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OVERSIGHT OF THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT'S YEAR 2000 EFFORTS

WEDNESDAY, MARCH, 18, 1998

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON GoOV-
ERNMENT MANAGEMENT, INFORMATION, AND TECH-
NOLOGY, COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND
OVERSIGHT, JOINT WITH SUBCOMMITTEE ON TECH-
NOLOGY, COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE,

: Washington, DC.

The subcommittees met, pursuant to notice, at 9:37 a.m., in room
2154, Ratgbum House Office Building, Hon. Stephen Horn (chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Government Management, Informa-
tion, and Technology) presiding.

Present: Representatives Horn, Morella, Sessions, Davis,
Sununu, Ehlers, Kucinich, Barcia, Maloney, Gordon, Rivers, and
Stabenow.

Subcommittee on Government Management, Information, and
Technology staff present: J. Russell George, staff director and chief
counsel; John Hynes and Bob Alloway, professional staff members;
Matthew Ebert, clerk; Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk; and Faith
Weiss, minority counsel.

Subcommittee on Technology staff present: Richard Russell, staff
director; Ben Wu, counsel; Michael Bell, staff assistant; Adrienne
Woodward, deputy communications director; Mike Quear, minority
professional staff member; and Mary Sanchez, minority staff assist-
ant.
Mr. HorN. The Subcommittee on Government Management, In-
formation, and Technology will come to order, a quorum being
present. This is a joint meeting with the Subcommittee on Tech-
nology of the House Committee on Science.

en the Subcommittee on Government Management, Informa-
tion, and Technology began hearings on the year 2000 computer
problem, on April 16, 1996, we didn’t see everything that was going
to be before us, but we knew something had to be done very rap-
idly. Considerabl‘(;lﬁrogress has been made in alerting the adminis-
tration, and we will have this morning as our first speaker on the
subject the individual the President’s brought back out of f)rivate
life in order to give some leadership to this which has been lacking
in the executive branch.

What we’re talking about here, for the uninitiated, is the prob-
lem created by the two-digit year versus the four-digit year. Those
of us that were in Fraduate school in the fifties or early sixties, re-
member we were looking for more capacity in the computers we
were using. This whole room would now be a laptop in terms of
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what the storage capacity is; that wasn’t so then. So, somebody had
the bright idea, “Let’s use a two-digit year.” In other words, 67, not
1967, and that will add up over time, and we could put more infor-
mation in our data bank. So, we did that. They knew there would
be a problem in the year 2000, and they thought, “Well, technolo
will solve that.” Well, technology isn’t going to solve it; hard wor
is what’s going to solve it.

So, we've established that the problem is real and substantial.
We've raised awareness in the Federal Government and in the pri-
vate sector. We've initiated agency quarterly progress reports and
the Office of Management and Budget followed that lead and has
been doing that on a quarterly basis since Dr. Raines took over as
Director. We've graded agency progress, thereby, stimulated in-
creased progress. We've induced the White House to act, and as I
note, that major step is forwarded today by Mr. Koskinen, former
Deputy Director for Management at OMB, and we're glad to see
him, and we're ha;}py to welcome him here, because he is a highly
respected official of the Federal Government, and his 6-month re-
tirement was really all he needs. He’s still energized. [Laughter.]

These accomplishments, however, of the subcommittee and OMB
are simply the prelude; they’re necessary but not sufficient to finish
the year 2000 conversion. We begin, today, the next phase. We've
gone from questioning the reality of this problem to deploying thou-
sands of technical and managerial professionals. We've expanded
from looking only at mission-critical systems to considering possible
problems in data exchanges with other governments, both domestic
and foreign. We've recognized there are critical connections be-
tween public and private computer systems, and that vital infra-
structure such as the electric utilities’ power distribution could be
vulnerable to disruption.

It has been 701 days since our first 2000 hearing on April 16,
1996. There are 653 days remaining until the inevitable,
unmovable deadline. Over 50 percent of the available time has ex-
pired, but only 35 percent of the mission-critical systems are com-
pliant. We're behind schedule in the executive branch.

It will require the cooperation of Congress, the White House, and
Federal departments and agencies to solve the problem on time.
And the key is managerial leadership. These are not just technical
problems. They are manaierial leadership problems, and the ones
that have been successful have had first rate people, and we'll have
some of those here today who have been chief information officers
and really provided leadership in their agencies. We have no
choice, at this point, but to double our rate of progress. Then we
must double our rate of progress again.

As we look at the year 2000 conversion effort today, we must
constantly remind ourselves that the mission-critical systems we
talk about are but the tip of the iceberg; approximately one-eighth
of the installed base of systems. Roughly speaking, within the exec-
utive branch there are 8,000 mission-critical systems plus 60,000
second and third tier systems. In addition, there are thousands of
data exchanges with foreign, State, and local governments, as well
as businesses and citizens. There are telecommunications systems,
biomedical devices, millions of unaccounted embedded computer
chips. The Department of Defense, alone, has 600,000 embedded
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computer chips. We cannot allow all of these so-called nonmission-
critical systems to fail, but we must first deal with the mission-crit-
ical systems and properly so.

The mission-critical systems cannot be the only systems fixed;
they must be the first but not the last. We cannot ignore thousands
and thousands of these secondary systems. The collective confusion
of the tens of thousands of secondary systems failing would be cata-
strophic. The standard of acceptable year 2000 conversion must re-
alistically be high enough to protect the American people. It needs
to include the completion of 100 percent of all mission-critical sys-
tems in the Federal Government and key economic sectors such as
banking; thorough and complete testing of all mission-critical sys-
tems; contingency plans for all mission-critical functions, even
those with finished and tested systems; completion of 100 percent
of all data exchanges; and a reasonable certainty that the Nation’s
telecommunications systems and public infrastructure such as elec-
tric utilities will continue to function through the date change.

