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ENSURING WE HAVE WELL-TRAINED BOOTS
ON THE GROUND AT THE BORDER

Tuesday, June 19, 2007

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MANAGEMENT, INVESTIGATIONS
AND OVERSIGHT,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 11:04 a.m., in room
311, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Christopher Carney
[chairman of the subcommittee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Carney, Perlmutter, and Rogers.

Mr. CARNEY. [Presiding.] The Subcommittee on Management, In-
vestigations and Oversight will come to order.

The subcommittee is meeting today to receive testimony on “En-
suring We Have Well-Trained Boots on the Ground at the Border.”

For some time now, I have been listening to my constituents’ con-
cerns about immigration and potential reforms to the system. Not
surprisingly, border security is one of their prime concerns. This
conversation has gone national, and that is a good thing. All Amer-
icans should be worried about our porous borders.

But these discussions mean nothing if we can’t hire and retain
the personnel we need to keep our borders secure, and personnel
are only as good as their training. That is why we are holding this
hearing today.

The Customs and Border Patrol force is one of the best agencies
in DHS and the Federal Government. Border Patrol agents train
at the elite Border Patrol Training Academy, and customs and bor-
der protection officers are trained by the Federal Law Enforcement
Training Center.

But it is no secret that CBP as a whole lacks the manpower to
fulfill its crucial mission. Currently, there are about 13,500 Border
Patrol officers on the ground and only 18, 000 customs and border
protection officers who are responsible for inspections at more than
300 official ports of entry. The administration urged for, and the
last Congress authorized but failed to fund, an additional 10,000
Border Patrol agents. I haven’t been here more than 6 months, but
I know the money is always hard to find.

I was happy to be able to support the fiscal year 2008 homeland
security appropriations bill last week, which provides funding for
about 3,000 more Border Patrol officers and 400 to 450 more
CBPOs. I am hopeful that we can continue down this road in the
coming years and fully fund all 10,000 of the new positions.

o))
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My constituents are certainly fiscally conservative, and so am I,
but when they talk with me about immigration reform and border
security, the cost of training and retaining CBP agents is not their
primary concern. They want secure borders and the peace of mind
that comes with them.

Aside from funding more boots on the ground, we must also en-
sure funding for our Federal law enforcement training apparatus.
Without adequate training capacity and infrastructure, the staffing
levels needed to enforce our immigration laws and secure our bor-
der will simply be insufficient.

Even with the best training, CBP still faces annual attrition due
to retirements and transfers. This subcommittee and the full com-
mittee have been continually examining the morale problems with-
in DHS, but CBP personnel are so good at what they do, they are
being recruited to join other law enforcement agencies. We have
spent enough time and money on their training that we must do
everything we can in order to keep retention up.

I look forward to hearing from our distinguished witnesses.

The chair now recognizes the ranking member of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Alabama, Mr. Rogers, for an open-
ing statement.

Mr. ROGERS. I thank Chairman Carney for holding this hearing
that I had asked for earlier this year.

I would like to thank the witnesses for taking the time to be with
us. I know you are all busy.

We also are welcoming back to the subcommittee the president
of NTEU and the president of the National Border Patrol Council,
who also testified on this very topic 2 years ago.

In 2004, the Congress authorized 2,000 new Border Patrol agents
for fiscal years 2006 through 2010, for a total of 10,000 agents over
5 years.

At that time, I raised concerns that the Department of Homeland
Security lacked the capacity and the ability to hire and train this
many agents in such a short period of time. Therefore, this sub-
committee held a hearing in May of 2005 to examine in detail the
capacity and cost of training new Border Patrol agents.

At that time, we heard startling testimony from an assistant
commissioner of Customs and Border Protection who said that it
cost $179,000 to train, hire, equip and deploy just one Border Pa-
trol agent. As a part of its review, the subcommittee was informed
that the cost per agent could actually range from $150,000 to
$190,000 per agent. Today, we explore whether any progress has
been made to rein in those costs.

Also in our 2005 hearing, we heard from the director of FLETC
that she was confident that the expansion of the Border Patrol
Training Academy could keep up with the influx of new trainees.
Last August, I toured the academy at Artesia, New Mexico, and
found many construction projects under way. Today, we will hear
about the current capacity of FLETC and how it plans to meet this
growing Border Patrol training demand.

In 2005, there were approximately 10,800 Border Patrol agents.
Today, we are told there are 12,380 agents on board, with another
1,250 in training. To meet the president’s goal of adding 6,000
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more new agents over 2 years, it is estimated that 8,800 will need
to be hired during that period.

We will hear from our witnesses about the challenge in hiring
and retaining new agents, specifically the extent and impact of at-
trition. We also will hear a private sector perspective from the
president of the Government Services Division of DynCorp Inter-
national. This company has provided personnel for peacekeeping
operations worldwide since 1994 and currently trains the police in
Iraq and Afghanistan for the State Department.

It is critical that we stay on track to deploy the agents Congress
has authorized to secure our borders as quickly and cost-effectively
as possible. I look forward to hearing form our witnesses how we
are doing and what more can be done to meet this goal.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent to in-
clude in the record a GAO report that I requested on this topic.1

Mr. CARNEY. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. RoGERS. I yield back.

Mr. CARNEY. I thank the gentleman from Alabama.

Other members of the subcommittee are reminded that, under
committee rules, opening statements may be submitted for the
record.

I welcome the first panel of witnesses.

Our first witness is Colleen Kelley, president of the National
Treasury Employees Union. NTEU represents over 150,000 Federal
employees, 15,000 of whom are customs and border protection em-
ployees within the Department of Homeland Security. President
Kelley has been an NTEU member since 1974 and has served in
various NTEU chapter leadership positions. She was first elected
president in August of 1999 and was reelected to a second 4-year
term in August of 2003.

Our second witness is T.J. Bonner, who serves as the president
of the National Border Patrol Council, a position he has held since
1989. The National Border Patrol Council is part of the American
Federation of Government Employees. As president of the NBPC,
Mr. Bonner represents approximately 11,000 nonsupervisory Bor-
der Patrol employees.

Our third witness is Robert B. Rosenkranz, senior vice president
of DynCorp International and president of the government services
division. His prior employment includes positions with DynCorp
International predecessor KEI Pearson and with Beamhit. Mr.
Rosenkranz has a 34-year career in the United States Army, retir-
ing with the rank of major general.

Without objection, the witnesses’ full statements will be inserted
in the record.

I now ask each witness to summarize his or her statement for
5 minutes, beginning with President Kelley.

STATEMENT OF COLLEEN M. KELLEY, NATIONAL PRESIDENT,
NATIONAL TREASURY EMPLOYEES UNION

Ms. KELLEY. Thank you very much, Chairman Carney, Ranking
Member Rogers, members of the committee. I appreciate the oppor-

1See also, GAO Report No. GAO-07-540R Border Training, March 30, 2007.
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tunity to testify on behalf of customs and border protection officers’
recruitment, retention and training issues.

Shortly after DHS was created, CBP announced the One Face at
the Border initiative that combined three different inspector occu-
pations—customs, immigration and agriculture—into one single
inspectional position, naming it the Customs and Border Protection
officer, CBPO. This change in job description and job duties re-
sulted in the Herculean task of training, retraining and cross-train-
ing over 18,000 newly created CBPOs.

This major reorganization of the roles and responsibilities of the
inspectional workforce at the ports of entry has resulted in a huge
expansion of skills and duties and has led to dilution of the cus-
toms, immigration and agriculture inspection specializations, weak-
ening the quality of inspections.

