave that lasts 10 days or more. 
 
OEA is governed by a five-member board with no current vacancies. 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:53 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Office of Employee Appelas is 
$1,627, an increase of $12, or 0.8 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget 
supports 14.0 FTEs, which is the same as the current fiscal year. 
 

Table CH-A: Office of Employee Appeals; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 1,753 1,116 1,343 1,439 1,465 1,570 1,627 

FTEs 10.7 11.2 12.0 13.9 14.3 14.0 14.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is made up entirely of local funds. 
 
 

53 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Transparency:  The information presented for OEA in the Fiscal Year 2016 Budget 
Book was inaccurate.  While the Committee recognizes that this is not a function of OEA, we 
must stress that it is important that the Executive present accurate information to the public and 
the Council on an agency’s budget priorities. The accurate operating budget by program and 
activity is presented below.  (Corrections are highlighted by blue font.) 
 

 
  

Staffing Needs:  In recent years OEA has made tremendous strides in increasing agency 
performance and decreasing its case backlog, under the leadership of Executive Director, Sheila 
Barfield.  It now continues to produce a consistent number of Initial Decisions made by its part 
time and full time administrative law judges, where at one time cases where not even tracked.   

 

    
Source: Office of Office of Employee Appeals Performance Hearing Follow-up Responses.  FY 2015 data as of 
3/3/15.   

OEA’s general council in responsible for drafting all of the order and opinions presented 
to OEA’s governing board.  Once an Initial Decision is issued by an administrative law judge, a 
party may choose to file an appeal to the Board to review the Initial Decision for legal 

Program/Activity Actual FY 2014 Approved FY 
2015

Proposed FY 
2016

Change from  
Approved FY 

2015
Actual FY 2014 Approved FY 

2015
Proposed FY 

2016

Change from  
Approved FY 

2015

1040 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 61,300 62,226 65,240 3,014 1.0 1.0 1.0 0

1085 CUSTOMER SERVICE 51,737 47,772 49,553 1,781 1.0 1.0 1.0 0

1090 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT 166,420 186,321 192,879 6,558 1.0 1.0 1.0 0

1100 OFFICE OF EMPLOYEE APPEALS 560,186 524,316 547,273 22,958 5.0 5.0 5.0 0

1000 AGENCY MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 839,644 820,635 854,946 34,310 8.0 8.0 8.0 0

2001 ADJUDICATION PROCESS 542,128 591,594 621,931 30,337 5.5 5.5 5.5 0

2002 APPEALS 82,949 99,361 87,090 (12,271) 0 0 0 0

2003 MEDIATION 0 58,836 62,687 3,851 0.5 0.5 0.5 0

2000 ADJUDICATION 625,076 749,791 771,708 21,918 6.0 6.0 6.0 0

Total Proposed Operating Budget 1,464,720 1,570,426 1,626,654 56,228 14.0 14.0 14.0 0

2000 ADJUDICATION

1000 AGENCY MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Office of Employee Appeals

 FY 2016 Proposed Operating Budget and FTEs, by Program and Activity

Full-Time Equivalents 
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sufficiency and to render an impartial decision.54  OEA’s general counsel’s then reviews the 
entire record and drafts a proposed Opinion and Order for issuance by the Board.55  The Board 
determines the outcome of the appeal through a majority vote.56  Parties can then appeal the 
Board’s Opinion and Order to the Superior Court of the District of Columbia.57  Parties may then 
choose to appeal Superior Court decisions to the Court of Appeals.58   Thus the general counsel’s 
draft opinions and orders, not only represents the work of OEA staff before the Board, but also 
the Board before DC superior and potentially the Court of Appeals, upon appeal.    

 
The following chart indicates the number of petitions drafted by OEA’s general counsel 

and their appeals to DC courts for Fiscal Years 2013-2015 to date.      
 

 
 Source: Office of Office of Employee Appeals Performance Hearing Responses.  FY 2015 data as of 2/11/15.   
 

In Fiscal Year 2012, OEA had 94% of is decisions upheld in Superior Court and 100% 
upheld in the Court of Appeals.59  In FY13, 100% of our cases where upheld in Superior Court 
and the Court of Appeals.60  In FY14, 93% of its cases were upheld in Superior Court.61  In the 
Court of Appeals, OEA had an 80% success rate.62 As of February 11, 2015, 100% of OEA 
decisions have been upheld in Superior Court and the Court of Appeals.63 

 
In order to continue to improve, OEA made several budget enhancement requests for the 

FY 2016 budget that included funds for 2 FTEs, an additional administrative law judge and a 
deputy general counsel.   None of OEA’s enhancement requests were honored in the Mayor’s 
Proposed FY 2016 Budget.   Executive Director Barfield, testified before the Committee that 
while she is “grateful that the Mayor has left OAE’s budget intact for the next fiscal year, the 

54 Office of Employee Appeals, Powerpoint presentation, prepared for Chairman Mendelson, February 3, 2015.    
55 Id.  
56 Id. 
57 Id. 
58 Id. 
59 Id. 
60 Id. 
61 Id. 
62 Id. 
63 Id. 
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agency continues to need additional funding.”64   She then requested additional funding to hire a 
deputy general counsel to support the work of OEA.   

 
The Committee is concerned that OEA will not be able to maintain high performance 

levels and continue to improve without the addition of any additional FTEs.   
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office 
Employee Appeals as proposed by the Mayor with the modifications stated below.  
 
1. An increase of $99,000 in local funds (PS) to Comptroller Source Group 11:  Regular Pay 

– Continuing Full Time (Division 1100 – Office of Employee Appeals) to support one 
additional FTE. 

 
2. An increase of $19,000 in local funds (PS) to Comptroller Source Group 14:  Fringe 

Benefits – Current Personnel (Division 1100 – Office of Employee Appeals) to support 
fringe benefits associated with two additional FTEs. 

 
Technical shifts at the request of the OCFO:   
 
1. A shift of $68,687 and 0.5 FTE from Activity 1100-Office of Employee Appeals to 

Activity 2003-Mediation.  Accordingly, Activity 1100-Office of Employee Appeals 
should be $547,273 and 5 FTEs. 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. The Committee should continue to maximize the amount of cases resolved each year and 

illuminate any remaining case backlog.   
 
 
 

64 The Office of Employee Appeals: Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Hearing before the Council of the District of Columbia 
Committee of the Whole (April 20, 2015) (written testimony of Ms. Sheila Barfield, Esq., Executive Director, Office 
of Employee Appeals 
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M E T R O P O L I T A N  W A S H I N G T O N  C O U N C I L  O F  G O V E R N M E N T S  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 

 “Region Forward” is the mission and commitment by the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments (COG). COG’s member governments include 22 local 
jurisdictions.  Also participating are representatives of both the Maryland and Virginia State 
Legislatures, as well as the U.S. Congress. The member governments work together on a variety 
of issues regarding transportation, public safety, the environment, and human services.  COG’s 
overarching mission is to make “Region Forward” a reality by being a discussion forum, expert 
resource, issue advocate, and catalyst for action.  COG fulfills its mission by fostering 
cooperative relationships among government bodies throughout the metropolitan region, 
advocating quality of life for all, promoting better air and water quality, promoting a multi-modal 
transportation system that prioritizes management, performance, maintenance, and promoting 
regional emergency response coordination planning.     
 
 For more than 55 years, COG has helped tackle metropolitan Washington’s biggest 
challenges, such as restoring the Potomac River, ensuring that the Metrorail system was fully 
built, and strengthening emergency preparedness after September 11, 2001.  COG is supported 
by financial contributions from its participating local governments, federal and state grants and 
contracts, and donations from foundations and the private sector. 
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:65 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the MWCOG is $472, an increase of 
$22, or 5.0 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 0 FTEs, 
representing no change from the current fiscal year.  This represents the District’s annual 
payment to MWCOG and is equal to the dues requested by MWCOG. 
 
 

65 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Table EA-A: Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 396 495 396 408 428 449 472 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $472, an increase of $22, or 5.0 percent 
above the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 0 FTEs, representing no change 
from the current fiscal year.   
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 The Committee has no concerns over the proposed funding levels for MWCOG as put 
forward in this budget request.  Funding for MWCOG is determined by a funding formula based 
in large part on the population of each of the member jurisdiction.  As population grows, each 
jurisdiction can count on owning more in MWCOG dues up to a five percent cap in any given 
year. 
 
 Under MWCOG’s bylaws, member contributions are calculated based on a prorated share 
of the region’s population.  Based on work program priorities and revenue requirements, each 
fiscal year an assessment rate is applied to population forecasts for each MWCOG member 
jurisdiction.  Based on population estimates, the District’s FY 2016 proposed contribution to 
MWCOG is $472, up from $449 from the previous year.  The adopted assessment rate for FY 
2016 was 71 cents per capita, representing no change from the current fiscal year.  The five 
percent cap was applied to the District’s FY 2016 population and annual assessment increase.   
 
 Dues from member jurisdictions account for approximately 13 percent of MWCOG’s 
total budget.  This funds regional programs, such as the Cooperative Purchasing Program which 
gives member jurisdictions the ability to save money by participating in certain contracts, such as 
cooperating with Maryland to obtain a bulk rate for road deicing chemicals.  The remaining 87 
percent represents funding from federal and state contracts that involve regional projects, 
including transportation and homeland security projects.   
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 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments as proposed by the Mayor. 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. MWCOG should continue to implement programs and policies to increase regional 

cooperation and foster regionalism.   
 
 

S T A T E H O O D  I N I T I A T I V E S  A G E N C Y  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Statehood Initiatives Agency (SIA) is to allow for the development 
and implementation of a coherent and effective means to promote statehood for the District of 
Columbia through lobbying efforts in Congress, education of District residents and citizens 
throughout the United States, and to align the efforts of various stakeholder groups who advocate 
for District of Columbia statehood.  The SIA provides funding for the executive director of the 
Office of the Statehood Delegation (OSD) and the New Columbia Statehood Fund, both of 
which are designed to support the efforts of the District’s elected Statehood Delegation. 
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:66 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Statehood Initiatives Agency is 
$229,701, an increase of $3,901, or 1.7 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed 
budget supports 1.0 FTEs, maintaining the number of FTEs supported in the current fiscal year. 
 

66 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Capital Budget: 
 

The Mayor’s proposed capital improvements plan does not include any capital funds for 
the SIA over the 6-year plan.   
 

Table XX-A: Statehood Initiatives Agency; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 0 0 0 0 0 226 230 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 1.0 1.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $229,701, an increase of 3,901, or 1.7 
percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 1.0 FTEs, net change of 
zero, over the current fiscal year.   
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 The SIA provides funding for the executive director of the Office of the Statehood 
Delegation (OSD) and the New Columbia Statehood Fund, both of which are designed to support 
the efforts of the District’s elected Statehood Delegation. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Statehood 
Initiatives Agency as proposed by the Mayor. 
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O F F I C E  O F  B U D G E T  A N D  P L A N N I N G  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The Office of Budget and Planning (OBP) is a component of the Office of the Chief 
Financial Officer (OCFO).  OBP prepares, monitors, analyzes, and executes the District’s 
budget, including operating, capital and enterprise funds, in a manner that ensures fiscal integrity 
and maximizes service to taxpayers. Additionally, OBP advises policymakers on the District 
government’s budget and has primary responsibility for expenditure forecasts.   
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:67 
 
 As a component of the OCFO, the OBP does not submit a separate budget request to the 
Mayor. The operating budget for OBP is a program within the OCFO’s budget. 
 
 

Table AT-A: Office of Budget and Finance, Office of the Chief Financial Officer; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 5,834 5,076 4,883 4,834 5,047 5,791 6,191 

FTEs 44.4 44.9 40.4 40.1 41.3 42.0 42.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $6,191, an increase of $400, or 6.9 
percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 42.0 FTEs, which is the 
same level as the current fiscal year. 
 
 

67 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Financial Management Systems:  In 1996, former Chief Financial Officer Anthony 
Williams implemented the System of Accounting and Reporting (SOAR) initiative to improve on 
the previous financial management system which was unable to provide timely and reliable 
financial reports.  In July 2011, OBP and the OCFO began work on a new financial management 
system to replace SOAR.  This system would include a component known as the Budget 
Management and Planning System (BMAPS) to replace the current Budget Formulation 
Application.  However, initial implementation has proven difficult. 
 
 Unfortunately, while SOAR and BMAPS were originally envisioned to be in place for the 
fiscal year 2013 budget process, time and again the project was delayed.68  At its March 10, 2015 
performance oversight hearing, Deputy CFO Gordon McDonald testified that after a thorough 
review, the Chief Financial Officer has decided to hold off on development of SOAR for about 
18 months, which would be the beginning of FY 2017.69  Instead, the OCFO will focus on 
development of its new integrated tax system modernization project. 
 
 However, in the FY 2016 capital improvement plan (CIP), no funding is allocated for 
SOAR modernization until FY 2018.  While there is still an approximately $22 million balance 
of already allocated capital dollars, the Committee is concerned that the CIP does not adequately 
reflect the plans of the OCFO in regards to SOAR modernization.  The Committee again urges 
the OCFO to develop a plan to move forward with SOAR and BMAPS 
 
 Estimated Operating Impact of Capital:  The estimated operating impact of capital is an 
estimate by an agency on how much additional operating funds will be necessary in future fiscal 
years as a result of the CIP in a given fiscal year.  The figure is examined for reasonableness by 
the CFO’s office before its inclusion in the capital budget books.  A corresponding addition to 
the current services funding level (CSFL) is then included in the operating budget for the agency.  
In addition, the estimated impact is also included in the financial plan in the out-years. 
 
 The Committee is concerned with the reliability of this estimate and its impact on the 
financial plan.  While the OCFO reviews the estimate, agencies are able to estimate the figure on 
their own, and it is made part of future assumptions, when the actual impact has not yet been 
determined.  Moreover, the reliability of this figure comes into sharper question due to an 
admitted error in the CIP for the SOAR modernization program.  According to the CIP, SOAR 
modernization includes a $1,200 estimated impact on operating in FY 2016, even though that 

68 District of Columbia Office of Budget and Planning: Performance Oversight Hearing before the Council of the 
District of Columbia Committee of the Whole (March 14, 2013) (oral testimony of Gordon McDonald, Deputy Chief 
Financial Officer, Office of Budget and Planning) [hereinafter McDonald 3.14.13 Oral Testimony]. 
69 District of Columbia Office of Budget and Planning: Performance Oversight Pre-Hearing Responses to the 
Council of the District of Columbia Committee of the Whole (February 7, 2014) (oral testimony of Gordon 
McDonald, Deputy Chief Financial Officer, Office of Budget and Planning) [hereinafter McDonald 2.7.14 First 
Round Performance Response]. 
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project has no additional funding until FY 2018.  At OBP’s budget hearing, the OCFO admitted 
that this was an error, and as they testified, it is not included in the CSFL for the OCFO’s 
operating budget.  Nonetheless, this error demonstrates that the numbers may not accurately 
reflect the actual impact on the operating budget, and it creates the potential for errors in the 
accuracy of the out-years of the financial plan. 
 
 Contingency Cash Draws:  The Committee is also concerned that the OCFO has failed to 
recognize a provision included in the FY 2015 Budget Request Act (BRA) which was approved 
by Congress.  That act required that before the Mayor may draw from the contingency reserve 
fund, the Council must approve by resolution the draw.  However, it is the position of the OCFO 
that because Congress approved the District’s appropriation by reference to the Summary of 
Expenses title of the BRA, and not by spelling out the text of the title, that the proviso included 
in the summary of expenses requiring Council approval does not apply.  The OCFO believes that 
a number of other provisos included in the BRA are in effect because Congress’s appropriation 
act either mirrored the language of the proviso or included other language under general 
provisions which related to the provisos.  The OCFO argues that the appropriations act may only 
set forth the rate of spending. 
 
 The Committee believes that the proviso should be respected.  Congress’s appropriation 
act appropriates funds for the District of Columbia for programs and activities set forth under the 
summary of expenses and at the rate set forth under the same heading.  Moreover, the 
Committee believes that regardless of the OCFO’s interpretation of the provision, requiring 
Council approval of draws from the contingency reserve are sound fiscal policy which provides 
an important check on the executive and reflects the Council’s purview over the budget of the 
District. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of 
Budget and Planning as proposed by the Mayor. 
 
 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. OBP should develop a timetable for development, build-out, and implementation of a 

new budget and accounting tool to replace SOAR and BMAPS as soon as possible so that 
the OCFO and the Committee can better anticipate future needs.  

 

 



Committee of the Whole  Page 76 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

2. OBP should implement standards for the estimation of the impact of capital projects on 
agency operating budgets.  Agency estimates alone should not be a basis for future 
increases in agency baseline spending.  

 
3. OBP, through the OCFO, should reexamine its legal position on the need for Council 

approval of contingency reserve draws by the Executive. 
 
 
D E P U T Y  M A Y O R  F O R  P L A N N I N G  A N D  E C O N O M I C  D E V E L O P M E N T  

Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development (DMPED) 
assists the Mayor in the coordination, planning, supervision, and execution of programs, policies, 
proposals, and functions related to economic development in the District of Columbia. DMPED 
sets development priorities and policies, coordinates how the District markets itself to businesses 
and developers, and recommends and ensures implementation of financial packaging for District 
development, attraction, and retention efforts.   
 
 DMPED’s major programs include: Business and Workforce Development; Project 
Investment; and Real Estate Development. Together, these programs support and promote local 
businesses with grant funding, attract industry focused and foreign investment through outreach, 
provide workforce training and education, and facilitate redevelopment of government owned 
surplus property.  
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget: 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Deputy Mayor for Planning and 
Economic Development is $46,121,858 an increase of $2,740,496 or 6.3 percent, over the 
current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 86.0 FTEs, an increase of 2.0 FTEs, or 2.4 
percent, over the current fiscal year. 
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Table XX-A: Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total 
Funds 35,806 72,513 106,765 73,332 31,714 19,288 17,885 20,543 36,456 43,381 46,122 

FTEs 41.0 56.0 58.6 59.0 57.9 54.2 50.2 60.0 67.2 84.0 86.0 
 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $14,500, a decrease of $6,549, or -31.1 
percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 70.9 FTEs, a decrease of 0.1 
FTEs, or -0.1 percent, over the current fiscal year.   
 

Special Purpose Revenue Funds: The Mayor’s proposed special purpose budget is 
$18,827, a decrease of $1,261, or -6.3 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget 
supports 9.0 FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year.   

 
Federal Funds: The Mayor’s proposed federal funds budget is $12,394, an increase of 

$10,594, or 588.6 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 2.3 FTEs, 
an increase of 2.3 FTEs, over the current fiscal year.   
 

Intra-District Funds: The Mayor has proposed a budget of $400, a decrease of $44, or    
-9.9 percent, over the current fiscal year. This proposed budget supports 3.8 FTEs, a decrease of 
0.2, or -5.5 percent, over the current fiscal year. 
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Capital Budget: 70 
 

The Mayor’s proposed capital improvements plan includes $176,332 for the Deputy 
Mayor for Planning and Economic Development over the 6-year plan.  The plan authorizes 
$68,216 for fiscal year 2016, $48,916 for fiscal year 2017, and $20,200 for fiscal year 2018.  
This funding is for the following seven projects: (1) McMillan Site Redevelopment; (2) Saint 
Elizabeths East; (3) Walter Reed Redevelopment; (4) New Communities Initiative; (5) The 
Yards Public Infrastructure (DC Water Facility); (6) Skyland Shopping Center; and (7) Hill East 
Redevelopment.    

 
Table XX-A: Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development; 

6-Year Capital Improvements Plan Budget by Project* 
 

70 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 6-Year Total 

McMillan 30,216,041 34,915,544 4,000,000 0 0 0 6,913,1585 

Skyland 500,000 0 0 0 0 0 500,000 

Walter Reed 17,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 17,000,000 
New 
Communities 10,000,000 11,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 29,000,000 

The Yards 500,000 0 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 13,000,000 43,500,000 

St. Elizabeths 6,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 6,000,000 

Hill East 4,000,000 3,000,000 4,200,000 0 0 0 11,200,000 

Total 68,216,041 48,915,544 20,200,000 12,000,000 12,000,000 15,000,000 176,331,585 
*dollars are actuals 
 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Earth Conservation Corps: The Earth Conservation Corps (ECC) is a nonprofit youth 
development and environmental service organization located along the Anacostia River.71 The 
organization has been in operation since 1992, educating local youth from the poorest areas of 
the city on environmental conservation and engaging them in efforts to clean up the river. The 
ECC operates out of an old pump house and this location on the river is critical to the 
organization’s conservation mission. In December, DMPED sent a termination of lease letter to 
ECC, informing the organization that it must vacate the property by June 2015.72  
  
 The Committee repeatedly questioned DMPED about why the lease was terminated and 
received an irksome series of vague responses about “activating” this area along the river.73 At 
the budget oversight hearing, DMPED committed to offering ECC a new lease with similar 
terms to the existing lease. The Committee believes ECC is a valuable asset to the community 
and should be permitted to stay in its current location, particularly if DMPED is unable to 
articulate clearly a reason to the contrary.   
     
 New Communities Initiative: The New Communities Initiative (NCI) began ten years 
ago as an effort to redevelop neighborhoods in the city that were characterized by concentrated 
poverty, distressed assisted housing, violent crime, and a lack of critical programs and services 
for both youth and adults. The goals of the Initiative were to construct residential buildings with 
mixed-income units alongside extremely affordable units, to make capital investments to 
enhance the neighborhood through construction of schools, community centers, parks, and other 

71 http://www.earthconservationcorps.org/ 
72 Hearing record 
73 Cite to hearing video - get quote if possible 
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facilities improvements, and to create “Human Capital” programs that would offer services 
aimed at helping families achieve self-sufficiency. Between 2005 and 2008, four neighborhoods 
were chosen (Northwest One, Barry Farm, Park Morton, and Lincoln Heights), and a concept 
plan was developed for each.   
 
 In 2014, following criticism around the program’s lack of progress, DMPED hired 
consultants to conduct a review of the initiative.74 The result of that review was the “Policy 
Advisor’s Recommendations On the District of Columbia’s New Communities Initiatives,” 
prepared by Quadel Consulting and Training LLC.75 In it, the authors detail a lengthy list of 
concerns. For example, the study found that the original budgets prepared assumed that market-
rate rents would be achievable in all neighborhoods at implementation of the NCI plan. 
Unfortunately, this assumption was overly optimistic, and the projects cannot currently support 
market-rate units. As a result, the report identified a funding gap of at least $200 million.76 The 
report further identified challenges with three of the Initiative’s four guiding principles: (1) build 
first leads to a very slow process and is very costly; (2) one for one replacement is misunderstand 
by the public and not necessary because not all residents prefer to return; and (3) right to 
return/stay is a policy area of confusion because developments under NCI will primarily be 
owned by private entities that create their own set of reentry requirements. The report also 
provides recommendations for how to address each of the challenges it raises, and identifies 
areas where the program is successful, including construction of neighborhood facilities and the 
human capital programs. 
 
 Deputy Mayor Kenner stated that DMPED is in the process of hiring a new director of 
the program. The Committee hopes that the selection of an effective leader will be made quickly 
so that the Office may begin to make reforms and progress, so that these critical developments 
move forward with efficiency in time and cost. Of the many recommendations made by the 
report, some are easier fixes. For example, Recommendation 7.0 provides that DMPED should 
develop a separate budget and schedule for each neighborhood that includes more detailed 
estimates of development costs, available funding sources, and the resulting funding gap.77 Since 
the report was published last summer, DMPED could have released a more detailed and 
segregated budget report. The Committee expects that in future budget cycles, DMPED will 
provide this.  
 

Trust and transparency: The Deputy Mayor stated on multiple occasions his desire and 
intention to make DMPED a more transparent agency.78 The Committee recognizes the great 
need for increased public access to the work that DMPED does and therefore commends the 
Deputy Mayor for wanting to be proactive on this front. Unfortunately, the office has garnered a 

74 Article link 
75 Cite report and link 
76 Report p.4 
77 Report p.32 
78 Cite to hearings and submitted docs 
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bad reputation among certain sectors of the public.79 Testimony from multiple witnesses during 
DMPED’s performance and oversight hearings suggests that members of the public perceive 
DMPED as too cozy with the developer community, and that, as a result, the city ends up 
providing large subsidies to developers in return for meager public benefits through poorly 
negotiated land deals.80 

 
This fundamental mistrust in DMPED has led to persistent public criticism and 

opposition to some of DMPED’s real estate projects. The McMillan Sand Filtration Site 
redevelopment (McMillan Project) is a prime example. Opponents have lined up at hearing after 
hearing to speak out against the project. Some of the accusations leveled include that DMPED is 
corrupt, has paid contractors to lobby the Council and discredit community opponents, has 
significantly undervalued the land, may be failing to properly oversee the reimbursements paid 
for predevelopment costs, has not appropriately planned for the increase in traffic the project will 
bring to the area, and has ignored the concerns of residents and failed to follow through on its 
commitment to work with the McMillan Advisory Group.81   

 
The Committee encourages DMPED to be more cooperative and more communicative in 

sharing information about its real estate projects with the public. When residents hear about the 
city spending millions of dollars on a development project by private, for-profit entity, they have 
a right to be concerned about the deal and should be entitled to answers to their questions. In the 
early stages of every project, DMPED should be able to articulate clearly the reasons for the 
city’s involvement, including why city spending is necessary in each instance and what the city 
will receive as a result of its investment. Similarly, during the course of project construction, if 
there are delays and increased expenses for the city, DMPED should be able to provide updates 
and explanations for these delays and increases. Finally, after a project in completed, DMPED 
should be able to show that the city has received all the promised benefits from the project; if 
those benefits have not materialized, DMPED should be able to provide explanations for why 
not. Even in communications with the Committee, DMPED has frequently failed to provide a 
satisfactory level of detail in its responses.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
If the Deputy Mayor is to be successful in reversing the office’s negative image, he will 

have to put forth a better effort than has thus far been offered. The Committee recommends that 
the Deputy Mayor make a concerted, agency-wide attempt to identify areas where greater public 
access may be permitted and make increased communication with members of the public a top 
priority. Much of the negative perception regarding the office may be due, at least in part, to 
assumptions and misunderstandings derived from a lack of information; increased 
communication and easy public access to documents could go a long way in preventing future 
misunderstandings. To that end, the Committee strongly advises the office to develop a public 
tracking system for its real estate projects. Director of Real Estate Sarosh Olpadwala stated 

79 Cite if possible --> maybe to that Empire strikes back article 
80 Cite to hearing record 
81 Cite to hearing record. McMillan Advisory Group explanation. 
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during DMPED’s performance oversight hearing that the office has formed an internal working 
group to explore the potential for adapting software the office currently uses to create some kind 
of tracking system.82 The Committee hopes this system will be set up without delay. 

 
When designing the tracking system, the Committee further encourages the Deputy 

Mayor to consider closely the Good Jobs First report, entitled, “A Better Deal for the District: 
Enhancing Economic Development Transparency & Accountability in Washington, D.C.,” 
published in February of this year.83 The report found “poor record-keeping, low standards, and 
lax enforcement on economic development deals in the District.”84 Among its recommendations, 
the report suggested building an online database for reporting economic development data 
similar to the database maintained by the state of Maryland’s Department of Business and 
Economic Development. The Maryland Finance Tracker is an online, searchable database that 
reports information about government subsidies given to businesses including loans and tax 
credits. Some of the information tracked and reported includes the loan or tax credit amount, the 
program, the loan guarantee amount, the total project costs, the number of new jobs and retained 
jobs, the number of promised trainees, and the number of Maryland local hires.85 The Committee 
is especially supportive of this recommendation, as well as the suggestion to recapture subsidies 
when deals fail to meet predetermined standards. It should be imperative that DMPED only enter 
into deals subsidized by the government when it has clear requirements and standards for what 
the city will receive from the investment. It is essential, as well, that DMPED then hold 
developers accountable by enforcing those requirements and standards.   