An overly pessimistic recovery plan, frankly, is needed as a
backup. We have a responsibility to the American people to mini-
mize the effect of this situation on their livelihood. We must live
up to this respongibility, we must really move ahead very rapidly,
and we're talking about 24-hour days in many of these agencies.
We must develop contingency plans for the systems that are fin-
ished and tested. We must develop a recovery plan for possible fail-
ures. It's our responsibility to be careful, very careful, with the eco-
nomic well-being of America.

It’s amazing, but true, the year 2000 computer bug could harm
the world’s largest and most robust economy. It's our responsibility
to squash this bug; to fix it; test it, and test it again; to finish it,
and to have a contingency plan,

[The prepared statement of Hon. Stephen Horn follows:]
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OPENING STATEMENT
REPRESENTATIVE STEPHEN HORN (R-CA)

Chairman, Subcommittee on Government Management,
Information, and Technology

The Subcommittee on Government Management, Information, and Technology began hearings
on the Year 2000 computer problem on April 16™ of 1996. Working with the Technology
subcommittee chaired by Mrs. Morella, we have made considerable progress since that time.

We have established that the problem is real and substantial. We have raised awareness in the
Federal Government and private sector. We have initiated agency quarterly progress reports. We have
graded agency progress and, thereby, stimulated increased progress. We have induced the White
House to act — a major step forward that is illustrated by Mr. Koskinen’s presence here today. We are
all happy to welcome our respected friend to this challenge.

These accomplishments, however, are the prelude. They are necessary, but not sufficient, to
finish the Year 2000 conversion. We begin today the next phase. We have gone from questioning the
reality of this problem to deploying thousands of technical and managerial professionals.

We have expanded from looking only at mission-critical systems to considering possible
problems in data exchanges with other govemnments both domestic and foreign. We have recognized
that there are critical connections between public and private computer systems and that vital
infrastructure such as electric utilities and power distribution could be vuinerable to disruption.

It has been 701 days since our first Year 2000 hearing on April 16, 1996. There are 654 days
remaining until the inevitable, unmovable deadline. Over 50 percent of the available time has expired,
but only 35 percent of our mission-critical systems are compliant. In short, we are behind schedule and
it will require the cooperation of Congress, the White House, and the Federal Departments and the
agencies themselves to solve this problem on time.

We have no choice but to double our rate of progress. Then, we must double our rate of
progress again. As we look at the Year 2000 conversion effort today, we must constantly remind
ourselves that the mission-critical systems we talk about are but the tip of the iceberg — approximately
one eighth of the installed base of systems.

BERNARD SANDEAS VERMONT



Roughly speaking there are 8,000 mission-critical systems plus 60,000 second and third tier
systems. In addition, there are thousands of data exchanges with foreign, State, and local governments,
businesses, and citizens. There are telecommunications systems, biomedical devices, and uncounted
millions of embedded computer chips. We can not allow all of these so-called non-mission-critical
systems to fail.

We have focused our efforts on mission-critical systems -- and properly so. However, mission-
critical systems can not be the only systems fixed — they must be the first, but not the last. We can not
ignore thousands and thousands of secondary systems. The collective confusion of tens of thousands
of secondary systems failing could be catastrophic.

The standard of acceptable Year 2000 conversion must be high enough to realistically protect
the American people. It must include:

1) completion of 100 percent of all mission-critical systems in the Federal Government and key
economic sectors such as banking

2) thorough and complete testing of all finished mission-critical systems

3) contingency plans for all mission-critical functions (even those with finished and tested systems)

4) completion of 100 percent of all data exchanges

5) reasonable certainty that the Nation's telecommunications systems and public infrastructure such
as electric utilities will continue to function through the date change

6) an overly pessimistic recovery plan as back-up.

We have a responsibility to the American people to minimize the effect of this Year 2000
computer problem. We can not live up to this responsibility if we are overly optimistic. Rather, we
must be overly pessimistic. We must test and re-test mission-critical systems that are supposedly
finished. We must develop contingency plans for systems that are finished and tested. We must
develop a recovery plan for possible failures in key sectors such as finance, utilities, and transportation.

It is our responsibility to be careful, very careful, with the economic well-being of America. It
is amazing, but true, that the Year 2000 computer bug could harm the world’s largest and most robust
economy. It is our responsibility to squash this bug. To fix it, test it, and test it again. To finish it and
have a contingency plan. Our responsibility requires over-kill.

We have a lot of work to do and little time remaining. Our first panel today will discuss
governmentwide actions to improve overall Federal efforts. We are facing a governmentwide problem
that demands a governmentwide strategy. That strategy must set clear priorities and begin focusing
intense attention, expertise and resources on the most critical systems. The goal must be to make
certain that the most important systems at the most important agencies can function in the new century.

Our second panel will discuss a specific example of this need for prioritization: the Department
of the Treasury. The Financial Management Service, within the Treasury Department, writes the
checks for virtually every Federal agency. This means that it is not good enough for Social Security or
the Small Business Administration to fix all their computers when Treasury, and the Financial
Management Service within it, are lagging behind and are not fixed. We look forward to a substantive
discussion on this and other Year 2000 issues at the Treasury Department.
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Mr. HORN. We have a lot of work to do and little time remaining.
We will go into the various panels, but I'd like at this time to yield
to the chairwoman of the Technology Committee of the House Com-
mittee on Science for her opening remarks and then we will ask
the ranking minority members on each of those committees for
theirs and any other Member that wants to put in some remarks.

