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FOLLOW-UP HEARING ON EFFORTS TO IDEN-
TIFY AND ELIMINATE FRAUD, WASTE, 
ABUSE, AND MISMANAGEMENT IN PRO-
GRAMS ADMINISTERED BY THE DEPART-
MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

THURSDAY, JUNE 17, 2004

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 334, 

Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Christopher H. Smith (chair-
man of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Smith, Evans, Bilirakis, Buyer, Snyder, 
Moran, Baker, Hooley, Simmons, Miller, Boozman, Udall, Davis, 
Beauprez, Brown-Waite, Renzi, Murphy, and Herseth. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN SMITH 
The CHAIRMAN. Let me begin this hearing by referring to a state-

ment that I made when I became Chairman of this Committee. In 
February of 2001, I said that holding VA officials accountable for 
carrying out the laws would be a constant in all of our Committee 
work. Although the vast majority of the Department’s more than 
200,000 employees are doing an excellent job, our Committee’s 
oversight has found that many management improvements are 
needed, and some funds are being misspent. Despite the fact that 
Congress provided more than $62 billion in funds for the Depart-
ment in this fiscal year, VA is unable to provide services to all the 
veterans who seek it. Caring for and assisting veterans is an essen-
tial function of the Federal Government, and we must constantly 
ask whether there are ways to use available funds more effectively. 

I commend all of my fellow Committee members who have spent 
substantial time reviewing testimony and reports about how well 
the laws providing benefits to veterans are being executed. Even 
though the work of questioning witnesses and gathering accurate 
information about the effectiveness of programs serving veterans is 
a daunting task, it is an essential part of Congress’ role as the 
maker of laws. Veterans deserve our best efforts. 

Our witnesses today will address recent efforts to correct a vari-
ety of problems affecting programs providing important benefits to 
veterans. Not all of the changes needed have been made, but there 
is clearly some progress on important issues. We want to learn 
about what is preventing VA managers from achieving the success 
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they are striving for. This hearing also presents an opportunity to 
review VA’s progress on implementation of the Government Per-
formance and Results Act of 1993. This Act is potentially one of the 
most important oversight tools we have available. One of the pur-
poses of the Act is to ‘‘improve congressional decision-making by 
providing more objective information on achieving statutory objec-
tives and on the relative effectiveness and efficiency of the federal 
programs in spending.’’ There is much that remains to be done, as 
my colleagues know, not only at the VA, but throughout the Fed-
eral Government, to achieve this goal, and we continue that work 
today. 

Some fear that taking a hard look at the results of a program 
is a precursor of cutting funding or abolishing the program. I be-
lieve that we need to take a hard look so that we can know wheth-
er managers understand the law and have made wise choices to 
implement it. A hard look also helps us to learn whether funds are 
being well-spent, and what we might do to improve the results 
being achieved. 

Recently, the Deputy Director of OMB for Management sent the 
Committee a letter on the performance assessments completed by 
the VA and five of its major programs. These five programs author-
ize disability compensation, medical care, educational assistance, 
burial benefits and research into diseases affecting veterans. 
Frankly, these are the programs that absorb the vast majority of 
funds that are appropriated for veterans benefits each year. The 
program assessments depict a wide range of performance and ac-
countability, from programs that are achieving clear measurable 
objectives to programs that don’t have any measurable results. 

Although I disagree with one or two of the conclusions reached 
in these assessments, it is nevertheless important that an effort is 
being made to report objective findings so that Congress can better 
understand whether managers and programs are succeeding or fail-
ing. I hope that when we have the next hearing on this subject, the 
VA will be able to report that substantial steps have been taken 
to address some of these shortcomings. 

In a report that was published in September of last year, this 
Committee documented a number of recent oversight findings. 
Among other matters, the Committee reported that health insurers 
are refusing to pay for care of insured veterans as required by law, 
leading to shortfalls in fundings for veterans care. The VA is losing 
millions of dollars each year because it has not adopted rigorous 
methods to insure that its bills for care are accurate and timely. 
VA and DOD have missed numerous opportunities to share health 
care resources, and have failed to emphasize sharing in the Depart-
ment’s planning for future medical facilities. VA has not taken suf-
ficient corrective action to ensure that its capacity for providing 
long-term care meet legal requirements. VA was too lax in super-
vising physicians, particularly those who are employed part-time, 
leading to millions in questionable salary costs. Finally, VA over-
stated its success rate for its vocational rehabilitation program, re-
vealing a program that is not serving disabled veterans in the man-
ner that top VA leaders and Congress expect. 

Although we may not cover all of these subjects in the hearing 
today, we will do so in the weeks and months ahead through public 
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oversight hearings such as this and through other meetings. It is 
the least we can do to honor those who have served our nation. 

I would now like to recognize my good friend and colleague, the 
Ranking Democratic Member, Lane Evans, who will also, when she 
arrives, introduce our newest Member of the Committee. I recog-
nize Lane for any time that he would like to consider. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LANE EVANS, RANKING DEMO-
CRATIC MEMBER, FULL COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AF-
FAIRS 

Mr. EVANS. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. We await Steph-
anie’s arrival here; I appreciate your indulgence in interrupting our 
schedule. 

Our efforts to greatly reduce or eliminate fraud, waste, and 
abuse in the VA will help the VA become more effective. In doing 
this, we serve our two most important stakeholders: veterans and 
taxpayers. This will become a recurring theme for future hearings. 
It is our duty to ask hard questions about uncomfortable topics, but 
we must toe the line for accountability. 

Before we go on, I would like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for 
your tireless work for veterans everywhere. Again, this is a very 
important hearing that you have arranged for and I look forward 
to working with you in the future. 

[The prepared statement of Congressman Evans appears on p. 
33.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Evans, thank you very much, and it’s a 
privilege to work with you, as well. We do have, I think, a very 
good partnership. Thank you for your kind comments. 

Mr. EVANS. You’re welcome. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Vice-Chairman of the Committee, Mr. Bili-

rakis. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL BILIRAKIS 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I echo Mr. Evans’ 
statements regarding your work for the veterans, you know that I 
do. And I commend you for scheduling today’s follow-up hearing 
and you’re awfully good at follow-ups, which is a big problem with 
us up here, quite often. 

I, along with so many others, have participated in previous 
waste, fraud, and abuse hearings, so we’re all anxious to hear what 
progress has been made to correct some of the problems that we 
have examined in the past. As members of this Committee, we all 
have a vested interest in making sure our nation’s veterans receive 
the best possible services, and every dollar that is wasted is obvi-
ously a dollar that could be used to provide quality services, so we 
should be greatly concerned. 

We also have an obligation to the taxpayer to ensure that the VA 
spends our tax dollars wisely to maximize the bang for the buck, 
so to speak. And this is especially true at a time when the VA is 
struggling to meet the high demand for health care services. 