 
A simple measure DMPED should take to improve transparency is to present a clearer 

budget structure, as was advised by the Committee on Economic Development in the previous 
budget cycle.86 For example, including two separate activities for “Agency Oversight” is 
confusing.87 Similarly, Program 4000, “Instrumentality Economic Development,” is unclear. The 
Mayor budgeted $9.8 million into this program for fiscal year 2016; this is the same amount of 
funding the federal government is expected to contribute next fiscal year for the St. Elizabeths 
redevelopment project. Even if this funding is not yet certain, the Committee believes it should 
still be programmed into the St. Elizabeths activity (6040). The fiscal year 2015 approved budget 
for Instrumentality Economic Development is $7,000, and the actual budget for fiscal year 2014 
was $12.3 million. The description of this program included in the Mayor’s proposed budget 
says only that it “implements neighborhood revitalization and economic development 
projects.”88 The use of this program is too opaque and should be removed from the budget. 
Finally, in a comparison between DMPED’s contracts submission and the Mayor’s budget, the 

82 Cite to hearing video and quote written responses 
83 Cite report 
84 p. 2 
85 http://business.maryland.gov/fund/maryland-finance-tracker 
86 Cite to FY15 chapter 
87 See Mayor’s Proposed Budget, Table EB0-4, activities 1001 and 2010. 
88 See Mayor’s Proposed Budget, B-4 
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numbers do not seem to match up as they should.89 If DMPED wants to be transparent, the 
contract budget associated with specific activities should be budgeted in those activities.   
 

Great Streets: The Great Streets Small Business Capital Improvement Grants are 
competitive, reimbursable grants of up to $85,000 for small business owners to improve their 
place of business. The purpose of the grants is to support existing small businesses, attract new 
businesses, increase the District’s tax base, create new job opportunities for District residents, 
and transform emerging commercial corridors into thriving and inviting neighborhood centers. 

The grant program is administered by DMPED and utilizes a competitive application 
process. If awarded a grant, the business owner must first complete the approved capital 
improvements and afterward receive reimbursements for. Only business owners with locations 
along the Great Streets corridors may apply for these grants. The Great Streets Corridors 
currently include the following areas: 7th Street, N.W.; Connecticut Avenue, N.W.; Georgia 
Avenue, N.W.; H Street, N.E. – Bladensburg Road, N.E.; Minnesota Avenue, N.E. – Benning 
Road, N.E.; Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue – South Capitol Street, S.E./S.W.; Nannie Helen 
Burroughs Avenue, N.E.; New York Avenue, N.E.; North Capitol Street, N.E./N.W.; 
Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E.; Rhode Island Avenue, N.E.; and U Street – 14th Street.90   

Table XX-C: Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development; 
Total Great Streets Awards from 2012-2015 to date 

 
Fiscal Year 2012 2013 2014 2015* 

Awards Total $1,125,001 $1,615,920 $6,042,855 $1,167,510 
Source: Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development (dollars are actuals) 
* As of April 15, 2015  

The Committee received favorable testimony about the Great Streets grants at DMPED’s 
budget oversight hearing from at least six witnesses sharing their perspectives as grantees, 
business improvement districts, and business associations.91 These grants enable small 
businesses to create more attractive storefronts, fund equipment upgrades, and invest in build-
outs and renovations. Evette Banfield, Director of Economic Development Policy at the 

89 For example: (1) There is a contract for “New Communities Website Design and Development” and a contract for 
“NCI Social Solutions Global.” However, in Activity 6030 - New Communities Initiative, there is no CSG for 
Contractual Services. (2) There are six contracts listed for “Bond Counsel Legal Services” totaling $400,000. 
Presumably these contracts all related to the Industrial Revenue Bonds program, which is activity 5030 Economic 
Development Financing (Program 5000 - Project Investment). However, only $290,475 is accounted for in 
Contractual Services under this Activity. (3) There are two Walter Reed contracts listed (WRAMC Legal Services 
and WRAMC Geotechnical & Hydrology Services) totaling $190,317. However, the Walter Reed Activity 6050 
includes only $60,167 in Contractual Services. 
90 An interactive map of these corridors is accessible at 
http://dcgis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/OnePane/basicviewer/index.html?appid=e4fe7ba7732e44e3a5952d0a56ae31b2  
91 See hearing record; testimony of Tom Litke; Phil Lepanto; Evette Banfield; Kristen Barden; Gabriela Mossi; and 
Deborah Jones. 
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Coalition for Nonprofit Housing and Economic Development (CNHED), stated, “CNHED 
cannot emphasize enough the necessity and value-add of the Great Streets Small Business 
Capital Improvement Grants. Now more than ever, the Great Streets initiative is well-positioned 
to deepen its footprint as conduit for neighborhood economic development, which will in turn 
create jobs, and generate revenues for residents and the city.”92  

However, in addition to the positive feedback regarding the usefulness of grant funding, 
the Committee also heard criticism regarding the administration of the program. Tom Litke, 
owner of two District businesses, including a construction company that managed construction 
work on more than a dozen Great Streets awardees, stated, “I am testifying today to promote 
Great Streets continued expansion, but only on the conditions that the Program can improve its 
administrative practices and the Program is broadened to include more technical support.”93 Mr. 
Litke complained that grant applicants wait three to four months awaiting approval of their 
applications, and then after construction, they typically wait another three to four months for 
reimbursement. These kinds of delays can be devastating for small businesses; according to Mr. 
Litke, “These businesses are risking failure while they wait for a check.”94 

The Committee supports the Great Streets program but is concerned about the lengthy 
processing time for participants applying for and receiving grants. Small businesses often operate 
on tight margins, and delays in construction or delays in reimbursement could cost a small 
business more than the grant is even worth.  The Mayor proposed a budget of $7 million for the 
Great Streets program in fiscal year 2016, an increase of $1.8 million from the fiscal year 2015 
allotment of $5.2 million.95 The Committee strongly encourages to Deputy Mayor to use this 
increase in funds to improve the speed with which it administers the program.  
 

Table XX-C: Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development; 
Number of Great Streets Grantees per Fiscal Year per Corridor;  

Total Value of Grants Awarded per Corridor 
 

 7th St. NW Georgia Ave. 
NW 

Connecticut 
Ave. NW 

North Capitol 
St. NW/NW 

Rhode Island 
Ave. NW 

New York 
Ave. NE 

FY12 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
FY13 1 5 n/a 2 n/a n/a 
FY14 9 19 2 6 13 n/a 

  FY15* 1 6 1 2 1 1 
Total Value $920,000 $2,428,182 $255,000 $734,747 $1,117,929 $85,000 

 H St.-
Bladensburg 

Minnesota 
Ave.-Benning 

Nannie Helen 
Burroughs Ave. 

Pennsylvania 
Ave. SE 

MLK, Jr. Ave-
South Capitol 

U St.-14th 
St. NW 

92 See hearing testimony of Evette Banfield, p.2 
93 See hearing testimony of Tom Litke, p.1 
94 Id. at p.2 
95 The Mayor’s original budget submission included $10 million in the Great Streets program. The Deputy Mayor 
stated that this figure was a mistake and only $7 million was intended. The Mayor’s Errata Letter, dated May 11, 
2015, reflects this change (p.4). 
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Rd. NE Rd. NE NE St. SE/SW 
FY12 16 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
FY13 9 n/a 4 1 n/a n/a 
FY14 7 2 2 1 13 n/a 

  FY15* 1 0 0 0 1 n/a 
Total Value $2,462,276 $130,000 $311,853 $170,000 $1,080,969 n/a 

Source: Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development (dollars are actuals) 
* As of April 15, 2015  

 
Demolition by neglect: In February of this year, the façades of historic structures located 

at 1909-1913 Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue, S.E. fell into a pile of rubble after a stormy winter 
night. The facades were all that was left of buildings built at the turn of the 20th century and that 
may have represented the earliest commercial block in the Anacostia Historic District.96 DMPED 
issued a solicitation for developers interested in rebuilding the property in 2013, calling the 
property “a gateway into Anacostia and the community’s retail district.” For years, historic 
preservation advocates provided warnings that the property was in serious danger.97 Anacostia 
resident Greta Fuller testified at DMPED’s performance oversight hearing, expressing frustration 
about how she and other residents had unsuccessfully tried to communicate with DMPED before 
and after the façade collapsed, but the office was not responsive to their questions.  

 
This incident raises multiple concerns about how DMPED is managing its properties, 

particularly the vulnerable, historic properties, as well as how the office works with residents, 
and raises the question of how well organized DMPED is. During last year’s budget cycle, the 
Committee on Economic Development recommended DMPED undertake a comprehensive 
assessment of District-owned facilities, to be completed by July 2015. To the Committee’s 
knowledge, that assessment has not begun; therefore the Committee would like to reiterate the 
pressing need for DMPED to take this matter seriously. In this effort, DMPED should work to 
improve its communication and collaboration with other agencies involved with the care of 
historic properties, including the Department of Housing and Community Development and the 
Department of General Services, to ensure that these properties are being properly cared for.   
The Committee also encourages the Deputy Mayor to think creatively about how the city can 
make use of vacant buildings, on a short term basis, such as by adapting them to create 
temporary housing for the homeless. 
 
 

96 http://www.washingtoncitypaper.com/blogs/housingcomplex/2015/02/16/after-historic-anacostia-facade-
collapses-neighbors-charge-city-with-demolition-by-neglect/ 
97 Cite to DCPL 
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 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of the 
Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development as proposed by the Mayor with the 
following modifications: 
 
1. The Committee accepts a transfer of $500,000 from the Committee on Business, 
Consumer and Regulatory Affairs for the Workforce Investment Council (Agency EB0, Activity 
3035, CSG 50) to solicit technical assistance to prepare for the issuance of grants from the DOES 
Unemployment and Workforce Development Administration Fund (Fund 0624), as set forth in 
the new recommended BSA subtitle, the Career Pathways Implementation Amendment Act of 
2015.  
 
Agency Capital Budget: 
 

The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for Office of the 
Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development as proposed by the Mayor. 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development should 

expedite its work on creating an accountability tracking database for projects. The 
database should be publicly available online and searchable, and it should track what 
businesses are receiving public funding and how much, what benefits are being provided 
in return, and whether those benefits have yet materialized. 

 
2. The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development should 

evaluation the entire New Communities Initiatives and make strategic changes to its 
design, where necessary, to put the projects on a clear trajectory for completion. The 
Office should revise and publicly share new timetables for each neighborhood.  

 
3. The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development should work 

to build more community trust by more readily sharing information and documents 
pertaining to projects when residents have questions.   

 
4.  The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development should 

improve the efficiency of the Great Streets program administration so that 
reimbursements to grantees are processed rapidly. 
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5.  The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development should renew 
the lease for the Earth Conservation Corps so that the organization may continue their 
community-enriching programming. 

 
6.  The Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development undertake a 

comprehensive assessment of District-owned facilities to ensure that all properties, 
especially historic properties, are being maintained as needed.  

 
 

O F F I C E  O F  P L A N N I N G  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Office of Planning (OP) is to guide development of the District of 
Columbia, including the preservation and revitalization of our distinctive neighborhoods, by 
informing decisions, advancing strategic goals, encouraging the highest quality development 
outcomes, and engaging all communities.  
 
 OP performs planning for neighborhoods, corridors, districts, historic preservation, public 
facilities, parks and open spaces, and individual sites.  In addition, OP engages in urban design, 
land use, and historic preservation review.  OP also conducts historic resources research and 
community visioning, and manages, analyzes, maps, and disseminates spatial and Census data.   
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:98 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Office of Planning is $9,802,367 a 
decrease of $146,460 or -1.5 percent, under the current fiscal year. The proposed budget supports 
67.0 FTEs, a decrease of 4.0 FTEs, or -5.6 percent, under the current fiscal year. 
 

98 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Table XX-A: Office of Planning; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 7,892 6,357 7,975 7,622 10,960 9,949 9,802 

FTEs 64.2 56.2 56.4 57.6 69.8 71.0 67.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $8,852, a decrease of $506, or -5.4 
percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 63.5 FTEs, a decrease of 
4.0 FTEs, or -5.9 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The policy initiatives within the local 
funds budget include an increase of $142 to support projected salary step and Fringe Benefit 
costs across all divisions, as well as $71 for the establishment of an overtime fund to support the 
recent unionization of most of OP’s employees. In the Development Review and Historic 
Preservation division’s budget, there is a $100 increase to support targeted home grants for 
historic homes located in economically challenged neighborhoods.  
 

OP will reduce local funds by $249, primarily in the Revitalization/Design and 
Neighborhood Planning division, due to a reduction in Capital to Operating planning contracts 
for fiscal year 2016. Additional reductions include $181 for preservation grants in the 
Development Review and Historic Preservation division, $410 through the elimination of 4.0 
vacant positions in the Citywide Planning and Development Review and Historic Preservation 
divisions, and $406 in planning activities in the Revitalization/Design and Neighborhood 
Planning division.  
 
 Special Purpose Revenue Funds:  The proposed budget is $100, an increase of $$20, or 
25.0 percent, over the current fiscal year. The proposed budget supports 0 FTEs, representing no 
change from the fiscal year 2015 approved level. The policy initiatives within the special 
purpose revenue funds budget include a $20 increase based on revenue trends and a projected 
increase in the fund balance from applicants and vendors fees collected for Historic Landmark 
and Historic District filings. 
 
 Federal Resources:  The proposed budget is $525, an increase of $16, or 3.1 percent, 
over the current fiscal year. The proposed budget supports 3.5 FTEs, representing no change 
from the fiscal year 2015 approved level. The policy initiatives within the federal funds budget 
include an increase of $16 in the Development Review and Historic Preservation division for 
salary step and fringe benefits adjustments.  
 
 Private Grant Funds:  The proposed budget is $325, an increase of $324 over the fiscal 
year 2015 approved budget of $1.  This funding supports 0 FTEs, representing no change from 
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the fiscal year 2015 approved level. This funding is the Kresge Creative Place Making Grant and 
will go to support engagement, innovation, and development of creative spaces in the District. 
 
 Intra-District Funds:  The proposed budget is $0, representing no change from the fiscal 
year 2015 approved budget of $0.  This funding supports 0 FTEs, representing no change from 
the fiscal year 2015 approved level.    
 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Cycle:  OP will be initiating an amendment cycle to 
the District’s Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan) during the remainder of this fiscal year and is 
expected to complete the cycle during fiscal year 2016. The Comp Plan is a general policy 
document that provides overall guidance for future planning and development in city. The plan is 
divided into federal and District Elements. The District Elements contain 13 Citywide Elements 
that provide goals, objectives, and policies for land use issue that impact the whole city, such as 
transportation, environment, parks and open space, and arts and culture. The Comp Plan is 
required by the Home Rule Act and amendment cycles are to occur every three to four years, 
with a major update every 12 years.99 The last amendment cycle was completed in 2011; the last 
comprehensive update was completed in 2006.  
 
 The Comp Plan is a critical document that all other plans produced by the Office, as well 
as any zoning regulations, must be consistent with.100 OP Director Eric Shaw expressed his 
intention to use the amendment cycle as an opportunity to incorporate policies and 
recommendations from completed OP small area plans, Sustainable DC, and systems plans from 
other agencies such as the District Department of Transportation’s MoveDC plan and the Play 
DC Parks and Recreation Master Plan District.101 To the extent that any of these plans are 
currently in conflict with one another, OP will use this amendment cycle to resolve these 
conflicts and create a cohesive, city-wide vision.  
 
 The upcoming Comp Plan amendment cycle will be a chance for OP to improve upon its 
engagement with the community. During previous budget cycles, the Committee received 
substantial negative criticism regarding OP’s interactions with community members with respect 
to the Zoning Regulations Review.102 OP should make every effort with the amendment cycle to 
reach out to all wards in the city for input, to be responsive to such input, and to clearly explain, 
through its website and in person, the process and purpose of the amendment cycle.  
 

99 CITE  
100 CITE to stats on small area plans, PUDs, etc. 
101 CITE to pre-POH responses to COW 
102 CITE to last two years’ budget reports 
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Inclusionary Zoning:  During each of OP’s performance oversight and budget hearings, 
the Committee received testimony urging OP to provide amendments to the Zoning Commission 
that would expand the Inclusionary Zoning (IZ) requirements imposed on developers of 
residential units.103 Current IZ requirements are triggered in new residential buildings with 10 or 
more dwelling units or in existing buildings when construction expands the gross floor area by 
50 percent or more. Between eight and ten percent of units must be priced for households at 50 
percent and 80 percent of area median income (AMI). The number and distribution of 
inclusionary units depends on the construction type and density of the development and the 
zoning district; the vast majority of IZ units are currently priced at 80 percent AMI.104 In 
exchange for providing inclusionary units—though such inclusion is mandatory—developers 
receive bonus zoning density that ensures the financial viability of these projects. 

 
In October 2014, the Urban Institute published a report assessing the program. The report 

found that the program was fundamentally sound, but identified areas with potential room for 
improvement. OP has a present opportunity to provide text amendments to expand the IZ 
program through Zoning Case 04-33G. At a recent roundtable the Committee held on the issue, 
Director Shaw stated that OP would provide draft amendments by mid-July 2015.105 The 
Committee appreciates the Director’s commitment and hopes that OP will move quickly on this 
important issue.  

 
Historic Homeowner Grant Funding: This program, administered by OP’s Historic 

Preservation Office, provides grants to low and moderate income households in specific historic 
districts, enabling homeowners to make improvements to their properties such as exterior repairs, 
rehabilitation, and structural repairs.106  Grants are available at a maximum of $25,000, except 
for the Anacostia Historic District, where the maximum is $35,000.  Eligible Historic Districts 
are: Anacostia, Blagden Alley/Naylor Court, Capitol Hill, 14th Street, LeDroit Park, Mount 
Pleasant, Mount Vernon Triangle, Shaw, Strivers’ Section, U Street, and Takoma Park.107   

 

103 See testimony of Elinor Hart (pg 58), Angie Rodgers, Ed Lazere, and Cheryl Cort 
104 CITE to IZ Report http://www.urban.org/research/publication/affordable-housing-needs-
assessment/view/full_report p.22 
105 See hearing video (add link) 
106 Historic Preservation Office, Historic Homeowner Grant Program, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA OFFICE OF 
PLANNING, http://planning.dc.gov/DC/Planning/Historic+Preservation/Preservation+Services/For+Residents/Grants 
(last visited May 13, 2014).  
107 Id; see D.C. OFFICIAL CODE § 6-1110.02 (2014).   
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Table XX-B: Office of Planning; 
Budget for Historic Homeowner Grant Program (Non-Lapsing Fund); FY 2008-2016 

 

  FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015* FY 2016 
request 

Prior FY 
Carryover $0 $0 $0 $124,921 $124,921 $120,980 $224,440 $548,332 Tbd 

Additional 
Budget  $1,187,500 $1,187,500 $361,000 $338,826 $242,287 $220,439 $191,000 $180,535 $0 

Total 
Available  $1,187,500 $1,187,500 $361,000 $338,826 $367,208 $341,419 $329,108 $728,867 Tbd 

Actual 
Expenditures $988,726 $892,261 $199,004 $246,048 $221,746 $129,050 $119,638 $118,967 __ 

Source: Office of Planning (dollars are actuals). 
* As of May 13, 2015  
 

Originally, this program was to sunset by fiscal year 2010. However, the Council 
removed the sunset provision in the Fiscal Year 2010 Budget Support Act of 2009.108  Each year, 
this program has seen substantial reduction in the amount of available grant funding. During the 
last budget cycle, the Council added an additional $100,000 to the fund. OP has only spent a 
portion of the available funding so far; as of May 13, 2015, OP had $728,867 still available in 
the fund. Making these grant funds available to homeowners who live in the eligible historic 
districts benefits not only the homeowners themselves, who have an individual interest in making 
improvements to their property investments, but there are concomitant benefits for the 
neighborhood when the appearance of particular properties is improved.  When blighted 
properties are improved and historic districts are aesthetically-maintained, historic assets are 
preserved, property values increase, and the city at large benefits.  OP should work to ensure not 
only that the available resources in this program are sufficient to meet the demand of residents, 
but that the agency continues to issue grants in the most efficient manner possible, to meet the 
demand of residents and provide the greatest public benefit.   

 

108 Fiscal Year 2010 Budget Support Act of 2009, § 2121 (Bill 18-203, D.C. Law 18-111) (effective March 3, 2010). 
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 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of 
Planning as proposed by the Mayor with the following modifications: 
 
1. The Committee accepts a transfer of $200,000 from the Committee on Education to hire a 
private firm to create a comprehensive cultural plan for the District. The plan should include an 
assessment of how well served the different areas of the city with respect to access to cultural 
events and support of artists and members of the creative economy, analysis of the current state 
of arts education in District public schools, as well as recommendations on how to increase 
participation in the arts, both for consumers and creators, from a community level up to a 
business and government level. 
 
2. The Committee accepts a transfer of $110,000 from the Committee on Transportation and 
the Environment to fund the appointment of a Food Policy Director pursuant to the Food Policy 
Council and Director Establishment Act of 2014 (D.C. Law 20-191). The Food Policy Director is 
tasked with promoting equitable and sustainable food policies across the city aimed at increasing 
access to food and building a local food economy. 
 
3. The Committee accepts a transfer of $200,000 from the Committee on Transportation and 
the Environment to create a pilot program to coordinate efforts of government agencies and 
private actors to clean up and beautify the District. The pilot program will serve an area in Ward 
7 that is not currently serviced by a BID but would benefit from services to beautify and 
maintain public space. It would target the areas most requested by residents for rehabilitation.  
 
Agency Capital  Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 – fiscal year 2021 Capital 
Budget Authority proposal for the Office of Planning as proposed by the Mayor. 
 
 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. The Office of Planning should utilize the upcoming Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

Cycle as an opportunity to engage community members across the city in a meaningful 
and positive way to reverse the negative perception in this area that the office has carried 
with it for the past several years.  
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2. The Office of Planning should fulfill Director Shaw’s commitment to present text 
amendments to the inclusionary zoning regulations to the Zoning Commission by July 
2015. 

 
 

O F F I C E  O F  Z O N I N G  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Office of Zoning (OZ) is to provide administrative, professional, and 
technical assistance to the Zoning Commission (ZC) and the Board of Zoning Adjustment (BZA) 
in support of their oversight and adjudication of zoning matters in the District of Columbia.   
 
 OZ administers the zoning application processes for the ZC and the BZA.  The agency 
reviews and accepts applications, schedules hearings to determine whether cases meet specified 
zoning criteria, schedules meetings to make determinations with respect to pending applications, 
and issues legal orders.  Technology plays a critical role in support of this process by enhancing 
effectiveness and transparency. OZ also spearheads outreach to citizens of the District of 
Columbia to ensure a robust understanding of the zoning application process.  
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:109 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Office of Zoning is $2,805, an 
increase of $77 or 2.8 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 19.0 
FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year. 
 

Table XX-A: Office of Zoning; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 3,005 2,485 2,540 2,586 2,688 2,729 2,805 

FTEs 16.9 18.8 18.5 19.0 19.2 19.0 19.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 

109 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $2,781, an increase of $77, or 2.8 
percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 19.0 FTEs, representing no 
change from the current fiscal year.  The policy initiatives within the local funds budget include 
$37 for office support, technology contracts, and professional service fees.  
 

Intra-District Funds:  The proposed budget is $24, representing no change from the 
fiscal year 2015 approved budget of $24.  This funding supports 0 FTEs, representing no change 
from the current fiscal year.   The funding comes from the Office of Planning, and is for 
transcription and web support for hearings.   
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 

Zoning Regulations Review Implementation:  The Zoning Regulations Review (ZRR) 
process is in its final stages.  Currently, the Office of Documents is reviewing the last four 
subtitles; publication is expected in June 2015. Very soon OZ will begin the work of introducing 
these new regulations to the public and implementing the necessary changes, technological and 
substantive, to the zoning map and other documents and publications.  This work will include 
revisions to the zoning map, changing existing forms and documents, and making improvements 
to the workflows in the agency’s Interactive Zoning Information System, all of which will 
require significant internal labor on the part of OZ. Each of these planned improvements to OZ’s 
technological infrastructure will be instrumental in implementing the ZRR.  The Committee 
commends OZ on its improvements to technology thus far, and encourages expeditious 
implementation of the additional upgrades so that the agency is ready for the new zoning 
regulations.   

 
For fiscal year 2014, the Mayor’s proposed capital improvements plan included $525,000 

for the Office of Zoning over the 6-year plan.  The plan authorized $175,000 for each year from 
fiscal year 2014 through fiscal year 2016, and this funding was to be primarily used for updates 
to the technical and legal infrastructure for the new zoning regulations, including the zoning 
map.  OZ received its fiscal year 2014 allotment of $175,000, but in the Mayor’s proposed 
budget for fiscal year 2015, OZ lost its capital funding for both fiscal year 2015 and fiscal year 
2016, $175,000 for each year.  The Council was able to move capital money around to provide 
the $175,000 to OZ in fiscal year 2015 and make a recommendation to the Mayor to ensure the 
same amount of funds was in OZ’s capital budget for fiscal year 2016.  

 
 This loss of funding is concerning to the Committee.  The steps that OZ will take in 

implementing the new zoning regulations are important to ensuring a seamless transition and 
ensuring that the city’s infrastructure is updated and technically correct, and that the public has 
the information that it needs to understand the changes. The Executive removed this funding 
from OZ at the most critical juncture, when the funding will actually be required.  It is unclear to 
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the Committee how these steps will be taken if the funding is removed.  This important 
component of the ZRR—actual implementation—ought to remain funded.  
 
 Training:  It is important that OZ, in its administrative role with the Board of Zoning 
Adjustment (BZA), work to ensure that BZA members are robustly trained in the relevant law.    
In exercising its authority with regard to variances, the BZA has been inconsistent over the years.  
Specifically, the BZA has not necessarily held the granting of a variance to the high standard that 
the law requires before deviation is permitted from the strict application of the zoning 
regulations.  A variance can be granted where the property faces “exceptional narrowness, 
shallowness, or shape,” “exceptional topographical conditions,” or “other extraordinary or 
exceptional situation or condition.”110  Further, it must be the case that strict application of the 
regulations would result in “peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties to or exceptional and 
undue hardship” on the property owner.111  In what has appeared sometimes to be a too-liberal 
granting of variances in many cases, the BZA has left the public with the impression that a 
variance may be granted almost for the asking—especially if there is no opposition.  Not only 
does this burden the BZA by encouraging unwarranted applications, but it adversely affects the 
integrity of the regulations.  It is important that the BZA hold true to the standards in the law, as 
interpreted by existing case law.  A uniform application of the zoning regulations has the greatest 
benefit to all residents of the city.   

 
It is imperative that the BZA have regular training, and retraining, on the zoning laws and 

regulations in order to ensure that variances and special exceptions are granted only when 
appropriate under the law.  The OZ plays an important role in this, as the agency can work to 
ensure that robust training on this issue is required for all members of the BZA.   

 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Office of 
Zoning as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

110 D.C. OFFICIAL CODE § 6-641.07(g)(3) (2014). 
111 Id. 
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Agency Capital  Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 – fiscal year 2021 Capital 
Budget Authority proposal for OZ as proposed by the Mayor, with the following modification:  
 
1. An increase of $175,000 in fiscal year 2016 capital funds in order to fund the Rewriting 

of Zoning Regulations project.  
 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. OZ should ensure that BZA members are rigorously trained in the legal standards for 

variances and special exceptions, including training days devoted exclusively to that 
topic.  

 
 

D I S T R I C T  O F  C O L U M B I A  R E T I R E M E N T  B O A R D  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the District of Columbia Retirement Board (DCRB) is to invest prudently 
the assets of the police officers, firefighters, and teachers of the District of Columbia, while 
providing those employees with retirement services.  
 
 The DCRB is an independent agency that has exclusive authority and discretion to 
manage and control the District’s retirement funds for teachers, police officers, and firefighters 
(hereinafter referred to as the “Fund”) pursuant to D.C. Official Code § 1-711(a).  In 2005, the 
responsibility of administering the teachers’, police officers’, and firefighters’ retirement 
programs was transferred to the DCRB from the Office of Pay and Retirement Services, a part of 
the Office of the Chief Financial Officer.  The federal government assumed the District’s 
unfunded liability for the retirement plans of teachers, police officers, firefighters, and judges 
under provisions of the National Capital Revitalization and Self-Government Improvement Act 
of 1997.  Under this law, the federal government pays the retirement benefits and death benefits, 
and a share of disability payments, for members for years of service earned up to the freeze date 
of June 30, 1997.  The District of Columbia government is responsible for all subsequently 
earned benefits for the members of the retirement plans. 
 
 The DCRB Board of Trustees is comprised of 12 voting trustees: three appointed by the 
Mayor, three appointed by the Council, and six elected by employee participation groups.  The 
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District’s Chief Financial Officer, or his designee, serves as a non-voting, ex-officio member of 
the Board. 
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:112 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the District of Columbia Retirement 
Board is $32,302, an increase of $1,963, or 6.5 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The 
proposed budget supports 62.6 FTEs, an increase of 5.0 FTEs, or 8.7 percent, over the current 
fiscal year. 
 