I now recognize the gentlewoman from Maryland, Mrs. Morella,
the chairwoman of the Subcommittee on Technology.

Mrs. MORELLA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Talk about timing for
the year 2000, my timing today was just perfect. I hope we'll also
be ready in the year 2000 with that timing. Today, we are herald-
infg the beginning of a new era in our Nation’s ability to timely and
effectively correct that year 2000 problem. With the arrival of John
Koskinen to chair the newly created “President’s Council on the
Year 2000 Conversion,” a ray of hope is now piercing through the
clouds of doubt and gloom that had shrouded over questions about
the readiness of our public and private sectors to the year 2000
compliance by the beginning of tge new millennium. Congratula-
tions to us, Mr. Koskinen.

Mr. Koskinen brings to his new position a level of experience and
the skills for government management that has very few peers. I'm
also very pleased that Sally Katzen, with her institutional knowl-
edge and background on this issue, has accepted the role of the
Vice Chair of the Council. Additionally, the Council will be well
served with the technical expertise of Federal chief information of-
ficers and the very capable Office of Management and Budget staff.

Yet, while I have great faith and confidence in the Council’s abil-
ity and motivation to get the job done by the immovable deadline
of January 1, 2000, I just hope it’s not too late. The job before the
Council is both gargantuan and thankless, and the executive
branch, to paraphrase Robert Frost, still has many promises to
keep and miles to go before it can sleep.

I don’t need to remind the Council that as we ring in the 21st
century, we’ll be ushering in the mother of all computer glitches,
one which could cripple critical government functions such as air
traffic control systems, veterans’ benefits, Social Security, and stu-
dent loans, as well as the everyday conveniences of modern life like
home security systems, video recorders, and elevators in high rise
buildings. It's clear that without greater urgency and aggressive
agency management, Federal agencies are at risk of being unable
to provide services or to perform functions that are critical to their
mission and vital to the American people.

The reports that we’ve received from Federal agencies in our con-
gressional reviews are quite disturbing, prompting many to grimly
cast dire predictions about the failure of the government and indus-
try to operate effectively on the first business day of the new mil-
lennium, Monday, January 3, 2000. That’s why we have urged the
President for over a year to forcefully attack this impending catas-
trophe. We repeatedly appealed to him to create a year 2000 czar
with the mandate of making solving the problem the highest prior-
ity for both the public and private sector. At last, with his Execu-
tive order forming the Council, the President has finally given this
issue the attention it deserves. Now that this important step has
been undertaken, I am looking forward to working collaboratively
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with the Council to do everything we can to avert catastrophic fail-
ure of government and industry computer systems.

Minimizing the year 2000 problem will require a major techno-
logical and managerial effort. Not only must the Councii act to en-
sure that no critical Federal program experiences disruption be-
cause of the problem, but it must also assist State and local gov-
ernments; cooperate with the private sector in important national
and local systems including the financial, telecommunications,
health, transportation, and energy sectors; as well as communicate
with our international allies to raise awareness and generate coop-
erative international arrangements to address this problem. In the
coming months, I intend to work very closely with the Council; es-
pecially assisting in the development of initiatives to ensure that
the private sector is moving forward with necessary dispatch.

Meanwhile, Congress, not just the Science Committee and the
Government and Reform and Oversight Committee, but also a
number of other committees, will continue to hold hearings to de-
termine the scope and impact of thgrﬁroblem on the American pub-
lic and to monitor agency progress. The Council and Congress must
jointly seek solutions. It’s clear that we can’t meet a new era of op-
gortunity if 2 years from now our Nation’s computers are moving

ackward instead of forward. We must create a new paradigm of
collaboration or we all know that we’re facing an unforgiving dead-
line and time is running out. The American people are expecting
no less from us, and I yield back, Mr. Chairman, and thank you
also for the kind of gargantuan work that you have undertaken
also with regard to correcting this problem.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Constance A. Morella follows:]
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Today we are heralding the beginning of a new era in our nation’s
ability to timely and effectively correct the Year 2000 problem.

With the arrival of John Koskinen to chair the newly created
President’s Council on the Year 2000 Conversion, a ray of hope is now
piercing through the clouds of doubt and gloom that had shrouded over
questions about the readiness of our public and private sectors to be Year
2000 compliant by the beginning of the new millennium.

Mr. Koskinen brings to his new position a level of experience and a
skill for government management that has very few peers.

| am also very pleased that Sally Katzen, with her institutional
knowiedge and background on this issue, has accepted the role of Vice
Chair of the Council.

Additionally, the Council will be well served with the technical
expertise of federal Chief Information Officers and the very capable Office
of Management and Budget staff.

Yet, while | have great faith and confidence in the Council’s abilities
and motivation to get the job done by the immovable deadline of January 1,
2000, | just hope it’s not too late.

The job before the Council is both gargantuan and thankless, and
the Executive Branch, to paraphrase Robert Frost, still has many promises
to keep and miles to go before it can sleep.



1 don’t need to remind the Council that as we ring in the 21st
Century, we will be ushering in the mother of all computer glitches -- ane
which could cripple critical government functions, such as air traffic
control systems, veterans’ benefits, Social Security, and student loans, as
well as the everyday conveniences of modern life, like home security
systems, video recorders, and elevators in high-rise buildings.