Mr. Chairman, I am particularly interested, and I know that you 
are, in receiving an update of the CoreFLS situation at Bay Pines 
in St. Petersburg. In May, the Department awarded a new con-
tract, which I hate to pre-judge but it doesn’t seem right. The De-
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1 Correction for the record—Disabled American Veterans and Military Officers Association of 
America responded to Mr. Buyer’s letter of January 31, 2003. 

partment awarded a new contract to the same company under in-
vestigation for its work in the computer system project at Bay 
Pines. The company also received, as we now know, an incentive 
bonus on more than $200,000 for finishing CoreFLS project on 
time, even though there were warnings, as I understand it, that 
the system was not ready. And there are other bonuses given to 
veterans employed, to VA, VA employees for their work, et cetera, 
et cetera. 

Given the amount of money that has been spent on that troubled 
system, I would think that we would question the wisdom of these 
decisions and I will probably explore these issues further during 
the hearing. So I am anxious to hear today’s testimony from the 
GAO and Inspector General’s offices on how the VA can reduce 
waste, increase efficiency and eliminate fraud, and I know we all 
look forward to our witnesses’ suggestions. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. 

[The prepared statement of Congressman Bilirakis appears on p. 
34.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Would any other Mem-
bers like to be heard? Mr. Buyer. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. STEVE BUYER, CHAIRMAN, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. BUYER. I have an opening statement I would like to submit 
for the record, and also, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for 
holding this hearing along with Mr. Evans, and I want to thank 
the VA IG, Mr. Griffin. Please extend the compliments to your 
team. You’re doing excellent work, and I’m sure it also pleases Sec-
retary Principi, given his level of sincerity in wanting to do that 
which is right. I also want to compliment the GAO. Their outside 
eye on things is very important, and works in partnership with 
you, Mr. Griffin, and we appreciate that. 

I have not had the opportunity to see the VA’s rebuttal to the 
IG testimony. I have it in my hand, Mr. Mansfield, but when you 
get this stuff to us late, the night before the hearing, I wasn’t 
aware of it, so I haven’t been able to see it. I want you to know 
that I am pleased, because when I saw how thick and to go through 
the report from the IG, for their testimony, and then I looked at 
the VA’s 6- or 7-page testimony, I gasped. And so I’m really 
pleased, though, that we’ve got this document, we can pour over it, 
and it will go far beyond today. So it sort of changes my opinion 
coming in to the hearing. I just wanted you to know honestly. 

To give you another prime example, we can always talk about 
our sincerity, go after this waste, fraud and abuse. I sent a letter 
out to the VSOs 2 years ago, asking for their input in the area of 
waste, fraud, and abuse. Do you know only two of them responded? 
The American Legion and AMVETS were the only two that re-
sponded to me with recommendations on areas for which they want 
to help bring efficiencies to the system. 1 I thought that was very 
insightful. 

So, Mr. Chairman, again, we thank you for the hearing. 
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[The prepared statement of Congressman Buyer appears on p. 
37.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Any other Member? Chairman Sim-
mons. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ROB SIMMONS, CHAIRMAN, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH 

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman. When I joined the 
Committee 2 years ago, I was surprised to find how large the budg-
et was for the IG, and I think I raised that question on the record. 
Of course, I was a freshman. Since then, I’ve become somewhat 
more educated to the nature of the beast. It’s my understanding 
that the VA IG is one of the smallest relative to the size of the 
agency, and that for every dollar invested in the IG, we recover al-
most $30 in savings for cost avoidance, which results in about $180 
million agency-wide. So that’s very substantial, and I appreciate 
that. 

I guess my own view with regard to waste is, let’s eliminate it 
with abuse, let’s correct it, but it comes to fraud, I stick by my 
original comments, Mr. Griffin, if we find that people within the 
system are engaging in fraudulent activities, I want to throw the 
book at them. I don’t want to transfer them, I want to put them 
in jail, because people who are defrauding the system are defraud-
ing veterans, and, quite frankly, that just irritates me. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Chairman Simmons. Are 
there any other Members that would like to be heard? 

If not, I would like to introduce our distinguished witnesses, be-
ginning with the Honorable Gordon H. Mansfield, who was nomi-
nated to serve as Deputy Secretary by President Bush on Novem-
ber 3, 2003, and confirmed by the Senate on January 22, 2004. He 
previously served as VA Assistant Secretary for Congressional and 
Legislative Affairs since August of 2001. Prior to his appointment, 
Mr. Mansfield served as the Legislative Advisor to the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs, and was responsible for VA’s Congressional rela-
tions and for representing VA programs, policies, investigations, 
and legislative agenda to the Congress. Secretary Mansfield pre-
viously served as the Executive Director of the Paralyzed Veterans 
of America, and in the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment during the previous Bush administration. 

A graduate of Villanova University with a law degree from the 
University of Miami, Gordon enlisted in the Army in 1964, where 
he served two tours of duty in Vietnam. While serving as Company 
Commander with the 101st Airborne Division during his second 
tour, he was wounded during the Tet Offensive of 1968, sustaining 
a spinal cord injury. For his actions while his unit was under fire, 
he was decorated with the Distinguished Service Cross. He was 
medically retired by the U.S. Army at the grade of captain. 

His other combat decorations include the Bronze Star, two Pur-
ple Hearts, the Combat Infantryman’s Badge, and the Presidential 
Unit Citation. Secretary Mansfield, is also a recipient of the Presi-
dential Distinguished Service Award. 

Mr. McCoy Williams is the Director in the Financial Manage-
ment and Assurance Team of the General Accounting Office. He 



6

has worked in the Financial Management and Audit Issue area 
since 1980. He has broad responsibility at GAO on these issues. 
His work on numerous assignments over the past 23 years includ-
ing GAO’s first agency-wide audits of the General Services Admin-
istration and the Department of the Army. In addition, during 
1990, he was detailed to the then-House Government Operations 
Committee and played a major role in the drafting of the Chief Fi-
nancial Officers’ Act of 1990. 

Mr. Williams has a B.S. degree in business management from 
Virginia State College and an M.S. degree in accounting from Vir-
ginia Commonwealth University. In addition, he is a graduate of 
Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, Senior Execu-
tive Fellows Program. He is a certified government financial man-
ager and a certified public accountant, Maryland, of 1982. 

We will then hear from the Honorable Richard J. Griffin, who is 
the Inspector General of the Department of Veterans Affairs. As 
the Inspector General, Mr. Griffin directs a nationwide staff of 
auditors, investigators, inspectors, and support personnel. His of-
fice conducts reviews to improve the economy, effectiveness and ef-
ficiency of VA programs, and to prevent and detect waste, fraud 
and abuse. 

Mr. Griffin came to the VA from the U.S. Secret Service, where 
he was Deputy Director, responsible for planning and directing all 
investigative, protective, and administrative programs. He began 
his career with the Secret Service in 1971, as an agent in the Chi-
cago office. Mr. Griffin received a number of special achievement 
awards during his career in the Secret Service. He also received in 
1994, the Senior Executive Service Presidential Rank Award of 
Meritorious Executive. 

In 1971, Mr. Griffin earned a bachelor’s degree from Xavier Uni-
versity in Cincinnati, Ohio, and, in 1984, a master’s degree in busi-
ness administration from Marymount University in Arlington, Vir-
ginia. He is a 1983 graduate of the National War College. 

Mr. Secretary, if you could begin your testimony. 