Table DY-A: District of Columbia Retirement Board; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 86,053113 100,712 18,621 30,338  30,338 32,302 

FTEs 38.2 42.6 42.0 52.0  32,302 62.6 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Enterprise and Other Funds: The DCRB is funded solely with enterprise and other 
funds.  The agency’s nonpersonal services budget is increased by $1,100 which includes 
estimated investment manager fees that have grown with the Fund’s increased assets, and $900 
in personal services which includes an overall addition of 5.0 FTEs for benefits administration, 
agency operations, investments, and benefits accounting. 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Annual Required Contributions:  Each year, DCRB must calculate and certify the 
annual required contribution (ARC) to both the Teachers’ Retirement System (TRS) and the 
Police Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ Retirement System (POFFRS).  In 2012, the Board adopted a 

112 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
113 The budget books for fiscal years 2012 and 2013 erroneously include DCRB’s benefit payments as an 
administrative expense for fiscal years 2010 and 2011, even though they are not budgeted expenses.  The figures in 
the budget books were based on how they were recorded in the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report.  DCRB’s 
actual administrative expenditures—or actual operating funds budget—for fiscal year 2010 was $20,946, and for 
fiscal year 2011 was $21,441.   
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closed amortization period for the TRS of 20 years to fully fund the accrued unfunded liability.  
There are currently 18 years remaining in that amortization period.  The POFFRS is currently 
more than fully funded meaning that the annual required contribution maintains a funding level 
that could pay out all current liabilities. 
 
 The District’s retirement funds are among the strongest in the country.  Moody’s 
investment noted in upgrading the District’s bond ratings earlier this year that the District's 
pension liability is low compared to most large local governments which distinguishes its credit 
profile. 
 
 The District’s policies in funding its two pension funds are a driver in the health of the 
pension system.  Our law requires the Mayor and Council to include the full actuarially 
determined amount necessary to fund the pensions in the annual budget.  In addition, in 
determining this amount, DCRB uses more conservative assumptions than most other plans 
across the country.  Most jurisdictions use an average of 3% to 3.5% overall inflation rate.  The 
District uses both a price inflation assumption of 3.5%, and a payroll growth assumption of 
4.25%.  DCRB also assumes a rate of return on the dollars in the funds of 6.5%.  This is in 
contrast to other pension systems nationwide which have an average return assumption of 7.71%, 
a median assumption of 7.75%.  The most common return assumption across the 126 public 
plans is 8%.114 
 
 The Committee commends DCRB for its ongoing work to use sound judgment in 
managing the plan funds.  However, the Committee notes that for FY 2016, the total increase in 
the ARC is more than $40 million over last year’s ARC.  Three drivers contributed to this year’s 
large than normal increase.  First, the ARC is calculated using a seven year smoothing technique 
to avoid sudden reductions in returns or increases in inflation.  FY 2016 will be the last year in 
smoothing the reductions in returns attributable to the 2008 economic downturn.  Second, the 
International Association of Fire Fighters prevailed in arbitration with the District which 
included a retroactive award of pay increases to its union members.  This increases the funding 
necessary to the POFRRS.  Third, this year, DCRB completed a data reclamation process which 
examined annuitant records and corrected data which affected liabilities.  However, this is a one-
time adjustment because the data should now be accurate going forward. 
 
 For FY 2016, DCRB plans to conduct an experience study with its actuary that will 
analyze all of the DCRB’s assumptions to see whether the assumptions are serving the plan, and 
compare the assumptions to actual returns.  Experience studies are typically conducted every 
four to five years.  The last study happened after the 2010 actuarial valuation.  The upcoming 
study will begin after the September 2015 valuation.  This study will help the Board set future 
assumptions, but will not directly impact the next valuation. 
 

114 See NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE RETIREMENT ADMINISTRATORS, NASRA ISSUE BRIEF: PUBLIC PENSION 
PLAN INVESTMENT RETURN ASSUMPTIONS (October 2014). 
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Table DY-B: District of Columbia Retirement Board; 

Total District Contributions to Retirement Funds FY 2010-FY2016 

 
 Source: Post-hearing response from DCRB’s March 10, 2015 Performance Oversight Hearing 
 
 
 Fossil Fuel Investments:  During Council Period 20, the Committee was considering 
legislation which would require DCRB to divest from its portfolios the top 200 companies that 
have the largest coal, oil, and natural gas reserves.  At a hearing on the legislation, DCRB 
expressed concern that the bill could be interfering with the management of the pension funds for 
political, rather than fiduciary concerns.  As a result, the Committee did not move forward with 
the legislation, but urged that the DCRB work with concerned advocates, and adopt policies to 
limit investment in carbon producers without affecting DCRB’s fiduciary responsibilities.   
 
 DCRB pointed to the fact that it had adopted an Environmental, Social, and Governance 
Police to evaluate investment opportunities aimed at issues, including climate change.  However 
advocates for fossil fuel divestment have continued to express frustration in working with DCRB 
to hear their concerns.  DCRB responded to concerns expressed by the Committee that it has a 
longstanding practice of not meeting with individuals or groups who seek to lobby the Board 
with a partisan or advocacy agenda, regardless of the issue. 
 
 The Committee notes that as a public agency, DCRB should consider appropriate ways to 
engage with the community on this, or any issue.  DCRB has pointed out a self-imposed 
neutrality in even discussing with the public or advocates their position on investment policies.  
The Committee believes that urges DCRB to find constructive means of engagement with any 
group, including on divestment. 
 
  
 Retroactive Error Adjustments:  In 1997, the Federal government assumed all District 
police, fire fighter, and teacher pension liabilities for the period of individual employment prior 
to 1997.  This was done, in part, because as a result of Federal action in 1979, the District was 
forced to assume financial responsibility for these pension plans from the Federal government.  
As a result, the District established its two current pension funds for benefits accrued after 1997, 
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which is fully financed by the District.  The pre-1997 funds are still financed by the Federal 
government, and are paid by the U.S. Department of the Treasury’s Office of D.C. Pensions 
(ODCP).  However, the DCRB is the plan manager for all annuitants, regardless of the funding 
source. 
 
 In 2014, ODCP informed DCRB that it had done a look back at its retirement obligations, 
which found a series of overpayments attributable to three areas.  First, as a result of a 
codification error in the 1980 edition of the D.C. Code, pensions were being calculated using an 
annuitant’s basic salary at the time of retirement, instead of the annuitant’s average high-three 
year salary.  This is commonly referred to as the D.C. Code Max 80 error.  Second, ODCP found 
that several benefits were calculated based on an additional cost-of-living adjustment made on 
the last day of an annuitant’s employment with the District which ODCP interprets as an error.  
This is referred to as the COLA Lookback error.  Finally, ODCP found numerous calculation 
errors, including sick leave, military service and averaging of pay for several annuitants. 
 
 ODCP has agreed not to pursue the retroactive overpayments made as a result of the Max 
80 error and the COLA Lookback error before March 2, 2015.  However, ODCP has reduced 
prospective benefits going forward for annuities funded by the federal government.  DCRB has 
no authority to challenge the pre-1997 benefit reductions, and must distribute those benefits as 
calculated by ODCP.  However, for post-1997 annuitants, DCRB will hold benefits harmless for 
Max 80 errors under the authority of its fiduciary duties, which includes not taking action that 
would be imprudent.  Also, because the District government calculates retirement dates 
differently than the federal government, DCRB is not reducing benefits resulting from the 
retirees’ final COLA.  It is still unknown whether ODCP will seek retroactive payments as a 
result of the miscellaneous errors it uncovered for many annuitants. 
 
 The Committee is concerned over the already imposed reductions in many annuitants 
benefits as a result of the federal government’s actions.  The Committee urges ODCP to 
reconsider its decision and hold harmless these annuitants, many of which rely on a fixed 
income.  However, the Committee notes that it is not the responsibility of the District 
government to cover any future shortfalls in benefits for those annuitants that are funded by the 
Federal government. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the District of 
Columbia Retirement Board as proposed by the Mayor. 
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Policy Recommendations: 
 

1. DCRB should continue to make prudent investment decisions.  
 
2. DCRB should work to keep down administrative costs of managing the funds, which has 

dropped from .55% as a percent of assets in FY 2012, to .45% as a percent of assets as of 
March 31, 2015. 

 
3. DCRB should identify strategies in how to engage the public to ensure that DCRB, which 

is a public agency, is accountable to the taxpayers.  
 
4. DCRB should meet with DC Divest, which has sought a meeting for years, to discuss and 

hear their concerns. 
 
5. DCRB should work to ensure that plan members affected by the Max 80 and COLA 

Lookback errors are provided with pertinent information, including a link to ODCP to 
appeal decisions, as needed. 

 
 

P O L I C E  O F F I C E R S ’  A N D  F I R E  F I G H T E R S ’  R E T I R E M E N T  S Y S T E M  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Police Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ Retirement System is to provide 
the District’s required contribution as the employer to these two pension funds, which are 
administered by the District of Columbia Retirement Board (DCRB). 
 
 Under provisions of the Police Officers, Fire Fighters, and Teachers Retirement Benefit 
Replacement Plan Act of 1998 (“the Act”), the federal government assumed the District’s 
unfunded pension liability for the retirement plans for teachers, police officers, fire fighters and 
judges.  Pursuant to the Act, the federal government will pay the retirement and death benefits, 
and a defined share of disability benefits, for employees for service accrued prior to July 1, 1997. 
The cost for benefits earned after June 30, 1997 is the responsibility of the government of the 
District of Columbia.  This proposed FY 2016 budget reflects the required annual District 
contribution.  Pursuant to D.C. Official Code § 1-907.02(a), the District is required to budget the 
pension contribution at an amount equal to, or greater than, the amount certified by the DCRB on 
the basis of a prescribed actuarial study and formula calculation that is set forth in § 1-907.03.  
On January 7, 2015, DCRB transmitted the certified contribution for inclusion in the Mayor’s FY 
2016 proposed budget, and it is reflected in this chapter. 
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 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:115 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Police Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ 
Retirement System is $136,115, an increase of $27,785, or 22.3 percent, over the current fiscal 
year.  The proposed budget supports no FTEs. 
 
 

Table FD-A: Police Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ Retirement System; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 132,300 127,200 116,700 96,314 109,199 111,330 136,115 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds: The funding for this account is comprised entirely of local funds.  
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 

Fund Contribution Levels:  In previous budget cycles, the Committee on the Judiciary, 
which had oversight over the Police Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ Retirement System, expressed 
concern regarding the increases seen over time in the District’s contribution to the Police 
Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ Retirement Fund (Fund).  While there have been slight decreases in 
the District’s contribution to the Fund in some fiscal years, contributions did, on the whole, 
increase significantly.  Between 2001 and 2004, the District’s actual contribution ranged from 
$47,600 to $96,700.  Between 2005 and 2011, however, the actual amount of the District’s 
contribution to the Fund ranged from $106,000 at the lowest to $140,100 at the highest.  

 
 

115 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Table FD-B: Police Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ Retirement System; 
Annual Required Contribution and Actual Contribution, FY 2003 – FY 2015 

 

Fiscal Year Actual Contribution Annual Required 
Contribution  

2002 $74,600 $62,800 
2003 $68,900 $68,900 
2004 $96,700 $96,200 
2005 $112,100 $111,600 
2006 $117,500 $117,500 
2007 $140,100 $140,100 
2008 $137,000 $137,000 
2009 $106,000 $106,000 
2010 $132,300 $132,300 
2011 $127,200 $127,200 
2012 $116,700 $116,700 
2013 $96,300 $96,300 
2014 $110,766 $110,766 
2015 $103,430 $103,430 
2016 N/A $136,115 

      Source: D.C. Retirement Board (dollars in thousands) 
      

 
The consultant for the District of Columbia Retirement Board (DCRB), Cavanaugh 

MacDonald, explained in a 2011 letter provided to the Committee on the Judiciary that the 
reasons for the increases since 1998 (when the actual contribution was $57,300) included an 
overall increase in payroll of 55 percent from 1998 to 2011.116  Thus, contribution dollars had a 
corresponding increase.  Another major reason was poor investment returns experienced by the 
DCRB, similar to the performance of other U.S. pension plans, from 2000 through 2002 and 
2008 through 2009 (asset smoothing spreads the effects of the poor returns over a seven-year 
period of time).   

 
A major driver of the sizeable contribution increase required for fiscal year 2016 is based 

on an arbitrator’s award in favor of the International Association of Fire Fighters Local 36 that 
awarded retroactive overtime pay to current and retired firefighers.  As a result, past, present, and 
future retirees, on the whole, will have higher average pay at the time of retirement than before 
the arbitrator’s award.117  Therefore, an increase in the actuarially determined payment is 

116 Letter from Cavanaugh Macdonald Consulting, LLC to Mr. Eric Stanchfield, Exec. Dir., District of Columbia 
Retirement Bd. (Apr. 14, 2011) (on file with the Committee on the Judiciary).  
117 District of Columbia Retirement Board:  Budget Oversight Hearing before the Council of the District of 
Columbia Committee of the Whole (Apr. 17, 2015) (oral testimony of Eric Stanchfield, Executive Director, District 
of Columbia Retirement Board). 
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necessary beginning this year to cover those previously unanticipated costs.  Because the award 
was made after DCRB’s fiscal year 2015 valuation certification, fiscal year 2016 is the first year 
in which the valuation was increased as a result of the award. 

 
 

Table FD-C: Teachers’ Retirement Fund; Police Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ Retirement Fund; and Total 
Certified District Contribution Amounts – Fiscal Year 2016 

 

Retirement Fund Normal Contribution Amount 

Teacher’s Retirement Fund $44,469 

Police Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ Retirement Fund $136,115 

Total FY 2015 District Contribution  $180,584 

Source: D.C. Retirement Board (*dollars in thousands)  
 
 
 According to the most recent actuarial valuation, the Police Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ 
Retirement Fund is currently 107.3 percent funded, three percent less as last fiscal year.118  This 
Fund has a better funding ratio than that of the Teachers’ Retirement Fund, which is currently at 
88.6 percent.    
 

118 CAVANAUGH MACDONALD CONSULTING, LLC, REPORT ON THE ACTUARIAL VALUATIONS OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA RETIREMENT BOARD, TEACHERS’ RETIREMENT PLAN AND POLICE OFFICERS’ & FIREFIGHTERS’’ 
RETIREMENT PLAN 4 (Oct. 1, 2014) 
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   Source:  FY 2016 Actuarial Valuation 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Police and 
Fire Fighters Retirement System as proposed by the Mayor. 
 

 

 



Committee of the Whole  Page 105 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

Policy Recommendations: 
 

1. DCRB should ensure that the funding ratio for the Police Officers’ and Fire Fighter’s 
Retirement System stays at or over 100 percent. 

 
2. DCRB should ensure that the District’s contribution to the fund avoids disproportionately 

large increases from time to time as has occurred in the past 
 
 

T E A C H E R S ’  R E T I R E M E N T  S Y S T E M  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 

The Teachers’ Retirement System (TRS) provides the District’s required contribution to 
this retirement plan, which is administered by the District of Columbia Retirement Board 
(DCRB). 
 

Under provisions of the Police Officers, Firefighters, and Teachers Retirement Benefit 
Replacement Plan Act of 1998 (“the Act”), the federal government assumed the District’s 
unfunded pension liability for the retirement plans for teachers, police officers, firefighters and 
judges.  Pursuant to the Act, the federal government will pay the retirement and death benefits, 
and a defined share of disability benefits, for employees for service accrued prior to July 1, 1997.  
The costs for benefits earned after June 30, 1997 are the responsibility of the District 
government.  The Mayor’s proposed budget reflects the required annual District contribution to 
fund these earned benefits.  Pursuant to D.C. Official Code § 1-907.02(a), the District is required 
to budget the pension contribution at an amount equal to, or greater than, the amount certified by 
the DCRB on the basis of a prescribed actuarial study and formula calculation that is set forth in 
§ 1-907.03.  On January 7, 2015, the DCRB transmitted the certified contribution for inclusion in 
the Mayor’s FY 2016 proposed budget as reflected in this chapter. 
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:119 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Teachers’ Retirement System is 
$44,469, representing an increase of $4,956, or 12.5 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The 
proposed budget supports no FTEs.   

119 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Table GX-A: Teachers’ Retirement System; 

Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 
 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 3,000 3,000 3,000 6,396 31,573 39,513 44,469 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds: The funding for this account is comprised entirely of local funds.  
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 

Funded Ratio: According to the most recent actuarial valuation, the TRS Fund is 
currently 88.6 percent funded – six percent less as last fiscal year.120  At past budget hearings, 
DCRB’s actuary has testified that the goal is to increase this ratio to 100 percent, which is 
possible due changes in the law regarding funding methods.121   
 

In recent years, the TRS Fund was overfunded, and the District did not need to make any 
payments from the Fund as a result of the previous funding method.122  As a result of a switch to 
the new Entry Age Normal funding method, contributions cannot drop to drop below a specific 
floor.123  

 
 The Committee is concerned over changeover back to an unfunded liability in the TRS.  
Full funding of the District’s pension funds are critical to the fiscal health and strength of the 
District’s overall budget.  In 2012, the Board adopted a closed amortization period for the TRS 
of 20 years to fully fund the accrued unfunded liability.  There are currently 18 years remaining 
in that amortization period. 
 
 

120 CAVANAUGH MACDONALD CONSULTING, LLC, REPORT ON THE ACTUARIAL VALUATIONS OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA RETIREMENT BOARD, TEACHERS’ RETIREMENT PLAN AND POLICE OFFICERS’ & FIREFIGHTERS’’ 
RETIREMENT PLAN 4 (Oct. 1, 2014) 
121 D.C. Law 19-168, Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Support Act of 2012, § 1062 (effective Sept. 20, 2012).  
122 Koebel 3.12.13 Oral Testimony, supra note 3.  
123 Id.  

 

                                                 



Committee of the Whole  Page 107 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

 
   Source:  FY 2016 Actuarial Valuation 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Teachers’ 
Retirement System as proposed by the Mayor.  
 
 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. DCRB should work toward the goal of 100% funding (zero unfunded liability) in the 

Teachers’ Retirement Fund. 
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D I S T R I C T  R E T I R E E  H E A L T H  C O N T R I B U T I O N  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
  The mission of District Retiree Health Contribution is to contribute to the funding 
of the District’s other post-employment benefits (OPEB) liabilities. 
 
 District government retirees who were first employed after September 30, 1987 (post-87) 
may obtain health insurance (pursuant to D.C. Official Code § 1-622) and life insurance 
(pursuant to D.C. Official Code § 1-623) from the District.  The federal government is 
responsible for funding OPEB costs for District government retirees who were first employed 
prior to October 1, 1987 (pre-87).   
 
 In 1999, the Council of the District of Columbia established the Annuitants’ Health and 
Life Insurance Employer Contribution Trust Fund (Trust Fund) to pay the District’s portion of 
post-87 retirees’ health and life insurance premiums.  Through FY 2007, the District contributed 
to the Trust Fund from available funds.  Since FY 2008, the Governmental Accounting Standards 
Board requires state and local governments, including the District, to recognize any OPEB 
liability in their financial statements.  The District is budgeting an actuarially determined annual 
OPEB contribution to gradually reduce its unfunded accrued liability.   
  

The proposed budget of the District Retiree Health Contribution represents the District’s 
fiscal year 2016 contribution to the funding of its OPEB liabilities.   

 
 The District passed permanent legislation effective in fiscal year 2011 changing the 
calculation of its contribution to the cost of health, vision and dental insurance premiums for 
retirees and their dependents to a scale based on the amount of creditable service of the retiree, 
with a maximum contribution of 75 percent, the same contribution as for current employees. 
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 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:124 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the District Retiree Health 
Contribution is $95,400, an increase of $4,000, or 4.4 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The 
proposed budget supports no FTEs. 
 
 

Table RH-A: Retiree Health Contribution; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 90,700 94,200 109,800 107,800 86,600 91,400 95,400 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is comprised entirely of local funds. 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 

Changes to the Administration of the OPEB:  The Council also passed legislation125 in 
2014 that made several changes to the administration of the OPEB fund.  In regards to the 
annually required contribution (ARC), the legislation laid how it was to be calculated using an 
enrolled actuary, and stipulated that the District’s annual budget include at least the amount for 
the District’s ARC as certified by the actuary.  The law also includes specifications for the 
actuarial analyses conducted for the Fund, for the preparation of experiential, asset allocation, 
and other studies, and for an annual audit of the Fund.  The legislation also requires that the CFO 
publish an annual report by April 1st of each year, and specifies what the report must include.  
Importantly, the annual report must include a side-by-side comparison of the Fund’s assumptions 
with those used by DCRB, as well as a side-by-side comparison of the Fund’s asset allocation 
and the DCRB’s asset allocation for the prior fiscal year.  The legislation also established an 
Other Post-Employment Benefits Fund Advisory Committee to advise the OCFO in its general 
administration of the Fund, investment objectives, asset allocation, establishment of assumptions, 
selection of consultants, and whether the Fund is employing best practices.   

124 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
125 Bill 20-627, Other Post-Employment Benefits Fund Amendment Act of 2014 
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The OCFO, to date, has not released the fiscal year 2014 actuarial report as required by 

the new legislation.  However, at the budget oversight hearing on April 17, 2014, Deputy Chief 
Financial Officer Jeffrey Barnette assured the Committee that the report should be produced in a 
matter of weeks, and the Committee takes him at his word.  Most other aspects of the legislation 
have been implemented and the Committee is pleased that it seems to have set up a more 
predictable process for funding the Fund’s ARC and protecting its assets from executive 
interference through reprogrammings. 

 
 

 Fund Contribution Levels:   The District’s retirement funds are among the strongest in 
the country.  Moody’s investment noted in upgrading the District’s bond ratings earlier this year 
that the District's post-employment benefits liability is low compared to most governments – 
most of which do not pre-fund their post-employment obligations – which distinguishes the 
District and its credit profile.126 
 
 The District uses less conservative assumptions for determining valuation of the OPEB 
ARC than it does for its two pension funds.  OCFO assumes a rate of return on the dollars of the 
fund of 7.5%.  This is one percentage point above the assumption for the pension plans.  In 
addition, it is substantially higher than the average and median rates of return assumed by other 
states’ OPEB funds (4.9% and 4.5% respectively in FY13).127  The inflation rate used is also 
different from DCRB, because OPEB plans must track the inflation of healthcare plans, not 
overall cost-of-living.  The current inflation assumption is 3.0%.128 
 
However, the District’s unfunded liability in its OPEB fund is $150 million129 – the  6th lowest 
when compared to the 50 states.130 
 

The current balance of the assets in the OPEB Fund as of September 30, 2014 is 
$1,051,000,000.131  OPEB’s most recent funding ratio calculation is 85% for FY 2014.  OCFO 
has also calculated its anticipated funding for FY 2015 at 87%, and FY 2016 at 89.8%.132 
 
  

126 Moody’s Upgrade 
127 NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE RETIREMENT ADMINISTRATORS, SPOTLIGHT ON RETIREE HEALTH CARE 
BENEFITS FOR STATE AND LOCAL EMPLOYEES IN 2014  p.4 (December 2014). 
128 OPEB Annual Report p. 53 
129 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ANNUITANTS’ HEALTH AND LIFE INSURANCE EMPLOYER TRUST FUND ANNUAL REPORT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013 44 (2014). 
130 NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE RETIREMENT ADMINISTRATORS, SPOTLIGHT ON RETIREE HEALTH CARE 
BENEFITS FOR STATE AND LOCAL EMPLOYEES IN 2014  p.6 (December 2014). 
131 Oral Testimony Jeffrey Barnette Budget Hearing April 17, 2015.  
132 Id. 

 

                                                 



Committee of the Whole  Page 111 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption on the fiscal year 2016 operating budget for the 
District Retiree Health Contribution as proposed by the Mayor. 
  

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. OCFO should continue its prudent administration of the OPEB fund.  
 
2. OCFO should finish the FY 2014 annual report as required under the new law and 

transmit it to the Mayor and Council as soon as it is completed.  
 
3. OCFO should closely monitor its assumptions through an experience study to validate its 

investment return assumptions and its inflation assumptions. 
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U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  T H E  D I S T R I C T  O F  C O L U M B I A  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The University of the District of Columbia (UDC) is an urban land grant institution of 
higher education.  Through its community college, flagship, and graduate schools, UDC offers 
affordable post-secondary education to District of Columbia residents at the certificate, 
baccalaureate, and graduate levels.  These programs prepare students for immediate entry into 
the workforce, the next level of education, specialized employment opportunities, and life-long 
learning. 
 
 The University is governed by a board of trustees comprised of 15 members, 11 of whom 
are appointed by the Mayor (with the advice and consent of the Council), one who is a full-time 
student in good-standing at the University, and three who have either graduated from the 
University of the District of Columbia or one of its predecessors.   
 
 UDC currently serves approximately 5,100 students, and offers over 68 certificate, 
associates, baccalaureate, and graduate/professional degrees.   
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:133 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the University of the District of 
Columbia is $150,459, a decrease of $4,071, or 2.6 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The 
proposed budget supports 968.4 FTEs, an increase of 20.0 FTEs, or 2.1 percent, over the current 
fiscal year. 
 

Table GF-A: University of the District of Columbia; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 129,951 148,012 151,407 169,270 141,850 154,530 150,459 

FTEs 1,192.99 1,205.7 1,102.0 1,090.7 948.4 948.4 968.4 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 

133 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Enterprise Funds: It is important to note that UDC’s entire budget is aggregated into an 

Enterprise Fund.  The fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the University of the District of 
Columbia includes a $67,433 subsidy provided via local funds, a decrease of $5,024, or 6.9 
percent.  The remaining balance of UDC’s budget, $83,026, is composed of grants, tuition, fees, 
an endowment, and indirect costs.    Please see pages XX-XX of this report for further 
information regarding the subsidy.   
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Capital Budget: 
 

The Mayor’s proposed capital improvements plan includes $55,000 for the University of 
the District of Columbia, a decrease of $9,010, over the 6-year plan.  The plan authorizes $0 for 
fiscal years 2016 and 2017, $10,000 for fiscal years 2017 and 2018, $15,000 for fiscal year 2020, 
and $20,000 for fiscal year 2021.  This funding is for construction and renovation of UDC sites.   
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 

Budget Cuts: As proposed in the Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget sent to the Council on 
April 2, 2015, the subsidy of local funds the University receives from the District was to be cut 
be five percent.  Such proposed cuts raise grave concerns for the Committee and signal to this 
Committee the Executive’s lack of knowledge about, and support for, the University.  Although 
the Mayor indicated in her May 11, 2015 errata letter, which was provided to the Council just 
three days before this Committee marked-up the University’s budget, that she supports the 
Committee restoring the budgetary cuts that she originally made to UDC’s budget, the 
Committee remains concerned about the Executive’s dedication to the University and urges the 
Executive to demonstrate a renewed commitment to the University in the future. 

 
While UDC’s history has included both financial and academic mismanagement, the 

University has made great strides over the past two years in identifying and addressing its issues, 
while chartering a better course for the future.  The originally proposed budget cuts to the 
University disregarded and undermined these efforts as it:  
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Lack of COLA funding:  In Fiscal Year 2013, the Office of Labor Relations and 

Collective Bargaining (OLRCB) negotiated a new Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) 
between the District and the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees 
(AFSCME).  The largest union in the District, AFSCME, represents many employees in District 
agencies, including employees at UDC.  During these negotiations, UDC was not permitted to 
negotiate directly with AFSCME despite being an independent agency with its own negotiating 
authority.  Instead, OLRCB represented the University. 