The Government Accountability Office has been asked by Con-
gress to review this initiative, and I hope that hearings will be held
on its findings that are due out this fall.

Under the One Face at the Border initiative, the curriculum for
new hires at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center has
undergone major changes. Prior to the merger, INS trainees stud-
ied at FLETC for 65 days. Trainees from the former Customs Serv-
ice had a 55-day course, and agriculture inspectors received sepa-
rate specialized training.

New CBPOs today receive 73 days at FLETC, covering all three
types of inspections. Upon returning to their assigned ports,
CBPOs are to continue training through a combination of class-
room, computer-based and on-the-job training. NTEU believes that
this continuing training is inadequate. The lack of mentoring and
insufficient on-the-job training make it difficult for CBPOs to be-
come proficient in even one concentration, even though they are ex-
pected to be proficient in all three.

Almost all training except that received at FLETC and firearms
training is computer-based. Most of it is to be completed by CBPOs
using the virtual learning center on the Internet, DVDs and videos.
No time is specifically allotted for CBPOs to view the videos or to
sign onto the computer and complete the training. CBPOs are ex-
pected to squeeze in this training in between performing their
other administrative duties. They often use breaks or their own
time before or after work.

Upon completion of a training module, CBPOs are required to
place a training certificate into their personnel file. This certificate
states that the CBPO is fully trained on that topic. If any problem
occurs or mistakes are made, supervisors refer to these training
certificates and can use them as a basis for discipline. CBPOs have
twin goals in doing their job: antiterrorism and facilitating legiti-
mate trade and travel.

On the one hand, CBPOs are to fully perform their inspection du-
ties, yet at all times they are made aware by management of wait
times. In land port booths, wait times are clearly displayed. At air-
ports, all international arrivals are expected to be cleared within
45 minutes. CBP’s emphasis on reducing wait times without in-
creasing staffing at the ports of entry creates an extremely chal-
lenging work environment for the CBPO.

VerDate Nov 24 2008  10:15 Jul 22,2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt6633 Sfmt6633 H:\DOCS\110-HRGS\110-49\48923.TXT HSEC PsN: DIANE



5

It is my understanding that there are currently over 1,000 CBPO
vacancies. Widely reported morale problems at DHS affect recruit-
ment and retention and the ability of the agency to accomplish its
mission. This is a result of longstanding issues such as the lack of
law enforcement officer status for CBPOs that Congress is now try-
ing to address, and new issues such as the proposed DHS per-
sonnel regulations that would be repealed under H.R. 1684.

Additionally, CBP’s unilateral elimination of employee input into
important workplace issues such as shift schedules has had a seri-
ous negative impact on morale.

To ensure well-trained boot on the ground at the 327 ports of
entry, NTEU recommends the following. First, fill the vacancies
and increase CBPO staffing. Second, end the One Face at the Bor-
der initiative. Third, reestablish specialization of prior CBPO func-
tions. Four, put into effect an in-depth on-the-job training plan.

Five, allot specific times during tours of duty for CBPOs to do all
assigned computer-based training. Six, require structured discus-
sion time with all computer-based training. Seven, make available
refresher courses to all CBPOs upon request. Eight, repeal the
DHS personnel flexibility authority. Nine, provide LEO coverage
for all CBPOs and legacy inspectors. And ten, allow employee input
into the shift assignment system.

I urge the committee’s continued oversight of both the One Face
at the Border initiative and the proposed resource allocation model
that is due this month from CBP.

I very much appreciate the efforts of this committee, particularly
on providing law enforcement officer status to CBPOs and on re-
pealing DHS’s personnel flexibilities. I would be happy to answer
any questions. Thank you.

[The statement of Ms. Kelley follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF COLLEEN M. KELLEY

Chairman Carney, Ranking Member Rogers, I would like to thank the sub-
committee for the opportunity to testify on training of frontline Customs and Border
Protection Officers (CBPOs) at the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). As
President of the National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU), I have the honor of
leading a union that represents over 18,000 Customs and Border Protection Officers
(CBPOs) and trade enforcement specialists who are stationed at 327 land, sea and
air ports of entry (POEs) across the United States. CBPOs make up our nation’s
first line of defense in the wars on terrorism and drugs.

In addition, Customs and Border Protection (CBP) entry specialists and trade
compliance personnel enforce over 400 U.S. trade and tariff laws and regulations
in order to ensure a fair and competitive trade environment pursuant to existing
international agreements and treaties, as well as stemming the flow of illegal con-
traband such as child pornography, illegal arms, weapons of mass destruction and
laundered money. CBP is also a revenue collection agency, collecting an estimated
$31.4 billion in revenue on over 29 million trade entries in 2005.

ONE FACE AT THE BORDER INITIATIVE

As part of the establishment of U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) in
March 2003, DHS brought together employees from three departments of govern-
m%at—Treasury, Justice and Agriculture to operate at the 327 Ports of Entry
(POEs).

On September 2,2003, CBP announced the One Face at the Border initiative. The
initiative was designed to eliminate the pre-9/11 separation of immigration, cus-
toms, and agriculture functions at US land, sea and air ports of entry. Inside CBP,
three different inspector occupations—Customs Inspector, Immigration In-
spector and Agriculture Inspector duties and responsibilities were com-
bined into a single inspectional position—the CBPO.
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The priority mission of the CBPO is to prevent terrorists and terrorist weapons
from entering the U.S., while simultaneously facilitating legitimate trade and trav-
el—as well as upholding the laws and performing the traditional missions
of the three legacy agencies, the U.S. Customs Service, the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS) and the Animal, Plant and Health Inspection
Service (APHIS).

This change in job description and job duties established by the One Face at the
Border initiative resulted in the Herculean task of training, retraining and cross
training over 18,000 newly created CBPOs. The U.S. Border Patrol was spared this
monumental training, retraining and cross training need because DHS transferred
the U.S. Border Patrol Service as an intact unit within CBP and did not integrate
tﬂe Border Patrol Agent position with the three inspectional positions working at
the ports.

In practice, the major reorganization of the roles and responsibility of
the inspectional workforce as a result of the One Face at the Border initia-
tive has resulted in job responsibility overload and dilution of the customs,
immigration and agriculture inspection specialization and in weakening
the quality of passenger and cargo inspections.

The processes, procedures and skills are very different at land, sea and air ports,
as are the training and skill sets needed for passenger processing, cargo and agri-
culture inspection. Under One Face at the Border, former INS agents that are ex-
perts in identifying counterfeit foreign visas are now at seaports reviewing bills of
lading from foreign container ships, while expert seaport Customs inspectors are
now reviewing passports at airports.

It is apparent that CBP sees its One Face at the Border initiative as a means
to “increase management flexibility”without increasing staffing levels. According to
CBP, “there will be no extra cost to taxpayers. CBP plans to manage this initiative
within existing resources. The ability to combine these three inspectional disciplines
and to cross-train frontline officers will allow CBP to more easily handle projected
workload increases and stay within present budgeted levels.”

This has not been the case. The knowledge and skills required to perform the ex-
panded inspectional tasks under One Face at the Border have also increased the
workload of the CBPO. Also lacking in the actual implementation of One Face at
the Border is the ability to consistently practice in doing the job. Practice at doing
a job is what makes a worker better at that job. A lawyer specializes in litigation,
contracts, family law or one of many specialties. A doctor specializes in general med-
icine, surgery or one of many specialties. The CBPO has no opportunity to develop
a specialty now.