It is clear that without greater urgency and aggressive agency
management, federal agencies are at risk of being unable to provide
services or to perform functions that are critical to their mission and vital
to the American public.

The reports that we have received from federal agencies, and our
own Congressional reviews, are quite disturbing, prompting many to grimly
cast dire predictions about the failure of the government and industry to
operate effectively on the first business day of the new millennium,
Monday, January 3, 2000.

That is why we have urged the President for over a year to forcefully
attack this impending catastrophe.

We repeatedly appealed to him to create a Year 2000 Czar with the
mandate of making solving the problem the highest priority for both the
public and private sector.

At last, with his Executive Order forming the Council, the President
has finally given this issue the attention it deserves.

Now that this important step has been undertaken, | am looking
forward to working collaboratively with the Council to do everything we
can to avert catastrophic failure of government and industry computer
systems.

Minimizing the Year 2000 problem will require a major technological
and managerial effort.

Not oniy must the Council act to ensure that no critical federal
program experiences disruption because of the probiem, but it must also:
assist state and local govemments; cooperate with the private sector in
important national and local systems, including the financial,
telecommunications, health, transportation, and energy sectors; as well as
communicate with our international allies to raise awareness and generate
cooperative international arrangements to address the problem.
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In the coming months, | intend to work very closely with the Council,
especially assisting in the development of initiatives to ensure that the
private sector is moving forward with necessary dispatch.

Meanwhile, Congress — not just the Science Committee and the
Government Reform and Oversight Committee, but also a number of other
committees — will continue to hold hearings to determine the scope and
impact of the problem on the American public and to monitor agency
progress.

The Council and Congress must jointly seek solutions.
It is clear that we cannot meet a new era of opportunities, if two
years from now, our nation’s computers are moving backwards instead of

forward.

We must create a new paradigm of collaboration, for we all know that
we are facing an unforgiving deadline and time is running out.

The American people are expecting no less from us.
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Mr. HorN. I thank the gentlewoman and now yield to the rank-
ing minority member on the Subcommittee on Government Man-
agement, Information, and Technology. We're glad to welcome Mr.
Kucinich of Ohio.

Mr. KuciNicH. Thank you, Chairman Horn, and as a courtesy, I
would like to yield, first, to the ranking member of the subcommit-
tee on Technology, Congressman Barcia of Michigan.

Mr. BARCIA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I want
to thank you, Mr. Kucinich. I want to welcome everyone to this
morning’s hearing, and I want to commend you for making it here
so early. I want to congratulate Mr. Koskinen on his new position
as Chair of the President’s Council on the Year 2000 Conversion.
He has a challenging and daunting task before him.

I am particularly pleased by the administration’s recent efforts
to coordinate its activities with States and other parties which ex-
change date sensitive information with the Federal Government.
There is a hipgh degree of information and system interdependence
between the Federal, State, and private sectors. These interdepend-
encies increase the risk that a cascading wave of failures or inter-
ruptions of essential services could occur. The latest OMB quar-
terly report and GAO’s latest assessment indicates much work has
been done and that much work remains to be done.

I am encouraged by the administration’s efforts to develop a
more comprehensive Y2K plan as well as moving compliance dead-
lines forward. The council has laid out an ambitious agenda with
not much time to complete it. However, at this point, these are just
plans, and the devil will be in the implementation details.

Our two committees have been at the forefront of raising aware-
ness of the Y2K problem and, in general, we have been very critical
of the administration’s efforts. In preparing for this hearing, I
wanted to know what Congress is doing to address the Y2K prob-
lem in its own computer systems. I reviewed the House Inspector
General’s reports on House efforts to fix its computer systems, and
I was dismayed by what I learned.

According to a December 1996, IG report, House Information Re-
sources does not have a plan to address the year 2000 issue. In a
followup report issued almost a year later, the Inspector General
found that HIR has not established effective project management
controls; met general Government year 2000 milestones; prepared
a comprehensive year 2000 plan covering critical stages of the ini-
tiative or disposition of all systems; adequately estimated the year
2000 initiative costs or budgeted sufficient funds; sufficiently co-
ordinated year 2000 efforts with external groups; incorporated year
2000 warranty language in its procurement contracts to guarantee
compliance on future information technology purchases; and se-
cured software tools or contracts for support to assist in the conver-
sion effort.

I understand that HIR has hired a year 2000 coordinator subse-
quent to the latest IG report and that a comprehensive manage-
ment plan will be completed shortly. However, once again, the devil
will be in the implementation details.

These two IG reports indicate that we are behind the curve in
addressing the Y2K problem. If we intend to take a leadership role,
we must lead by example and get our own house in order. Many



12

of the criticisms leveled at the administration are the same failings
of House efforts. I hope that we will spend as much time critically
evaluating our own strategies to fix House computer systems as we
have been of the administration’s efforts.

The year 2000 computer problem is not a Republican versus
Democratic issue. It is not an administration versus Congress
issue. The Y2K issue is a technical problem which unless it is fixed
in both the executive and legislative branches will seriously com-
promise the Government’s ability to serve the people who elect us
to office and who pay their taxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Hon. James A. Barcia follows:]
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Statement
Hon. James A. Barcia

Subcommittee on Technology
Government Wide Year 2000 Issues and the Department of Treasury

18 March 1998

I want to welcome everyone to this moming’s hearing and I want to commend you for
making it here so early.

I want to congratulate Mr. Koskinen on his new position as Chair of the President’s
Council on Year 2000 Conversion. He has a challenging task before him. I am
particularly pleased by the Administration’s recent efforts to coordinate its activities
with States and other parties which exchange date-sensitive information with the federat
government. There is a high degree of information and system interdependence
between federal, state, and private sector. These interdependencies increase the risk
that a cascading wave of failures or interruptions of essential services could occur.