STATEMENTS OF GORDON MANSFIELD, DEPUTY SECRETARY, 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS, ACCOMPANIED BY 
LAURA J. MILLER, DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
HEALTH; McCOY WILLIAMS, DIRECTOR, FINANCIAL MANAGE-
MENT AND ASSURANCE TEAM, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OF-
FICE, ACCOMPANIED BY CARLA J. LEWIS, SENIOR AUDITOR; 
AND RICHARD J. GRIFFIN, INSPECTOR GENERAL, DEPART-
MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN D. 
DAIGH, JR., ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR HEALTH 
CARE INSPECTIONS 

STATEMENT OF GORDON MANSFIELD 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Mr. 
Chairman and Mr. Evans and members of the Committee. I want 
to start out by stating that I and Secretary Principi fully appreciate 
and understand the purpose of this meeting and understand the 
Constitutional responsibilities involved here. You are the folks who 
authorize the laws that we carry out, you are the folks who appro-
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priate the dollars that we spend, and you are the folks who are 
now exercising your oversight responsibility. 

Today I will provide you with an update of VA’s responses to 
findings included in reports issued last year by the Office of Inspec-
tor General and the General Accounting Office. I would ask that 
my full written statement be entered into the record as well as the 
paper we prepared that describes our efforts in detail with respect 
to each of the IG and GAO findings. And Mr. Chairman and Mr. 
Buyer, I would apologize for the lateness in delivery of that docu-
ment, it’s my fault, I was on travel status and did not communicate 
to the staff that they should get it down here in the time that they 
should have. So I apologize and will pay a little bit more attention 
to that in the future. 

We take seriously our stewardship of America’s programs of vet-
erans’ benefits and services. It remains incumbent on us to manage 
the considerable resources entrusted to us in the most effective 
manner so that we can best serve our nation’s veterans as well as 
safeguard America’s investment in these important programs. 

I would like to comment first about an issue of concern to both 
the VA and the Congress that was brought to our attention in re-
cent months. Mr. Bilirakis alluded to, discussed it, and that’s the 
implementation of the CoreFLS system that is currently oper-
ational at Bay Pines. The Secretary will decide whether to continue 
CoreFLS after he reviews three reports, two of which are due this 
month, and the third in September. In the interim, the CoreFLS 
staff continues to work closely in support of Bay Pines. 

Last year, the VA responded to a finding by the IG that some 
part-time physicians had not worked their scheduled hours and 
that others performed no work for the VA during the periods exam-
ined. Our response included placing physicians whose services are 
not needed on a regular basis on a more appropriate scheduling ar-
rangement, requiring that every part-time physician be personally 
counseled about responsibilities, and that all VA network directors’ 
performance reviews include compliance measures. 

These measures have paid off. In unannounced follow-up visits, 
the IG found that a much lower number of the part-time physicians 
reviewed were not in compliance. Our goal is full system-wide com-
pliance, which we will continue to pursue. That means that our 
goal is zero percent non-compliance. 

In the area of purchase cards, we are pro-actively responding to 
vulnerabilities identified during the IG’s reviews related to the pur-
chase card. Specifically, the VA established new policies and proce-
dures for employee responsibilities for proper use of purchase 
cards. The policy also provides for disciplinary action when an em-
ployee uses the card improperly. We recognize that our purchase 
card program is still vulnerable and we will continue to improve 
the program. 

VA’s federal supply schedule programs have enjoyed substantial 
growth in the last 4 years. Last year, sales topped $6 billion. GAO 
found that VA’s aggressive efforts to ensure most favorable pricing 
in awarding contracts for medical products and services have saved 
taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars per year. We still have 
improvements to make. 
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A GAO report noted that many of the VA’s buildings remain 
under-utilized and its large and aged infrastructure is not well 
aligned to efficiently meet veterans’ needs. To address this, the Sec-
retary recently submitted the CARES package to Congress. Imple-
mentation of the CARES plan will reduce vacant space by 42.5 per-
cent, resulting in a savings of $2.65 billion over the period from 
2006 to 2022. Major construction requirements needed to imple-
ment CARES have been identified. VA will use currently-available 
funds and funds from the FY 2005 President’s budget request to 
carry out the VA’s highest priority projects in FY 2004 and FY 
2005. VA’s five-year asset plan will be submitted to Congress in the 
near future. 

In response to the IG’s report on VA purchasing practice, the 
Secretary chartered the VA Procurement Task Force. The task 
force has examined all aspects of VA procurement and contracting. 
One example of the task force’s accomplishments is the post-award 
audit program. Audits are performed after they award a contract 
to ensure that they were made properly. If they were not, the VA 
can demand price reductions and refunds from the contractors and, 
through April 2004, refunds have totaled approximately $200 mil-
lion. 

That leads us to have two questions asked. Number one is, why 
$200 million to recover, and why weren’t we doing it correctly the 
first time, but we also need to continue this program. 

I am encouraged by the progress we have made in correcting 
shortcomings identified by the IG and GAO. I know that we have 
a long way to go. VA leadership, from the Secretary on down, is 
committed and prepared to address all of these issues. I thank you 
for this opportunity to provide the update, and I will be glad to re-
spond to questions that you or any of member of the Committee 
may have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Mansfield appears on p. 84.] 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, thank you very much for your tes-

timony. 
I’d like to now ask Mr. Williams if he would present his testi-

mony. 

STATEMENT OF McCOY WILLIAMS 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, 
thank you for the opportunity to discuss our work on internal con-
trols over the use of purchase cards at the Veterans Health Admin-
istration. As you know, the Department of Veterans Affairs, Office 
of Inspector General, has identified significant vulnerabilities in 
the Department’s use of government purchase cards, including in-
ternal control weaknesses that resulted in instances of fraud, and 
numerous improper and questionable uses of purchase cards. 

Given that VA is the second-largest user of the government-wide 
purchase card program, with reported purchases totaling about 
$1.5 billion for fiscal year 2002, and because of the program weak-
nesses reported by the OIG, we were asked to review the VA’s pur-
chase card program for fiscal year 2002, to determine if control 
problems still existed. 

We were also asked to perform two separate reviews of VHA’s op-
erations. The first will address internal control activities over 
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third-party billings and collections at selected VHA medical cen-
ters. The second review will assess control activities at selected 
VHA medical centers over personal property, drugs returned for 
credit, and part-time physician time and attendance. We will issue 
two reports covering these issues in July. 

In my testimony today, I will focus on the inadequacy of internal 
controls over VHA’s purchase card program. Today, we are releas-
ing a report that details the internal control weaknesses we found. 
I ask that the report and my entire written statement be included 
in the record. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it will be included. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, before I continue, I want to make 

clear that GAO supports the concept of the purchase card program. 
The use of purchase cards lowers costs and lessens paperwork for 
both the government and the vendor community. At the same time, 
given the nature, scale and increase in use of purchase cards, it is 
important that agencies have adequate internal controls in place to 
help ensure proper use of purchase cards and thus to protect the 
government from waste, fraud and abuse. 