The CBPO is a generalist and is rotated from seaport cargo inspection to land
port vehicle processing to airport passenger processing. The CBPO must know the
laws and duties of all of these specialized inspection processing systems. The CBPO
is responsible for ensuring nothing and no one gets through the port that threatens
the health, safety and security of the U.S. population, while at the same time facili-
tating legal trade and travel. It is a heavy load that has been demanded of these
men and women.

Congress has some understanding that the security of the ports of entry is de-
pendent on transforming specialized immigration, customs and agriculture inspec-
tors into CBPO generalists under the One Face at the Border initiative. That is why
Congress requested that the Government Accountability Office (GAO) evaluate the
One Face at the Border initiative and its impact on legacy customs, immigration
and agricultural inspection and workload. It is my understanding that GAO’s final
report on the One Face at the Border initiative will be issued this fall. NTEU
strongly urges the Committee to hold hearings on the content and rec-
ommendations contained in the final GAO One Face at the Border report.

Also, the Homeland Security Appropriations Committee added report language to
the FY 2007 DHS Appropriations bill that, with regard to CBP’s One Face at the
Border initiative, directs “CBP to ensure that all personnel assigned to primary and
secondary inspection duties at ports of entry have received adequate training in all
relevant inspection function.” It is my understanding that CBP has not reported to
DHS Appropriators pursuant to this language.

Training of New CBPOs:

With the implementation of the One Face at the Border initiative, the curriculum
for new hires at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC) in Glynco,
Georgia has undergone major changes. Prior to the merger, INS trainees studied at
FTETC for 65 days. Trainees from the former Customs Service had a 55-day course
at FLETC. Unlike Customs and Immigration Inspectors who all attended basic
Academy training at FLETC, Agriculture Inspectors have a different background;
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those Agriculture Inspectors who became CBPOs were required to complete the
same basic training course as a new CBPO hire.

New CBPOs receive 73 days of FLETC training on all three types of inspection.
“Upon returning to their assigned port, they will be trained for the next year by
a combination of classroom, computer based, and OJT training.” The most critical
part of this training is the year of on-the-job (OTJ) training to teach specialized in-
formation.

This OJT training phase is not being adequately done. Many new CBPOs report
that few of them have received extensive post-academy training yet are assigned to
the primary passenger processing line. Inadequate mentoring and OTJ training
make it difficult for CBPOs to become proficient in even one job while they are ex-
pected to be proficient at three.

Cross-training of Legacy Inspectors:

The three disciplines’ skill sets—immigration, customs, and agriculture are highly
specialized and require in-depth training and on-the-job experience. Agriculture spe-
cialists have a science background, immigration officers are trained to recognize sus-
pect documents and customs officers are trained to identify counterfeit goods, drug
smugglers and look for suspect passenger behavior at the airports and suspect prod-
uct at the ports.

CBPOs that have been given cross-training have reported to NTEU that training
is inadequate in time, resources and mentoring. According to CBP, all cross-training
has been provided via video, CD-ROMIWeb, classroom instruction, on the job train-
ing (OJT), or a combination of these methods. With limited exceptions, all of the
training is provided at the CBPOSs’ post-of-duty.

For legacy inspectors, the training both in class, computer based and on-the-job
is totally inadequate. According to CBP, all legacy Customs and CBPOs had manda-
tory training on Immigration Fundamentals. “It will be delivered during Officers’
normal tour of duty in the form of eight electronic 45-minute lessons, after which
the employee will be tested to ensure comprehension. A passing grade on the review
is a prerequisite to taking the training for Full Unified Primary inspections.”

This is a typical story about this training from legacy inspectors:

“I took the immigration class in January of 2005 and have not been in a booth
since. That is until I was told 3 weeks ago to go upstairs and get in the booth. I
told the supervisor that I could not do it because I do not remember the training
as it had been almost a year. She told me that she would put me with another in-
spector who would watch me for about 30 minutes and then I should be good to go
on my own. After speaking with the experienced legacy INS inspector in the booth
about how I was doing she changed her mind when he told her I was screwing up
everything. CBP must create a refresher class for us or we will wind up screwing
up and getting fired. I feel we are being fed to the lions.”

The Computer-based training Process:

Almost all training outside of training received at FLETC and firearms recertifi-
cation and safety training is computer based. Training is supposed to be completed
by CBPOs using the Virtual Learning Center on the intranet, DVDs and videos. No
time is specifically allotted for CBPOs to view the videos or sign on to the computer
and complete the training. CBPOs are expected to squeeze this training in on their
breaks, and in-between performing other administrative duties, or on their own time
before or after work. If intempted, some of these modules require them to start
again at the beginning; others allow for picking up at the screen that they left off.

Upon completion of the training module, CBPOs are required to input completion
data into the Training Record and Enrollment Network (TRAEN). This certificate
states that the CBPO is fully trained on that topic. If any problem occurs or mis-
takes are made, supervisors pull out these training certificates and use them as a
basis for discipline.

Some training modules refer to allotting time for a structured 10 to 15 minute
discussion upon completion of the module. Rarely does this happen. There usually
is no interaction with their supervisor on module content, nor are there any struc-
tured discussion or question and answer sessions following completion of the train-
ing video.

For example, on 2/25/2004, CBP notified NTEU that “CBP will be providing Bio/
Agroterrorism training to all CBPOs and Agriculture Specialists. It will be delivered
during employees’ normal tour of duty via a 20-minute video, with 10—15 minutes
allotted for structured discussion.” I have heard that at most ports; the 10—15
minute structured discussion did not take place.

CBP Emphasis on Wait Times:
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Currently, there are thousands of different documents that a traveler can present
to CBPOs when attempting to enter the United States, creating a tremendous po-
tential for fraud. Each day CBPOs inspect more than 1.1 million passengers and pe-
destrians, including many who reside in border communities who cross legally and
contribute to the economic prosperity of our country and our neighbors. At the U.S.
land borders, approximately two percent of travelers crossing the border are respon-
sible for nearly 48 percent of all cross-border trips.

In FY 2005, over 84,000 individuals were apprehended at the ports of entry trying
to cross the border with fraudulent claims of citizenship or documents. On an aver-
age day, CBP intercepts more than 200 fraudulent documents, arrests over sixty
people at ports of entry, and refuses entry to hundreds of non-citizens, a few dozen
of which are criminal aliens that are attempting to enter the U.S.

CBPOs have “Twin Goals” in doing their job—Anti-Terrorism and Facili-
tating Legitimate Trade and Travel. CBP’s priority mission is preventing terror-
ists and terrorist weapons from entering the United States, while also facilitating
the flow of legitimate trade and travel. CBP’s emphasis on reducing wait times
without increasing staffing at the ports of entry creates a challenging work
environment for the CBPO. On the one hand, CBPOs are to fully perform their in-
spection duties, yet at all times they are made aware by management of wait times.
In land port booths, wait times are clearly displayed. At airports, all international
arrivals are expected to be cleared within 45 minutes or a visual alert is displayed
at headquarters and local management is notified. CBP’s website posts wait times
at every land port and allows travelers to check airport wait times by location.

Most travelers enter the U.S. through the nation’s 166 land border ports of entry
(POEs). About two-thirds involve aliens and about one-third involve returning U.S.
citizens. The vast majority arrive by vehicle. The purpose of the primary inspection
process is to determine if the person is a U.S. citizen or alien, and if alien, whether
the alien is entitled to enter the U.S. In general, CBPOs are to question travelers
about their nationality and purpose of their visit, whether they have anything to
declare, and review any travel documents the traveler may be required to present.