 
The new CBA awarded a three percent salary increase to all AFSCME members in fiscal 

years 2014 (which was paid retroactively back to April 1, 2013), 2015, 2016, and 2017.  
Moreover, in an effort to treat all non-union District employees equitably, the District granted the 
same three percent salary increase to them.  To cover these increases, the District provided funds 
to District agencies, but did not do so for UDC, thereby creating an inequitable system in which 
UDC was the only agency responsible for absorbing the AFSCME increases in its existing 
budget.134  Additionally, the University received no funds to cover the non-union employee 
salary increases, as the University was expected to cover such increases through cost-savings 
realized through its realignment.135  Thus, to cover the AFSCME increases in fiscal years 2014 
and 2015, the University had to repurpose funds and was also unable to fund the three percent 
increase for non-union employees.  The following chart depicts the separate costs: 

 

134 Cite to FIS for PR 20-263. 
135 Cite to FIS for PR20-420. 

1.  Reduces the University’s locally funded operating budget by 3.5 million; 
2. Zeroes out the University’s previously approved $15 million capital budget allocation and 
decreases the University’s overall capital budget by approximately $9 million over the life of the 
Capital Plan;  
3. Provides no support for re-accreditation, electing to not repeat the $1.475 million in one-time 
funding the Council provided to the University last year. 
4. Includes no funds for the 3% COLA increase for non-union employees provided to all District 
agencies expect for UDC, in FY2014, FY2015, and FY2016. A total of $5.4 million in unmet need.   
5. Includes no additional funds for Work Force Development Division housed within the Community 
College.     
6. Limits UDC’s ability to follow its strategic plan designed to improve the University.    
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Not only does the Mayor’s proposed budget not provide the approximately $2.8 million136 
necessary to make non-union District employees at UDC whole, it also does not reimburse the 
University for the AFSCME raises it covered in fiscal years 2014 and 2015.  Further, it does not 
provide the approximately $2.2 million required to cover these raises in fiscal year 2016. Instead, 
the Mayor’s budget cuts additional millions from UDC.   

 
Given the Mayor’s proposed budget for fiscal year 2016, UDC is faced with tough, 

challenging budgetary decisions.  Continuing to fund the AFSCME salary increases in fiscal year 
2016 and beyond may compromise its ability to meet service levels in academic affairs, the 
Community College, athletics, student affairs, facility management, and university 
advancement.137  However, failure to fund the AFSCME salary increases puts the University at 
risk of breach of its collective bargaining agreement with the union.  Moreover, failure to 
provide a salary increase for the non-union employees of the University sends a signal that those 

136 The total increases that should have been paid to faculty and non-union members as District employees over FY 
2014 and FY 2015, in line with the increase paid to District employees at other agencies.    
137 University of the District of Columbia: FY2016 Budget Development (Draft) (April 14, 2015)(Presentation 
prepared by UDC CFO’s Office).   
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employees are devalued compared to other District agency employees.  In order for the 
University to continue to improve, it must be able to attract and retain skilled and talented 
employees.  The Committee is concerned that the Executive’s failure to fund both the union and 
non-union salary increases sends the wrong message to University employees about their value 
to the District and the University.  Further, the Committee worries that the continued lack of 
salary increase will drive talented employees away from the University to other higher education 
institutions or to other District agencies that will more equitably compensate them. 
 

Strategic Plan: In 2012, the Council mandated that the University undertake a right-
sizing given its financial struggles. Ultimately, the Board adopted a comprehensive strategic plan 
that outlined the path forward for the University over the next five years entitled Vision 2020: A 
Roadmap for Renewal, Innovation, Success and Sustainability.  This plan seeks to set the 
University on a prosperous path forward – one that would enable the University to grow, become 
financially solvent, and establish itself as a premiere institution of higher education.  
Specifically, the plan eliminates 17 academic programs, proposes expansion of the University’s 
online learning system, and signals the University’s intent to ready the community college to 
become “separately accreditable.”  Additionally, the plan establishes the University’s mission, 
vision, and core values moving forward.   

 
To ensure a successful implementation of the strategic plan, Vision 2020 established 570 

initiatives for the University to complete.  The Committee expressed concerns last year regarding 
UDC’s ability to implement Vision 2020, including an employee reduction in force (RIF) in a 
timely manner.  This year, UDC reports that the RIF was implemented timely and from the final 
adoption of the plan in April 2014, to the first quarter of 2015, over 325 initiatives have been 
completed, 229 are in progress, and 16 have not been started. 138     
 
 While the Committee is greatly encouraged by the progress UDC has made, over forty 
percent of the University’s strategic plan is either still in progress or has yet to be started.  Thus, 
continued investment in UDC is vital.  The Committee is concerned that the Executive does not 
seem to share this sentiment, cutting over five million from the subsidy UDC receives from the 
District at a time when the city should be investing in the only public institution of higher 
education in the District.  Yet, the Committee is pleased that a one million fundraising match is 
included in the District’s non-departmental budget, providing the University with the opportunity 
to fundraise additional funds to support its budget, with the promise that the District will meet 
such efforts dollar for dollar with a maximum amount of $1 million.  This effort was originally 
included by the Council during fiscal year 2014, and the Committee is pleased to see it included 
in the fiscal year 2016 budget, although such inclusion does not diminish the need for the 
University’s budget to be made whole moving forward. 
 

138University of the District of Columbia: Performance Hearing before the Council of the District of Columbia 
Committee of the Whole (Feb. 26, 2015) (oral testimony of Dr. James Lyons, Interim Acting President, University of 
the District of Columbia).   
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Accreditation:  The University of the District of Columbia is accredited by the Mid-
Atlantic Region Commission on Higher Education, which operates as the Middle States 
Commission on Higher Education (Middle States).139 Colleges and universities accredited by 
Middle States undergo a cyclical review and accreditation process, which includes a one year 
self-study component.140  UDC was first accredited in 1971 and mostly recently reaffirmed in 
2010.141  It is currently up for review and reaccreditation with an expected visit from an 
evaluation team from Middle States to occur during the fall semester of 2015 or the spring 
semester of 2016.  
 

The UDC Community College, established in 2009, is currently designated as a branch 
campus by Middle States.  UDC’s plans to seek separate accreditation, for the Community 
College and develop a robust college system, comprised of the Community College, the 
Flagship, and the graduate and professional schools, all within the university structure.142   

 
UDC’s David A. Clark School of Law received full accreditation from the American Bar 

Association in 2005 and it is also up for reaccreditation.  
 
In the Budget Support Acts of 2014 and 2015, the Council established a million dollar 

matching fund in order to support and incentivize UDC to raise private donations towards 
meeting accreditation standards.  The fund authorizes a match from the District to private funds 
raised in an amount up to $1 million.  The University has struggled with private fundraising for 
years.  In fact, during the first matching fund year, UDC did not submit any funds for matching.  
However this year, UDC met and exceeded the fund amount, raising an impressive $1,070,000 in 
private donations.   

 
The Committee is concerned that the proposed budget cuts combined with no additional 

funding to support reaccreditation could put UDC in danger of losing its accreditation, leaving 
District residents with no viable option to attend post-secondary school at a reasonable cost.    

 
801 North Capitol Street:  UDC’s first iteration of its rightsizing plan, released prior to 

Vision 2020 included a plan to cut athletics which was projected to produce a net savings of 16.5 
million for UDC.  Due to public and political outcry, UDC scrapped this idea from the final 
strategic plan and identified other avenues for potential ways to financially strength the 
University through the consolidation of facilities.  This included possibly moving the main hub 

139 Middle States Commission on Higher Education , available at  http://www.msche.org.  “Middle States is a 
voluntary, non-governmental, membership association that is dedicated to quality assurance and improvement 
through accreditation via peer evaluation.  Middle States accreditation instills public confidence in institutional 
mission, goals, performance, and resources through its rigorous accreditation standards and their enforcement.”  Id. 
140 Id. 
141 Id. 
142 UNIVERSITY OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 2020 VISION: A ROADMAP FOR RENEWAL, INNOVATION, 
SUCCESS, AND STABILITY 2 (2103).  supra note 15, at 36. 
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of the Community College located at 801 North Capitol St. NW, back to the Van Ness campus 
and/or to other existing UDC sites to save money.  

Vision 2020 called for the Board to further explore relocation options for moving the 
Community College back to main campus and to other UDC sites in 2014.  A year later, on 
February 10, 2015 the Board’s Operations Committee approved a resolution directing the 
University to prepare a plan for the relocation of the Community College’s Academic/Workforce 
programs to University-owned property and to include potential impacts on all stakeholders in its 
analysis. On April 24, 2015 the University presented the plan and a resolution the Board.   

According to the plan, moving the bulk of Community College back main to campus and 
pieces of it to the Backus campus, would cost approximately $12.3 million to 17 million and take 
24-18 months to complete.  The costs account for the actual move, the build-out of building 41 
on main campus exclusively for the Community College, moving the programs currently 
occupying the building on main campus to other building, operations, etc.  Staying at 801 North 
Capitol will cost UDC approximately $65.1 million over the 12 years remaining on its lease 
there, $41.5 million alone in lease payments and the remainder in operating costs. Through 
moving the Community College, UDC seeks to save these costs.  

 
UDC made a budget enhancement request from the Mayor for $5.9 million to cover the 

cost of 801 North Capitol Street in FY 2016 which was denied.  UDC would have to find a 
candidate the building’s landlord would approve to sublease the property, in order for them to 
move.  UDC plans to continue to work to find a subleasor, and refine the estimated costs and the 
scope of work associated with the relocation of the Community College.   

 
The Committee is concerned that the relocation of the Community College back to main 

campus might have adverse effects on enrollment at the Community College, as well as possibly 
affecting the Community College’s long term goal of separate accreditation.  Therefore the 
Committee requests that UDC provide a report to the Committee by September 30, 2015 
detailing:  
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 Workforce Development: The UDC Community College’s Division of Workforce 
Development and Lifetime Learning (WDLL) aims to reduce unemployment and 
underemployment by providing District residents with free job skills training leading to 
employment.  The program consists of five career clusters:  hospitality, allied health, 
construction, transportation, and administrative/technical industries.143  The Mayor’s FY 2015 
budget included a $2.5 million enhancement for WDLL.    

 
The additional funds allowed the program to expand operations at all four facilities and 

resulted in an enrollment and graduation boom.144  Graduation has risen by over 100% over the 
last three years.  WDLL has a 70% completion rate and this January graduated its largest 

143 WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT AND LIFELONG LEARNING CATALOG OF PROGRAMS AND COURSES 2013-2014 at 5. 
144 1,204 Students = the Largest Graduating Class @ UDC-CC Workforce Development & Lifelong Learning 
Division - Email from Kim Ford, Dean of Workforce Development and Lifetime Learning, University of the District 
of Columbia (January 7, 2015). 

1. How the move to Van Ness will affect separate accreditation for the Community College. 
2.  The Community College’s projected and actual enrollment at 801 North Capitol for School 
Years 2012-2013 through 2019-2020. 
3.  The Community College’s projected and actual enrollment at Van Ness from the first school 
year of the move through the following five school years.   
4. A detailed space plan of the Community College’s footprint at 801 North Capitol including 
School Year ’13-14 and ’14-‘15: 

• Classroom capacity. 
• Administrative/office capacity. 
• Other space uses – labs, libraries, storage, study rooms etc.  classroom capacity at 

completion of reconfiguration.  
• Total student capacity 

4.  A detailed space plan of Building 41 including: 
• Current classroom capacity. 
• Current administrative/office capacity. 
• Current other space uses – labs, libraries, storage, study rooms etc.  classroom capacity 

at completion of reconfiguration.  
• Current total student capacity 
• Administrative/office capacity upon completion of reconfiguration. 
• Other space uses – labs, libraries, storage, study rooms etc. upon completion of 

reconfiguration 
• Student capacity upon completion of reconfiguration.   

5.  The CEO of the Community College’s strategic plan for the Community College including 
programmatic changes and academic offerings.   
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graduating class of 1,204 students.145  In the Fall FY2014 semester the graduating class was 929 
students.146  Just three years ago in the Fall FY2012 semester, WDLL graduated 553 students.147 
 

WDLL is a certificate granting program.  However, the Community College began 
student transition efforts last year, in order to prepare and encourage students to continue their 
educations beyond WDLL and earn college degrees.  As of January 2015, 161 students from 
WDLL have moved into degree granting programs.  The Community College is currently 
working to strengthen this and other support programs in order to further assist students and 
create a robust pipeline of students for the burgeoning University system.     

 
The Committee is concerned that the proposed budget cuts combined with no additional 

funding for WDLL will harm the Community College.   
 
Capital plan:  The Mayor’s proposed capital improvements plan makes significant cuts 

to UDC’s pre-approved budget.  The plan out right cuts $9,010,000 from the 6-year plan.  It also 
zeros out the University’s previously approved $15 million capital budget allocation for FY 
2016.  As UDC has already budgeted for these funds, the following projects will be most directly 
impacted:  

  
 
 The Committee is concerned that above projects will not be completed.  The Committee 

is also concerned that there are no apparent plans to return the $9,010,00 to UDC and that other 
critical projects may be effected.    
 
 Legislative Matters: The Committee is concerned that at times UDC demonstrates a lack 
of understanding of the legislative process and encourages UDC to reach out to the Committee in 
advance more often, in order to preempt possible issues.   
 

145 Id. 
146 Id. 
147 Id. 

UDC's FY 2016 Capitol Plan Allotment

Project  FY16 Approved Budget
Mechanical, Electrical, and IT Systems Upgrades 2,000,000                       
Renovation of Academic Laboratories, Building 32/42 3,000,000                       
Campus Wide Paver Restoration 1,000,000                       
Campus Wide Window Efficiency Upgrade 1,000,000                       
Renovation of Auditorium, Building 46E 2,000,000                       
Strategic Plan & 2020 Vision Projects (801 Relocation) 5,000,000                       
Renovation of University Facilities Project POOL 1,000,000                       
Grand Total 15,000,000                     
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UDC submitted and then subsequently had to withdraw Contract CA21-10, the “Proposed 
contract with Parkinson/Forrester JV, LLC.”  The Committee took issue with CA21-10 because 
it was a retroactive contract and requested detailed information regarding the contract as it 
appeared to support ballooning construction costs on the University’s new Student Center.  UDC 
resubmitted CA21-10 with changes as PR21-86 - Contract No. GF-2010-C-0030 and Change 
Order No. 10 Approval and Payment Authorization Emergency Declaration Resolution of 2015 
and B21-104 - Contract No. GF-2010-C-0030 and Change Order No. 10 Approval and Payment 
Authorization Emergency Act of 2015.  The emergency retroactively approved a Change Order 
to Contract No. GF2010-C-0030, an existing contract between Parkinson/Forrester JV, LLC. and 
UDC for the construction of the Student Center; the only new building to be built at UDC since 
its creation in 1977.  The Change Order authorized $3,975,633 in payments for goods and 
services UDC received and will receive under the Parkinson/Forrester contract.   
 

Although UDC has already budgeted for the cost of construction of the Student Center 
and the aforementioned change order was a change under that existing contract, it was over a 
million dollars in the aggregate and performance had already began without prior Council 
approval.  This prompted the Committee to review UDC’s progress and budget on the 
construction of its new Student Center.  In reviewing UDC’s Performance Hearing responses it 
became apparent that the cost of the student center was an estimated $55 million dollars.  This 
was $15 million over the original estimate provided to the Council in previous years.  The 
Committee requested more detailed information on the matter which UDC provided in follow-up 
to its Performance Hearing.      

 
The original estimated cost of the Student Center was $40 million in December 2011 with 

a September 2012 date for construction to be substantially completed.148  This estimate was 
made up of $35 million provided to UDC from then Council Chairman Gray and $5 million from 
UDC.149  It appears that this estimate and was not based on the final site for the building.150  The 
first contract for construction of the student center was approved by Council, in December 2011 
for $29,888,000 of the $40 million, which was an estimated 80% of the total cost of the 
project.151  Excavation did not begin until October 2012.152  Thereafter UDC routinely submitted 
change orders to the original contract to meet the original $40 million estimate.153 Only change 
orders # 9 and #10 have been over $1million:154  

 
 

148 See letter for UDC regarding Student Center Costs 
149 Id.  
150 Id. 
151 Id. 
152 Id. 
153 Id. 
154 Id. 
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According to UDC the estimated cost of construction went from $40 million to $55 

million and the building now has a Fall 2015 substantially completed date, because of the design 
choices and unforeseen circumstances listed below:      

 
 

 Although the total estimated cost of the Student Center does not appear to be exorbitant 
when compared to other DCPS school buildings built or modernized in the District, and UDC 
has provided detailed information regarding the cost increase, the Committee is concerned that 

Contract Amount  $29,888,000 
 
Change order #1   3/6/12  $10,029 
Change order#2    3/16/12  $262,652 
Change order#3    4/4/12  $9,960 
Change order#4    4/17/12  $11,719 
Change order#5    9/10/12  $21,112 
Change order#6    9/11/12    $20,329 
Change order#7    9/24/12    $69,520 
Change order#8    3/27/13  $589,506 
Change order#9    1/9/ 14     $13,023,600 
Change order#10   $3,975,633 
    $47,882,060 

 

Cost and time increases – (mixture of congruent and consecutive delay times)  
 $3.7 million for LEED Platinum certification.  Increases long term savings for UDC and provides 

learning opportunities for students. Resulted in a delay of 6 months.  
 $2.7 million to meet WAMATA requirements due to the proximity of the construction site to 

the Van Ness metro station.  Only limited demo and site prep was allowed during this time.  
Resulted in a delay of 9 months.  

 Once construction began, unforeseen obstructions buried underground were uncovered that 
had to be removed (large concrete construction pad, dense stone, large conduits, other 
debris).   Delay of 8 months.   

 $800,000 costs incurred by UDC for cancelling construction contract.  Forrester (contract 
awardee) came under federal investigation.  Then UDC President Sessoms chose to stop 
work, cancel contract, and begin to seek new vendor.  Forrester was eventually cleared.  New 
Interim President Lyons reinstated contract.   Delay of 6 months. 

 $3.5 million in design enhancements- lighting, smoke evaluation system, mechanical support 
equipment systems etc.   

 Last year estimated total cost - approximately $50 million.  This year estimated final cost -$55 
million.  Increase accounts for design and consulting fees, equipment, and furniture.   
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the University’s Board of Trustees and president did not appear to be consulted about the 
expenditure of the funds in Change Order 10 prior to the commencement of the contract.  The 
Committee suggests that the Board review its policies on contracting and procurement and make 
any and all adjustments necessary to ensure financial security.  The University should be well 
aware of the Districts contract laws and provide submit contracts for council approval in a timely 
manner, i.e. not retroactively.  
 
 Faculty Contract:  The Committee is still awaiting the transmittal of the Collective 
Bargaining Agreement (CBA) between UDC and the UDC Faculty Association- NEA.  The 
Faculty currently operates under the Sixth Master Agreement which expired in Sept. 2008.  
There have been no increases for faculty since then.  Although the Seventeenth Master 
Agreement went to binding arbitration, an award and decision was made by an arbitrator, and 
UDC signed the contract, the Faculty Association has still not signed the contract.  The 
Committee has received reports from faculty members they requested a vote to approve the 
contract and the Faculty Association has refused.  UDC filed a complaint with the Public 
Employee Relations Board (PERB) regarding the contract.  The Faculty Association also filed a 
complaint with PERB, along with a lawsuit in DC Superior Court, and eventually withdrew both 
complaints.  At this point, the Committee has no indication of when the Council will receive the 
CBA.  The Committee is concerned that the Faculty Association may not be adequately 
representing the interests of its members as the vast majority of members who have contacted the 
Committee are in support of the CBA.   
 
 Transparency: As the University’s budget is presented as an Enterprise fund in the FY 
2016 Proposed Budget and Financial Plan, it no longer provides the detailed budget information 
it did prior to FY 2015.  The Committee believes that it is important that the public has detailed 
information on how the University plans to expend its funds in the upcoming fiscal year.  As 
such, UDC’s detailed budget information is provided below: 
 

 
Source: University of the District of Columbia Agency Fiscal Officer 

 

UDC's FY 2016 Proposed Gross Funds Operating Budget, by Revenue Type

Table - GF0-1
Fund  FY15 Approved Budget FY16 Proposed Budget Change from FY 2015 Percent Change
DC Agency Advance 12,057,000                       12,057,000                     -                               0.00%
Federal Grants 31,021,361                       31,021,361                     -                               0.00%
Indirect Cost Recovery 1,500,000                         1,500,000                       -                               0.00%
Local Funds 72,457,573                       67,433,444                     (5,024,129)                   -7.45%
Post-Secondary Fund 7,000,000                         8,427,645                       1,427,645                     16.94%
Private Grants 2,522,137                         2,522,137                       -                               0.00%
Spendable Endowment Income Fund 750,000                            1,000,000                       250,000                        25.00%
Tuition Fund 27,221,794                       26,497,292                     (724,503)                      -2.73%
Grand Total 154,529,865                     150,458,878                   (4,070,987)                   -2.71%
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 Source: University of the District of Columbia Agency Fiscal Officer 
 

 
 

Source: University of the District of Columbia Agency Fiscal Officer 
 

UDC's FY 2016 Proposed Full Time Equivalent, by Revenue Type

Table - GF0-2
Fund  FY15 Approved FTE FY16 Proposed FTE Change from FY 2015 Percent Change
DC Agency Advance 60.1 42.2 -17.9 -42.45%
Federal Grants 188.7 148.0 -40.7 -27.48%
Local Funds 531.6 560.9 29.2 5.21%
Post-Secondary Fund 27.6 32.6 5.0 15.33%
Private Grants 20.1 6.3 -13.8 -219.59%
Tuition Fund 120.3 178.5 58.1 32.58%
Grand Total 948.4 968.4 20.0 2.07%

UDC's FY 2016 Proposed Operating Budget, by Comptroller Source Group

Table - GF0-3
CSG CSG Title  FY15 Approved Budget FY16 Proposed Budget Change from FY 2015 Percent Change

11 Regular pay continuing full time 44,618,339 58,526,211 13,907,871 23.76%
12 Regular pay other 25,014,251 16,771,423 -8,242,828 -49.15%
14 Fringe benefit expense 17,506,791 18,617,130 1,110,339 5.96%
20 Supplies and other operating 3,434,830 2,220,491 -1,214,339 -54.69%
30 Utilities 3,562,128 2,990,295 -571,833 -19.12%
31 Telecommunications 1,036,754 1,080,278 43,524 4.03%
32 Rentals 5,796,335 4,577,237 -1,219,098 -26.63%
33 Janitorial 2,228,000 1,948,000 -280,000 -14.37%
34 Security - 101,270 101,270 100.00%
40 Other charges and services 8,240,659 6,115,654 -2,125,004 -34.75%
41 Purchased services and contracts 12,204,675 13,734,915 1,530,239 11.14%
50 Subsidies and transfers 26,893,860 20,972,732 -5,921,128 -28.23%
70 Capital expenditures & equip 3,993,244 2,803,243 -1,190,001 -42.45%

Grand Total 154,529,865 150,458,878 -4,070,987 -2.71%
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UDC's FY 2016 Proposed Operating Budget, by Program & Activity

Table - GF0-4

Program Title Activity Title  FY15 Approved FY16 Proposed Change from F   FY15 Approv  FY16 Propos  
Change from
 FY 2015

Academic Affairs (CAUSES) 9,615,788 7,721,280 -1,894,508 76.8 75.9 -0.9
AA - Adjunct Instructors Pool 82,266 -82,266 1.0 -1.0
Academic Support (VPAA/Provost) 12,896,512 12,866,734 -29,778 100.3 94.8 -5.5
Arts and Sciences 15,018,178 15,679,342 661,164 188.7 152.1 -36.6
Business and Public Administration 6,169,575 7,811,948 1,642,373 54.0 47.2 -6.8
David Clarke School of Law 8,397,637 9,028,630 630,992 60.7 69.8 9.2
Department of Admissions 363,576 -363,576 0.0
Engineering 4,014,454 4,125,396 110,942 39.0 36.6 -2.4
Enrollment Management 12,676,906 12,676,906 26.2 26.2
Financial Aid Services 958,611 958,611 10.0 10.0
Graduate Studies and Research 6,407,829 111,123 -6,296,706 5.7 0.0 -5.7
Institutional Research 599,814 880,557 280,743 5.5 5.0 -0.5
Learning Resources 3,484,355 3,398,554 -85,801 28.0 28.7 0.7
Registrar 1,592,427 720,894 -871,533 19.0 7.0 -12.0
Student Services Administration 975,000 975,000 0.0

Academic Affairs Total 68,642,413 76,954,975 8,312,562 578.7 553.3 -25.4
Agency Financial Operations Accounting Operations 1,907,862 2,196,811 288,949 20.0 20.0 0.0

Agency Fiscal Operations 325,989 396,582 70,593 2.0 2.0 0.0
Budget Operations 1,009,383 1,141,819 132,436 9.0 9.0 0.0

Agency Financial Operations Total 3,243,234 3,735,213 491,978 31.0 31.0 0.0
Agency Management Programs Campus Svs (Space Reservations) 237,344 -237,344 3.6 -3.6

Contracting and Procurement Mgmt 595,600 1,190,716 595,116 6.0 11.0 5.0
Facilities Management 9,842,093 5,969,390 -3,872,703 31.0 -31.0
Financial Services 6,907,409 7,372,106 464,697 0.0
Governmental Affairs Services 5,244 5,244 0.0
Human Resources Management 2,503,106 2,508,057 4,951 13.0 14.0 1.0
Information Technology Management 4,166,979 4,160,857 -6,122 16.0 18.0 2.0
Legal Services 1,185,308 1,118,892 -66,416 4.0 4.0 0.0
Property Management 2,807,122 2,807,122 32.6 32.6
Public Safety & Awareness Mgmt 2,040,882 75,367 -1,965,515 30.0 -30.0
Risk Management 1,972,919 1,972,919 30.0 30.0

Agency Management Programs Total 27,478,721 27,180,671 -298,050 103.6 109.6 6.0
Community College Academic Affairs (CCDC) 5,743,091 6,525,696 782,606 9.0 69.9 60.9

Adjunct Pool 2,746,690 -2,746,690 0.0
Administration (CCDC) 1,698,898 4,334,445 2,635,547 63.1 32.1 -31.0
Plant Operations 6,511,491 4,848,598 -1,662,893 0.0
Student and Life Services 1,163,425 1,091,887 -71,538 11.8 10.8 -1.0
Workforce Development and Life Long 13,728,620 14,375,814 647,193 76.6 75.6 -1.0

Community College Total 31,592,215 31,176,439 -415,775 160.6 188.5 27.9
Executive Direction Office of the President 1,394,325 1,471,730 77,405 6.0 8.0 2.0
Executive Direction Total 1,394,325 1,471,730 77,405 6.0 8.0 2.0
Student Administrative Services Athletic Department 3,173,241 2,871,393 -301,848 23.0 25.0 2.0

Career Services 193,276 192,673 -604 2.0 2.0 0.0
Financial Aid Services 11,968,111 -11,968,111 20.0 -20.0
Health Services 378,683 368,786 -9,897 3.0 3.0 0.0
Housing Program 30,500 22,875 -7,625 0.0
Records Management 68,432 68,589 157 1.0 1.0 0.0
Student and Life Services 2,586,077 2,413,942 -172,135 22.0 23.0 1.0
Student Government Assn 172,202 172,202 0.0
Student Services Administration 1,710,726 1,886,430 175,703 5.5 13.0 7.5

Student Administrative Services Total 20,109,046 7,996,890 -12,112,156 76.5 67.0 -9.5
University's Communications & Public Alumni Relations 126,619 127,311 692 1.0 1.0 0.0

Communication and Branding Cable TV 327,658 248,518 -79,141 3.0 2.0 -1.0
Communications and Public Affairs 739,897 896,141 156,244 4.0 3.0 -1.0
Governmental Affairs Services 437,813 -437,813 0.0
Major Gifts and Development 437,924 440,319 2,395 3.0 3.0 0.0
V.P. Communications 230,671 230,671 2.0 2.0

University's Communications & Public Total 2,069,911 1,942,960 -126,951 11.0 11.0 0.0
Grand Total 154,529,865 150,458,878 -4,070,987 967.4 968.4 1.0
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Source: University of the District of Columbia Agency Fiscal Officer 
I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the University of 
the District of Columbia as proposed by the Mayor with the modifications as outlined in the 
University’s local funds subsidy account as detailed on page xx of this Committee report. 
 

 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. The Committee requests that UDC provide a report to the Committee on moving the 

Community College by September 30, 2015. 
 
2. The Committee recommends that UDC reach out to the Committee more often in 

advance in order to preempt possible issues. 
 
3.       The Committee recommends that UDC faculty take appropriate steps as union members if 

they believe that they are not being represented by its current leadership.     
 
4. The Committee recommends that UDC consult with OLRCB regarding the Seventh 

Master Agreement, although OLRCB did not negotiate this agreement for UDC, it has an 
expertise in contract matters that UDC may find informative.   

 
5.  The Committee recommends that the Board review its policies on contracting and 

procurement and make any and all adjustments necessary to ensure financial security. 
 
6.  The Committee recommends that the University work with their AFO, the Office of 

Budget and Planning, and the Mayor to present more detailed information on the 
University’s budget in future budget books, including through the use of appendices or 
attachments in the Books which contain the information normally found in tables GF0-1, 
GF0-2, GF0-3, and GF0-4.   