We found that VHA locked adequate segregation of duties be-
tween those purchasing and receiving goods, payments for pur-
chase card and convenience check transactions often did not have 
key supporting documents, timeliness standards for recording, rec-
onciling and reviewing transactions were not met, and card holders 
did not consistently take advantage of vendor-offered purchase dis-
counts. 

Generally, we found that internal controls were not operating as 
intended, because cardholders and approving officials were not fol-
lowing operating guidance governing the program and, in the case 
of documentation and vendor-offered discounts, they lacked guid-
ance. 

We also noted that monitoring activities could be strengthened. 
For instance, we found accounts that remained active long after 
cardholders had left service at VA, credit limits on many accounts 
were significantly higher than actual usage, and human capital re-
sources were insufficient to enable adequate monitoring of the pur-
chase card program. 

This lack of adequate internal controls resulted in numerous vio-
lations of applicable laws and regulations and VHA’s purchase card 
policies. We found violations of applicable laws and regulations 
that included purchases for personal use such as food or clothing, 
purchases that were split into two or more transactions to cir-
cumvent single-purchase limits, purchases over the $2,500 micro-
purchase threshold that were either beyond the scope of the card-
holder’s authority or lacked evidence of competition, and purchases 
made from an improper source. 

We also noted 250 questionable purchases totaling about 
$210,000 that lacked key purchase documentation from vendors 
that would more likely be selling unauthorized personal use items. 
Examples of these types of purchases included a purchase from 
Radio Shack totaling approximately $3,300, a purchaser from Gap 
Kids totaling approximately $800, and a purchase from Daddy’s 
Junky Music for approximately $1,000. 
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Missing documentation prevented us from determining the rea-
sonableness and validity of these purchases. While the total 
amount of improper purchases we identified is relatively small 
compared to the more than $1.4 billion in VHA’s annual purchase 
card and convenience check transactions, we believe these results 
demonstrate vulnerabilities from weak controls that may have been 
exploited to a much greater extent. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I want to emphasize that, without im-
provements in its internal controls to strengthen segregation of du-
ties, documentation of purchase transactions, timely recording, re-
view and reconciliation of transactions and program monitoring, 
VHA will continue to be at risk for non-compliance with applicable 
laws and regulations and its own policies, as well as vulnerable to 
improper, wasteful and questionable purchases. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I would be happy 
to answer any questions you or other members of the Committee 
may have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Williams appears on p. 90.] 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Williams, thank you very much for your tes-

timony. We do have a number of questions, but I would like to 
yield to my friend, Mr. Evans, for the purposes of an introduction. 

Mr. EVANS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’d like to extend a wel-
come to South Dakota Congresswoman Stephanie Herseth, who 
joins us today as the newest member of our Subcommittee. Her 
record is quite impressive, including graduating summa cum laude 
from Georgetown University and graduating with honors from 
Georgetown University Law Center. And I’ll say I’m a graduate of 
it, too, and didn’t quite hear of the suffix on my degree as you’ve 
no doubt heard. 

She has been very interested in continuing South Dakota’s ef-
forts as far as veterans are concerned, to Senator Johnson, Senator 
Daschle being the best representatives of that recently, but she is 
a supporter of veterans and has shown her commitment for caring 
for their needs. 

I have no doubt that her addition to this Committee is a positive 
one and I look forward to working with her for some time to come. 
Mr. Chairman, I’d like to yield my remaining time to Stephanie, 
and she would like to say a few words. 

Ms. HERSETH. Thank you, Congressman Evans, thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, and my colleagues on the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, 
to those in attendance today, those testifying before the Committee 
today, it’s certainly an honor for me to represent South Dakota as 
our lone member in the House of Representatives. As many of you 
know, we’ve had a vacancy for a number of months, and to be able 
to serve on this Committee, as well as the Resources and Agri-
culture Committee, serving important constituencies in South Da-
kota, where a very high number per capita, as many of you know, 
of veterans in South Dakota, including those currently serving in 
active duty as well as our National Guard and Reserve units. I look 
forward to working with them, as well as the veterans across South 
Dakota and across the country from past military conflicts. Thank 
you very much. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. And I’d like to welcome you, too, to 
the Committee, Congresswoman Herseth, and say that this is a 
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committee that, as you will quickly discover, if you don’t already 
know, is a very bipartisan committee. We work very hard on behalf 
of veterans, and hopefully that will continue, and I have no doubt 
that it will continue. Welcome to the Committee. 

[Applause.] 
The CHAIRMAN. I’d like to now ask that our distinguished Inspec-

tor General, make his presentation. 

STATEMENT OF RICHARD J. GRIFFIN 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am accompanied today by Dr. John David Daigh, 
who is my Assistant Inspector General for Health Care Inspections. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, thank you for the 
opportunity to testify today. Since last year’s hearing, we have 
issued 250 reports with actual or potential monetary benefits of 
over $2 billion. While much progress has been made, much work 
remains to be done. I will highlight some of the more significant 
management areas where continued improvement is needed. 

The lack of staffing standards for physicians and nurses as re-
quired by Public Law 107–135, which was enacted in January of 
2002, continues to impair VHA’s ability to adequately manage per-
sonnel resources. Our current review of nurse staffing disclosed 
that the nursing shortage is affecting patient care, employee mo-
rale and costs at VHA facilities. Facility leaders might have been 
able to mitigate these consequences had VHA developed and imple-
mented staffing standards. 

Our follow-up to the 2003 physician time and attendance audit 
found that VHA’s implementation of management controls con-
tinues to need improvement. We found that 8 percent who were 
scheduled for duty were not on duty, approved leave or authorized 
absence, and were potentially not meeting their VA employment 
obligations. Since I last addressed the Committee, my staff has con-
ducted 42 CAP (Combined Assessment Program) reviews at vet-
erans health care facilities. We continue to find systemic weak-
nesses relating to accountability for time and attendance for part-
time physicians, and a need to align physicians’ hours of work con-
sistent with actual workload requirements. 

In the past year, we completed 28 pre-award reviews of proposals 
for sole-source contracts to be awarded to VA-affiliated institutions, 
with recommended cost savings $9,496,000. For just four contracts 
awarded this year, negotiators sustained 98 percent of our rec-
ommended better use of funds for those proposals, or $1.2 million. 

Our reviews provide recommendations to ensure that the con-
tract meets the needs of the VA, is in the best interest of the gov-
ernment, and ensures that our veterans receive quality medical 
care in a timely manner. 

Maintaining strong inventory controls in VA pharmacies con-
tinues to be extremely important. During this past year, we have 
opened more than 80 investigations into the theft of drugs. Of the 
42 VHA CAP reviews completed during this past year, 31 disclosed 
controlled substance accountability issues. 

One of our investigations disclosed that, between March 2001 
and January 2003, two VA employees, a pharmacy technician and 
a purchasing agent, conspired to divert over 600,000 tablets of 
hydrocodone and alprazolam from the outpatient clinic in Oakland 
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Park, FL. The VA employees who stole these drugs sold them to 
a drug operation involving between 30 and 40 mid-level dealers. 
Both employees were indicted on multiple counts and pled guilty. 
Our special agent who worked this case recently received the Na-
tional Commanders Law Enforcement Award from the Military 
Order of Purple Heart in recognition of his efforts in this investiga-
tion. 