At the land ports, primary inspections are expected to be conducted in
less than one minute. Travelers routinely spend about 45 seconds at U.S.-
Canadian crossings during which CBPOs have to assess oral claims of citi-
zenship in the United States or Canada.

When CBPOs are viewing documents and questioning individuals for less than
one minute, how much attention can realistically be put into examining the docu-
ments, verifying that the person presenting the document is the actual owner of the
document, and determine that the vehicle may or may not be carrying drugs or
other illegal items?

Each day, CBPOs at 327 crossings process 1.1 million inbound travelers, 327,500
private vehicles and 85,300 shipments of goods. Eight thousand forms of driver’s li-
censes, birth certificates, baptism, or hospital records can be presented under exist-
ing rules. U.S. citizens are not required to show any documentation to enter the
U.S. and need only make a declaration. If a person declares that they are a U.S.
Citizen, CBPOs are limited in what we can ask to determine if they are telling the
truth. Many complaints are lodged when CBPOs ask for documentation.

At the airports, CBPOs are expected to clear international passengers within 45
minutes. Prior to 9/11 there was a law on the books requiring INS to process in-
coming international passengers within 45 minutes. The Enhanced Border Security
and Visa Protection Act of 2002 repealed the 45 minute standard, however “it added
a provision specifying that staffing levels estimated by CBP in workforce models be
based upon the goal of providing immigration services within 45 minutes. According
to GAO, “the number of CBP staff available to perform primary inspections is also
a primary factor that affects wait times at airports.”

It has also come to NTEUYs attention that the U.S. Travel and Tourism industry
has called for a further reduction in passenger clearance time to 30 minutes. The
industry’s recently announced plan, called “A Blueprint to Discover America,” in-
cludes a provision for “modernizing and securing U.S. ports of entry by hiring cus-
toms and border [protection] officers at the top 12 entry ports to process inbound
visitors through customs within 30 minutes.” This CANNOT be achieved at current
staffing levels without jeopardizing security.

The emphasis on passenger processing and reducing wait times results in limited
staff available at secondary to perform those inspections referred to them. NTEU
has noted the diminution of secondary inspection in favor of passenger facilitation
at primary inspection since the creation of the Department of Homeland Security.
Why has there been this decrease in secondary inspections? NTEU believes that it
is belacaulse of the large number of CBPO job vacancies and static overall CBPO staff-
ing levels.
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Staffing Shortages at the Ports of Entry:

The President’s FY 2008 budget proposal requests $647.8 million to fund the hir-
ing of 3000 Border Patrol agents. But, for salaries and expenses for Border Security,
Inspection and Trade Facilitation at the 327 POEs, the President’s funding request
is woefully inadequate.

The President’s FY 2008 budget calls for an increase of only $8.24 million, for
annualization of 450 CBPOs appropriated in the FY 2007 DHS Appropriations bill.
NTEU is extremely grateful that Congress included funding for an additional 450
CBPOs in the FY 2007 DHS Appropriations bill.

In addition, the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations bill for fiscal year end-
ing September 30,2007, recently signed into law, “recommends an additional $1
00,000,000 to improve significantly the ability of CBP to target and analyze US-
bound cargo containers, achieve a capacity to screen 100 percent of such cargo over-
seas, and double the number of containers that are subject to physical inspections.
The funding would support hiring up to 1,000 additional CBP Officers, Intelligence
Analysts and support staff, to be located at Container Security Initiative locations
overseas, U.S. ports of entry, or the National Targeting Center.”

In addition, the SAFE Port Act authorizes CBP to hire a minimum of 200 addi-
tional CBP Officers in FY 2008 for ports of entry around the nation and the House
Appropriations Committee funded 450 additional CBPO positions in the DHS FY
2008 funding bill.

There is concern among CBPOs, however, that in terms of real numbers CBP has
hired more new managers than frontline workers. According to GAO, the number
of CBPOs has increased from 18,001 in October 2003 to 18,382 in February 2006,
an increase of 381 officers. In contrast, GS 12-15 CBP supervisors on board
as of October 2003 were 2,262 and in February 2006 there were 2,731, an
increase of 462 managers over the same of time. This is a 17 % increase in
CBP managers and only a 2% increase in the number of frontline CBPOs.
(See attachment 1)

There is also much concern that because of CBPO job vacancies, today
the number of CBPOs on board and working at the POEs is less than the
18,001 CBPOs on board in October 2003.

According to the Government Accountability Office (GAO) Report (GAO-05— 663),
International Air Passengers Staffing Model for Airport Inspections Personnel Can
Be Improved, there is much evidence that airports are continuing to experience
staffing shortages. Also, some land ports are experiencing staffing shortages that
have resulted in compelled overtime.

In order to assess CBPO staffing needs, Congress, in its FY 07 DHS appropria-
tions conference report, directed CBP to submit by January 23,2007 a resource allo-
cation model for current and future year staffing requirements. Specifically, this re-
port should assess optimal staffing levels at all land, air and sea ports of entry and
provide a complete explanation of CBP’s methodology for aligning staffing levels to
threats, vulnerabilities, and workload across all mission areas.” It is NTEU’s under-
standing that, to date, the Appropriations Committee has not received this report
from CBP

Congress also mandated CBP to perform a Resource Allocation Model in Section
402 of the SAFE Port Act. The CBP Resource Allocation Model (RAM) is due this
month, June 2007. NTEU urges Committee hearings to review the findings of the
CBP RAM.

It is instructive here to note that the former U.S. Customs Service’s last
internal review of staffing for Fiscal Years 2000—2002 dated February
25,2000 also known as the 2000—2002 RAM, shows that the Customs Service
needed over 14,776 new hires just to fulfill its basic mission-and that was
before September 11. Since then the Department of Homeland Security was cre-
ated and the U.S. Customs Service was merged with the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service and parts of the Agriculture Plant Health Inspection Service to
create Customs and Border Protection and given an expanded mission of providing
the first line of defense against terrorism, in addition to making sure trade laws
are enforced and trade revenue collected.

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION ISSUES

In February of this year, DHS received the lowest scores of any federal agency
on a survey for job satisfaction, leadership and workplace performance. Of the 36
agencies surveyed, DHS ranked 36th on job satisfaction, 35th on leadership and
knowledge management, 36th on results-oriented performance culture, and 33rd on
talent management. As I have stated previously widespread dissatisfaction with
DHS management and leadership creates a morale problem that affects recruitment
and retention and the ability of the agency to accomplish its mission.

VerDate Nov 24 2008  10:15 Jul 22,2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt6633 Sfmt6621 H:\DOCS\110-HRGS\110-49\48923.TXT HSEC PsN: DIANE



10

In 2004, an OPM survey of federal employees revealed that employees rated DHS
29th out of 30 agencies considered as a good place to work. On key areas covered
by the survey, employees’ attitudes in most categories were less positive and more
negative than those registered by employees in other federal agencies. Employee an-
swers on specific questions revealed that 44% of DHS employees believe their super-
visors are doing a fair to a very poor job; less than 20% believe that personnel deci-
sions are based on merit; only 28% are satisfied with the practices and policies of
senior leaders; 29% believe grievances are resolved fairly; 27% would not rec-
ommend DHS as a place to work; 62% believe DHS is an average or below average
place to work; only 33% believe that arbitrary action, favoritism, and partisan polit-
ical action are not tolerated; over 40% are not satisfied with their involvement in
decisions that affect their work; 52% do not feel that promotions are based on merit;
and over 50% believe their leaders do not generate high levels of motivation and
commitment. On the other hand, most employees feel there is a sense of cooperation
among their coworkers to get the job done.