 
7. The Committee requests that the University, in coordination with the Office of the Chief 

Financial Officer, prepare and submit to the Council by December 30, 2015 a cost 
analysis and discussion on the funds and actions needed to ensure compatibility between 
the University’s financial system, Banner, and the District’s financial system. 
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U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  T H E  D I S T R I C T  O F  C O L U M B I A                 
S U B S I D Y  A C C O U N T  

Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The University of the District of Columbia (UDC) is an urban land grant institution of 
higher education.  Through its community college, flagship, and graduate schools, UDC offers 
affordable post-secondary education to District of Columbia residents at the certificate, 
baccalaureate, and graduate levels.  These programs prepare students for immediate entry into 
the workforce, the next level of education, specialized employment opportunities, and life-long 
learning. 
 
 The University is governed by a board of trustees comprised of 15 members, 11 of whom 
are appointed by the Mayor (with the advice and consent of the Council), one who is a full-time 
student in good-standing at the University, and three who have either graduated from the 
University of the District of Columbia or one of its predecessors.   
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:155 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the University of the District of 
Columbia is $67,433, a decrease of $5,024, or 6.9 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The 
proposed budget supports 42.2 FTEs, a decrease of 17.9 FTEs, or 42.5 percent, under the current 
fiscal year. 
 

Table GC-A: University of the District of Columbia Subsidy Account; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 62,070 62,070 66,420 67,362 65,555 66,691 70,983 67,433 

FTEs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 
 

155 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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 Local Funds:  The University of the District of Columbia Subsidy Account is solely 
funded with local funds. 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 For Committee Concerns related to the University of the District of Columbia, please see 
pages XX-XX of this report. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 

The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the University of 
the District of Columbia Subsidy Account as proposed by the Mayor with the following 
modification: 

 
1. An increase of $759,028 in local funds.  These funds come from the Committee on 

Education to restore the Mayor’s reduction to the University’s local subsidy. 
 
Agency Capital  Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the University of 
the District of Columbia Subsidy Account as proposed by the Mayor with the following 
modification: 
 

1. An increase in fiscal year 2015 of $5,000,000 to Project: GF0-UG706-RENOVATION 
OF UNIVERSITY FACILITIES,156 and $5,000,000 in fiscal year 2016 to Project: GF0-
UG706-RENOVATION OF UNIVERSITY FACILITIES.   

 
 

Policy Recommendations: 
 
For policy recommendations related to the University of the District of Columbia, please 

see page XX.  
 
 

156 The $5,000,000 in FY15 will be appropriated through the FY15 supplemental. 
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U N E M P L O Y M E N T  I N S U R A N C E  T R U S T  F U N D  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund, administered by the Department of 
Employment Services (DOES), represents the proceeds from unemployment taxes paid by 
private sector employers and reimbursements from the District and federal governments 
deposited in the Unemployment Trust Fund (the “Fund”). The Fund is used to pay benefits for 
private and public sector employees during periods of unemployment. Payments include 
transfers to other governments to reimburse unemployment benefits paid to District residents. 
 
 Trust funds are fiduciary funds that are used to account for assets held by the District in a 
trustee capacity or as an agent for individuals, private organizations, and other governments. 
Such trust funds are custodial in nature, reporting only assets and liabilities. Because fiduciary 
funds cannot be used for the operations of the government, they are not included in the District's 
government-wide financial statements. 
 
 Prior to FY 2005, these agency trust funds were included in the operating budgets of the 
agencies that administered the trust funds. The District created a separate agency fund in FY 
2005 so that the District’s budget structure would report these trust funds pursuant to the 
District's accounting structure. The Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund was separated from the 
DOES budget for improved fiscal transparency and to enable the District's budget format to more 
closely follow the presentation of the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report. 
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:157 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Unemployment Insurance Trust 
Fund is $235,000, a decrease of $132,000, or 36.0 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The 
proposed budget supports 0 FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year.   
 
 

157 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Table UI-A: Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 480,976 409,920 344,913 255,645 160,403 367,000 235,000 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Enterprise and Other Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget consists entirely of 
Enterprise and Other Funds.    
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 The Unemployment Trust Fund pays benefits for private and public sector employees 
during periods of unemployment.  The recommended 2016 budget reflects a decrease of $132 
million based on the projection that unemployment rates will continue to fall in the District of 
Columbia and this is expected to decrease the number of unemployment filings in FY 2016. 
Consequently, the payments of unemployment benefits will be reduced based on the current 
projections. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for Workforce 
Investments as proposed by the Mayor.   
 
 
 

D E B T  S E R V I C E  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 

Debt service finances the District’s capital and cash flow needs.  Prudent administration 
minimizes costs associated with financing, exercises fiscally responsible debt management 
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practices, and makes timely payment of all principal and interest.  Timely debt service payments 
are necessary to satisfy the District's commitments to its investors (bondholders) and maintain a 
good credit standing in the financial marketplace. Under the District of Columbia Home Rule 
Act, as modified by local law, the District may issue debt to finance capital projects or seasonal 
cash needs, subject to certain limitations.  Specifically, no long-term debt may be issued that 
would cause total debt service on all tax-supported debt to exceed 12 percent of total general 
fund expenditures in any year during the 6-year capital plan period.  No short-term debt may be 
issued in an amount that would cause total outstanding short-term debt to exceed 20 percent of 
the projected revenue of the fiscal year in which the debt is issued.  Short-term debt must be 
repaid by the end of the fiscal year in which it is issued.  The District’s total outstanding tax-
supported long-term debt as of January 1, 2015 was $9.19 billion. The District issued $400 
million of short-term debt in FY 2015, which will be repaid by September 30, 2015. 
Appropriations are budgeted from Local funds in amounts sufficient to meet the required 
payments for the various types of debt service. 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:158 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Debt Service (consisting of six 
forms of debt) is $649,831, a decrease of $1,284, or 0.2 percent, under the current fiscal year.  
The proposed budget supports no FTEs. 
 

158 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Table DS, ZA, CP, ZB, SM, DT-A: Debt Service; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 

  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Repayment of Loans 
and Interest (DS) 351,816 404,768 434,384 479,810 520,507 524,082 600,694 

Short-Term 
Borrowing  (ZA) 2,373 2,841 2,572 1,581 943 3,675 5,000 

Certificates of 
Participation (CP) 32,257 32,244 32,233 31,825 22,623 24,619 22,670 

Debt Service – 
Issuance Cost (ZB) 6,514 5,884 4,348 4,420 983 6,000 6,000 

Schools 
Modernization (SM) 8,612 8,613 8,621 8,626 11,863 11,863 11,412 

Repayment of 
Revenue Bonds (DT) 2,149 4,782 5,574 6,665 7,824 7,824 7,839 

Total Funds 403,721 459,132 487,732 532,927 564,743 578,063 653,615 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $593,347 for Repayment of Loans and 
Interests, an increase of $22,571, or 4.0 percent over the current fiscal year; $5,000 for Short 
Term Borrowing, an increase of $2,500, or 100.0 percent, over the current fiscal year; $0 for 
Certificates of Participation, a decrease of $22,670, or 100.0 percent under the current fiscal 
year; $6,000 for Debt Service-Issuance Costs, representing no change from the current fiscal 
year; and $14,276 for Schools Modernization Fund, an increase of $2,864, or 25.1 percent over 
the current fiscal year approved level.  The aggregate decrease is a result of expected lower debt 
service local funds payments due in part to reductions in interest rates. 
 
  Special Purpose Revenue Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $5,114 for 
Repayment of Loans and Interest, a decrease of $24,804, or 82.9 percent under the current fiscal 
year approved level. This is the result of the removal of a one-time lump sum payment in FY 
2015. 
 
 Dedicated Taxes:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $7,832 for Repayment of Revenue 
Bonds, a decrease of $7, or 0.1 percent, under the current fiscal year approved level. 
 
 Federal Grant Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $18,262 for Repayment of 
Revenue Bonds, an increase of $18,262 over the current fiscal year approved level.  This is due 
to a previously unaccounted for reimbursement from the Internal Revenue Service related to a 
reimbursement of some of the interest incurred on our GO and IT bonds. 
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I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  

 
 Overall, the FY 2015 proposed budget for debt service includes a 0.2 percent decrease 
over the previous fiscal year.  However, the committee is concerned over the transparency in 
calculating the various debt service payments and the assumptions used year over year.  
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for Debt Service as 
proposed by the Mayor. 
  
 

J O H N  A .  W I L S O N  B U I L D I N G  F U N D  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the John A. Wilson Building Fund is to provide an efficient, clean, and 
safe working environment for District government employees in a modernized century-old 
historic building.  Easily accessible to the public, the Wilson Building is an emblem of District 
pride showcased on the elegant Pennsylvania Avenue corridor within the Federal Triangle, just 
blocks from the White House. 
 
 Culminating a five-year renovation, expansion, and restoration, the Wilson Building 
reopened to acclaim in late 2001.  Built in 1904 and later named after the long-term District 
Councilmember and Chairman John A. Wilson, the building had suffered from neglect and had 
to be closed in 1996.  Then preservation-minded District officials emerged with a redevelopment 
plan, and starting in 1996, the Wilson Building underwent renovation based on plans from 
architect Shalom Baranes.  The result is a modern workplace for the District government that 
retains much of its historic flavor and texture.   
 
 Housed in the building are the Executive Office of the Mayor, the Council of the District 
of Columbia, the Office of the Chief Financial Officer, the Office of the Attorney General, and a 
number of other District agencies.  The Wilson Building will serve the District for many years 
while preserving a link to the past.   
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 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:159 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the John A. Wilson Building Fund is 
$4,744,649, an increase of $275,522, or 6.2 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed 
budget supports 0 FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year. 
 
 

Table ZZ-A: John A. Wilson Building Fund; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 3,226 3,556 3,457 3,690 3,926 4,469 4,745 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $4,745, an increase of $276, or 6.2 
percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 0 FTEs, representing no 
change from the current fiscal year. 
 
 

159 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 This fund provides for the operation and maintenance of the John A. Wilson Building.  
According to the proposed budget for fiscal year 2016, changes in the funding level over fiscal 
year 2015 were driven by an increased in Fixed Costs estimates from the Department of General 
Services, mostly from a 61% increase in Security Services.  This program had no program or 
structural changes for fiscal year 2016.  The Committee recognizes the importance of ensuring 
stable funding for the operations and maintenance of the historic John A. Wilson Building.  
 
 Maintenance: The Committee is deeply concerned with the routine maintenance and 
upkeep of the John A. Wilson Building.  Maintenance of the building is performed by the 
Department of General Services (DGS) and their attention to the building’s maintenance needs 
has been lacking in the Committee’s eyes.  Several issues, particularly water intrusion, have 
plagued several Council offices, resulting in moderate water damage to offices and work spaces, 
including one of the historic District Commissioners’ offices now used by the Chairman of the 
Council.  While the sources of these leaks have been repaired, the ensuing damage still remains.  
This deferred maintenance by DGS is not a wise protection of the District’s investment in its 
government seat and the Committee wishes that more attention is paid to the upkeep of the John 
A. Wilson Building to prevent further damage and decay.  
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the John A. 
Wilson Building Fund as proposed by the Mayor.   
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W O R K F O R C E  I N V E S T M E N T S  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of Workforce Investments is to pay compensation increases for nonunion 
and union District employees and Retirement Reform initiative costs.  The District budgets an 
amount for Workforce Investments for pay increases and reforms that are expected in the 
budgeted year but are not finalized.  Employees covered and dollar amounts vary from year to 
year, depending on what compensation changes are final or still outstanding.  In FY 2016, 
Workforce Investments includes the budget for a proposed cost-of-living adjustment (COLA).  
The Office of Budget and Planning develops estimates for the Workforce Investments budget in 
consultation with the DC Department of Human Resources, the Office of Labor Relations and 
Collective Bargaining, and the Office of the City Administrator.   
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:160 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Workforce Investments is $17,815, 
a decrease of $24,237, or 57.6 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget 
supports 0 FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year.   
 
 

Table UP-A: Workforce Investments; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 0 0 0 0 0 42,052 17,815 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $17,815, a decrease of $24,237, or 57.6 
percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 0 FTEs, representing no 
change from the current fiscal year.  The policy initiatives within the local funds budget include 

160 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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a decrease $42,052 to account for prior year funding of the FY 2015 COLA that is not carried 
forward because it is now included in each agency’s budget.    
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 According to the proposed budget for fiscal year 2016, this funding would cover the 
Local funds portion of the estimated salary increases for the Compensation and Reclassification 
Reform project and potential increases for certain small unions not approved as of January 2015 
as well as non-union employees.  The dramatic drop in funding for fiscal year 2016 is due to the 
COLA now being included in each individual agency’s budget.   
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for Workforce 
Investments as proposed by the Mayor.   
 
 

N O N - D E P A R T M E N T A L  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Non-Departmental account provides for anticipated costs that were 
not allocated to specific agencies during the development of the proposed budget to ensure that 
specific use requirements are met.  Use of a Non-Departmental account is a common practice to 
include specific costs in the budget, while providing the flexibility to project and allocate these 
costs.  Use of Non-Departmental improves budget formulation by ensuring that certain use 
criteria are met by agencies before the funds are released to those agencies.   
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 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:161 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Non-Departmental account is 
$21,036, an increase of $2,383, or 12.8 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed 
budget supports 40.0 FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year. 
 
 

Table DO-A: Non-Departmental; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 2,410 0 0 0 0 18,653 21,036 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 40.0 40.0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $2,504, a decrease of $496, or 16.5 
percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 40.0 FTEs, representing no 
change from the current fiscal year.  The policy initiatives within the local funds budget include 
$1,000 for a dollar-for-dollar fundraising match for the University of the District of Columbia 
(UDC), an adjustment for a net increase of $4,080 in personal services to account for Fringe 
Benefit costs based on trend and comparative analyses, cost-of-living adjustments (COLA), and 
approved compensation agreements implemented in FY 2015, as well as a decrease of $771 
transferred out to fund the Mayor’s Office of Legal Counsel.   
 

Special Purpose Revenue Funds: The Mayor’s proposed budget is $18,532, an increase 
of $2,879, an increase of 18.4 percent above the current fiscal year.  The policy initiatives 
included in the special purpose revenue funds budget include a decrease of $15,653 to reduce 
prior year unbudgeted and certified funds as well as a transfer-in of $18,532 to align the budget 
with projected revenue.   
 

161 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 Non-Departmental budgets for anticipated costs are not allocated to agencies.  This fund 
had no program or structural changes for fiscal year 2016. 
 
 University of the District of Columbia: Included in the non-departmental budget is a 
$1,000 fundraising dollar-for-dollar match for the University of the District of Columbia 
(UDC).  Beginning in fiscal year 2014, the Council provided this fundraising match opportunity 
to the University to help it support accreditation activities, as well as to support implementation 
of its strategic plan.  If by January 1, 2016, the University raises private funds, the District will 
match those funds dollar-for-dollar up to a maximum amount of $1,000.  Should the University 
not be able to achieve the maximum $1,000 by the January 1, 2016 deadline, the Council is 
willing to extend the deadline as long as the University requests such an extension and has 
demonstrated a good-faith effort by beginning to fundraise prior to the above stated deadline. 
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for Non-
Departmental as proposed by the Mayor. 
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M A S T E R  E Q U I P M E N T  L E A S E / P U R C H A S E  P R O G R A M  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Master Equipment Lease/Purchase Program (the program) is to 
provide District agencies with access to low-cost, tax-exempt financing for short-term capital 
equipment needs.  The program also enables the District to improve its asset/liability 
management by matching the useful life of the asset being financed to the amortization of the 
liability. 
 
 Equipment financed through the program must have a useful life of at least five years.  
The repayment (amortization) will not exceed the useful life of the equipment being financed.  
The maximum financing term that be requested is ten years.  The program finances equipment 
such as rolling stock (e.g. automobiles, trucks, public safety vehicles) and computer hardware 
and software.  Under the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, the District may issue various 
obligations to finance its capital needs. 
 
 Financing through the program begins with a financing company paying for the purchase 
of equipment for the District’s use.  The District makes lease payments to the financing company 
for such equipment, which are in effect principal and interest payments on the amount financed, 
and the District gains ownership of the equipment upon completion of the payments.  As of 
September 30, 2014, the District had financed approximately $500 million of its capital 
equipment needs through the program.   
 
 Timely payments are necessary to satisfy the District’s commitments to its investors and 
creditors and to maintain a good credit standing in the financial markets.  Appropriations for the 
program are budgeted from local funds in amounts sufficient to meet the required payments.   
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:162 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Master Equipment Lease/Purchase 
Program is $48,413, a decrease of $3,135, or 6.1 percent, under the current fiscal year.  The 
proposed budget supports 0.0 FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year. 
 

162 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Table EL-A: Master Equipment Lease/Purchase Program; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 43,863 48,247 49,791 49,953 45,617 51,548 48,413 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $48,413, a decrease of $3,135, or 6.1 
percent, under the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 0.0 FTEs, representing no 
change from the current fiscal year.  The adjustment within the local funds budget includes an 
increase of $1,184 in debt service cost to align costs with increased Capital Improvements Plan 
spending. 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 The Master Equipment Lease/Purchase Program provides financing for short-term capital 
equipment needs.  This program had no program or structural changes for fiscal year 2016.   
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Master 
Equipment Lease/Purchase Program as proposed by the Mayor.   
 
 

E M E R G E N C Y  A N D  C O N T I N G E N C Y  R E S E R V E  F U N D S  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
  The mission of the Emergency and Contingency Reserve Funds are to maintain 
the required fund balances established under section 450A of the District of Columbia Home 
Rule Act (D.C. Official Code, § 1-204.50a).  The amount in these funds is 6 percent of operating 
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revenues and thus grows over time.  The Emergency and Contingency Reserve Funds were 
established to provide for nonrecurring or unforeseen needs that arise during the fiscal year. 
  
 The Emergency Cash Reserve Fund may be used for unanticipated and non-recurring 
extraordinary needs of an emergency nature such as natural disasters or unexpected obligations 
required by federal law.  The Contingency Cash Reserve Fund can be used for non-recurring or 
unforeseen needs arising during the fiscal year, also including disasters and unexpected 
obligations.  Other contingency needs may include public safety or health needs identified after 
the budget process has occurred.  Both funds are used for cash flow management purposes. 
 
 Funding is budgeted on an as-needed basis, to replenish the Emergency and Contingency 
Reserve Funds for expenditures made from the funds in the previous years. The Emergency and 
Contingency Reserve Funds were established to provide for nonrecurring or unforeseen needs 
that arise during the fiscal year. 
 
 In fiscal year 2005, the following changes were adopted: 
 

▪ Modified the calculation of the Emergency and Contingency Reserve Funds by using 
prior year actual expenditures from Local funds as defined in the annual 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR), and removed expenditures related 
to payment of debt service from the calculation of actual expenditures 

▪ Changed the required funding levels from 7 percent to 6 percent of operating 
expenditures (Emergency Reserve Fund at 2 percent and Contingency Reserve Fund 
at 4 percent); and 

▪ Changed the replenishment requirements from 1 to 2 years, with no less than 50 
percent replenished in the first year. 

 
 In addition, in the enacted Fiscal Year 2015 Budget Request Act of 2015 (D.C. Law 20-
XX) as passed by the Council and signed by the Mayor, a proviso was added which intends that 
any draws from the contingency reserve fund be approved by resolution by the Council. 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:163 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2015 budget proposal for Emergency and Contingency Reserve 
Funds for the Fiscal Year 2014 is $0, which is the same as the current fiscal year.  The proposed 
budget supports 0 FTEs, representing no change from the fiscal year 2015 approved level. 
 
 

163 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Table XX-A: Agency Name Here; 

Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 
 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 0 0 0 3,000 0 0 0 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 The Emergency and Contingency Reserve Fund provides for the replenishment of the 
funds for allocations made in previous years.  The Fund has no program or structural changes for 
fiscal year 2014.  
  
 The Committee is concerned that the Emergency and Contingency Reserve Funds 
chapter, which is a paper agency, was not included in the fiscal year 2016 budget books.  While 
agencies cease to be published in a budget book after two years of zero budgets, this particular 
paper agency is important in that funds flow in and out of the account over the course of each 
fiscal year.  The only reason that an actual and budgeted amount show up as zero is because the 
mayor paid back all contingency draws within the same fiscal year. 
 
 In fiscal year 2014, the Emergency Cash Reserve Fund increased from $112.1 to $116.0 
million at fiscal year-end as a result of investment earnings.164  Over the same period, the 
Contingency Cash Reserve Fund grew from $227.4 million to $239.4 million as a result of 
investment earnings, offset by several draws.165   
 
 While funds were not requested in the FY 2014, 2015 and 2016 budgets to replenish the 
contingency cash fund, a significant number of transactions occurred.  In FY 2013, 57 
transactions were made against the contingency reserve consisting of draws, repayments, and 
interest.  In FY 2014, shown below, there were 102 total transactions.  Transactions for both 
reserve funds are shown in the tables below: 
 

Table SV-B: Emergency and Contingency Reserve Funds 
Fiscal Year 2014 Emergency Cash Reserve Draws 

 

164 Letter from Chief Financial Officer Jeff DeWitt, to Mayor Vincent C. Gray and Chairman Phil Mendelson, Re: 
Fourth Quarter, FY 2013 Status Report on the Emergency and Contingency Reserve Funds, at 2 (Feb 19, 2013). 
165 Id. 
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 Source: Office of the Chief Financial Officer Quarterly Report166 
 
 

166 Letter from Chief Financial Officer Jeff DeWitt, to Mayor Vincent C. Gray and Chairman Phil Mendelson, Re: 
Fourth Quarter, FY 2014 Status Report on the Emergency and Contingency Reserve Funds, enclosure at 2 (Jan. 27, 
2014). 
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Table SV-C: Emergency and Contingency Reserve Funds 
Fiscal Year 2014 Contingency Cash Reserve Draws 
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 Source: Office of the Chief Financial Officer Quarterly Report167 

 
 Draws on the Contingency Reserve Fund:  The Committee is very concerned about the 
Executive’s use of the Contingency Reserve Fund without requesting approval from the Council, 
as was part of the Fiscal Year 2014 Budget Request Act of 2015.  This provision was important 
enough to the previous Mayor that he recommended a line-item veto of the provision.  The 
Council, in turn, felt so strongly about its position on inclusion of the provision that it 
unanimously overrode the Mayor’s veto of the provision, making clear its intent that the Mayor 
should seek Council approval of any draws on the Contingency Reserve Fund, and it should be 

167 Id. 
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the policy of the government, per the inclusion of the provision in the BRA which was sent to 
Congress and enacted by reference in the Fiscal Year 2015 Omnibus Appropriations Act.. 
 
 Without this important review opportunity for the legislative branch of government, the 
government runs the serious risk of violating the spirit of the Antideficiency Act which requires 
that no person may spend funds that have not been previously appropriated.  The intent and 
purpose of the Antideficiency Act is to ensure that funds are not misallocated or 
misappropriated.  However, the ability of the Executive to unilaterally draw funds from the 
Contingency Reserve Fund puts the financial security of the District at risk.  Under the law, any 
funds drawn from the Fund must be repaid within two years.  While the past executive paid back 
all draws within the same fiscal year, that does not necessarily need to be the case.  Should the 
executive unilaterally draw down all of the Fund, and not identify funds to replenish the Fund 
within two years, the government would be forced to pay the funds back, even though the 
Council would never have weighed in on the spending of the funds in the first place. 
 
 Moreover, the purpose of the fund is to cover one time, unanticipated funding needs that 
should represent contingency spending.  However, as evidence in the above list of draws, the use 
of the Fund has been for projects which are anything but unanticipated needs.  Some draws 
represent essentially cash management transactions.  Most draws represent new policy initiatives 
by the executive which are funded and implemented without any prior debate or approval by the 
legislative branch of the government, which is nonetheless obligated to foot the bill for.  Recent 
“contingency” uses have included the acquisition of thousands of garbage cans, known as Super 
Cans, to accelerate the former Mayor’s deployment of new collection bins which was originally 
budgeted to go out over several years, instead completing it faster.  This program was not only 
not funded previously by the Council, but it was done in such a hasty manner that bins went 
missing, old bins were left on the street, and bins were then collected for recycling so fast that 
they actually ended up in landfills.  Another use was to spend hundreds of thousands of dollars to 
pay privately-owned taxicabs in the District to change their paint schemes.  This was a project 
that was to cycle in as new taxis were purchased and registered.  Instead, the District spent 
thousands on paint jobs for cabs that may only be in service for a short time longer, at our own 
expense. 
 
 These are just a few examples of uses of the Fund that are not in keeping with the 
purpose of the Fund.  The abuse was important enough elicit a veto from the Mayor and an 
override by the Council.  Without the Council review provision in force, the Executive is given 
free reign to substitute the Council’s role in approving funds with its own ideas on spending 
without oversight. 
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 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Policy Recommendations: 

 
1. The executive should work with the Council on a mechanism whereby the Council has a 

role in contingency reserve draws to avoid abuse of the fund.  
  
 

P A Y - A S - Y O U - G O  C A P I T A L  F U N D  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Pay-As-You-Go Capital Fund is to provide cash funding in lieu of 
borrowing with debt service for capital projects.   
 
 The Mayor and Council can request the use of Pay-As-You-Go Capital funds following 
the determination and certification by the Chief Financial Officer that the funds are available and 
necessary for the designated purpose.  Operating funds may be transferred to the capital fund 
through a Pay-As-You-Go capital budget transfer to support the Capital Improvements Plan, and 
the proposed FY 2016 budget includes such a transfer.   
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:168 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Pay-As-You-Go Capital Fund is 
$72,291, an increase of $43,354, or 149.8 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed 
budget supports 0 FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year.   
 

168 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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Table PA-A: Pay-As-You-Go Capital Fund; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 14,933 31,726 80,878 88,201 59,798 28,937 72,291 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Local Funds:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is $21,274, an increase of $16,074, or 309.1 
percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 0 FTEs, representing no 
change from the current fiscal year.  The proposed FY 2016 Pay-As-You-Go Capital Fund 
budget includes several projects and programs funded through local fund increases, including 
$5,474 for the Power Line Undergrounding (PLUG) capital project, $4,646 for the Circulator 
transit program (for buses and a bus garage), $3,000 for the Tree Planting program, $1,200 in 
additional federal Department of Transportation Payment-in-Lieu-of-Taxes (DOT PILOT) 
funding to support Great Street and Department of Parks and Recreation projects on the site of 
the new DOT headquarters, $820 to support a Citywide IT Security capital project, $789 to 
support capital improvements at DC Public Schools’ facilities, $390 to support program 
management projects, and $3,755 in additional Great Streets projects.  This is partially offset by 
a reduction of $4,000 due to a lowered transfer to the Integrated Tax System project. 
 
 Special Purpose Revenue Funds: The Mayor’s proposed budget is $51,017, an increase 
of $27,280, or 114.9 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget supports 0 FTEs, 
representing no change from the current fiscal year.  The Special Purpose Revenue funds 
proposal include an increase of $23,530 in higher Rights-of-Way fee revenue transferred to 
capital to support Local Transportation Fund projects as well as $3,750 to fund the Stormwater 
Retrofit implementation capital project.   
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 The Pay-As-You-Go Capital Fund allows for the transfer of revenue and budget authority 
between the operating funds budget (General Fund) and the capital funds budget (Capital 
Improvements Fund).  This fund had no program or structural changes in the FY 2016 proposed 
budget.   
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 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Pay-As-You-
Go Capital Fund as proposed by the Mayor.   
 
 

T A X  I N C R E M E N T  F I N A N C I N G  ( T I F )  P R O G R A M  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Program is to provide economic 
development project funds to the District by borrowing against future tax receipts expected to be 
generated as a result of the construction and operation of projects partially funded by these funds.   
 
 

 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:169 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Tax Increment Financing Program 
is $64,256, an increase of $3,817, or 6.3 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed 
budget supports 0.0 FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year.   
 

Table TX-A: Tax Increment Financing Program; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 25,666 40,403 26,279 40,746 49,586 60,439 64,256 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Enterprise and Other Funds – Dedicated Taxes:  The Mayor’s proposed budget is 
$64,256, an increase of $3,817, or 6.3 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed budget 

169 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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supports 0.0 FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year.  The policy initiatives 
within the local funds budget include: $7,000 to cover a transfer to the General Fund from the H 
Street portion of the accumulated TIF fund as well as a decrease of $3,183 to align the budget 
with scheduled debt service payments.   
 