The latest OMB quarterly report and GAO’s latest assessment indicates much work has
been done and that much work still remains. I am encouraged by the Administration’s
efforts to develop a more comprehensive Y2K plan, as well as moving compliance
deadlines forward. The Council has laid out an ambitious agenda with not much time to
complete it. However, at this point these are just plans and the devil will be in the
implementation details.

Our two Committees have been at the forefront of raising awareness of the Y2K
problem and in general, we have been very critical of the Administration’s efforts. In
preparing for this hearing, I wanted to know what the Congress is doing to address the
Y2K problem in its own computer systems. I reviewed the House Inspector General’s
reports on House efforts to fix its computer systems and I was dismayed by what I
learned.

According to a December 1996 IG report, “HIR Does Not Have A Plan to Address
The Year 2000 Issue.” In a follow-up report issued almost a year later, the IG found,
“that HIR has not 1) established effective project management controls, 2) met general
government Year 2000 milestones, 3) prepared a comprehensive Year 2000 plan
covering critical stages of the initiative or disposition of all systems, 4) adequately
estimated the Year 2000 initiative costs or budgeted sufficient funds, 5) sufficiently
coordinated Year 2000 efforts with external groups, 6) incorporated Year 2000
warranty language in its procurement contracts to guarantee compliance on future
information technology purchases, and 7) secured software tools or contractor support
to assist in the conversion effort.™ T understand that HIR has hired a Year 2000
coordinator subsequent to the latest IG report and that a comprehensive management



14

plan wili be completed shortly. However, once again the devil will be in the
implementation details.

These two IG reports indicate that we are behind the curve in addressing the Y2K
problem. If we intend to take a leadership role, we must lead by example and get our
own House in order. Many of the criticisms leveled at the Administration are same
failings of House efforts. I hope that we will spend as much time critically evaluating
our own strategies to fix House computer systems as we have been of the
Administration’s efforts.

The Year 2000 computer problem is not a Republican versus Democratic issue. It is not
an Administration versus the Congress issue. The Y2K issue is a technical problem,
which unless it is fixed in both the Executive and Legislative Branches will seriously
compromise the Government's ability to serve the people who elect us to office and
who pay their taxes.
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Mr. KuciNICH. Thank you very much, Chairman Horn, and as
the ranking member of this subcommittee, it’s a pleasure to join
with you on this issue. I think that it’s obvious that we have a
practical problem here that needs to be fixed, and if any committee
and any subcommittee can help, it’s this one under the leadership
of the very able Chairman Horn. Certainly, the subtext of this de-
bate is the role of technology in society and government, and I also
wonder as I am reading the testimony and following the evolution
of this problem if it doesn’t raise questions about a crisis in linear
thinking.

We have a challenge of a paradigm shift in the new millennium
and it's certainly going to call for new thinking as well as an eval-
uation of the role that technology has played in the evolution of our
information age. Meeting the challenges presented by the year
2000 conversion will require the commitment of significant re-
sources from both the public and private sectors. The Federal Gov-
ernment, in particular, must take a leadership role. It’s not enough
that the Federal Government fix its own systems, the Government
must also facilitate private sector conversion.

And I commend, once again, Chairman Horn’s leadership on the
year 2000 conversions. Oversight by this subcommittee has served
to increase public awareness of potential problems facing the Fed-
eral Government. Moreover, the GAO has provided invaluable as-
sistance on the Federal year 2000 conversion, and I want to thank
the GAO for its role in that regard.

The President’s recent decision to establish the Council on the
Year 2000 Conversion is a much needed step, and I agree with
Congresswoman Morella’s views on that. This council can provide
high level guidance for executive branch agencies. It will also be
able to develop national policies to assure coordination with other
governments and private sector entities. It will serve as the Fed-
eral liaison to the international community.

Converting all the Federal computer systems requires the atten-
tion and dedication of senior level management within each agency.
Federal agencies currently are addressing the technology changes
that must be made to their systems to minimize disruption by the
century change. However, it appears from the information I've re-
ceived, Mr. Chairman, that they’re not all working quickly enough
to complete their tasks by the year 2000. Many agencies have only
just begun to identify noninformation technology systems such as
building security, telecommunications, heating, transportation sys-
tems that present conversion problems. Now, computer chips em-
bedded in personal computers, printers, phones, vehicles, weapons
systems, laboratory equipment, or other machinery must be located
and modified if they’re noncompliant.

Some of the most significant issues involve the ability of the Gov-
ernment to prioritize its systems so that mission-critical systems
will not suffer undue disruptions. Agencies should consider the
need for independent verification and validation of their systems
and assure efficient time for end-to-end system testing. Coordinat-
ing data exchanges with other public and private entities, and as-
suring seamless transitions across agency jurisdictions will be a
Governmentwide challenge. Retaining qualified year 2000 staff ca-
pable of converting systems at each agency is going to be essential,
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and we have to recognize it’s also going to be difficult, but staff is
going to be critical to this.

Moreover, as we move toward the next millennium, certain vital
economic sectors may fall behind in their year 2000 conversion. The
Federal Government must be prepared to prevent a potential na-
tional crisis arising from a failure of an economic sector such as the
utility industry or the banking community.