As I mentioned last year, the Fugitive Felon Project was estab-
lished within the VA to comply with provisions of a new law. This 
program is a collaborative effort between my office, VBA, VHA and 
VA Police Services. To date, 8,299 fugitive felons identified have 
been referred to the department for benefit suspension, creating 
$54.5 million in overpayments and an estimated cost avoidance of 
over $100 million. The apprehension of felons creates a safer envi-
ronment for VA facilities and for the rest of our communities. 

We recently issued a follow-up draft report on VA’s workers’ com-
pensation program. VA continues to be at risk for significant abuse, 
fraud and unnecessary costs because of inadequate case manage-
ment and fraud detection. VA also continues to face major chal-
lenges in implementing a more efficient, effective and coordinated 
acquisition program. The Department spends about $6 billion an-
nually for goods and services. 

Our audit of procurement of medical, prosthetic and miscella-
neous supplies found that purchases were not made from the best 
available sources, and more national-scope contracts are needed to 
take advantage of VA’s buying power. 

I’d like to thank the Chairman and the members of the Com-
mittee for the opportunity to testify today and I would be pleased 
to answer any questions that you might have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Griffin appears on p. 112.] 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much for your tremendous work 

on behalf of the VA, and all taxpayers and our veterans. I do have 
a few opening questions, and then I will yield to my colleagues for 
any questions they might have. 

First, Secretary Mansfield. I, too, got this report late last night, 
and have only been able to page through it and have not read it 
with the kind of focus I would like. On page 41, talking about long-
term health care, an issue that we have raised repeatedly in terms 
of planning, the fact is that the emphasis has shifted to the state 
rather than the federal commitment to nursing home care. And I 
note that in the report, the statement is made that the Secretary 
is currently considering various policy options designed to adhere 
to the core principles. It also points out that, at this time, we are 
unable to say with certainty when the model will be finalized and 
released to the networks for their use. 

We raised this issue by way of letter and in serious discussions 
and hearings, including a CARES hearing focused almost exclu-
sively on it, that it was not part of the CARES process, and we 
thought it was a glaring omission to be doing long-term planning 
and re-alignment, and enhanced services, without looking at long-
term care. Could you react to that? Are we looking to get out of 
long-term care, or are we looking to meet our obligations the way 
we ought to? And, when will you provide us the milestones to indi-
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cate when the model will be completed, and when might we to ex-
pect those milestones. 

And then, secondly, let me ask you, Mr. Griffin. Your $62 million 
budget and 442 FTE, is that enough? Have you made recommenda-
tions and requests for additional resources? Chairman Simmons, I 
think, made a very good point. For every person we put on the job, 
there is a return that is very significant, and, if you would, elabo-
rate, on the physician and nursing standards. Are we talking about 
a loss of tens of millions, hundreds of millions? If you could try to 
quantify that. 

And then, let me just ask Mr. Williams, you indicate, if I heard 
this correctly, that you’re estimating maybe up to a third of VA 
purchase card transactions violated one rule or another, which is, 
I think, indicative of a very widespread problem. Has anyone been 
fired? What happens when people commit these, what someone 
might construe, to be crimes? Maybe Secretary Mansfield wants to 
comment on that as well. Secretary Mansfield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. First of all, sir, on the first question, about long-
term care. As you indicated, it is under consideration by the Sec-
retary right now. He’s had a report from the group that he put to-
gether to work on it. Part of it is a follow-up to the CARES process. 
Whatever is decided on it will be rolled into the CARES process 
and become a part of that for the future. I can’t tell you what the 
answer is, except I can tell you that we will comply with the law. 
And the Secretary has made that point very vividly to the folks, so 
that’s the starting point, and I think right now we’re moving to-
wards that compliance. I think it’s 13,361 or 91 is the target num-
ber for an average daily census. I think right now we’re probably 
somewhere in the 12,600 or 300 range, but that is being worked 
on, and we will obviously communicate with you as soon as the 
Secretary makes the decision on which of the options he has ac-
cepted. 

The second question then was the deal with the purchase card. 
Obviously, this is an area of concern. When I looked at the report 
from last year and the draft from the follow-up, I think I noted 
that, in comparison with other agencies, we’re doing an all right 
job. But again, obviously, the goal is 100 percent in compliance 
with the law. You mentioned a point about anybody being fired. I 
do know that, as I mentioned in my statement, that the new hand-
book dealing with this provides for sanctions on employees as we 
go forward, but you have to keep in mind too that this, as in many 
other issues, deals with the federal employment rules and laws 
that we have to follow, and you have a process that you have to 
go through that’s very lengthy and involved. Unless it’s outright 
theft and you’ve got something like that, then I think we could 
probably say that we could move forward and would move forward 
as soon as we could, or at least that would be my intent and my 
direction. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Griffin. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. On your first regarding budget. If there’s no one in 

the room who would answer that, that they couldn’t use more re-
sources, I can answer it with a strong yes. I appreciate the support 
the Committee has given to our budget in the six and a half years 
that I’ve been the Inspector General. In three of those years there 
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been a supplement to the budget that came up here. I must say the 
Secretary has been supportive of my budget, but there have been 
initiatives that I have felt strongly about that didn’t make it 
through the process. 

One of those initiatives was the Fugitive Felon Initiative. We felt 
very strongly that that was a collaborative, good government initia-
tive. At a time when the government is spending billions and bil-
lions on homeland security, that we would have fugitive felons com-
ing and going in government facilities, and having their ability to 
come and go financed by taxpayers’ dollars, was just not a good 
government. To support that initiative, I had requested 37 FTE a 
couple of years ago. I requested them again last year. To date we’ve 
been trying to make that program work from the piece that we own 
of it, with no staffing provided whatsoever. 

Now, you can shift resources around, but we have a number of 
areas where we’ve got cases in the cue that we can’t get to. We 
have several hundred cases in the death match area with potential 
recoveries of millions of dollars. Our workers’ comp report which 
will soon be issued, once again, there’s tremendous amount of dol-
lars available, 42 million a year, that we identify in workers’ comp 
work, that could stand further attention, but we don’t have the re-
sources to apply to it. 

So, yes, we could very well utilize additional resources. This is 
a huge department. It’s going to get bigger, perhaps, under the 
Capital Asset Realignment for Enhanced Service, or the CARES 
initiative. We’re going to have more locations, it’s going to be more 
spread out, we’re going to have more veterans receiving care, and 
you need to invest some money in oversight in order to make sure 
you’re getting what you pay for. 

Regarding how much we are missing in the area of part-time 
physicians, T&A (time and attendance), in the unannounced work 
that we did, we looked at, we tried to track down 729 physicians 
that should have been working at the fifteen facilities that we went 
to. Of that number, 58 were not where they were supposed to be. 
Twenty-five claimed, ‘‘oh, I was on leave, I was supposed to be on 
leave. ’’ Well, it wasn’t recorded in any time and attendance record, 
the supervisor of that employee had no knowledge that he was 
going to be on leave. It’s not like we’re talking about painters, and 
if they don’t paint the room today, they can paint it tomorrow. 
These physicians have veterans on a waiting list who are waiting 
to get care, and you don’t just decide, unannounced, I’m not going 
in today. 