 

I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 The Tax Increment Financing Program provides funding to economic development 
projects throughout the city by borrowing against future tax receipts from the completion of 
those projects.  Some of these projects include Gallery Place, the Verizon Center, City Market at 
O Street, and the Waterfront Park Maintenance Fund.  Three recent additions to the program are 
Skyland, Fort Lincoln Phase II, and the Southwest Waterfront Wharf projects.    This program 
had no program or structural changes for fiscal year 2016.    
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Tax 
Increment Financing Program as proposed by the Mayor.   
 
 

O F  P I L O T  F I N A N C I N G  
Committee Recommendations – See Page XX 

 
 

 I .  A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W  
 
 The mission of the Repayment of PILOT Financing program is to provide economic 
development project funds to the District by borrowing against future receipts from Payment-in-
Lieu-of-Taxes (PILOT).  A PILOT payment on debt issued under the District’s PILOT Act 
equals the amount the property owner would otherwise pay in property taxes, based on the 
assessed value of the property.  The repayment of the borrowing against this future PILOT 
revenue is budged in this program.  This borrowing is similar in concept to Tax Increment 
Financing, in which the District borrows against future tax receipts and uses the proceeds to spur 
economic development.  
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 I I .  M A Y O R ’ S  P R O P O S E D  B U D G E T  
 
Mayor’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2016 Operating Budget:170 
 
 The Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the Repayment of PILOT Financing is 
$18,741, an increase of $2,859, or 18.0 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed 
budget supports 0 FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year. 
 
 

Table TY-A: Repayment of Pilot Financing; 
Total Operating Funds Budget FY 2010-2016 

 

  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Budget Mayor 
  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Funds 10,551 12,134 12,938 10,949 13,723 15,882 18,741 

FTEs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Budget Books (dollars in thousands) 
 
 
 Enterprise and Other Funds – Dedicated Taxes: The Mayor’s proposed budget is 
$18,741, an increase of $2,859, or 18.0 percent, over the current fiscal year.  The proposed 
budget supports 0.0 FTEs, representing no change from the current fiscal year.  The increase in 
the budget request is to align the budget with projected dedicated revenues and scheduled debt 
service payments, mostly attributable to the second issuance of debt for the Southeast Federal 
Center mixed-use development.   
 
 

170 The Mayor’s proposed budget provides numbers rounded to dollars in thousands; therefore, all figures presented 
here are dollars in thousands. Percent change is based on whole dollars. 
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I I I .  C O M M I T T E E  C O N C E R N S  
 
 The Repayment of PILOT Financing provides budget authority for debt borrowed against 
multiple PILOT projects, including the federal Department of Transportation (DOT) 
headquarters, the Southeast Federal Center, and the Rhode Island Avenue Metro Plaza.  The debt 
service payments in FY 2016 are estimated to be $10,550, $3,793, and $612, respectively.  The 
program budget contains a contingency of $3,786 if projected PILOT revenues are higher than 
minimum debt service and must be paid to the bond holder, or returned to the District for 
Anacostia Waterfront Initiative (AWI) capital projects, in accordance with bond agreements.  Of 
this amount, an estimated $2,400 is anticipated to be returned to the General Fund for Anacostia 
Waterfront capital projects.   
 

This program had no program or structural changes for fiscal year 2016.   
 
 

 I V .  C O M M I T T E E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  
 
Agency Operating Budget: 
 
 The Committee recommends adoption of the fiscal year 2016 budget for the Repayment 
of PILOT Financing as proposed by the Mayor.   
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F I S C A L  Y E A R  2 0 1 6  B U D G E T  S U P P O R T  A C T  A P P R O P R I A T I O N  
L A N G U A G E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

 

 
 
 
 On Thursday, April 2, 2015, Council Chairman Phil Mendelson introduced, at the request 
of Muriel Bowser, Bill 21-158, the Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Support Act of 2015.  The 
following subtitles of Bill 21-158 were referred to the Committee of the Whole for which the 
Committee provides recommendations: 
 
  

  
 Title I Subtitle A Bonus and Special Pay Limitation 

 Title I Subtitle B Supply Management Amendment 

 Title I Subtitle D Appointment Term Amendment 

 Title II Subtitle C Retail Priority Area Amendment 

 Title II Subtitle D Creative and Open Space Modernization 

 Title II Subtitle E DMPED Limited Grant Making Authority 

 Title VII Subtitle A Subject to Appropriations Amendments 

 Title VII Subtitle B Sale of Public Lands Proceeds Amendment 
 

 
 
 The Committee also recommends that the following additional subtitle be added: 
  

  
 Title I Subtitle COW-A Government Grant Administration Amendment 

 Title II Subtitle COW-B Soccer Stadium Development Technical Amendment 

 Title I Subtitle COW-C Independent Investigator Debarment Authority 

 Title IV Subtitle COW-D UDC Fundraising Matching 

 Title II Subtitle COW-E Cultural Plan 

 Title II Subtitle COW-F Career Pathways Implementation 
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 The Committee provides comments, recommended amendatory language, and explains 
the rationale for any proposed change below for each of the above subtitles. 
 
 In addition to the subtitles commented on within this report, additional subtitles were 
referred to the Committee because of its broad jurisdiction over the overall budget.  The 
Committee will further comment on these subtitles, which have to do with Council-wide 
priorities, in its committee report on Bill 21-158. 
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T I T L E  I - A  
B O N U S  A N D  S P E C I A L  P A Y  L I M I T A T I O N  

 
 

 I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is to prohibit the award of most bonuses, special awards pay, 
and service awards in FY 2016.  Similar language has been adopted in the Budget Support Act 
for each of the last several fiscal years. 
 
 

 I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 This provision has been in effect since fiscal year 2010.  The reasoning behind the 
limitation on most pay awards is to prevent payment of performance-related bonuses, special act 
pay, or service awards in an effort to control personal services spending and promoting merit 
system principles.  However, certain recruitment-based bonuses, special pay as negotiated in a 
collective bargaining agreement, and pay in certain employment contracts is exempt from this 
provision. 
 
 

I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 1001. Short title. 
 
Sec. 1002. Limits payment of certain bonuses and special pay to District employees. 
 

 
 I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  

 
 

TITLE I, SUBTITLE A.  BONUS AND SPECIAL PAY LIMITATION 

Sec. 1001. Short title. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “Bonus and Special Pay Limitation Act of 

2015”. 

Sec. 1002. Bonus and special pay limitations. 

(a) For Fiscal Year 2016, no funds shall be used to support the categories of 

special awards pay or bonus pay; provided, that funds may be used to pay: 

 (1) Retirement awards; 
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 (2) Hiring bonuses for difficult-to-fill positions; 

 (3) Additional income allowances for difficult-to-fill positions; 

 (4) Agency awards or bonuses funded by private grants or donations; 

 (5) Employee awards pursuant to section 1901 of the District of 

Columbia Government Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978, effective March 

3, 1979 (D.C. Law 2-139; D.C. Official Code § 1-619.01); 

 (6) Safe driving awards; 

 (7) Gainsharing incentives in the Department of Public Works; 

 (8) Suggestion/ or invention awards;  

 (9) Quality steps;  

 (10) Salary incentives negotiated through collective bargaining; or 

 (11) Any other award or bonus required by an existing contract or 

collective bargaining agreement that was entered into prior to the effective date of 

this subtitle. 

(b) No special awards pay or bonus pay shall be paid to a subordinate agency 

head or an assistant or deputy agency head unless required by an existing contract 

that was entered into prior to the effective date of this subtitle. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no restrictions on the use of 

funds to support the categories of special awards pay (comptroller subcategory 0137) 

or bonus pay (comptroller subcategory 0138) shall apply in Fiscal Year 2016 to 

employees of the District of Columbia Public Schools who are based at a local school 

or who provide direct services to individual students. 

(d) Notwithstanding this subtitle or any other provision of law, the Office of 

the Attorney General shall pay employees of the Office of the Attorney General all 

performance allowance payments to which they are entitled or may become entitled 

under any approved compensation agreement negotiated between and executed by the 

Mayor and Compensation Unit 33 of the American Federation of Government 

Employees, Local 1403, AFL-CIO for the period from October 1, 2013, through 

September 30, 2017.  These payments are necessary to satisfy the requirements of 

section 857 of the District of Columbia Government Comprehensive Merit Personnel 

Act of 1978, effective April 20, 1999 (D.C. Law 12-260; D.C. Official Code § 1-
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608.57), which requires the Attorney General’s performance management system to 

link pay to performance.    

(e) Notwithstanding this subtitle of law, the Office of the Attorney General 

and the subordinate agencies shall pay their employees all performance allowance 

payments to which they are entitled   
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T I T L E  I - B  
S U P P L Y  M A N A G E M E N T  A M E N D M E N T  

 
 

 I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is to establish a mechanism for the sale of surplus property 
from agencies not under the authority of the Chief Procurement Officer (CPO), make technical 
and clarifying changes to the Electronic Inventory Control System established under the 
Procurement Practices Reform Act of 2010 (PPRA), and reestablish a lapsing fund containing 
receipts from the sale of, and used to pay for the administrative costs of surplus property 
disposition.  Because a similar surplus property was included in the Fiscal Year 2015 Budget 
Support Act of 2014, that provision is repealed and instead codified in the PPRA. 
 

 I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 Creation of a dedicated, lapsing fund to pay for the costs of the online auction vendor 
contract for OCP provides for a flexible funding source that can better align the agency’s budget 
with this unpredictable costs.   
 
 The online auction vendor contract with Govdeals, Inc., is paid as a percentage  of gross 
sales raised through the auction services.  Because of Antideficiency Act restrictions on the 
District’s budget, vendors may not take any percentage of the funds directly from the sales.  
Rather, the funds must come to the District before being paid back to the vendor.  Using a special 
purpose revenue fund allows the District to provide a more flexible budget which can cover 
changes in prices of the contract related to actual sales.  
 
 This subtitle would establish a slightly modified version of the fund in the PPRA rather 
than as standalone language in the BSA.  The subtitle will also allow OCP to provide services to 
agencies who wish to dispose of surplus property, but which are not under the authority of the 
CPO, including charter schools.  For those agencies, the CPO could charge an administrative fee.  
The Committee made minor changes to the language recommended by the executive to clarify 
that the administrative fee should be charged only to agencies not under the CPOs authority and 
not to agencies that may already dispose of surplus property through OCP. 
 
 

I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 1011. Short title. 
 
Sec. 1012. Amends the PPRA to authorize surplus property disposition agreements with 

independent agencies and charter schools, makes technical changes to the 
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electronic inventory control system for surplus property, and reestablishes the 
surplus property sales fund to pay for administrative costs of disposal. 

 
Sec. 1012. Repeals a duplicative surplus property fund from the FY 2015 BSA. 
 

 
 I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  

 
 

TITLE I, SUBTITLE B.  SUPPLY MANAGEEMENT AMENDMENT 

Sec. 1011. Short title. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “Supply Management Amendment Act of 

2015”. 

Sec. 1012.  The District of Columbia Procurement Practices Reform Act of 

2010, effective April 8, 2011 (D.C. Law 18-371; D.C. Official Code § 2-351.01 et 

seq.), is amended as follows: 

 (b) A new section 802a is added to read as follows: 

“Sec. 802a.  Surplus property disposition agreements. 

“(a) The CPO may enter into an agreement with a District agency not 

otherwise under the authority of the CPO, including an independent agency or a 

public charter school, to sell its surplus goods. 

  “(b) OCP may charge an administrative fee of 6% of gross proceeds for the 

sale of surplus property sold pursuant to an agreement entered into under this section.  

The administrative fees shall be deposited into the Surplus Property Sales Fund 

established by section 805.”. 

(c) Section 803 (D.C. Official Code § 2-358.03) is amended to read as 

follows: 

“Sec. 803.  Electronic inventory control system for surplus property. 

“The CPO shall establish an electronic inventory control system to monitor 

all surplus property.  The system shall contain the following information: 

 “(1) The date of the receipt of the surplus property; 

 “(2) The agency or organization from which the surplus property was 

received; 
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 “(3) A description of the surplus property, including quantity and 

condition; 

 “(4) A photograph of the surplus property; and 

 “(5) The estimated value of the surplus property.”. 

(d)  A new section 805 is added to read as follows: 

“Sec. 805.  Surplus Property Sales Fund. 

“(a) There is established as a special fund the Surplus Property Sales Fund 

(“Fund”), which shall be administered by the CPO in accordance with subsection (c) 

of this section.  

“(b) There shall be deposited into the Fund: 

 “(1) Administrative fees collected pursuant to an agreement entered 

into pursuant to section 802a; and 

 “(2) Proceeds from the sale of surplus property by OCP.  

“(c) Money in the Fund shall be used to pay the administrative costs of 

maintaining and disposing of surplus property, including the costs of online auctions.  

“(d) Amounts in excess of the money needed to pay for the cost of online 

auction contracts for surplus personal property shall be deposited into the unrestricted 

fund balance of the General Fund of the District of Columbia.”.  

Sec. 1013.  Title I, Subtitle G of the Fiscal Year 2015 Budget Support Act of 

2014, effective February 26, 2015 (D.C. Law 20-155; 31 DCR 9990) is repealed. 

 
 

* * *
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T I T L E  I - A  
A P P O I N T M E N T  T E R M  A M E N D M E N T  

 
 

 I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is to remove the term appointment for several positions in the 
Executive.  In relation to the purview of the Committee, it would remove the term appointment 
and prohibition on removal except for cause of the Chief Procurement Officer. 
 
 

 I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 The report discusses earlier in the Office of Contracting and Procurement section the 
importance of the term appointment for the Chief Procurement Officer.  It recommends striking 
the removal of the term of the CPO.  The Committee recommends striking Section 1032 of the 
BSA. 
 
 

I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 1031. Short title. 
 
Sec. 1032. Repeals the term appointment of the CPO. 
 

 
 I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  

 
 

TITLE I, SUBTITLE C.  APPOINTMENT TERM AMENDMENT 

Sec. 1001. Short title. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “Appointment Term Amendment Act Act of 

2015”. 

Sec. 1032. Section 203€ and (f) of the Procurement Practices Reform Act of 

2010, effective April 8, 20122 (D.C. Law 18-371; D.C. Official Code § 20352.03€ 

and (f)) are repealed.. 

 

* * * 
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T I T L E  I I - C  
R E T A I L  P R I O R I T Y  A R E A  A M E N D M E N T  

 
 

I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is to clarify the language articulating the boundary lines of 
the city’s Retail Priority Areas. 
 
 

I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 This subtitle clarifies the boundary lines of several of the city’s Retail Priority Areas 
(RPAs) by replacing the phrase “within the following area” with the phrase “within and abutting 
the boundary of the following area” in ten separate paragraphs of legislation defining the 
boundary lines of one or another RPA. The Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic 
Development (Deputy Mayor) informed the Committee that the existing language (“within the 
following area”) is interpreted to include only one side of the boundary streets. The Deputy 
Mayor advised that the new language (“within and abutting the boundary of the following area”) 
would allow businesses on both sides of a boundary street to be eligible to receive grant funding. 
The Committee agrees that retail on both sides of the boundary streets should be eligible, as was 
likely the original intent of the law. The subtitle also makes conforming amendments to the Great 
Streets Neighborhood Retail Priority Areas Approval Resolution of 2007 to create a consistent 
definition of the H Street, N.E., Retail Priority Area across legislation. 
 
 The Committee made several technical changes to the subtitle proposed by the Mayor, as 
well as one substantive change to maintain the original scope of the H Street Retail Priority Area 
Grant Fund. 
  

I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 2021. Short title. 
 
Sec. 2022. Amends the H Street, N.E., Retail Priority Area Incentive Act of 2010 to 

strike the definition of the H Street, N.E., Retail Priority Area. Adds language 
to clarify the boundary lines.  

 
Sec. 2023. Amends the Retail Incentive Act of 2004 to add language to clarify boundary 

lines. 
 
Sec. 2024. Amends the Great Streets Neighborhood Retail Priority Areas Approval 

Resolution of 2007 to add language to clarify boundary lines, and to provide 
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conforming amendments to the definition of H Street, N.E., Retail Priority 
Area, so that the resolution’s language matches the language in the D.C. Code. 

 
 

I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  
 

 

TITLE II, SUBTITLE C. RETAIL PRIORITY AREA AMENDMENT 

 

This subtitle may be cited as the “Retail Priority Area Amendment Act of 

2015”. 

Sec. 2022.  The H Street, N.E., Retail Priority Area Incentive Act of 2010, 

effective April 8, 2011 (D.C. Law 18-354; D.C. Official Code § 1-325.171 et seq.) is 

amended as follows: 

(a)  Section 2(5) (D.C. Official Code § 1-325.171(5)) is amended to read as 

follows: 

“(5) “H Street, N.E., Retail Priority Area” means the H Street, N.E. Retail 

Priority Area as defined in section 2(2) of the Great Streets Neighborhood Retail 

Priority Areas Approval Resolution of 2007, effective July 10, 2007 (Res. 17-257; 54 

DCR 7194).”. 

Sec. 2023.  Section 4 of the Retail Incentive Act of 2004, effective September 

8, 2004 (D.C. Law 15-185; D.C. Official Code § 2-1217.73), is amended as follows:  

(a)  Subsection (h) is amended by striking the phrase “within the following 

area” and inserting the phrase “within and abutting the boundary of the following 

area” in its place. 

(b)  Subsection (i) is amended to read as follows: 

“(i) There is established the Connecticut Avenue Retail Priority Area, which 

shall consist of the parcels, squares, and lots abutting Connecticut Avenue, N.W., 

beginning at the intersection of Connecticut Avenue , N.W., and Macomb Street, 

N.W., thence north on Connecticut Avenue, N.W., to its intersection with Albemarle 

Street, N.W.”.  
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(c)  Subsection (j) is amended by striking the phrase “within the following 

area” and inserting the phrase “within and along the boundary of the following area” 

in its place. 

(d)  Subsection (k) is amended by striking the phrase “within the following 

area” and inserting the phrase “within and abutting the boundary of the following 

area” in its place. 

Sec. 2024.  Section 2 of the Great Streets Neighborhood Retail Priority Areas 

Approval Resolution of 2007, effective July 10, 2007 (Res. 17-257; 54 DCR 7194), is 

amended as follows: 

(a)  The lead-in text of paragraph (1) is amended by striking the phrase 

“within the following areas” and inserting the phrase “within or abutting the 

boundaries of the following areas” in its place. 

(b)  Paragraph (2) is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) H Street, N.E., Retail Priority Area, which shall consist of the parcels, 

squares, and lots within and abutting the boundary of the area bounded by a line 

beginning at the intersection of the center lines of Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., 

Columbus Circle, N.E., and 1st Street, N.E.; continuing northeast along the center 

line of 1st Street, N.E., to the center line of K Street, N.E.; continuing east along the 

center line of K Street, N.E., to the center line of Florida Avenue, N.E.; continuing 

southeast along the center line of Florida Avenue, N.E., to the center line of Staples 

Street, N.E.; continuing northeast along the center line of Staples Street, N.E., to the 

center line of Oates Street, N.E.; continuing southeast along the center line of Oates 

Street, N.E., until the point where Oates Street, N.E., becomes K Street, N.E.; 

continuing east along the center line of K Street, N.E., to the center line of 17th 

Street, N.E.; continuing south along the center line of 17th Street, N.E., to the center 

line of Gales Street, N.E.; continuing northwest along the center line of Gales Street, 

N.E., to the center line of 15th Street, N.E.; continuing south along the center line of 

15th Street, N.E., to the center line of F Street,  N.E.; continuing west along F Street, 

N.E., to the center line of Columbus Circle, N.E.; and continuing south and 

circumferentially along the center line of Columbus Circle, N.E., to the beginning 
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point, and, after October 1, 2014, the Bladensburg Road, N.E., Retail Priority Area, 

as defined in D.C.  Official Code § 2-1217.73(g).”. 

(c)  Paragraph (3) is amended by striking the phrase “within the area bounded 

by a line” and inserting the phrase “within and abutting the boundary of the area 

bounded by a line” in its place. 

(d)  Paragraph (4) is amended by striking the phrase “within the area bounded 

by a line” and inserting the phrase “within and abutting the boundary of the area 

bounded by a line” in its place. 

(e)  Paragraph (5) is amended by striking the phrase “within the area bounded 

by a line” and inserting the phrase “within and abutting the boundary of the area 

bounded by a line” in its place. 

(f)  Paragraph (6) is amended by striking the phrase “within the following 

areas” and inserting the phrase “within and abutting the boundaries of the following 

areas” in its place. (b) Paragraph (2) is amended by striking the phrase “within the 

area bounded by a line” and inserting the phrase “within and abutting the boundary of 

the following area” in its place. 

(c) Paragraph (3) is amended by striking the phrase “within the area bounded 

by a line” and inserting the phrase “within and abutting the boundary of the following 

area” in its place. 

(d) Paragraph (4) is amended by striking the phrase “within the area bounded 

by a line” and inserting the phrase “within and abutting the boundary of the following 

area” in its place. 

(e) Paragraph (5) is amended by striking the phrase “within the area bounded 

by a line” and inserting the phrase “within and abutting the boundary of the following 

area” in its place. 

(f) Paragraph (6) is amended by striking the phrase “within the following 

areas” and inserting the phrase “within and abutting the boundaries of the following 

areas” in its place.  

 
 

* * *
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T I T L E  I I - D  
C R E A T I V E  A N D  O P E N  S P A C E  M O D E R N I Z A T I O N  A M E N D M E N T  

 
 

V .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is amend D.C. Code § 47-811.03 (“Real property tax 
abatement for certain commercial properties”) to target medium-sized Qualified High 
Technology Companies (QHTCs), to allow for the calculation of a larger tax abatement amount,  
and to add additional requirements including certification and the provision of a public benefit in 
exchange for receipt of the tax abatement. The subtitle also creates a maximum cap of $1 million 
per year per taxpayer, and $3 million per year total for all taxpayers. 
 
 

V I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 This subtitle fine tunes an existing tax abatement program used to incentivize technology 
companies to locate their businesses within the District. This abatement is one piece of a larger 
suite of tax incentives targeted specifically at the tech sector---a sector that the Deputy Mayor for 
Planning and Economic Development (Deputy Mayor) identified as a focus of the office’s 
business attraction strategy.  
 
 The Deputy Mayor informed the Committee that the existing requirement that QHTCs  
must occupy 50 percent of a building before the building owner may qualify for the tax 
abatement was unfairly prohibitive. One of the amendments this subtitle makes is to replace the 
50 percent requirement with a 50,000 square feet requirement, instead. This change will allow 
medium-sized companies to fulfill the rental area requirement. Furthermore, the subtitle provides 
an addition formula for calculating the amount of tax abatement that can be taken. The new 
formula will focus on the cost of the improvements, rather than the increase in real property tax 
as a result of the improvements. In this way, businesses will be better able to make those 
improvements with the promise of recouping half the cost through the abatement. However, the 
subtitle also creates a cap, both for an individual taxpayer ($1 million annually for five years) 
and for the abatement program overall ($3 million annually). Additionally, the tax abatement 
amount is not permitted to be any higher than the taxpayer’s total real property tax bill per year. 
 
 Lastly, the subtitle creates requirements that anyone wishing to take the tax abatement 
must first be certified as eligible by the Mayor. Furthermore, anyone receiving the tax abatement 
must provide a public benefit.  
 
 The Committee recommends these changes to increase the attractiveness of this incentive 
for tech companies, but also to keep the program fiscally manageable for the city and beneficial 
to District residents in ways beyond just economics. 
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V I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 2041. Short title. 
 
Sec. 2042. Provides definitions for “eligible building,” “lease commencement,” 

“Qualified High Technology Company,” “qualified tenant improvement,” and 
“tenant.” Requires tenants to occupy at least 50,000 square feet of the net 
rentable area and under a minimum lease term of 12 years. Provides an annual 
maximum allowable abatement amount of $1 million per tenant and $3 
million total. Creates requirement for Mayoral certification of eligibility, to 
include the provision of a public benefit. Requires the OTR to review 
certifications. Requires a certified company to notify OTR if the company 
becomes ineligible for the abatement during the lease term. 

 
V I I I .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  

 
 

TITLE II, SUBTITLE D. CREATIVE AND OPEN SPACE 

MODERNIZATION AMENDMENT 

Sec. 2041.  Short title. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “Creative and Open Space Modernization 

Amendment Act of 2015”. 

Sec. 2042. Section 47-811.03 of the District of Columbia Official Code is 

amended as follows: 

 (a) Subsection (a) is amended as follows: 

  (1)  Paragraph (4) is amended to read as follows: 

  “(4) “Eligible building” means a non-residential or mixed-use 

building.”. 

  (2)  A new paragraph (6A) is added to read as follows: 

  “(6A) “Lease commencement” means the date on which the 

tenant takes possession of the space or the occupancy date agreed to in the lease 

between the landlord and the Qualified High Technology Company, whichever 

occurs first.”. 

  (3) Paragraph (8) is amended to read as follows: 
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  “(8) “Qualified High Technology Company” shall have the 

same meaning as set forth in § 47-1817.01(5).”. 

  (4)  A new paragraph (8A) is added to read as follows: 

  “(8A) “Qualified tenant improvement” means an 

improvement to an interior portion of a building that is nonresidential real property if: 

   “(A) The improvement is made pursuant to a lease by 

the: 

    “(i) Lessee (or any sublessee) of such portion; 

or  

    “(ii) Lessor of such portion; and 

   “(B) The portion is to be occupied exclusively by the 

lessee (or any sublessee) of the portion.”. 

  (5)  Paragraph (9) is amended to read as follows: 

  “(9) “Tenant” means a Qualified High Technology Company 

that executes a lease for at least 50,000 square feet of net rentable area of eligible 

premises within the District for a minimum term of 12 years, under which it (or its 

subsidiaries or directly related entities) occupies and uses the eligible premises or will 

occupy and use the eligible premises on or after the lease commencement date.  

(b)  Subsection (b)(2) is amended as follows: 

               (1)  The existing text is designated as subparagraph (A). 

               (2)  The newly designated subparagraph (A) is amended by striking 

the period and inserting the phrase “or as provided in subparagraph (B) of this 

paragraph.” in its place. 

               (3)  New subparagraphs (B) and (C) are added to read as follows: 

                “(B) The tenant may take up to 50% of the total value of any 

qualified tenant improvements as tax abatement over 5 years. The total value shall be 

calculated by adding any amount provided as a concession allowance or amortized 

loan to the tenant specifically for qualified tenant improvements plus any amount of 

qualified tenant improvements funded by the tenant directly. The maximum amount 

of the tax abatement the tenant may take under either paragraph (1) or (2) of this 
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subsection shall be $1 million per year over 5 years. In no event shall the tax 

abatement exceed the tenant’s real property tax bill for any one year.  

              “(C) The Mayor shall devise a method for awarding the abatement so 

as to not exceed the annual abatement caps pursuant to subsection (c) of this 

section.”. 

(c) New subsections (c), (d), (e), and (f) are added to read as follows: 

“(c) Notwithstanding subsections (a) and (b) of this section, the total 

combined abatements, beginning in fiscal year 2017, shall not exceed the amount of 

$3 million per fiscal year. 

 “(d)(1) The tenant taking the abatement shall be required to provide a public 

benefit as determined by the Mayor.   

          “ (2) Following a determination that there is a public benefit, the Mayor 

shall certify each taxpayer and each eligible property to the Office of Tax and 

Revenue  in accordance with subsection (f)(3) of this section.  

“(e) The abatement shall not roll forward or back between tax years.  The 

abatement shall be applied equally during each real property tax-billing installment, 

and one-half of the abatement shall be applied first during the latter of the half tax 

year of the lease commencement date or when the certification by the Mayor to the 

Office of Tax and Revenue is made. The Mayor shall also provide an annual 

certification list confirming properties eligible to receive the abatement.  

“(f)(1) To be eligible for an abatement provided under subsection (b) of this 

section, on or after October 1, 2016, an applicant shall file with the Mayor, in a 

manner and form as the Mayor may prescribe, an application requesting certification 

of eligibility for the abatement. 