Mr. Chairman, it is crucial that we succeed. To fail, would jeop-
ardize the health and the safety of Americans. Benefit checks, upon
which so many Americans rely, could be delayed or could be erro-
neous; air travel could be impacted; missile systems can be af-
fected; electric power could be interrupted; phone service could be
disturbed. Clearly, the potential consequences can be enumerated
far into the future. They’re far reaching; they’re dramatic.

I, once again, want to thank the chairman and all the witnesses
who are here today for their hard work on the year 2000 conver-
sion. I look forward to a productive working relationship, and,
again, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dennis J. Kucinich follows:]
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The Honorable Dennis J. Kucinich

Opening Statement
“Oversight of the Federal Government's Year 2000 Efforts”

Meeting the challenges presented by the Year 2000 conversion will
require the commitment of significant resources from both the public and
private sectors. The federal government, in particular, must take a
leadership role. It is not enough that the federal government fix its own

systems, the government must aiso facilitate private sector conversion.

| commend the Chairman's leadership on the Year 2000 conversion.
Oversight by this Subcommittee has served to increase public awareness of
potential problems facing the federal government. Moreover, the GAO has
provided invaluable assistance on the federal Year 2000 conversion.

The President’s recent decision to establish the Council on the Year
2000 Conversion is a much needed step. This Council can provide high
level guidance for Executive Branch agencies. It will also be able to
develop national policies to assure coordination with other governments
and private sector entities. it will serve as the federal liaison to the
international community.

Converting all the federal computer systems requires the attention
and dedication of senior level management within each agency. Federal
agencies currently are addressing the technological changes that must be
made to their systems to minimize disruption by the century change.
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However, it appears that they are not all working quickly enough to
complete their task by 2000. Many agencies have only just begun to
identify non-information technology systems such as building security,
telecommunication, heating, and transportation systems that may present
conversion problems. Computer chips embedded in personal computers,
printers, phones, vehicles, weapon systems, laboratory equipment, or other
mabhinery must be located and modified if they are non-compliant.

Some of the most significant issues involve the ability of the
government to prioritize its systems so that mission critical systems will not
suffer undue disruption. Agencies must consider the need for independent
verification and validation of their systems and assure sufficient time for
end-to-end system testing. Coordinating data exchanges with other public
and private entities and assuring seamless transitions across agency
jurisdictions will be a government-wide challenge. Retaining qualified Year
2000 staff capable of converting systems at each agency will become
increasingly difficult.

Moreover, as we march towards the next millennium, certain vital
economic sectors may fall behind in their Year 2000 conversion. The
federal government must be prepared to prevent a potential national crisis
arising from a failure of an economic sector such as the utility industry or
the banking community.

it is crucial that we succeed. To fail jeopardizes the health and safety
of Americans. Benefits checks upon which so many Americans rely could
be delayed or erroneous. Air travel could be drastically curtailed. Entire
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missile systems may be rendered useless. Power could be interrupted in
the middle of winter. Telephones may go dead. Clearly, the potential
consequences are far-reaching and dramatic.

| thank the Chairman and all the witnesses here today for their hard
work on the Year 2000 conversion. | look forward to a productive working

relétionship.
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Mr. HorN. I thank the ranking gentleman, and I'm going to yield
to Mr. Davis who in turn will yield to Mrs. Morella for the inser-
tion of a statement and a comment.

Mr. Davis. I'd be happy to yield to my friend from Maryland.

Mrs. MORELLA. Oh, I thank you. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. I really was going to ask my good friend, Mr. Barcia, to yield,
but it went too quickly, because I heard him comment on the fact
that we, in Congress, are derelict in moving to become more com-

liant, and I have a statement here which I would like to ask to
¢ inserted in the record, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HORN. Without objection, so ordered.

Mrs. MORELLA. Basically, it says the GAO is working with Mem-
bers, committees, and offices of the House to make sure that per-
sonal computers, the software running on them, and other office
equipment are compliant and all House supported software, with
one exception. Lotus 1-2-3 accounting is already year 2000 compli-
ant and software necessary to check the basic input, output system,
the 10S, our personal computers have been selected; will be made
available to all House offices. Just synopsizing, basically, there is
a strategy. We have selected a full-time year 2000 project manager.
That was done on September 29, 1997. A year 2000 project team
has been established as well. There’s a Technology Coordination
Task Force [TCTF] to coordinate technology projects and to ensure
interoperability of GAO systems. A TCTF also oversees of the work
of the year 2000 project manager. So, we have a methodology bases
on government and private industry. We have a baseline pro-
gram—the baseline program will be due March 31, 1998.

All of this, and wﬁat we will have in the record, Mr. Chairman,
will point out that we are in a stage of readiness and do have that
strlaé:egy, so Congress will be ready, and I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

[The information referred to follows:]
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House of Representatives Year 2000 Activities

CAO is working with Members, Commuttees and Officers of the House to make sure that
personal computers, the software running on them and other office equipment are
compliant. All House-supported software, with one exception (Lotus 1-2-3 accounting)
15, already, Year 2000 compliant. Software necessary to check the basic input output
system (BIOS) of personal computers has been selected and will be made available to all
House offices. This will enable every personal computer at the House to be checked
and, if non-compliant, either upgraded or replaced well before the year 2000. All
suppliers of other date-sensitive equipment, such as telephones, office copiers, fax
machines, pagers, and the like, have also been contacted and a comprehenstve vendor
report is being prepared. A comprehensive Member and Committee office outreach
campaign will begin in May, 1998.

Generally, have completed the assessment phase and are into the renovation and
validation phases of the program:

--Completed renovation of the Legislative Information Management System, a
key system used by the Clerk to track and report the business of the House
Validation testing 1s under way.