The 2006 Federal Human Capital Survey ratings were released in January 2007
and not much has changed. Nearly 10,400 Homeland Security employees partici-
pated in the survey and gave the department rock-bottom scores in key job satisfac-
tion, leadership and management areas in relation to 35 other agencies in the sur-
vey. Of the 36 agencies surveyed, DHS ranked 36th on job satisfaction, 35th on
leadership and knowledge management, 36th on results-oriented performance cul-
ture, and 33rd on talent management.

According to OPM, 44 percent of all federal workers and 42 percent of non-super-
visory workers will become eligible to retire within the next five years. If the agen-
cy’s goal is to build a workforce that feels both valued and respected, the results
from the OPM survey raises serious questions about the department’s ability to re-
cruit and retain the top notch personnel necessary to accomplish the critical mis-
sions that keep our country safe.

DHS Human Resources System:

NTEU continues to have concerns about funding priorities at DHS. On March 7,
2007, DHS announced that it will put into effect portions of its compromised per-
sonnel system. Just a few weeks earlier, DHS outlined plans to move slower on its
controversial personnel overhaul, formerly known as MaxHR, but now called the
Human Capital Operations Plan. The President’s FY 2008 budget calls for only $15
million to fund the renamed MaxHR personnel plan.

In July 2005, a U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia ruled that portions
of the proposed DHS personnel regulations infringed on employees’ collective bar-
gaining rights, failed to provide an independent third-party review of labor-manage-
ment disputes and lacked a fair process to resolve appeals of adverse management
actions. The Appellate Court rejected DHS appeal of this District Court decision and
DHS declined to appeal the ruling to the Supreme Court.

In a number of critical ways, the personnel system established by the Homeland
Security Act and the subsequent regulations issued by the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS) have been a litany of failure because the law and the regulations
effectively gut employee due process rights and put in serious jeopardy the agency’s
ability to recruit and retain a workforce capable of accomplishing its critical mis-
sions.

When Congress passed the Homeland Security Act in 2002 (HSA), it granted the
new department very broad discretion to create new personnel rules. It basically
said that DHS could come up with new systems as long as employees were treated
fairly and continued to be able to organize and bargain collectively. The regulations
DHS came up with were subsequently found by the Courts to not even comply with
these two very minimal and basic requirements.

With the abysmal morale and extensive recruitment and retention challenges at
DHS, implementing these personnel changes now will only further undermine the
agency’s employees and mission. From the beginning of discussions over personnel
regulations with DHS more than four years ago, it was clear that the only system
that would work in this agency is one that is fair, credible and transparent. These
regulations promulgated under the statute fail miserably to provide any of those
critical elements. It is time to end this flawed personnel experiment.

It has become clear to the Committee that the Department of Homeland Security
has learned little from these Court losses and repeated survey results and will con-
tinue to overreach in its attempts to implement the personnel provisions included
in the Homeland Security Act of 2002. On May 11,2007, the full House approved
H.R.1648, the FY 2008 DHS Authorization bill that includes a provision that repeals
the DHS Human Resources Management System. This past Friday, June 15,2007
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the full House approved H.R. 2638, the fiscal 2008 DHS Appropriations bill that
zeros out all funding for MaxHR. Senate action on both these measures is pending.

DHS employees deserve more resources, training and technology to perform their
jobs better and more efficiently. DHS employees also deserve personnel policies that
are fair. The DHS personnel system has failed utterly and should be repealed by
the full Congress. Continuing widespread dissatisfaction with DHS management
and leadership creates a morale problem that affects the safety of this nation.

Law Enforcement Officer Status:

The most significant impediment to recruitment and retention of CBPOs is the
lack of law enforcement officer (LEO) status. LEO recognition is of vital importance
to CBPOs. CBPOs perform work every day that is as demanding and dangerous as
any member of the federal law enforcement community, yet they have long been de-
nied LEO status.

Within the CBP there are two classes of federal employees, those with law en-
forcement officer status, Border Patrol Agents, and those without. Unfortunately,
CBPOs fall into the latter class and are denied benefits given to other federal em-
ployees in CBP.

CBPOs carry weapons, and at least three times a year, they must qualify and
maintain proficiency on a firearm range. This tri-annual firearms training and re-
certification also includes classes in arrest techniques and self defense tactics train-
ing, and defensive and restraint techniques. CBPOs are issued weapons (24-hour
carry), body armor, pepper spray and batons. For the most part, CBPOs believe that
firearms’ training is adequate. When CBP changed the make of firearms from one
manufacturer to another, at the CBPOs request, NTEU protested that the four hour
training session on the new weapon was not adequate. CBP addressed NTEU’s
members concerns by expanding training on the new firearm to eight hours.

CBPOs have the authority to apprehend and detain those engaged in smuggling
drugs and violating other civil and criminal laws. They have search and seizure au-
thority, as well as the authority to enforce warrants. All of which are standard tests
of law enforcement officer status.

Every day, CBPOs stand on the front lines in the war to stop the flow of drugs,
pornography and illegal contraband into the United States. It was a legacy Customs
Inspector who apprehended a terrorist trying to cross the border into Washington
State with the intent to blow up Los Angeles International Airport in December
1999. Every day, CBPOs detain criminals attempting to enter or leave the country
through the ports.

For example, on June 5th, the El Paso Times reported that “Customs and Border
Protection officers stopped a Kansas man wanted for murder and rape Friday after-
noon at the Zaragoza Bridge, agency officials said.

Anthony Javier Llamas, 21, was crossing the bridge in a 2000 Mercury Cougar
with three other occupants when an officer checked for warrants and discovered an
“armed and dangerous” alert for Llamas.

Llamas is wanted in Kansas in connection with a May 15 killing in Wichita and
on an unrelated rape charge, officials said.”

CBPOs clearly deserve LEO status. For this reason, legislation has been intro-
duced to amend the definition of law enforcement officer, H.R. 1073, the Law En-
forcement Officers Equity Act of 2007. NTEU strongly supports ths bipartisan legis-
lation introduced by Representatives Bob Filner (D-CA) and John McHugh (R-NY)
which has 97 cosponsors to date. This legislation would treat CBPOs and legacy
Customs and Immigration Inspectors and Canine Enforcement Officers as law en-
forcement officers for the purpose of 20-year retirement.

On May 1 1,2007, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 1684 that included
Section 501, a provision that grants LEO status to CBPOs as of the creation of CBP
in March 2003. CBPOs are extremely grateful for this recognition of their law en-
forcement activities at CBP. Unfortunately, Section 501 does not recognize previous
law enforcement service in the legacy agencies that were merged to create CBP.
Therefore, in order for CBPOs with legacy service to qualify for the enhanced LEO
retirement benefit, they must serve an additional 20 years starting in March 2003.

The Committee is sympathetic to this unfortunate consequence of Section 501 and
is wi)rking with NTEU on hybrid-LEO coverage proposals that would mitigate ths
result.

Section 501 is a start. It is a breakthrough in that Congress recognizes that
CBPOs should have LEO coverage and NTEU members are very appreciative of the
Committee’s efforts.

Work Shift Schedules:
Another major factor that has hindered recruitment and retention of CBPOs is
work shift determinations. In the past, the agency had the ability to determine what
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the shift hours will be at a particular port of entry, the number of people on the
shift, and the job qualifications of the personnel on that shift. The union rep-
resenting the employees had the ability to negotiate with the agency, once the shift
specifications are determined, as to which eligible employees will work which shift.
This was determined by such criteria as seniority, expertise, volunteers, or a num-
ber of other factors.