“(2) An application requesting certification of the abatement shall provide: 

“(A) The tax to which the requested certification will apply; 

“(B) The specific taxpayer, including taxpayer identification number;  

“(C) The eligible real property by square and lot, parcel, or reservation 

number; 

“(D) The type or portion of the property that is eligible; 
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“(E) If determinable by the Mayor, the amount of the abatement to be allowed 

for each tax year or half tax year; 

“(F) The amount expended on or the valued of the qualified tenant 

improvement on which the real property tax abatement is to be based; 

“(G) The effective date of the entitlement to the abatement; 

“(H) The date on which the entitlement is to terminate; 

“(I) The public benefit; and 

“(J) Any other information that the Mayor considers necessary or that the 

Office of Tax and Revenue may require to administer the abatement. 

“(3) The Mayor shall review and certify the public benefit and certify to the 

Office of Tax and Revenue the eligibility of an applicant by the applicant’s lease 

commencement date or within 45 days after an application is received, whichever is 

later. 

  “(4) The Office of Tax and Revenue shall review and process 

a real property tax abatement granted pursuant to this section within 10 business days 

of receipt of certification from the Mayor. 

  “(5) If a certified Qualified High Technology Company 

becomes ineligible for an abatement for which it has previously been certified during 

the lease term, the Mayor shall notify the Office of Tax and Revenue. The 

notification shall provide: 

“(A) The type of tax to which the certification applied; 

“(B) The specific taxpayer, including taxpayer identification number; 

“(C) The property by square and lot, parcel, or reservation number); 

“(C) The type or portion of the property that was previously certified as 

eligible; 

“(D) The date on which the taxpayer or property became ineligible; and 

“(E) Any other information that the Mayor considers necessary or that the 

Office of Tax and Revenue may require to rescind the abatement.”. 
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* * *
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T I T L E  I I - E  
D M P E D  L I M I T E D  G R A N T  M A K I N G  A U T H O R I T Y  A M E N D M E N T  

 
 

I X .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is provide the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic 
Development with the authority to award a total of $3 million in grants to Qualified High 
Technology Companies in fiscal year 2016. Each grantee is limited to a maximum award of $1 
million.  
 
 

X .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 Part of the mission of the Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic 
Development is to attract new businesses to the District. As part of this effort, the Deputy Mayor 
made expanding the local technology sector one of the office’s initiatives.171 To make the 
District an attractive place for technology companies to bring their offices here, the city currently 
offers a suite of tax incentives specifically for “Qualified High Technology Companies” 
(QHTC).172 These include § 47-1803.03(a)(18) (allows a more generous franchise tax deduction 
for personal property expenses); § 47-1817.06 (offers a credit that eliminates business franchise 
taxes for five years and thereafter reduces the rate to six percent); § 47-1817.02 (offers business 
tax credits for the relocation costs paid to, or on behalf of, a qualified employee); § 47-1817.03 
(offers a credit against a company’s business tax liability equal to ten percent of the wages paid 
during the first 24 calendar months of employment to a qualified employee); § 47-1817.05 
(offers credits against a company’s franchise tax liability equal to 50 percent of the wages paid to 
a qualified disadvantaged employee during the first 24 calendar months of employment); § 47-
1817.04 (offers credits against a company’s franchise tax liability for the expenditures paid or 
incurred during the taxable year for retaining a qualified disadvantaged employee); § 47-
2001(n)(2)(G) (exempts from sales tax the gross receipts from certain sales of intangible 
property or services, which are otherwise taxable); § 47-2005(31) (exempts from sales tax the 
gross receipts from sales of certain items related to technology equipment); and § 47-811.03 
(freeze on property taxes for a five-year period). These incentives were created by D.C. Law 13-
256, the “New E-conomy Transformation Act of 2000.” According to the District of Columbia 
Tax Expenditure Report issued in May 2014, the combined total cost in forgone revenue of these 
incentives in fiscal year 2014 was $33,668,000 (excluded from this amount is the cost of the § 

171 See “Initiative 2.2: Expand the local technology sector,” FY 2015 Performance Plan, Deputy Mayor for Planning 
and Economic Development, Office of the (Oct. 2014). Available at: 
http://oca.dc.gov/node/160652#performance_KT0 
172 DC Code § 47-1817.01 provides a definition for “Qualified High Technology Company.” Due to its length, the 
definition is not reprinted here. 
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47-1803.03(a)(18) incentive. The Office of Revenue Analysis provides “no estimate” for the cost 
of this incentive in its report).173 
 
 This subtitle is related to the “Creative and Open Space Modernization Act of 2015” 
(Title II, Subtitle D of the Mayor’s fiscal year 2016 proposed Budget Support Act), which would 
make amendments to the tax abatements created under D.C. Code § 47-811.03. Currently, this 
program allows a building owner, or a tenant that is liable for real property taxes under its lease, 
who improves or renovates the building for use by a QHTC, to receive a tax abatement for five 
years equal to the amount that the real property tax increased due to the improvements and 
renovations. In other words, this abatement encourages QHTCs to make improvements to the 
spaces they rent by relieving them of having to pay higher property taxes. In fiscal year 2014, 
the city’s cost in forgone revenue due to this tax abatement was $35,000.174 Among other 
changes proposed by the Mayor in the “Creative and Open Space Modernization Act of 2015” 
(Modernization Act), the Modernization Act would provide an opportunity for tenants to take 
greater abatement amounts by determining the abatement amount based on the cost of 
renovation. The Modernization Act would also cap the program at $3 million per year and 
require a tenant taking the abatement to provide a public benefit, to be certified by the Mayor. 
No definition for “public benefit” was provided.  
 
 Another change the Act would make is to require a landlord or tenant to file, with the 
Mayor, an application for certification that the landlord or tenant is eligible to receive the 
abatement; after the Mayor provides such a certification, the Office of Tax and Revenue would 
review and process the abatements. The executive informed the Committee that these increased 
administrative obligations would require that the changes to this abatement could not begin until 
fiscal year 2017. In a desire to implement this incentive immediately, however, the Mayor 
additionally proposed the present subtitle, the “Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic 
Development Limited Grant-Making Authority Amendment Act of 2015.” Although this 
authority lacks most of the requirements provided in D.C. Code § 47-811.03 and the 
Modernization Act’s amendments to that statute, it will provide the Deputy Mayor with $3 
million to directly offer to QHTCs in fiscal year 2016. The Committee altered the subtitle from 
the Mayor’s proposed version to require that the grants be competitively bid.  
 
 

X I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 2051. Short title. 
 
Sec. 2052. Amends the Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Support Act of 2012 to provide the 

Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development the authority to 
award grants up to $1 million to Qualified High Technology Companies in 

173 The report is available here: http://cfo.dc.gov/node/840532 
174 “District of Columbia Tax Expenditure Report,” Office of Tax and Revenue Analysis (May 2014) p. 239. 
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fiscal year 2016. The Deputy Mayor’s authority to award grants under this 
program is capped at $3 million total.  

 
 

X I I .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  
 

 

TITLE II, SUBTITLE E. DMPED LIMITED GRANT-MAKING 

AUTHORITY AMENDMENT 

Sec. 2051. Short title. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic 

Development Limited Grant-Making Authority Amendment Act of 2015”. 

Sec. 2052.  Section 2032 of the Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Support Act of 

2012, effective September 20, 2012 (D.C. Law 19-168; D.C. Official Code § 1-

328.04), is amended by adding a new subsection (b-2) to read as follows: 

“(b-2) In Fiscal Year 2016, the Deputy Mayor may award up to $3,000,000 in 

grants to Qualified High Technology Companies as defined in D.C. Official Code § 

47-1817.01(5) in accordance with the requirements of the Government Grant 

Administration Amendment Act of 2015. The total amount awarded to a single 

recipient shall not exceed $1,000,000.”. 

 
 

* * *
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T I T L E  V I I - A  
S U B J E C T  T O  A P P R O P R I A T I O N S  A M E N D M E N T S  

 
 

 I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is to repeal several provisions of laws enacted by the Council 
where the law’s application was subject to the inclusion of their fiscal effects in an approved 
budget and financial plan.  When a provision of law which was previously subject to 
appropriation is recommended for appropriation in the current Budget Request Act, the subject to 
appropriations applicability clause may be repealed, making the law applicable. 
 
 

 I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 The proposed subtitle includes the repeal of two subject to appropriations provisions, one 
related to the Office of the Attorney General, and one related to the DC Promise Act.  The 
Committee provides comment on this section because it has included funding in its 
recommendation to implement the Public-Private Partnership Act of 2014175, which was adopted  
in Council Period 20. 
 
 

I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 7001. Short title. 
 
Sec. 7004. Repeals the subject to appropriations language from the Public-Private 

Partnership Act of 2014. 
 

 
 I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  

 
 

TITLE VII, SUBTITLE A.  SUBJECT TO APPRORPATIONS 

AMENDMENTS 

Sec. 7001.  Short title.   

This subtitle may be cited as the “Subject to Appropriations Amendment Act 

of 2015”. 

 

175 L20-0228 Effective from Mar 11, 2015, Published in DC Register Vol 62 and Page 4499  
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* * * 

 

Sec. 7004. Section 302(a) of the Fiscal Year 2015 Budget Support Act of 

2014, effective February 26, 2015 (D.C. Law 20-155; 61 DCR 9990), is repealed.  

 

 
 

* * *
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T I T L E  V I I I - B  
S A L E  O F  P U B L I C  L A N D S  P R O C E E D S  A M E N D M E N T  

 
 

 I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is to ensure that the proceeds the District receives upon the 
transfer of the townhomes, residential multifamily, and commercial parcels of land at the 
McMillan Sand Filtration Site are deposited into the capital fund account associated with the 
McMillan Site redevelopment project managed by the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic 
Development. 
 
 

 I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 The 25-acre former McMillan Reservoir Sand Filtration Site, located at North Capitol 
Street and Michigan Avenue in Ward 5, is in the process of being redeveloped into a mixed-used 
project that is managed by the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development. The 
District purchased the site from the federal government in 1987 and began the redevelopment 
process in earnest in 2006 with the issuance of a solicitation for a Land Development Partner. In 
2014, the Council passed three land disposition agreements to facilitate the transfer of the land to 
Vision McMillan Partners, LLC (PR 20-1082, McMillan – Residential Townhomes Parcel 
Disposition Approval Resolution of 2014; PR 20-1083, McMillan – Residential Multifamily 
Parcels Disposition Approval Resolution of 2014; and PR 20-1084, McMillan – Commercial 
Parcels Disposition Approval Resolution of 2014).  
 

The District is responsible for the horizontal development of the site prior to sale, as well 
as for providing public amenities, including a park, on the site. The proceeds of the sale should 
go back into the project’s capital fund to continue and complete the development; without these 
funds, the budget will not be sufficient for the project. This provision was not included in 
previous McMillan legislation, and this amendment will correct that oversight. 
 
 

I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 8011. Short title. 
 
Sec. 8012. Provides that the net proceeds from the disposition of the McMillan Sand 

Filtration Site’s three land disposition agreements shall be deposited in the 
capital fund account associated with the McMillan Site Redevelopment.  

 
 

 I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  
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TITLE VIII, SUBTITLE B.  SALE OF PUBLIC LANDS PROCEEDS 

AMENDMENT  

Sec. 8011. Short title. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “McMillan Redevelopment Proceeds 

Amendment Act of 2015”. 

Sec. 8012.  Section 1 of An Act Authorizing the sale of certain real estate in 

the District of Columbia no longer required for public purposes, approved August 5, 

1939 (53 Stat. 1211; D.C. Official Code § 10-801 et seq.), is amended by adding a 

new subsection (n) to read as follows: 

“(n) The net proceeds from the disposition of the McMillan Sand Filtration 

Site approved by the McMillan Residential Townhomes Parcel Disposition Approval 

Resolution of 2014, effective December 2, 2014 (Res. 20-705; 62 DCR 1091), the 

McMillan Residential Multifamily Parcels Disposition Approval Resolution of 2014, 

effective December 2, 2014 (Res. 20-706; 62 DCR 1094), and  the McMillan 

Commercial Parcel Disposition Approval Resolution of 2014, effective December 2, 

2014 (Res. 20-707; 62 DCR 1097), shall not be deposited in the unrestricted fund 

balance of the General Fund of the District of Columbia but instead shall be 

deposited into the capital fund account associated with the McMillan Site 

Redevelopment, EB0-AMS11C.” 

 
 

* * * 
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T I T L E  C O W - A  
G R A N T S  A D M I N I S T R A T I O N  

 
 

 I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is to amend the Fiscal Year 2008 Budget Support Act 2007 to 
create a dedicated subtitle on the administration of District grants, to establish applicability of the 
provisions of the subtitle on all grants issued after October 1, 2014, to establish standard 
requirements for the award of grants, to establish standard requirements for the administration of 
grant programs, to establish reporting requirements for grantors, to establish eligibility 
requirements for receiving grants, to require that a person provide a sworn statement of their 
eligibility before receiving a grant, to make a person ineligible to receive a grant as a result of 
providing a contribution to a covered recipient, to require the Office of Partnerships and Grant 
Development to establish uniform guidelines for grant administration, to clarify the authority to 
issue grants for planning and planning implementation purposes, and to clarify the grant-making 
authority of the Office of the Secretary of the Council of the District of Columbia; and to make 
conforming amendments. 
 
 Most provisions of this proposed subtitle have been in effect through past BSA subtitles 
affecting grant-making authority for grants authorized under that BSA.  The Committee 
proposed subtitle would make permanent the requirements for grants government-wide in order 
to ensure accountability and ethical distribution of funds and repeal the past grant subtitles which 
would become duplicative of this subtitle. 
 

 
 I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  

 
 The Committee of the Whole held a hearing on Bill 21-24, the Government Grants 
Administration Amendment Act of 2014, which is nearly identical to the Committee’s 
recommended subtitle.  At that hearing, Christopher Shorter, Director of Agency Operations, 
Office of the City Administrator, provided testimony on behalf of the executive.  In part, he 
testified that the executive supports the overarching goals of Bill 24-24 and agreed that most 
grants should be awarded through a competitive process, the public should be provided ample 
notice of grant funding availability, timely notification of grant awards is important, and that 
record-keeping and reporting requirements should be robust. 
 
 As a result of that hearing, the Committee has made several minor changes to the 
language from the permanent bill as introduced including: 
 

 A new definition for a grant, consistent with the current definition in DCMR 5001. 
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 An exception to the competition requirement where the non-District source of the 
grant funds may have rules which prohibit or otherwise limit competition. 
 

 Additional time to notify grant recipients from 30 to 45 days to allow agencies to 
complete consideration of grant awards. 

 
 The Committee believes that because the requirements for grant administration have been 
largely in effect for most grant programs over the past several years through BSA subtitles, that 
making permanent these rules is important and will ensure consistent application of rules to 
grants and grant-making entities.   
 
 

I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 1. Short title. 
 
Sec. 2.  Amends the Fiscal Year 2008 Budget Support Act of 2007, effective 

September 18, 2007 by amending and adding several sections as follows: 
 

Sec. 1014. Incorporates definitions to be used in the subtitle 
 
Sec. 1014a.  Requires that grant-making and grant-issuing authorities comply 

with the requirements of this subtitle. 
 
Sec. 1015.  Requires competition for grants of $50,000 or more, awardee 

selection criteria, and publication of notice of the availability of 
grants in the Register. 

 
 
Sec. 1015a.  Requires grantors to give timely notification of awards to 

applicants and maintain records of communications between 
grantors and District agencies. 

 
Sec. 1015b.  Requires that a grantor submit a report to the Mayor and the 

Council with information on the funds allocated under a grant, the 
type of services to be provided as a result of the grant, and 
performance measures and outcomes for the grants issued in the 
previous fiscal year. 

 
Sec. 1016.  Establishes eligibility requirements for grantees. 
 
Sec. 1016a. Requires that potential grantees provide a sworn statement of 

eligibility before receiving a grant. 
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Sec. 3.  Repeals the Grants Administration subtitle of the Fiscal Year 2011 Budget 
Support Act of 2010. 

 
Sec. 4. Repeals the Grants Administration subtitle of the Fiscal Year 2012 Budget 

Support Act of 2011. 
 

 
 I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  

 
 

TITLE I, SUBTITLE COW-A.  GRANTS ADMINISTRATION 

Sec. 1. Short title. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “Government Grant Administration 

Amendment Act of 2015”. 

Sec. 2. The Fiscal Year 2008 Budget Support Act of 2007, effective 

September 18, 2007 (D.C. Law 17-20; codified in scattered cites of the D.C. Official 

Code) is amended as follows: 

(a)  Section 1014 (D.C. Official Code § 1-328.01) is amended to read as 

follows: 

“Sec. 1014.   Definitions. 

 “For the purposes of this title, the term: 

 “(1)  “Candidate” means the same as that term is defined in section 

101(6) of the Board of Ethics and Government Accountability Establishment and 

Comprehensive Ethics Reform Amendment Act of 2011, effective April 27, 2012 

(D.C. Law 19-124; D.C. Official Code § 1-1161.01(6)), as amended by section 

2(a)(5) of the Campaign Finance Reform and Transparency Amendment Act of 2013, 

approved on second reading on December 3, 2013 (D.C. Act 20-249). 

 “(2)  “Contribution” means the same as that term is defined in section 

101(10) of the Board of Ethics and Government Accountability Establishment and 

Comprehensive Ethics Reform Amendment Act of 2011, effective April 27, 2012 

(D.C. Law 19-124; D.C. Official Code § 1-1161.01(10)), as amended by section 

2(a)(6) of the Campaign Finance Reform and Transparency Amendment Act of 2013, 

approved on second reading on December 3, 2013 (D.C. Act 20-249). 
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 “(3) “Covered recipient” means: 

  “(A) Any elected District official who is or could be involved 

in influencing or approving the award of a grant.  

  “(B) Any candidate for elective District office who is or could 

be involved in influencing or approving the award of a grant. 

  “(C) Any political committee affiliated with a District 

candidate or official described in subparagraphs (A) and (B). 

  “(D) Any constituent-service program or fund, or 

substantially similar entity, controlled, operated, or managed by: 

   “(i) Any elected District official who is or could be 

involved in influencing or approving the award of a grant; or 

   “(ii) Any person under the supervision, direction, or 

control of an elected District official who is or could be involved in influencing or 

approving the award of a grant. 

  “(E) Any political party. 

  “(F) Any entity or organization: 

   “(i) Which a candidate or public official described in 

subparagraphs (A) and (B), or a member of his or her immediate family, controls; or 

   “(ii)  In which a candidate or public official described 

in subparagraphs (A) and (B) has an ownership interest of 10 percent or more. 

 “(4) “Election” means the same as that term is defined in section 

101(15) of the Board of Ethics and Government Accountability Establishment and 

Comprehensive Ethics Reform Amendment Act of 2011, effective April 27, 2012 

(D.C. Law 19-124; D.C. Official Code § 1-1161.01(15)). 

 “(5) “Grant” means financial assistance to an organization to support 

or stimulate the accomplishment of a public purpose as defined by the law that 

authorizes the grant., when the applicant, not the District, define the specific services, 

the service levels, and the program approach for carrying out the grant. 

 “(6) “Grant program” means the management or administration by a 

grantor of grant-making or grant-issuing authority as covered by this subtitle.  
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 “(7) “Grantee” means the person that receives funds under a grant 

program. 

 “(8) “Grantor” means a District agency, board, commission, 

instrumentality, or program designated by law as the grant-managing entity for a 

grant program. 

 “(9) “Immediate family” means the same as that term is defined in 

section 101(26) of the Board of Ethics and Government Accountability Establishment 

and Comprehensive Ethics Reform Amendment Act of 2011, effective April 27, 2012 

(D.C. Law 19-124; D.C. Official Code § 1-1161.01(26)). 

 “(10) “Person” means the same as that term is defined in section 

101(42) of the Board of Ethics and Government Accountability Establishment and 

Comprehensive Ethics Reform Amendment Act of 2011, effective April 27, 2012 

(D.C. Law 19-124; D.C. Official Code § 1-1161.01(42)). 

 “(11)  “Political committee” means the same as that term is defined in 

section 101(44) of the Board of Ethics and Government Accountability Establishment 

and Comprehensive Ethics Reform Amendment Act of 2011, effective April 27, 2012 

(D.C. Law 19-124; D.C. Official Code § 1-1161.01(44)), as amended by section 

2(a)(16) of the Campaign Finance Reform and Transparency Amendment Act of 

2013, approved on second reading on December 3, 2013 (D.C. Act 20-249). 

 “(12) “Political party” means the same as that term is defined in 

section 101(45) of the Board of Ethics and Government Accountability Establishment 

and Comprehensive Ethics Reform Amendment Act of 2011, effective April 27, 2012 

(D.C. Law 19-124; D.C. Official Code § 1-1161.01(45)).”. 

 (b)  A new section 1014a is inserted to read as follows: 

“Sec. 1014a.  Applicability of requirements on grants. 

 “(a)  Notwithstanding any other provision of law, and except where 

the law establishing authority for the grant exempts or modifies the requirements of 

this section by specific reference, any grant-making or grant-issuing authority 

established under District statute shall be administered pursuant to the requirements 

of this subtitle. 

 “(b) This section shall apply as of October 1, 2015.”. 
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 (c)  Sections 1014 and 1014a are re-designated as Part A -- Grant 

administration; generally. 

 (c)  New Parts B, C, and D are inserted to read as follows: 

 “Part B -- Grant administration; requirements for grants. 

“Sec. 1015.  Requirements for award of grants. 

 “(a) Any grant of $50,000 or more that is made pursuant to an 

authority described in section 1014a of this subtitle shall be awarded on a competitive 

basis and solely for the purpose or purposes identified in the statute establishing the 

grant-making or grant-issuing authority, unless a non-District entity that provides 

funds to the District to award as grants has rules or requirements that prohibits or 

otherwise limits competition. 

 “(b) Before providing notice of the availability of grant funds as 

required by subsection (c) of this section, a grantor shall establish criteria or standards 

for the selection of a grantee or grantees under the grant program, and shall set 

priorities among those criteria or standards. 

 “(c) A grantor shall publish notice in the District of Columbia 

Register for a minimum of 14 days in advance of making or issuing a grant of the 

following: 

  “(1) A detailed description of the availability of grant funds, 

including the amount, the number of likely grant awards to be made, and any 

limitations or requirements on the use of such grant funds; 

  “(2) Eligibility requirements for receiving funds under the 

grant program, including the requirements in section 1015a of this subtitle;  

  “(3) Selection criteria for the awarding of funds under the 

grant program;  

  “(4) A description of the application process under the grant 

program, including the date after which applications will no longer be received; and 

  “(5) The date that final determination of grant awards will be 

made. 

“Sec. 1015a.  Requirements for administration of grant programs.  
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 “A grantor administering a grant program covered by this subtitle 

shall: 

 “(1) Within 45 days from the closing date of the grant application 

process, provide notification to all applicants of the acceptance or rejection of their 

applications for the grant funds; and  

 “(2)(A) Maintain records of any written communications as well as a 

description of any other communications, including telephonic or face-to-face 

communications, between the grantor and any District government official or staff 

regarding: 

   “(i) The development of the selection criteria or 

eligibility requirements; 

   “(ii)  Selection by the grantor of a grantee; or 

   “(iii)  Issues with a grantee's compliance with grant-

program requirements. 

  “(B)  Records required under this paragraph shall be provided, 

upon request, within a reasonable time, to the Mayor, or his or her designee, or to a 

member of the Council. 

“Sec. 1015b.  Reporting requirements. 

“Beginning in 2015, a grantor managing a grant program covered by this 

subtitle shall submit a report to the Mayor and the Council by November 1 of each 

year containing the following information: 

 “(1) All funds allocated pursuant to a grant program in the previous 

fiscal year; 

 “(2) The type of services and a timeline for delivery of services for 

the grant; and 

 “(3) Performance measures and performance outcomes for each grant 

issued during the previous fiscal year. 

“Part C -- Grant administration; eligibility to receive grants. 

“Sec. 1016.  Eligibility requirements for receiving grants. 

“In addition to any other eligibility requirements provided under the enabling 

statute of the grant program, to be eligible to receive funds under a grant program 

 



Committee of the Whole  Page 191 of 213 
Fiscal Year 2016 Budget Report  May 14, 2015 
 
 

covered by this subtitle, an individual or entity must be current on all taxes and 

liabilities owed to the District, or have a plan to resolve such taxes and liabilities that 

is satisfactory to the grantor. 

“Sec. 1016a.   Sworn statement of eligibility required.  

 “Before a person may receive a grant under this subtitle, that person 

shall provide the District with a sworn statement, under penalty of perjury, that to the 

best of the person’s knowledge, after due diligence, the person is in compliance with 

section 1016b of this subtitle and is therefore eligible to receive a grant. 

“Sec. 1016b.  Ineligibility to receive grants resulting from contribution to 

covered recipient. 

 “(a) A person that makes a contribution or solicitation for contribution 

to a covered recipient shall be ineligible to receive a grant from the District of 

Columbia valued at $100,000 or more.  The District shall not enter into an agreement 

or provide a grant to a person that is ineligible to receive a grant during the time 

period provided in subsection (b) of this section. 

 “(b)(1) For contributions made to persons described under section 

1014(4)(A), (B), or (C) of this act, the restriction on the ability of a person to receive 

a grant under this subtitle shall apply beginning on the date the contribution or 

solicitation for contribution was made and continuing until one year following the 

general election for which the contribution or solicitation for contribution was made 

whether or not the contribution was made prior to the primary election.    

  “(2)  For contributions made to persons described under 

section 1014(4)(D), (E), or (F) of this act, the restriction on the ability of a person to 

receive a grant under this subtitle, shall apply beginning on the date the contribution 

or solicitation for contribution was made and continuing for eighteen months 

following that date. 

 “Part D.  Miscellaneous Provisions. 

“Sec. 1017.  Grant transparency. 

“To ensure a transparent process for issuing and managing grants, the Office 

of Partnerships and Grants Development shall establish uniform guidelines for the 

application for and reporting on any grants received from any entity of the 
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government of the District. The guidelines shall include a description of the project 

scope, budget, program activities, timelines, performance, and any appropriate 

financial information. 

“Sec. 1017a.  Grants for planning and planning implementation purposes. 

 “(a) The Mayor may issue grants to individuals and organizations 

from local revenue, dedicated tax revenue, special purpose revenue, and capital funds 

in furtherance of the Mayor's planning mission under section 423 of the District of 

Columbia Home Rule Act, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 792; D.C. Official 

Code § 1-204.23), subject to available appropriations, and subject to the provisions of 

D.C. Official Code § 47-368.06. 

 “(b) The Mayor, pursuant to Title I of the District of Columbia 

Administrative Procedure Act, approved October 21, 1968 (82 Stat. 1204; D.C. 

Official Code § 2-501 et seq.), may issue rules to implement the provisions of this 

subtitle. 

“Sec. 1017b.  Office of the Secretary of the District of Columbia grant-

making authority. 

 “Notwithstanding any other law, the Office of the Secretary of the 

District of Columbia may issue competitive grants to promote voting rights and 

statehood in the District of Columbia.”. 

Sec. 3.  Section 2212 of the Fiscal Year 2011 Budget Support Act of 2010, 

effective September 24, 2010 (D.C. Law 18-223; D.C. Official Code § 1-328.02) is 

repealed. 

Sec. 4.  Section 1072 of the Fiscal Year 2012 Budget Support Act of 2011, 

effective September 14, 2011 (D.C. Law 19-21; D.C. Official Code § 1-328.03) is 

repealed. 

 
 

* * *
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T I T L E  C O W - B  
S O C C E R  S T A D I U M  D E V E L O P M E N T  T E C H N I C A L  

 
 

 I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is amend, on an emergency basis, the Soccer Stadium 
Development Act of 2014 to add a new definition, clarify findings, make technical and clarifying 
changes regarding the transmission of documents to the Council for approval, allow for the 
negotiation of enhanced performance, and make other technical and conforming changes.  The 
effect of the subtitle is to provide a mechanism for Council approval of the ground lease and 
development agreements as contemplated, but not enacted, during consideration of the Soccer 
Stadium Development Act of 2014. 
 
 The proposed subtitle amends the Soccer Stadium Development Act of 2014 (Act) to 
make several technical and clarifying amendments, including modification of the definitions 
section (§ 101); expounding upon the purposes behind the Act (§ 102); clarification as to how the 
Council intends to review and approve of certain documents necessary to complete the soccer 
stadium deal (§§ 103-104); authorization for negotiating further protections of the District’s 
interests (§ 104); and technical changes to the community benefits requirement (§ 108). 
 
 

 I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 The Council passed both the Soccer Stadium Development Technical Clarification 
Emergency Amendment Act of 2015 and the Soccer Stadium Development Technical 
Clarification Temporary Act of 2015 both unanimously.  The emergency act is currently enacted 
and should be effective through August 6, 2015.  The temporary legislation should be in effect 
thereafter, however, because of the congressional review period, a gap in the law may occur.   
 