--Contracted with Booz-Allen & Hamilton to undertake a requirements/needs
analysis and busmess process engineering study on the House payroll system
which is not Y2K compliant. Completion of both due by mid-April.
Concurrently, an interim contingency Y2K fix for the present payrol} system is
being tested jointly by House Information Resources and the House Inspector
General

--Contracted with Grant Thornton to undertake a requirements/needs analysis and
business process re-engineering study on the House inventory systems which are

not Y2K compliant. Both have been completed and the House expects to issue a

Request for Proposals in March.

--Completed renovation of 5 other major mainframe applications (House
Recording Studio, Lobby, Photography, Labels and Financial Disclosure) that
will need to run until the mainframe migration is completed. All services
requiring renovation are scheduled for completion by the end of 1998

--Begun migration of Member Information Network (MIN) and ISIS services and
will have over 40 of the 150 services migrated by the end of March, 1998 The
remaining are on schedule for migration by the end of calendar 1998.

Selected a full ime Year 2000 project manager on September 29, 1997. A Year 2000
Project team has heen established as well.

Formed a Technology Coordination Task Force (TCTF) to coordinate technology
projects and ensure interoperability of CAO systems. TCTF also oversees the work of
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the Year 2000 project manager.

Adopted a Year 2000 methodology based on Government and private industry best
practices. Conducted training in project management methodology for Year 2000
projects

Developed System Development Life Cycle procedures for all CAO technology projects.
This will ensure good business practices in all renovation or replacement for Year 2000
work as well as all other technology activities.

Marshaled CAO-wide resources for the Year 2000 effort and established specific
responsibilities for the 31 major projects that comprise the bulk of the Year 2000 work.
Conducting ongoing project review meetings for those 31 projects to identify any
obstacles to completion of responsibilities on time.

Developed a standard for information exchanges within the Legislative branch and
coordinating all exchanges outside the legislative branch to ensure operability with all
partners who rely on data exchanges with the House.

Completed a program assessment, December 24, 1997, of the House’s Y2K program and
identified the critical next steps. Identified 718 systems for the assessment

Developing a baseline program plan, due March 31, 1998, to schedule all required
activities for the year 2000 program. This plan will be the baseline for measuring
performance in the future.

(March 17, 1998)
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Mr. Davis. Well, thank you, Mrs. Morella, I appreciate you mak-
ing those points, because I was going to make them myself. It’s in-
teresting that Congress—and I appreciate the gentleman from
Michigan raising these issues—we had a full-time Y2K coordinator
before the Federal Government, and, yet, we're not nearly as inter-
connected or as dependent, and I hope that the House Oversight
Committee that has jurisdiction and not these committees will con-
tinue to stay on top of that situation.

Just a couple quick points, because I want to get to the cast we
have. First of all, to Mr. Koskinen, I can’t think of a better person
for the administration to bring in at this time. You're very well re-
spected up here. I just think it’s a huge task ahead of you, because,
in my judgment, going in, talking to agencies and people, there are
some agency heads who give them lip service but still don’t seem
to get the enormity of this problem and the cost.

Because we have delayed so long and we’re bidding up the cost
of programmers and the like, these costs are going to be far more
significant, I think, than they had to be and that maybe we had
earlier anticipated, but I think there’s still time, and we just will
pledge to you up here we’re going to work with you in every way
to try to make sure that this gets completed, at least the critical
things. There will be some small details that probably dont get
ironed out for years, but if we can get the critical path laid here;
get plenty of time for testing, particularly, with State and local gov-
ernments who are behind the Federal Governments in some ways
but we talk to on a daily basis and interconnect with and run some
of those and get the bugs out there, I think that will be significant.

I know welll talk, today, about the embedded chip problem in
some of the %rograms and the equipment that we have purchased
and how we handle that, but the testing helps work through some
of those issues as well. I just look forward to the hearing today,
which I think is going to be informative and will continue to keep
us on the right track and we’re just really glad to have you on
board. Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. HorN. | thank the gentleman, and now I'd like to ask does
Ms. Stabenow of Michigan or Mr. Gordon of Tennessee have any
comments to make?

Ms. STABENOW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would, first, yield
a moment to my good friend from Michigan, Congressman Barcia.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, I would request, also, that informa-
tion be submitted for the record, and it would be the audit report
of the General Accounting Office dated December 12, 1997, in
which my comments were lifted directly from this report, and I'd
just like to have it submitted for the record——

Mr. HORN. Without objection.

Mr. BARCIA [continuing]l. And I think that we, in the Congress,
ought to lead by example and work with the administration.

[The information reterred to follows:]
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Fohn VL Raindart [V
Jusprerae Several
®ftice of Ingpertar Seneval
©.5. Bouse of Repregentatives
WHaghington, /L 20515-9960
MEMORANDUM
TO: James M. Eagen IlI
hief Administrative Officer
FROM; W. Lai

DATE: December 12, 1997

SUBJECT:  Audit Report - Despite CHO And CAO Mandates, HIR Has Not Begun
Development Of A Mainframe Migration Plan (Report No. 97-CAQ-13)

This is our final report containing the results of our audit of HIR's mainframe migration plan.
The original objecrive of this audit was to evaluate the adequacy and effectiveness of HIR 's
mainframe migration planning process. However, preliminary survey work revealed that there
was no mainframs to client/server migration plan, nor wers there any known long-term planning
efforts related to this issue. As a result, the oniginal objective of this audit was revised to (1)
identify the course of management actions that have led up to this condition, and (2) determine
their effects. In this report. we noted inconsistencies with regard to mainframe migration that
involve planning, budgeting, communications, and a general misconception regarding the
Committee on House Oversight’s (CHO) intentions with regard to mainframe migration. Asa
result, the House is now in a position of having to first implement costly Year 2000 solutions,
and then readdress migration for these very same legacy systems, rather than accomplishing both
1asks in unison, as originally envisioned.