CBP Officers around the country have overwhelmingly supported this method for
determining their work schedules for a number of reasons. One, it provides employ-
ees with a transparent and credible system for determining how they will be chosen
for a shift. They may not like management’s decision that they have to work the
midnight shift but the process is credible and both sides can agree to its implemen-
tation. Two, it takes into consideration lifestyle issues of individual officers, such as
single parents with day care needs, employees taking care of sick family members
or officers who prefer to work night shifts. CBP’s unilateral elimination of employee
input into this type of routine workplace decision-making has had probably the most
negative impact on employee morale.

A real life example of CBP’s management insensitivity in scheduling work oc-
curred recently at a large airport. Due to a mistake by management, two CBPOs
who are married and have an 11 year old child were both scheduled to work during
the early morning shift for the coming pay period, forcing them to scramble for child
care coverage between the hours of 4:30 am and the start of school. The couple only
recently moved to the area, and did not have family nearby. When this matter was
brought to management’s attention, the Port Director would not take any action to
help the family. Clearly, this is exactly the kind of situation that contributes to re-
tention problems at CBP.

This is not an isolated incident. The “command and control” attitude of CBP man-
agement has created a work environment that is reflected in the dismal DHS show-
ing in the OPM federal jobs survey.

NTEU urges the Committee to look at CBPO attrition and vacancy rates.
I believe that CBPOs are quitting or retiring in large numbers due to many
of the problems I have cited.

NTEU RECOMMENDATIONS
To ensure well-trained boots on the ground at the POEs, NTEU recommends the
following:
1. Fill vacancies and increase CBPO staffing;
2. End the failed One Face at the Border initiative;
3. Reestablish specialization of prior CBPO functions;
4. Put into effect an in-depth on the job training plan;
5. Allot specific times during tours of duty for CBPOs to do all assigned com-
puter-based training;
6. Structured discussion time must accompany all computer-based training;
7. Refresher courses should be available to all CBPOs upon request;
8. Repeal the DHS personnel regulations;
9. Comprehensive LEO coverage for all CBPOs and legacy inspectors; and
10. Allow employee input in shift assignment system.

CONCLUSION

CBP employees represented by NTEU are capable and committed to the varied
missions of DHS from border control to the facilitation of trade into and out of the
United States. They are proud of their part in keeping our country free from ter-
rorism, our neighborhoods safe from drugs and our economy safe from illegal trade.

The American public expects its borders and ports be properly defended. Congress
must show the public that it is serious about protecting the homeland by fully fund-
ing CBP staffing needs, extending LEO coverage to all CBPOs, ending the One Face
at the Border initiative, reestablishing CBPO inspection specialization at our 327
POEs and repealing the compromised DHS personnel system.

I urge each of you to visit the land, sea and air ports of entry in your home dis-
tricts. Talk to the CBPOs, canine officers, and trade entry and import specialists
there to fully comprehend the jobs they do and what their work lives are like.

Again, I would like to thank the committee for the opportunity to be here today
on behalf of the 150,000 employees represented by NTEU to discuss these extremely
important federal employee issues.
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Mr. CARNEY. Thank you for your testimony, President Kelley.
I now recognize Mr. Bonner to summarize his statement for 5
minutes.

STATEMENT OF T.J. BONNER, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL BORDER
PATROL COUNCIL, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

Mr. BONNER. Thank you, Chairman Carney, Ranking Member
Rogers, other members of the subcommittee.

On behalf of the 11,000 frontline Border Patrol agents, we have
some concerns about the training efforts that are under way right
now, to bring on so many people in such a short time. As Mr. Rog-
ers noted, back in 2004, Congress authorized the addition of 2,000
agents a year over a span of 5 years. At that point in time, that
goal was achievable.

Now, we approach the 11th hour and there is a rush to bring on
an additional 5,000 agents, which will require the hiring of perhaps
as many as 9,000 employees in the span of 18 months. Every major
police department that has undergone even less ambitious recruit-
ment campaigns has suffered the consequences. Corruption has in-
creased. Officers have been poorly trained, and the level of con-
fidence that the public has in that department has decreased dra-
matically.

I don’t want to see the same thing happen to the United States
Border Patrol. There is no magic number to achieve border secu-
rity. It is not 18,000, even if there were such a number. The num-
ber would be far greater than that. This is something that the
president is pushing for in the span of his administration, but I
think we need to step back and take a close look at this and see
if it is a wise, achievable goal. I believe it is not.
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Too many corners will have to be cut in order to attain the goal
of 18,000 agents by the end of 2008. We have already seen a reduc-
tion of 2 weeks at the Border Patrol Academy. Further reductions
are planned. Another 3 weeks is being talked about being removed.
For employees who demonstrate proficiency in the Spanish lan-
guage, another 8 weeks would be removed.

In other words, some employees would be back on the line after
merely 6 weeks in the Border Patrol Academy. This, in the esti-
mation of the frontline agents who are the ones responsible for pro-
viding the on-the-job training, is insufficient. They need more time
at the academy. They need more instruction. The curriculum at the
academy was not established on a whim. It was established based
on a lot of experience as to what people need to be taught in an
academy setting.

Then, of course, there is the challenge of providing one-on-one
mentoring. When you dump that many people into an organization
that is relatively small, essentially you are taxing it beyond its ca-
pability to function properly. There is on way that you can provide
that one-on-one mentoring. In some cases in the past, we have had
one-on-twelve mentoring. That is simply unacceptable.

We have morale problems causing attrition at an unacceptably
high rate. It is approaching 12 percent. Now, the administration
will try and claim that this number is lower than 12 percent be-
cause they exclude people who leave within the first 18 months of
their employment, and they also exclude people who transfer to
other components of the Department of Homeland Security. When
you are trying to increase the size of the Border Patrol, you have
to factor in every person who leaves the Border Patrol because they
all have to be replaced.

Some would suggest that private corporations are better suited
to do this job. The National Border Patrol Council disagrees. People
who have been there and done that are in the best position to im-
part the knowledge and the skills necessary to do the job.

On behalf of the frontline employees, we implore you to take a
close look at this, slow this process down so that we get it right.
There is an old saying that there never seems to be enough time
to do something right, but there is always enough time to do it
over. Let’s get it right the first time. We need properly trained peo-
ple. Absolutely we need border security, but border security is not
a function of the number of agents on the line.

Let me posit this definition of “border security.” Border security
means that no person or no thing enter this country without our
permission. When we reach that goal, then we have true border se-
curity, not when we have 18,000 Border Patrol agents or 180,000
Border Patrol agents, but when we are effectively controlling the
border.

One other quick point—in order to do that, we need to crack
down on the employers because we could increase the number of
agents ten-fold and desperate people will still come across as long
as they can find work in this country.

Thank you, and I would be happy to answer any questions you
might have.

[The statement of Mr. Bonner follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF T.J. BONNER

The National Border Patrol Council appreciates this opportunity to share the
views and recommendations of the 11,000 front-line Border Patrol employees that
it represents regarding the challenges posed by recent efforts to significantly in-
crease the size of the Border Patrol.

It is quite obvious that our Nation’s borders are out of control. In any given year,
the Border Patrol apprehends about one million people attempting to illegally enter
our country, and front-line agents estimate that about two to three times that num-
ber slip by them. Currently, somewhere between 12 and 20 million illegal aliens are
residing in the United States.