 The underlying Soccer Stadium Development Act of 2015176 passed the Council in 
December 2014 and has been effective law since March 11, 2015.  An emergency version of the 
act177 had been in effect since December of 2014, enabling the District to move forward with 
negotiations and other actions required for development of a soccer stadium at Buzzard Point.  
However, since the time of its original passage, due to the complex nature of the transactions 
involved in moving forward with the land swaps, ground leases, and development agreement, 
several technical issues came to light.  The Mayor therefore transmitted legislation to the Council 
making several of the needed fixes to enable the project to move forward. 
 
 Because the changes passed as part of the technical emergency and permanent acts are 
largely technical in nature, and because at least seven Council hearings have been held on soccer 

176 Law 20-233, eff March 11, 2015 
177 Act20-557, enacted Dec 30, 2014 
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stadium, to date, the Committee recommends including the permanent fixes to the soccer 
legislation as part of the BSA.  By including the technical and clarifying provisions in the BSA, 
gaps can be mitigated. 
 
 

I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 2XX1. Short title. 
 
Sec. 2XX2. Amends the Soccer Stadium Development Act of 2014 to make several 

technical and clarifying changes. 
 

 
 I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  

 
 

TITLE II, SUBTITLE X.  SOCCER STADIUM DEVELOPMENT 

AMENDMENT 

Sec. 2XX1. Short title. 

This act may be cited as the “Soccer Stadium Development Technical 

Clarification Amendment Act of 2015”. 

Sec. 2XX2. The Soccer Stadium Development Act of 2014, effective March 

11, 2015 (D.C. Law 20-233; to be codified at D.C. Official Code § 10-1651.01 et 

seq.), is amended as follows: 

(a) Section 101 (to be codified at D.C. Official Code § 10-1651.01) is 

amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 101. Definitions. 

“For the purposes of this title, the term: 

 “(1) “Northwest portion of Lot 24 in Square 665” means the 

northwest portion of Lot 24 in Square 665 as described in the letter of intent between 

the District and Potomac Electric Power Company dated December 27, 2013. 

 “(2) “Soccer stadium site” means the real property described as 

Squares 603S, 605, 607, 661, and 661N, and the northwest portion of Lot 24 in 

Square 665, and all public alleys and streets to be closed within these squares.”. 
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(b) Section 102 (to be codified at D.C. Official Code § 10-1651.02) is 

amended as follows:  

(1) A new paragraph (1A) is added to read as follows: 

“(1A) The acquisition of land for, construction of, and operation of a new 

stadium for D.C. United in itself serves a public purpose, in particular because the 

stadium will promote the recreation, entertainment, and enjoyment of the public.”. 

(2) Paragraph (2) is amended by striking the phrase “Without the 

development” and inserting the phrase “In addition, without the development” in its 

place. 

(c) Section 103 (to be codified at D.C. Official Code § 10-1651.03) is 

amended as follows: 

 (1) Subsection (a)(2) is amended as follows: 

  (A) Strike the phrase “shall acquire” and insert the phrase “is 

authorized to acquire” in its place. 

  (B) Strike the phrase “as described in the letter of intent 

between the District and Potomac Electric Power Company (“PEPCO”) dated 

December 27, 2013”. 

 (2) Subsection (d) is amended to read as follows: 

“(d) The Mayor shall transmit to the Council any agreement to acquire any 

portion of Squares 605, 607, or 661, or the northwest portion of Lot 24 in Square 665 

that requires the approval of the Council pursuant to section 451 of the District of 

Columbia Home Rule Act, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 803; D.C. Official 

Code § 1-204.51), not later than 30 days before the effective date of the agreement.  

Any such agreement shall be exempt from section 202(c) of the Procurement 

Practices Reform Act of 2010, effective April 8, 2011 (D.C. Law 18-371; D.C. 

Official Code § 2-352.02(c)).”. 

 (3) Subsection (e) is amended by striking the phrase “as described in 

the letter of intent between the District and PEPCO dated December 27, 2013”. 

(d) Section 104 (to be codified at D.C. Official Code § 10-1651.04) is 

amended as follows: 

 (1) Subsection (a) is amended to read as follows: 
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“(a)  Notwithstanding An Act Authorizing the sale of certain real estate in the 

District of Columbia no longer required for public purposes, approved August 5, 

1939 (53 Stat. 1211; D.C. Official Code § 10-801 et seq.), the Mayor may enter into a 

ground lease (“revised ground lease”) between the District of Columbia and DC 

Stadium LLC; provided, that: 

 “(1) The revised ground lease amends the ground lease between the 

District of Columbia and DC Stadium LLC, dated May 23, 2014 (“original ground 

lease”) to: 

  “(A) Not contain any provision to abate District sales tax; 

  “(B) Include the labor peace provisions set forth in subsection 

(c) of this section; and 

  “(C) Contain modifications to conform the terms of the 

original ground lease to the provisions of this act;  

 “(2) The Mayor transmits the revised ground lease to the Council for 

its review not later than 30 days before the effective date of the revised ground lease;  

 “(3) The Mayor transmits simultaneously to the Council for its review 

pursuant to section 451 of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved 

December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 803; D.C. Official Code § 1-204.51), a revised 

development agreement (“revised development agreement”) that amends the 

development agreement between the District of Columbia and DC Stadium LLC, 

dated May 23, 2014 (“original development agreement”), for the development of the 

soccer stadium site and that: 

“(A) Extends the date by which the District shall acquire control of the soccer 

stadium site to September 30, 2015; 

“(B) Extends the dates by which the District shall close streets and alleys, 

acquire fee title, demolish existing structures, perform infrastructure work (including 

all District obligations under article V of the original development agreement), and 

perform environmental remediation work (including all District obligations under 

article VI of the original development agreement), as such actions are described in 

articles III, IV, V, and VI of the original development agreement and may be 
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described or referenced in other provisions of the original development agreement, 

each by 6 months; 

“(C) Sets a date by which DC Stadium LLC shall complete the construction 

of a soccer stadium at the soccer stadium site; 

“(D) Extends other dates as negotiated between the District and DC Stadium, 

LLC; 

“(E) Amends section 5.9 of the original development agreement to read as 

follows: “Land Contribution.  Within 30 days of the District’s acquisition of either 

Lot 7 or Lot 802 in Square 605, the Stadium Developer shall pay to the District, or its 

designee, Two Million Five Hundred Thousand Dollars ($2,500,000.00) to offset 

Land acquisition costs, unless the District acquires either Lot 7 or Lot 802 in Square 

605 by the use of eminent domain and the aggregate price paid by the District for Lot 

7 and Lot 802 is less than $25,148,760.”; 

“(F) Amends section 9.1(c) of the original development agreement to read as 

follows: “Designated Entertainment Area. The District shall grant to the Developer 

‘signage rights’ with respect to the Land, such signage rights to be those rights 

described in the proposed Chapter 8 of Title 13 of the District of Columbia Municipal 

Regulations published in the DC Register on August 17, 2012.”;  

“(G) Provides that no fees, proffers, or deposits shall be borne or waived by 

the District pursuant to section 7.6 of the original development agreement before 

October 1, 2015.”; and 

“(H) Includes the labor peace provisions set forth in subsection (c) of this 

section; and 

 “(4) The Council does not adopt a resolution of disapproval pertaining 

to the ground lease within 30 days beginning on the day on which the ground lease is 

submitted to the Council, excluding days of Council recess.”. 

 (2) Subsection (b) is amended to read as follows: 

“(b)(1) The revised ground lease and the revised development agreement each 

may provide an enhanced “Performance Assurance” without increasing the District's 

financial obligations. 
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“(2) The revised development agreement shall be exempt from section 202(c) 

of the Procurement Practices Reform Act of 2010, effective April 8, 2011 (D.C. Law 

18-371; D.C. Official Code § 2-352.02(c)).”. 

 (3) Subsection (c) is amended by striking the phrase “DC Stadium, 

LLC and the District shall agree” and inserting the phrase “The District is authorized 

to agree” in its place. 

(e) Section 107(b) (to be codified at D.C. Official Code § 10-1651.07(b)) is 

amended as follows: 

 (1) Paragraph (1) is amended by striking the phrase “September 4, 

2014;” and inserting the phrase “December 15, 2014;” in its place. 

 (2) A new paragraph (2A) is added to read as follows: 

 “(2A) Any payment made by D.C. United to the District government 

pursuant to the revised ground lease;”. 

(f) Section 108 (to be codified at D.C. Official Code § 10-1651.08) is 

amended as follows: 

 (1) Subsection (a) is amended to read as follows: 

“(a)  The Mayor shall implement the Convention Center – Southwest 

Waterfront corridor as described in the “DC Circulator 2014 Transit Development 

Plan Update” dated September 2014.”. 

 (2) Subsection (c) is amended to read as follows: 

“(c) The Mayor shall make capital improvements of at least $250,000 to the 

Randall Recreation Center in Ward 6.”. 

 (3) Subsection (d) is amended by striking the phrase “provide ongoing 

operations and programming funding for” and inserting the phrase “operate and 

provide programmed activities for” in its place. 

 (4) A new subsection (e) is added to read as follows: 

“(e) The Mayor is authorized to negotiate other community-benefit 

commitments from D.C. United and its affiliated entities, including those that 

promote youth soccer, education, employment opportunities, and job training 

programs.”. 
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T I T L E  C O W - C  
I N D E P E N D E N T  I N V E S T I G A T I O N  D E B A R M E N T  A U T H O R I T Y  

 
 

 I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is to allow the District of Columbia Auditor and the Inspector 
General to recommend for debarment a contractor that is willfully not cooperating with an 
investigation.  The effect of the subtitle would be that the Auditor and the Inspector General 
would have the same power to recommend a debarment as the Chairman of the Council or the 
several chairpersons of Council committees.  The subtitle would amend section 903 of the 
Procurement Practices Reform Act of 2010 to expand the power to recommend debarment to the 
Auditor and the Inspector General. 
 
 

 I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 The Procurement Practices Reform Act of 2010 (PPRA) allows the Chairman of the 
Council or any chairperson of a Council committee to recommend to the Chief Procurement 
Officer (CPO), in writing, that a contractor who willfully fails to cooperate in an investigation be 
debarred from competing for or being awarded contracts with the District of Columbia.  The 
CPO is then compelled to issue a written decision to debar or suspend a contractor which must 
include the relevant facts and reasons for the action taken, describe the responsibility of the 
contractor, describe whether the debarment is in the best interest of the District, and inform the 
debarred or suspended contractor of their right to judicial or administrative review of the 
decision.  The District of Columbia Auditor and the Inspector General both have independent 
statutory investigative authority similar to that of the Council.  Therefore, the Committee 
believes that both should be given the same authorization to forward a recommendation for a 
suspension or debarment to the CPO. 
 
 This issue has been raised by the Committee’s oversight of the Office of the Chief 
Technology Officer (OCTO).  A Management Implication Report dated January 30, 2014 by the 
Office of the Inspector General (OIG) notified the Mayor and the Chairman that that it had been 
unable to gain access to the books of a major District contractor that administers OCTO’s IT 
Staffing Augmentation (ITSA) contract.  Details of the substance of that investigation and audit 
are discussed earlier in the report in regards to OCTO’s budget. 
 
 That letter indicated that after failing to gain access to the books of the contractor, OIG 
sought to enforce a subpoena through the Office of the Attorney General.  However, a Superior 
Court judge declined to enforce the subpoena stating that the request was arguably beyond the 
OIG’s authority and the subpoena was overly broad.  In response, OIG crafted a narrower 
request and subpoena to comply with the Court’s ruling, but the contractor still refused to 
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cooperate.  The OIG recommended that the Council consider reviewing, evaluating, and if 
necessary changing the law with regards to the OIG’s authority to access records. 
 
 After conducting such a review of the law, the Committee believes that the PPRA has 
already granted to the Council a non-judicial remedy to attempt to compel records from a 
contractor through a process which could result in suspension or debarment for failure to comply 
with the law.  Similar authority for the Inspector General, and the Auditor who also has similar 
investigative authority, could strengthen both offices’ ability to obtain the records pursuant to 
their authority under the law.  The Committee intends that the CPO be responsible in exercising 
his independent authority granted under the PPRA, and respect the broad investigatory 
prerogatives of the Council and independent agencies charged with auditing and investigating 
waste, fraud, and abuse by thoroughly examining any request for suspension or debarment for 
non-compliance with the law in respect to records production. 
  
 

 I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 1XX1. Short title. 
 
Sec. 1XX2. Extends the authority to recommend debarment or suspension of a 

contractor to the Auditor and the Inspector General. 
 

 
 I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  

 
 

TITLE I, SUBTITLE XX.  INDEPENDENT INVESTIGATION 

DEBARMENT AUTHORITY 

Sec. 1XX1. Short title. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “Independent Investigation Debarment 

Authority Amendment Act of 2015”. 

Sec. 1XX2. Section 907(d) of the District of Columbia Procurement Practices 

Reform Act of 2010, effective April 8, 2011 (D.C. Law 18-371; D.C. Official Code § 

2-351.01 et seq.), is amended to read as follows: 

(a) Subsection (d)(1) is amended to read as follows: 

“(d)(1) After reasonable notice to a person and reasonable opportunity to be 

heard, the CPO may debar or suspend the person from consideration for award of any 

contract or subcontract if the CPO receives written notification from: 
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  “(A) the Chairman of the Council or the chairperson of a 

Council committee that the person has willfully failed to cooperate in a Council or 

Council committee investigation conducted pursuant to § 1‑204.13; 

  “(B) the District of Columbia Auditor that the person has 

willfully failed to produce books or records pursuant to Section 418, or cooperate in 

an audit conducted pursuant to § 1-204.55; or 

  “(C) the Inspector General that the person has willfully failed 

to produce books or records pursuant to Section 418, or cooperate in an investigation 

conducted pursuant § 1‑301.115a(c)(1) and in accordance with § 1‑301.115a(f-3) 

“(1a) The CPO shall issue a decision on a suspension or debarment 

recommended through a notification received under paragraph (1) within 30 days of 

receipt of the notification. 

“(2) The debarment shall be for a period of 5 years, unless the CPO receives 

written notification during the 5-year period from the Chairman of the Council or the 

chairperson of a Council committee, the District of Columbia Auditor, or the 

Inspector General that the debarred business has cooperated in the investigation 

referred to in paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

“(3) For purpose of this subsection, the term "willfully failed to cooperate" 

means: 

 “(A) Intentionally failed to attend and give testimony at a public 

hearing convened in accordance with the Rules of Organization and Procedure for the 

Council; and 

 “(B) Intentionally failed to provide documents, books, papers, or 

other information upon request of the Council or a Council committee, the District of 

Columbia Auditor, or the Inspector General. 

 

 
 

* * *
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T I T L E  C O W - D  
U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  T H E  D I S T R I C T  O F  C O L U M B I A  F U N D R A I S I N G  

M A T C H  A M E N D M E N T  A C T  O F  2 0 1 5  
 
 

 I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is to direct a maximum of $1 million in non-departmental 
funds to the University of the District of Columbia.  Specifically, this amendment indicates that 
that University may receive up to $1 million local funds as a dollar for dollar match for the 
private funds raised by the University.  The University must raise these funds by January 1, 
2016, although the Council is willing to provide an extension to the University if it requests one 
and can demonstrate a good faith effort by beginning to fundraise prior to the aforementioned 
deadline. 
 
 

 I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 Beginning in fiscal year 2014, the Council has appropriated a maximum of one million in 
non-departmental funds to the University of the District of Columbia as a dollar to dollar match 
for private funds raised by the University.   While UDC was unable to raise the private funding 
during FY 14, it was successful in doing so in FY15, raising $1,070,000.  Given the University’s 
struggle with private fundraising, the Committee is pleased by UDC’s progress in this arena and 
believes that such progress has been spurred by the Council’s dollar for dollar match.  As such, 
the Committee recommends the continuation of this match in the FY16 budget and is pleased to 
see that it was already provided for in the proposed budget submitted by the Mayor on April 2, 
2015.  
 
 

I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. --. Short title. 
 
Sec. --. Establishes a dollar for dollar match, of a maximum of $1 million, for the 

University of the District of Columbia in non-departmental funds. 
 

 
 I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  

 
 

SUBTITLE --. UNIVERSITY OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

FUNDRAISING MATCH 
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Sec. --. Short title. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “University of the District of Columbia 

Fundraising Match Amendment Act of 2015”. 

Sec. --. In Fiscal Year 2016, of the funds allocated to the Non-Departmental 

agency, an amount up to $1 million shall be transferred to the University of the 

District of Columbia ("UDC") if, by January 1, 2016, UDC raises the amount of $1 

million from private donations for the purpose of meeting accreditation standards and 

implementation of the University’s strategic plan. The amount transferred under this 

section shall be matched dollar-for-dollar from the amount raised up to $1 million. 

 
 

* * *
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T I T L E  C O W - E  
D I S T R I C T  C U L T U R A L  P L A N  

 
 

 I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 
 The purpose of this subtitle is to require the Director of the Office of Planning (OP) to 
create and publish a comprehensive cultural plan for the District. OP will hire a private firm to 
research and create the plan; the subtitle provides the requirements for the plan. The subtitle 
further provides for the creation of a steering committee to track implementation of the plan and 
submit to the Mayor and the Council an annual report on progress. Additionally, OP must review 
and revise, as needed, the plan every ten years. 
 
 

 I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 The nation’s capital is one of the most intellectually vibrant cities in the world and 
features world-class cultural organizations, active neighborhood centers, and a growing creative 
economy. The cities that will grow and prosper in the next decade are those that value, teach, 
nurture, and attract creative talent.  For the District to become a truly world class city, it must 
plan how to build and sustain a thriving artistic and creative ecosystem in a strategic, informed 
way. 
 

The intent of this language is to ensure that a comprehensive plan is created that involves 
residents, neighborhoods, government agencies, and private interests to determine where future 
funding should be allocated for the arts and the creative economy and create an implementation 
plan that is executed within the next year. An important aspect of the cultural plan will be to 
provide an understanding of the scope of cultural services throughout the District as they exist 
today, including where these services are lacking, and how cultural service gaps may be 
filled.  The cultural plan will identify the current level of service of cultural groups on a 
neighborhood level, utilizing feedback received through community outreach, and establish a 
strategy to meet the individualized needs of each community. Furthermore, it will assess the 
economic impact of arts and culture in the city, make recommendations on how to increase both 
the amount of cultural activity in the city and the economic impact it has, and finally determine 
the most effective ways to provide support to individual and emerging artists. The Council is 
providing $200,000 to hire a private firm to create the plan; this amount is consistent with what 
other jurisdictions have paid to create comprehensive cultural plans.  
 
 

I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 1. Short title. 
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Sec. 2. Requires the Director of the OP to create and publish a cultural plan for the 
District. Directs the OP to issue a request for proposals to hire a firm to create 
a cultural plan for the District. Lists the requirements for what must be 
included in the plan. Requires OP to review and update the plan, as needed, 
every 10 years. Requires that a Cultural Planning Steering Committee be formed 
to assist in the implementation of the Plan. Requires the Steering Committee to 
track the implementation of the plan and transmit a report annual on its progress 
to the Mayor and the Council. 

 
 

 I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  
 

 

TITLE I, SUBTITLE F.  DISTRICT CULTURAL PLAN 

Sec. 1. Short title. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “A Cultural Plan for the District Act of 

2015”. 

Sec. 2. Creation of a Cultural Plan. 

(a) (1)  On or before January 1, 2016, the Director of the Office of Planning 

(“Office”) shall submit to the Mayor and the Council and post on the Office’s website 

a comprehensive cultural plan (“Plan”). Prior to that date, the Office shall oversee the 

solicitation, through a request for proposals, of a private cultural-planning firm to 

develop the Plan.  

(2) The request for proposals to develop the Plan shall propose compensation 

for the firm developing the Plan that does not exceed $200,000. The Office may 

accept contributions from private foundations to defray the cost of compensating the 

firm that develops the Plan.   

(3) At a minimum, the Plan shall include: 

(A) Recommended means by which the District may increase 

participation in cultural activities throughout the District and address the desires of 

residents of each of the 8 Wards with respect to art and culture policy in their 

neighborhoods; 
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(B) An outline of the city’s cultural policies and the means of 

implementing such policies and a study of the economic benefits and the impacts on 

quality of life, community development, and cultural literacy of those policies; 

(C) A proposed process for community decision-making regarding 

cultural activities that focuses on neighborhoods, engages and encourages community 

input, and supports access to the arts and cultural programming in such 

neighborhoods; 

(D) An analysis of whether some neighborhoods are better served 

than others with respect to cultural activities and proposals to remedy such 

disparities; 

(E) An analysis of the needs of artists and other members of the 

creative economy and recommendations regarding steps that may be taken to retain 

and otherwise support such individuals in the District’s current real-estate 

environment, including recommendations with regard to the creation of both long-

term and temporary affordable studio and rehearsal space, including space that 

otherwise would remain vacant, as well as affordable housing for artists and other 

members of the creative economy; 

(F) An analysis of the current state of arts education in DCPS and 

DCPCS and recommendations regarding the improvement of arts education in the 

District; 

(G) An analysis of the means by which District agencies can 

incorporate the arts to enhance their missions while better serving the cultural needs 

of the District.  On or before November 1, 2015, each District agency shall submit its 

own analysis of those means that shall be incorporated in the Plan; 

(H) An examination of means by which the arts can be incorporated 

into community and economic development planning processes and policies; 

(I) Recommendations as to means by which the District can create a 

more arts-friendly regulatory structure, specifically with regard to facilitating 

performances and exhibitions that seek to engage the public in a public setting; and 
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(J) Any existing data sets regarding the distribution of cultural 

resources throughout the city, as well as any other existing data sets relevant to the 

Plan. 

(4) All recommendations, initiatives, and priorities included in the Plan shall 

be indicated as being proposed to occur in a short-, medium-, or long-term timeframe 

and categorized by the following budget ranges: under fifty thousand dollars; fifty 

thousand to two hundred fifty thousand dollars; over two hundred fifty thousand to 

one million dollars; and over one million dollars; 

 

(5) The development of the Plan shall occur in a transparent and accessible 

fashion. Whenever feasible, the Office shall utilize appropriate technology to enhance 

outreach and communication with the public during the development of the Plan. 

(6) To the extent feasible, any agency implicated by the conclusions and 

recommendations of the Plan shall incorporate those conclusions and 

recommendations into its budget and programming. 

(7) The Office shall review the Plan and revise it as appropriate every ten 

years. 

(b)(1) A Cultural Planning Steering Committee (the “Committee”) shall be 

formed to assist in the implementation of the Plan. The Cultural Planning Steering 

Committee shall consist of at least three members of the arts and creative economy 

community with relevant arts and creative economy expertise and each of the 

following individuals or his or her appointee: 

(A) Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development; 

(B) The Director of the Office of Planning; 

(C) The Executive Director of the D.C. Commission on Arts & 

Humanities;  

(D) The Chairman of the Council’s designee;  

(E) The Chairman of the Committee on Finance & Revenue’s 

designee; and 

(F) The DC BID Council Executive Director.    
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(2) The Committee shall meet with the Office and representatives of other 

affected agencies on a quarterly basis to track the progress of the recommendations in 

the Plan beginning with the first quarter after submission of the Plan to the Mayor 

and the Council. 

(3) Beginning one year after the release of the Plan and annually thereafter, 

the Committee shall submit to the Mayor and the Council a written report detailing 

progress made on all recommendations, initiatives, and priorities included in the Plan. 

 
 

* * *
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T I T L E  C O W - F  
C A R E E R  P A T H W A Y S  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  

 
 

 I .  P U R P O S E ,  E F F E C T ,  A N D  I M P A C T  O N  E X I S T I N G  L A W  
 

 This subtitle authorizes the Workforce Investment Council to issue grants to test and 
scale new and emerging workforce development best practices using a career pathways 
approach, consistent with the city-wide strategic plan developed by the Adult Career Pathways 
Task Force and to solicit technical assistance to prepare for the issuance of those grants. It 
authorizes use of the Unemployment and Workforce Development Administrative Fund for these 
purposes. 
 
 

 I I .  C O M M I T T E E  R E A S O N I N G  
 
 The Committee is pleased that the Career Pathways Taskforce has made progress 
coordinating across District agencies toward improving coordination of educational and training 
services to support a career pathways approach. A career pathways approach connects 
progressive levels of education, training, support services and credentials for specific high 
demands occupations in a way that optimizes the progress and success of individuals with 
varying levels of abilities and needs and helps students advance to successively higher levels of 
education and employment in a given industry or occupational sector. The Committee believes 
that authorizing funding for the Workforce Investment Council to begin the planning process for 
making Career Pathways Innovation Grants this year and funding for issuing these grants in 
future fiscal years will greatly enhance the effectiveness of District resources devoted to 
workforce development and adult education. The Committee finds that this is an appropriate use 
of the Unemployment and Workforce Development Administrative Fund because it will increase 
the likelihood of employment or reemployment of District residents. 
 
 

I I I .  S E C T I O N - B Y - S E C T I O N  A N A L Y S I S  
 

Sec. 1. Short title. 
 
Sec. 2. Authorizes the Workforce Investment Council to issue grants to test and scale 

new and emerging workforce development best practices using a career 
pathways approach, consistent with the city-wide strategic plan developed by 
the Adult Career Pathways Task Force and to solicit technical assistance to 
prepare for the issuance of those grants. 

 
Sec. 3 Corrects the name of the Unemployment and Workforce Development 

Administrative Fund and authorizes use of $500,000 in Fiscal Year 2016 and 
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$1.5 million in subsequent fiscal years from the Unemployment and 
Workforce Development Administrative Fund for the purposes outlined in 
Section 2. 

 
 

 I V .  L E G I S L A T I V E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  T O  T H E  C O U N C I L  
 

 

TITLE I, SUBTITLE G.   

CAREER PATHWAYS IMPLEMENTATION 

Sec. _1. This subtitle may be cited as the “Career Pathways Implementation 

Amendment Act of 2015”. 

 

Sec. _2. The Workforce Investment Implementation Act of 2000, effective 

July 18, 2000 (D.C. Law 13-150; D.C. Official Code § 32-1601 et seq.), is amended 

by adding a new section 6a to read as follows: 

 “Sec. 6a. Career Pathways Innovation.  

 “(a) Beginning in fiscal year 2017, and pursuant to section 4(c) of this 

act, the Council shall issue Career Pathways Innovation grants to design, pilot, and 

scale best practices in the implementation of adult career pathways and improve 

district  performance as mandated by Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act, 

approved July 22, 2014 (128 Stat. 1425; 29 U.S.C. § 3101 et seq.), using a career 

pathways approach, consistent with the city-wide strategic plan developed by the 

Adult Career Pathways Task Force pursuant to section 2122 of the Adult Literacy 

Task Force Act of 2014, effective February 26, 2015 (D.C. Law 20-155; D.C. 

Official Code § 32-1661).  

 “(b) In fiscal year 2016, and pursuant to section 4(c) of this act, the 

Council shall solicit technical assistance to prepare for the issuance of the grants 

authorized by subsection (a) of this section.”. 

 

Sec. _3. Section 14(d)(2) of the District of Columbia Unemployment 

Compensation Act, approved August 28, 1935 (49 Stat. 947; D.C. Official Code § 

51-114(d)(2)), is amended as follows: 
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 (a) Subparagraph (A) is amended by striking the phrase 

“Administrative Assessment Account” each place it appears and inserting the phrase 

“Unemployment and Workforce Development Administrative Fund” in its place. 

 (b) Subparagraph (B) is amended by striking the phrase 

“Administrative Assessment Account” and inserting the phrase “Unemployment and 

Workforce Development Administrative Fund” in its place. 

 (c) A new subparagraph (D) is added to read as follows: 

   “(D) The following amounts in the Unemployment 

and Workforce Development Administrative Fund shall be available to the 

Workforce Investment Council, established by section 4 of the Workforce Investment 

Implementation Act of 2000, effective July 18, 2000 (D.C. Law 13-150; D.C. Official 

Code § 32-1603) (“Workforce Investment Implementation Act”), for the purposes set 

forth in section 6a of the Workforce Investment Implementation Act: 

    “(i) In Fiscal Year 2016, $500,000. 

    “(ii) In Fiscal Year 2017 and each fiscal year 

thereafter, $1,500,000.”. 

 
 

* * *
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C O M M I T T E E  A C T I O N  
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