{n response to our July 18, 1997 draft report, your office fully concurred with our findings and
recommendations. Your October 14, 1997 management response is incorporated in this final
report and included in its entirety as an appendix. The corrective actions taken and plamed by
your office are appropriate and, when fully implemented, should adequately respond to the
recommendations. Further, the milestone dates provided for implementing corvective actions
appear reasonable,

We appreciate the courtesy and cooperation extended to us by your staff. If you have any
questions or require additional information regarding this report, please call me or
Robert B. Frey III a1 (202) 226-1250.

cc:  Speaker of the House
Majority Leader of the House
Minority Leader of the House
Chairman, Commiter on House Oversight
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on House Oversight
Members, Commirtee an House Oversight



25

DESPITE CHO AND CAO MANDATES,
HIR HAS NOT BEGUN DEVELOPMENT OF A
MAINFRAME MIGRATION PLAN

I. INTRODUCTION

The retirement of the U.S. House of Representatives’ (House) legacy systems was identified as 2 high
priority in the House Information Systems Program Plan (ISPP). This plan noted that the House legacy
systems were outdated and no longer able to support critically important activities effectively. In the one
and a half years since its endorsement by the Committee on House Oversight (CHO), migration planning
attempts have experienced false starts, misleading direction, disagreement, and eventual inaction. In
actuality, there is no mainframe to network-centric or client/sever migration plan. As a result, the House is
now in a position of having to first implement costly Year 2000 solutions, and then readdress migration for
these very same legacy systems, rather than accomplishing both tasks in unison as originally envisioned.
The omission of strategic planning by management resulted in reactive planning practices that limited
management efforts to coordinate and implement timely and cost-effective solutions. Strategic planning
and the lack of management direction, which were cited as internal control weaknesses in our review of
House Information Resources (HIR) management', appear to be the basic problems with respect to the
mainframe migration initiative as well.

Background

At the start of the 104® Congress, a vision was established by the Speaker for a CyberCongress. The vision
involved transforming the House from its reliance on cumbersome, paper-based information, to an
institution supported by universally available electronic information. Once implemented, it would remove
restrictions of time and space for Members, Committees, and staff, allowing them the flexibility to perform
their work at the best time and place. At the same time and using the same technologies, timely access to
House information and activities would be available. At the request of the Speaker, a special group was
formed by the CHO and named the Computer and Information Services Work Group (CISWG). This
Group, which was comprised of three Members, concentrated its efforts primarily on computer rechnology
and infrastructure issues and reported directly to the CHO. On November 13, 1993, the CHO approved, in
concept, the House Information Systems Program Plan presented by the CISWG. The ISPP, and the
accompanying resolution, were intended to provide HIR the impetus for translating the Speaker’s
CyberCongress vision into reality.

Through the ISPP, the CHO had requested HIR to identify the elements surrounding the retirement of, and
migration from, the mainframe computer system. In response, HIR identified mission-critical applications
that would be migrated to a client/server’ architecture based on a network-centric® approach to information

' HIR Management Practices Undermine The House's Abitity To Keep Pace With Technological
Changes (Report No. 97-CAO-09, May 9, 1997).

* Client/server is an architecture in which a system’s functionality and its processing are divided
between the client personal computer (the front end) and a database server (the back end). System
functionality, such as programming logic. business rules, and data management. is segregated between the
client and the server machines. The end user uses the front-end application to request information from
the database server. The database server receives these requests, processes them. and sends the results back
to the client to be displayed.

3 Network-centric, or what is now known as distributed client/server computing, can be defined as
all clients, servers, and Local Area Networks (LAN) being connected and controited through the network
backbone.
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creation, storage, access, and delivery. HIR further stipulated that a migration strategy had to be adopted
prior to retirement of the mainframe. This migration plan would need to answer key questions and identify
critical decision points relating to the establishment of a client/server network in order to ensure support for
the new client/server systems.

The ISPP cailed for the House to begin planning for the retirement of the mainframe legacy systems several
vears in advance of actual replacement. The migration plan would thus need to outline the retirement of the
mainframe processor as well as place a high priority on the retirement of legacy systems, and outdated
desktop systems that would have otherwise continued to drain resources needed for new programs. This
planning effort was especially needed for the [BM mainframe processor, since it was not expected that this
processor would be required to run any mission critical applications once MIN (Member Integrated
Network ), ISIS (Integrated Systems and Information Services), LIMS (Legislative Information
Management System), and FMS (Financial Management System) were replaced. [n the case of the House,
a well-conceived migration plan would be especially important since it had to include not only a plan to
provide continued service for its mission-critical systems until they could be replaced, but aiso a plan for
retiring formal agreements with outside clients, such as the General Accounting Office (GAO) and the
Congressional Budget Office (CBO), as well as provide alternative services for those systems, such as the
National Change Of Address (NCOA), that are not regarded as mission-critical.

Objective, Scope, And Methodology

The original objective of this audit was to evaluate the adequacy and effectiveness ot HIR's mainframe
migration planning process. However, preliminary discussions with the Directors of Integration and
Enterprise Computing, as well as follow-up discussions with the Associate Administrator, HIR *
(hereinafter referred to as the Administrator), revealed that there was no mainframe to client/server
migration plan, 