In recognition of this crisis, Section 5202 of the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism
Prevention Act of 2004 authorized the addition of at least 2,000 Border Patrol
agents per year over the five-year span from 2006 to 2010. Sadly, the Administra-
tion’s budget request for the first of those years only requested funding for 210 posi-
tions. Fortunately, Congress ignored that request and funded a total of 1,500 addi-
tional agents.

In May of last year, President Bush announced with a great deal of fanfare that
he was committed to increasing the size of the Border Patrol to slightly more than
18,000 agents by the end of next year. While these additional resources are des-
perately needed, the wisdom of adding so many new agents in such a short period
of time is questionable. Every sizeable law enforcement agency that has ever en-
gaged in an overambitious recruitment program has suffered the inevitable con-
sequences of increased corruption and attrition, as well as poorly-trained new offi-
cers, with a resultant loss of public confidence. This occurred because these agencies
were forced by artificial time constraints to relax hiring standards and cut corners
in the screening and training processes. These same types of shortcuts have already
been implemented in the recruiting and training of Border Patrol agents, and there
is no reason to expect that the outcome in this case will be any different from the
experiences of those other agencies.

Realistically, there is no magic number of Border Patrol agents required to secure
our borders, and even there were, it would certainly be much higher than the 18,000
proposed by the Administration. The goal of border security can only be attained
by means of an all-encompassing enforcement strategy that simultaneously focuses
resources and efforts on the border and the interior. The single most important step
that must be taken is the elimination of the employment magnet that entices mil-
lions of people to violate our immigration laws every year. Once people enter this
country illegally, it is incredibly easy for them to obtain a job. In order to fix this
problem, a system must be put in place that makes it simple for employers to deter-
mine who is authorized to work in this country, and ensures that those employers
who do not comply with the law are severely punished. H.R. 98, the “Illegal Immi-
gration Enforcement and Social Security Protection Act of 2007,” meets these objec-
tives. It would require every job applicant to present a counterfeit-proof Social Secu-
rity card containing a recent digital photograph and encrypted biometric informa-
tion, and would mandate that every employer verify the authenticity of such docu-
ments by passing them through an electronic reader.

While an effective workplace enforcement system would dramatically change the
dynamic at the border by discouraging millions of laborers from illegally crossing,
it would do nothing to deter the tens of thousands of criminals and handful of ter-
rorists who attempt to enter our country illegally every year. With proper types of
surveillance technology and barriers at the border, however, the odds of appre-
hending these criminals and terrorists would be greatly enhanced. This assumes, of
course, that the Border Patrol has sufficient staffing, and that these employees are
provided with the proper tools, training, and support. Otherwise, our borders will
remain porous and vulnerable. In order to maintain adequate levels of staffing,
measures must be taken to transform the Border Patrol into an organization that
is capable of attracting and retaining the best and brightest. Although that once
was the case, it is no longer true. For a variety of reasons, morale has plummeted
and attrition has soared to 12%.1 Unless these disturbing trends are quickly re-
versed, it will be impossible to recruit and retain large numbers of additional Border
Patrol agents. Thus, before discussing changes that need to be made in the hiring
and training processes, it is important to understand the problems that cause em-

1 Any claims by the agency that the attrition rate is lower are disingenuous. Its attrition fig-
ures often exclude employees who leave during their first 18 months, as well as those who trans-
fer to other components of the Department of Homeland Security. It is clear, however, that
every person who leaves the Border Patrol for any reason must be replaced in order to reach
and maintain a numeric goal.
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ployees to leave the agency. It is senseless to spend millions of dollars recruiting
and training individuals who will depart after a short period of time.

Without question, the greatest sources of frustration among front-line employees
alredthe policies that interfere with the accomplishment of the mission. These in-
clude:

o The “strategy of deterrence” that forces agents to maintain fixed positions and

does not allow them to pursue intruders who circumvent those positions.

e The diversion of scarce resources from the border to traffic checkpoints, to the

detriment of the agency’s capability to apprehend people at the border. (Traffic

checkpoints have a legitimate backup role, but should never be relied upon as

%)he gr;imary means of intercepting terrorist, criminals, illegal aliens, and contra-
and.

e The vehicle pursuit policy that does not allow agents to stop vehicles that

break any traffic laws unless they have supervisory approval to do so. Such ap-

proval is rarely granted.

e Arbitrary reductions in the amount of overtime that can be worked, further

decreasing the agency’s ability to accomplish its mission.

o A lack of critical infrastructure, including adequate facilities, communications

capabilities, and useful equipment. At the same time, billions of dollars are

being expended on projects of dubious utility.

Systemic problems with the organization also contribute to the low morale of em-
ployees. The transfer of the Border Patrol into the Bureau of Customs and Border
Protection was ill-advised from the outset, and the situation has deteriorated with
the passage of time. In order to maximize its effectiveness, the Border Patrol should
be an independent component of the Department of Homeland Security. Moreover,
it needs to be divorced from the politics of immigration. Law enforcement agencies
should never be allowed to become offshoots of the Executive Branch’s political
agenda. They must be allowed to function independently, and to objectively enforce
all of the laws on the books.

Almost all of the emphasis during this recent hiring push has been on recruit-
ment, with very little attention paid to the retention of experienced agents. This is
a very serious oversight. Unless the agency addresses the underlying causes of dis-
satisfaction, employees will continue to leave at an alarmingly high rate. The agency
therefore also needs to utilize existing statutory authority to pay retention and
other types of bonuses to entice employees to stay.

Significant increases in the number of Border Patrol agents must also be accom-
panied by a commensurate growth in the infrastructure that supports them. Ade-
quate equipment, facilities, and support personnel are all necessary in order to en-
sure that the front-line agents are able to effectively carry out the mission of the
agency. Currently, there are serious deficiencies in all of these areas. These addi-
tional expenses must be factored not only into the cost of hiring new employees, but
also into upgrading support for current employees.

Some of the problems that exist in the recruitment and training processes are:

e The recruitment materials are extremely misleading, highlighting duties that
very few agents are actually allowed to perform. This quickly leads to disillu-
sionment once new-hires are assigned to the field. It would be far better to ini-
tially discourage applicants through an accurate portrayal of work assignments
instead of waiting for them to discover the truth after large amounts of money
have been wasted on recruiting and training.

e Agents who preside over oral hiring boards no longer receive any information
about the candidates they are interviewing. This makes it extremely difficult to
question candidates about potentially troubling aspects of their past.

e Background checks continue to be contracted-out even after this process al-
lowed an illegal alien to be hired as a Border Patrol agent. That individual’s
immigration status was not discovered until after he was arrested for smuggling
hundreds of other illegal aliens into the United States while on duty. This is
by no means an isolated case. Several gang members have also been hired by
the Border Patrol in recent years, and they were also caught smuggling on duty.
e In order to be able to train more recruits, the length of the Border Patrol
Academy has already been reduced from nineteen to seventeen weeks. In Octo-
ber, an additional three weeks will be removed from the curriculum. At the
same time, a new program will be instituted that eliminates another eight
weeks of instruction for trainees who demonstrate proficiency in the Spanish
language. These shortcuts will undoubtedly create critical knowledge gaps for
those who are trained in these abbreviated classes.

e Instead of being released, recruits who fail mandatory subjects such as Span-
ish, law, firearms, physical training and driver’s training are being allowed to
retake the courses under Project Second Change, which is euphemistically
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called “P2C.” the clear intent of this program is to meet the artificial recruit-
ment goals at all costs.

o Although the training facility in Artesia, New Mexico is being significantly ex-
panded, 1t is still incapable of handling the numbers of recruits envisioned by
the Administration and Congress. Its remote location makes it difficult to at-
tract volunteer instructors, many of whom must live in Carlsbad or Rosewll,
New Mexico, each of which are about an 80-mile round-trip commute. As a re-
sult, some agents have already been assigned there against their will for six
months or longer. This policy is incredibly foolish. Impressionable new-hires
should be trained by instructors who are both highly-qualified and highly-moti-
vated. Serious consideration needs to be given to utilizing an alternate location
that is better suited for the purpose of training large numbers of recruits, or
concurrently utilizing another facility in order to handle to increased number
of trainees.

e The border Patrol’s field training program needs to be revamped and stand-
ardized in order to ensure that recruits are learning all of the requisite skills
in a systematic manner after they graduate from the academy. Moreover, in-
stead of flooding high-intensity areas with large numbers of inexperienced
agents, the Borer Patrol needs to ensure that there is a balanced mixture of
personnel so that experienced agents can provide critical one-on-one instruction
and evaluation of the recruits.