So I think there has to be a zero tolerance for no-shows, and 
we’re not there yet. Progress has been made, no question. But to 
have 8 percent not there on the day we did the unannounced audit, 
I think is not acceptable. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, to the best of my knowledge, I am 
not aware of anyone being fired as a result of the items that I dis-
cussed. During our review, we were informed that staff had been 
counseled on the proper policy, procedures or use of the credit 
cards. In addition, we were told that there had been some addi-
tional training to make staff aware of what they could and could 
not purchase under the Credit Card, Purchase Card Program. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Evans. 
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Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I think at this time, I would like to 
use my time for the members on the subcommittees. 

Dr. SNYDER. Thank you all for being here, and we welcomed Con-
gresswoman Herseth today, and she’s been in the press a lot lately, 
but, Mr. Chairman, it’s a pleasure to see you here, too, after read-
ing about, some of the articles about you, Chairman Smith. 

[Laughter.] 
Dr. SNYDER. So thank you for being here, and all your work here. 

And, in fact, I thought of you when I, in the—Mr. Inspector Gen-
eral, you paged through the report, you specifically made mention 
of the fact that, since the increase in the number of veterans using 
the veterans’ health care, by your numbers are 2.9 million use it 
in some way in 1995, then that went up to 4.5 million in 2003, and 
that’s— in terms that Mr. Buyer has expressed in the past about 
it’s easy for us in Congress to expand the numbers that can use 
the VA health care system, but then it’s up to the VA folks to get 
the work done. And that’s been a fairly dramatic increase that can, 
as you point out, and I think your exact words, this increase has 
significantly challenged the Department’s capacity to treat vet-
erans. 

And I know Chairman Smith has been very zealous in his advo-
cacy of being sure we have the right amount of resources to do the 
job. But then, once we have, what resources we have, that it be 
done efficiently. 

I really just have one question, and it’s with regard to this part-
time physician issue. And that, this issue is a very prominent part 
of the discussion we had the last time we had met, and I know it’s 
something that you all had focused on, but I’m confused then by 
why we seem to have, be working from different numbers about 
what kind of progress has been made. The, in Secretary Mansfield’s 
report, you all did a spot check in August of 2003, follow-up visits 
to fifteen VA facilities, and, by your documentation of the 729 part-
time physicians, only 2 percent were identified as not being in com-
pliance, and that 98 percent of these had comprehensive written 
agreements. 

But then, those numbers seem to be not consistent with what the 
Inspector General reports when you say that you had 8 percent 
that were supposed to be on duty that just weren’t there, and you 
went through a list of other facilities. You’ve got seven of fifteen 
medical facilities did not make sure each part-time physician was 
provided a written agreement, and so, seven of fifteen, that seems 
to be a different percentage than 98 percent, talking about having 
comprehensive written agreements documented. So, why do we 
have this discrepancy? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Sir, part of that is my fault. The 2 percent and 
the 8 percent number is a discrepancy. When my folks took a look 
at the report, they failed to include, I think, 25—the number of 25 
that were included that were not identified as being where they 
should have been. So the fault, the difference between the 2 per-
cent number and the 8 percent number is my folks taking raw data 
and making a report on it. 

Dr. SNYDER. So the 2 percent number is wrong? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, sir. And in my oral testimony, I changed 

that to a different number. I didn’t, Mr. Griffin indicated earlier, 
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just before we started, that they were using the 8 percent number 
and I would agree with him. 

Dr. SNYDER. All right, thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Doctor. The Chair recog-

nizes the Vice-Chairman of the Committee, Mr. Bilirakis. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I, too, want 

to welcome all of the panelists, Secretary Mansfield, and all the 
others. And it’s great to see Mr. Griffin again. We were together 
at the Military Order of Purple Hearts meeting when your agent 
received that very much deserved award. It’s good to see you here, 
sir. 

Mr. Mansfield, I understand, getting to Bay Pines now, that 
CoreFLS project, I understand that there’s about $18 million of 
CoreFLS funds unaccounted for, at Bay Pines? Is that true? And 
can anyone talk about this? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Bilirakis, I think the best thing I can do is 
ask Mr. McFarland, our assistant secretary for IT, to answer your 
question. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Okay. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I think he can get you to the details quicker 

than I can. 
Mr. MCFARLAND. Let me tell you what we’ve done in the last 

week and a half. The responsibility for the CoreFLS project has 
been transferred from the Office of Management to the CIO office, 
my office. We have put on the ground an experienced project direc-
tor to take over the project. We are in what I would call stabiliza-
tion mode. Right now, we are concentrating on trying to make sure 
that three installations—Bay Pines, St. Louis, and the cemetery in 
Florida—are able to get stabilized from a data input and a report-
ing process, so that, as we get near the end of the year, we are hop-
ing to be able to close the books properly at those installations. 

And that is the complete and 100 percent focus of what we are 
doing right now. That is at the direction of the Secretary. After re-
ceiving some input on stabilization and recommendations from the 
Carnegie Mellon University team that were put in place to look at 
the CoreFLS issue. 

So, right now—— 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Well, but, sir, is it true that there are $18 million 

of funds that are not accounted for? 
Mr. MCFARLAND. Sir, I do not know of any instance where there 

are $18 million unaccounted for. We have had, my team has had 
about a week and a half on the ground. One of the things we are 
going to do is to look into the funds that we are using on that 
project, and I would have to defer to our finance department for 
any other comments on that issue. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Vice-Chairman, let me make the point. I am 
not aware of any $18 million, but let me make the point that we 
will go back, we’ll check with you after this hearing, and we’ll go 
back and double-check and then make a report to you and to the 
Committee as to that question. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Yes, that’s an awful lot of, obviously, it’s a lot of 
money, but I can’t, I can’t imagine that there’s an adequate ac-
countability to—— 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Sir, there has been an awful lot of senior-level 
attention paid to this program since the problems were identified, 
and I think we would know if there were $18 million unaccounted 
for, but I will commit to you that we will go back. We’ll check with 
you as to any details that you may have, and we will go back and 
we will—— 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. In any case, your response will be in terms of a 
complete accountability, right? I mean, it may eighteen, it may be 
zero, but still there will be complete accountability. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, yes, sir. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Well, let me ask this question then, it may be in 

the same vein. I mentioned this in my opening statements. The 
company under investigation for its work on that project at Bay 
Pines received an incentive bonus of more than $200,000 for fin-
ishing it on time, even though the rewarding system wasn’t ready. 
And then, this company was awarded another contract. Subsequent 
to that, this same company was awarded another contract, prob-
ably at another location. Any explanation about that? 

Mr. MCFARLAND. Sir, I am aware that this company was award-
ed a separate and different contract for another purpose—— 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Subsequent to all this having taken place? 
Mr. MCFARLAND. Yes, sir, it’s been in the last, I believe, 60 to 

90 days. I would have to defer to VHA, I believe that contract was 
awarded for the decision support system within VHA for some 
analysis. I did personally take a look at and ask the Office of Mate-
rials Management and Procurement to look at the contract. The 
contract itself was awarded under what appears to be very proper 
procedures, and I can’t tell you that it has anything to do with the 
CoreFLS environment. It’s a totally different—— 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Yes, apparently that company was a low bidder. 
There are a couple of others—IBM was one, I think—and there was 
another company or whatever, there may have been more, but 
those are what, ones in the statements here. But I guess what I’m 
saying is, if you do it strictly on the lowest bid or whatever the case 
may be, proper procedures have been followed. But those proce-
dures don’t take into consideration the problem at Bay Pines, the 
CoreFLS problem at Bay Pines. I can’t imagine. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Sir, I do know, and we may need to get the Gen-
eral Counsel in the discussion, but I do know that we have to be 
careful in these areas, because we do not, at this point in time, as 
I understand it, have the right to exclude anybody from contracting 
with the government, based on the—— 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. You don’t have the legal right to do that? 
Mr. MCCLAIN. Congressman, I’m Tim McClain, I’m the general 

counsel of the VA. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Yes, thank you for being here, sir. 
Mr. MCCLAIN. Thank you, sir. In answer to the question, the 

deputy secretary is correct in that, at this point, we don’t have a 
debarment of any company under Bay Pines, and the contract that 
was let, once again, it was my understanding, it was done under 
the proper procedures. And so we don’t have the right to exclude 
any one company at this point. But we are looking into it. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Well, I should think in the process of looking into 
it, you should also be maybe coordinating with the Congress, if you 
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don’t have the rights to at least take into consideration—and I’m 
not trying to be accusatory here of the particular company, all 
right, those are all details and what not. 

But I know that they’re under investigation. And I know that 
bad things happen. And I should think you’d be coordinating with 
the Congress here. If you don’t have some sort of right, Gordon, 
that you feel you should have, you ought to be letting us know so 
that we can help you out in that regard. But I—it’s just—well, my 
time is up, Mr. Chairman, but I just can’t imagine, we’re 
compounding the problem here, potentially, compounding the prob-
lem here. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Sir, if I may, I’d just make the point that the 
additional contract you refer to, has been reviewed in depth, and 
it is a firm, fixed-price contract with a specific deliverable and a 
specific time frame, areas we had problems with before and we will 
be paying strict attention to it. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Yes, well, the problem previously was lack of 
quality, of course. It was not only a time—it wasn’t a time frame, 
they received a $200,000 incentive bonus for coming in within that 
time. 

Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes Ms. Hooley. 
Ms. HOOLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chair. I have a couple of questions, 

and I’m going to start with Mr. Mansfield. We’ve spent a lot of time 
on the Committee talking about some of the very good innovations 
and inventions that have occurred in the VA, and the Sub-
committee hearings have tracked VA efforts to receive its financial 
due through patents or other intellectual property rights for its re-
search efforts. Can you tell me what patents or intellectual prop-
erty rights the VA has secured in the last year for its inventions? 
Do we know that? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I don’t have that information currently at hand, 
but I would respond for the record, ma’am. 

Ms. HOOLEY. Thank you, that would be great. I would appreciate 
it. 

Mr. Griffith, thank you for all the good work you’ve done. I know 
year in and year out, the IG makes recommendations to the VA on 
ways to improve efficiency and effectiveness throughout the organi-
zation. This year, I know you forecast that you thought you would 
find $2 billion in savings. In the areas of laboratory security and 
information management, you had a total of thirty-two rec-
ommendations, and a formal set of sixty recommendations that 
date back to March of 2003. 

Now I understand you’ve only been able to close on one of those 
recommendations, is that correct? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. That’s correct. 
Ms. HOOLEY. So help me understand what the problem is and 

are we asking for unrealistic performance of the VA? What’s going 
on? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I would not say that we are asking for unrealistic 
performance. I would say that, on each of those recommendations, 
progress has been made, but I can’t close a recommendation out or 
close a report until we are totally satisfied that the recommended 
fixes have been put in place. Not 80 percent, not 90 percent there, 
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it has to be done, because, unfortunately, if we move on to some-
thing else, we may not get to the 100 percent mark. 

And progress has been made on those recommendations. They 
have been around for a couple of years. 

Ms. HOOLEY. Right. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Some of them have joint ownership. Some are 

issues for VHA and security and law enforcement with a little help 
from the general counsel’s office. So when you have multiple enti-
ties needing to get together on the response, that will put a delay 
in. 

My concern is that, too often, an excellent policy is promulgated, 
and it’s sent out to the facilities, but then the implementation 
doesn’t quite happen to the extent that it needs to happen. 

As you recall, that particular report was done shortly after 9/11, 
and shortly after the anthrax attacks on the Hill and in other 
places in the country. It was something that needed to be reviewed 
timely, it was reviewed, and we need to get to closure on all sixteen 
of those recommendations. 

Ms. HOOLEY. Because, I mean, with the $2 billion that you 
thought you would find in savings if you’re off by 50 percent you’re 
still talking about $1 billion. Do you think you’re being ignored? 
That’s probably an unfit question to ask you. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Well, I wouldn’t say that. This is a huge depart-
ment, it’s decentralized, they’ve had a tremendous spike in demand 
for health care, which you would expect at a time—— 

Ms. HOOLEY. Right, we know that. 
Mr. GRIFFIN (continuing). When the requirements were changed 

and private sector health care is going through the ceiling. So, nat-
urally, there is tremendous demand there. But you need to have 
the right business processes in place to address the management 
side of the business in order to make it a system and not a hun-
dred and fifty different individual hospitals. 

And when you talk about CoreFLS and issues like that, you have 
to make sure that all of those medical centers out there are uti-
lizing all of the legacy systems that have been prescribed by VA, 
so that when try and lay a CoreFLS over the top, that you’ve got 
accurate data in those systems, number one, and, secondly that 
every facility is using those systems in the same manner, so that 
when you go to the next facility to try and do CoreFLS there, that 
they are all using GIP (Generic Inventory Package) for their inven-
tory package. If you’re not using that and if CoreFLS assumes you 
are, the old saying of garbage in, garbage out would apply. And 
that was part of problem. 

Ms. HOOLEY. Well, you just need to know that I personally think 
you’re doing a terrific job, and this Committee is not ignoring you, 
and I’m anxious to hear a progress report as we go along. Thank 
you. 

[The prepared statement of Congresswoman Hooley appears on 
p. 78.] 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I’m pleased to say that I have most of my senior 
staff here because they are the ones who are really doing a fabu-
lous job. And thank you for the compliment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Chairman Simmons. 
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Mr. SIMMONS. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Very briefly, Dad-
dy’s Junky Music, a thousand dollars, what were they buying at 
Daddy’s Junky Music for a thousand dollars? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. We’re not for sure. That’s one of those purchases 
that we couldn’t find the supporting documentation, so that’s why 
we classified it in that particular category. That’s one of the prob-
lems, when you look at those items, it’s difficult for us to explain 
or to be able to report what that particular purpose was for, that 
purchase was for, because the documentation was missing. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Thank you. I would think they would have had 
enough common sense not to buy something at Daddy’s Junky 
Music in the first place, but then—anyway, if you don’t have 
enough common sense not to buy that kind of stuff, I guess you’re 
going to use your card as well. 