While some people believe that the foregoing problems suggest that private con-
tractors could perform these functions more efficiently, the National Border Patrol
Council does not share that view. The training of law enforcement officers is a func-
tion that should always be performed by those who have first-hand field experience
in the organization, as well as a vested interest in the success of its mission.

In summary, hiring and training thousands of additional Border Patrol agents
during the next few years presents a number of formidable, but not insurmountable,
challenges. Although many of them will require substantial expenditures to address,
the security of our Nation demands that we make that investment. The goal here
is not simply to hire more Border Patrol agents for the sake of doing so, but to hire
them for the purpose of securing our borders. All decisions concerning the recruit-
ment and training of Border Patrol agents must therefore be governed by that over-
arching goal and purpose. Shortchanging this process will ultimately diminish the
security of our Nation, and cannot be tolerated.

Mr. CARNEY. Thank you, Mr. Bonner, for your testimony.

I now recognize Mr. Rosenkranz to summarize his statement for
5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT ROSENKRANZ, SENIOR VICE
PRESIDENT, GOVERNMENT SERVICES DIVISION, DYNCORP
INTERNATIONAL

Mr. ROSENKRANZ. Chairman Carney, Ranking Member Rogers,
members of the subcommittee, I thank you for this invitation this
morning to discuss the vital contribution that DynCorp can make
to the U.S. Border Patrol mission.

Border patrol is a daunting challenge in trying to secure our ex-
pansive borders with limited resources. Last year, the U.S. military
supplemented the Border Patrol and provided valuable assistance.
DynCorp International believes we can also mitigate the impact of
understaffing by providing a substantial number of additional
agents to work directly under the command of the Bureau of Cus-
toms and Border Protection and other agencies with the mission of
securing the border.

We have been providing technical services to the Federal Govern-
ment for over 60 years. We have provided quality technical services
to our government in every war since Vietnam. Our ethic has never
changed. When we are needed, we are there in support of the gov-
ernment’s missions no matter how difficult, no matter how dan-
gerous, and no matter how remote.
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We currently have about 14,000 employees, $2 billion in annual
sales, and our employees are in some 35 countries. We have broad
and deep experience in our core competencies of law enforcement
services, contingency support, logistics, base-ops, field construction,
aircraft and ground equipment maintenance, maritime services,
and program management.

Our experience providing civilian police to the Department of
State and the Department of Defense for peacekeeping and commu-
nity policing operations in post-conflict societies and for foreign po-
lice training and development provide us with the model and the
infrastructure that allows us to meet the staffing requirements of
the Border Service.

Our role would be to recruit, vet, train and support the Border
Patrol agents that are needed to increase or temporarily augment
the border protection force. We have the competencies, facilities
and capacity to provide the quality and volume required at very
rapid rates. Although DynCorp is sometimes labeled a private secu-
rity contractor, we are not a traditional security company at all.
Primarily, we are a contractor for the Department of State in sup-
port of the civilian police program.

The primary objective of that program is to assist emerging and
post-conflict nations with the critical task of creating, renewing, re-
vising or reestablishing the rule of law infrastructure, including the
establishment, reestablishment or strengthening of local police
forces. We have recruited, screened, trained and deployed more
than 6,000 American police officers to conduct security policing in
the Balkans, East Timor, Haiti, Israel, Sudan, Afghanistan and
Iragq.

After 13 years supporting the Department of State’s civilian po-
lice program, DynCorp has accumulated a great deal of institu-
tional knowledge on the most effective and efficient way to recruit,
screen, train, deploy and support our personnel serving on police
and security missions. In Iraq, we currently deploy 754 police offi-
cers, and in Afghanistan, 622 U.S. advisors and mentors. We train,
advise and mentor Iraq and Afghan police officers at all levels, and
also provide full support to our in-country workforce, including lo-
gistics, life support, close protection, communications, transpor-
tation, security, procurement and construction.

Active and retired U.S. law enforcement professionals form the
pool of target candidates to support the Department of State’s ob-
jectives. We have 48,000 names of current, former and potential
candidates for international law enforcement service in our recruit-
ing database. That includes 500 Spanish-speakers.

DynCorp International’s traditions, values and experience are
the ideal alignment for the Border Patrol mission. Our global expe-
rience in support of nation building and rule of law training and
mentoring are directly compatible with the mission of our U.S. Bor-
der Patrol.

Our skills developed over the years in police training and logis-
tics ensure successful execution. Our demonstrated contingency re-
sponse capabilities in austere, remote and inhospitable environ-
ments should instill confidence that we can get tough missions
done on time and in compliance with high standards of perform-
ance.
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Thank you Mr. Chairman. I stand ready for your questions.
[The statement of Mr. Rosenkranz follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. ROSENKRANZ

Chairman Carney, Ranking Member Rogers, and members of the subcommittee,
I want to thank you for this invitation this morning to discuss the vital contribution
that DynCorp International can make to the U.S. Border Patrol mission. The Border
Patrol has a daunting challenge in trying to secure our expansive borders with lim-
ited resources. Last year, the U.S. military supplemented the Border Patrol and pro-
vided valuable assistance. DynCorp International believes we can also mitigate the
impact of under-staffing by providing a substantial number of additional agents to
work directly under the command of the Bureau of Customs and Border Protection
and other agencies with the mission of securing the border.

DynCorp International has been providing technical services to the Federal Gov-
ernment for more than 60 years, together with our namesake predecessor corpora-
tion, DynCorp. We have provided quality technical services to our government in
every war since Vietnam. Our ethos has never changed: When we are needed, we
are there, in support of the government’s missions, no matter how difficult, no mat-
ter how dangerous, no matter how remote. We currently have approximately 14,000
employees, more than $2 billion in annual sales, and employees deployed in some
35 countries. Some 4,000 personnel support our contracts in Iraq and Afghanistan
and 142 have paid the ultimate sacrifice, including 23 Americans. We have broad
and deep experience in our core competencies of law enforcement services, contin-
gency support, logistics, base operations, field construction, aircraft and ground
equipment maintenance, maritime services, and program management. We also sup-
port the government’s counter-drug efforts in Latin America and South Asia and
proxﬁide selected security services to customers in various locations around the
world.

Most people would agree that patrolling and securing the border is essentially a
policing function, not a function for a private security company. It requires per-
sonnel who have been trained in the appropriate use of force in civilian policing sit-
uations, who are sensitive to the concerns of American citizens and governments lo-
cated along the border, who can work with local law enforcement, and who respect
other cultures.

Our experience providing c