On a little more serious subject, Mr. Griffin, page 30 of your tes-
timony. Two items—one is the pharmaceutical off-label drug pro-
motion, which I assume is an initiative that did not just involve the 
VA, but it did involve a major pharmaceutical corporation, which 
pleaded guilty and paid more than $430 million to resolve its crimi-
nal and civil liabilities involving their activities that did involve the 
VA. 

And the second is the New Orleans bribery scheme, where a VA 
employee and two other individuals apparently overcharged VA 
more than $75,000. 

On the first case, is the VA continuing to do business with that 
major pharmaceutical corporation? If yes, why? And, on the second 
case, which involved a VA employee and two VA contractors, what 
is the status of the VA employee currently with the VA? Has that 
individual been fired? Two questions. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Right. As I sit here, I’m not sure what the employ-
ee’s status is, I’ll certainly check on that for you. Typically, when 
we bring criminal charges against an employee, the government 
personnel regs are pretty straightforward, that if a person has been 
charged with a felony for which they could they could be sentenced 
to prison time, they can be terminated in fairly short order, with 
limited notice. And that is the government reg, and the Depart-
ment has been following that reg on criminal cases. 

The question about the settlement on the off-label uses. The com-
pany that was involved in that activity was bought out by another 
company, so they are no longer a stand-alone company. And to 
what extent there may be contracts with the new parent, I’m hard-
pressed to give you a number of contracts or what have you. But 
the original company is no longer in existence. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Just briefly, Mr. Chairman. For the record, I’d like 
to know what the status of that VA employee is. According to your 
records, they’ve, he or she has been convicted with the contractors. 
They are awaiting sentencing. But, you know, this goes to my ear-
lier point, that people within the VA who rip off the VA are low-
life, and for us not to know the status of this individual, for us to 
say that, well, the rules and regulations are such that we can’t be 
certain whether they’re not still on the payroll subject to sen-
tencing or incarceration, conveys a message that we don’t really 
have a lot of concern about that or—— 
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Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Simmons, if I may. We have over a thousand 
criminal investigations. I’m not saying that this person hasn’t been 
fired. I’m saying that I can’t testify here today as to the precise 
outcome of his case. My criminal squad has had 100 percent in-
crease in their arrests and convictions in the last 2 years. No one 
in the Department has accused me of being a shrinking violet when 
it comes to going after these people, believe me. And I think maybe 
one of my people could leave the room now, and come back with 
that answer, before the hearing concludes. 

Mr. SIMMONS. That would be terrific. And, with regard to the 
pharmaceutical company, I’m glad to hear they’re not in business 
anymore. Thank you. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I think the next time somebody ac-
cuses someone from the Secret Service of being a shrinking violet, 
it will be the first. Ms. Herseth? 

Mr. SIMMONS. I used to work for the CIA, so I’m not a shrinking 
violet, either. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I can see that, sir. 
Ms. HERSETH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Griffin, I want to 

acknowledge the efforts of you and your office and others to estab-
lish important measures like the Fugitive Felon Initiative to ensure 
the safety of our facilities, VA’s facilities, across the country, and 
so we take your review of the VA’s control of biological, chemical 
and radiological inventories very seriously. 

On page 11 of your written statement, I note that your office is 
not going to close the recommendations until a number of actions 
are taken, including that the medical center directors certify imple-
mentation of directives and security requirements. Does any one of 
your sixteen open recommendations involve accountability state-
ments by the directors, and what is the status of this and any rea-
sons for delays? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Well, the accountability is that I have gone on 
record that we will not close that report until each director has cer-
tified that all of the security requirements in the report have been 
put in place at their facility. Not that a plan was sent to the facil-
ity that said, this is what needs to be done. When they certify that 
it has been done, then we will close the report. 

Ms. HERSETH. Okay. And then, on page 31 of your written testi-
mony, you state that the Department hasn’t been able to effectively 
address its significant information security vulnerabilities and re-
verse the impact of its historical decentralized management ap-
proach. The VA’s security remediation efforts continue to be inef-
fective with inadequate facility compliance with established secu-
rity policies, procedures and guidelines. 

It’s my understanding that the Committees often express con-
cerns about the lack of centralized authority in the CIO office. And, 
given that Mr. McFarland is here, perhaps he can respond to this 
as well. But is this a symptom suggesting that the problem hasn’t 
been fixed, and how about the problems with the CoreFLS and pa-
tient financial services system? Did a lack of centralized control by 
the CIO office impact these programs? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Well, I think as the Deputy Secretary testified a 
short time ago, the control of the CoreFLS activity has apparently 
been moved to the CIO’s office. 
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In our annual financial statement audit work for the last few 
years, we have identified IT security as a material weakness in the 
Department. Now, you can talk about accountability, you can talk 
about whether the CIO’s office in Washington, DC has the clout to 
make somebody in a medical center 2,000 miles away accountable 
for doing certain things. 

But my main concern would be that somebody accepts responsi-
bility. Now, when those things are sent out to be implemented 
don’t happen, the medical center director may not be fully aware 
when his information security officer receives traffic from the CIO’s 
office or a patch is sent to be placed on the computers at a facility 
and it doesn’t happen, as was the case in the Blaster report. But, 
if it’s my facility, I’m responsible for what goes on there. And if it 
involves CIO activity or CFO activity or quality of health care, 
whatever it is, I’m in charge. The question of where the buck stops 
has to be with the person who is tasked with being the senior offi-
cial at that facility, and they make it happen. 

So, you know, it’s more a question of, you can’t just send stuff 
out there and have people decide whether or not they feel like im-
plementing it. When someone doesn’t, when it’s an administrative 
thing, then administrative action needs to be taken. 

If it’s a criminal thing, then we will take action, and the appro-
priate disposition will happen from that also. 

Ms. HERSETH. Okay, thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. The Chair recognizes Chairman 

Buyer. 
Mr. BUYER. Thank you. I’d like to do a little clean-up work from 

my opening statement. I went ahead and pulled all of the letters 
that the Subcommittee had sent to the veterans’ service organiza-
tions. Now, the veterans’ service organizations play an important 
role, and they request a lot of things from this Committee. They 
ask for a lot of money in support of veterans’ causes. 

So when the Subcommittee asked them for some help and assist-
ance on how to streamline and improve the service to the nation’s 
veterans, it doesn’t feel very good when they ignore the Sub-
committee. So what I’d like to do, Mr. Chairman, is place in the 
record all these letters that were sent. 

[The letters appear on pp. 39 to 63.] 
Mr. BUYER. Now, the American Legion was very responsive. But 

we sent a letter to the, not only the American Legion, these are 
dated January 31st of 2003. So if anybody would still like to re-
spond to these, we’re still waiting—to the Military Officers Associa-
tion of America, we sent one to the NCOA, we sent one to the Mili-
tary Officers Association of America, to the Military Order of World 
Wars, to the Paralyzed Veterans of America, to the VFW Wash-
ington Office, we sent one to the Vietnam Veterans of America, and 
we sent one to AMVETS, we sent one to TREA, and we sent one 
to Disabled American Veterans. 

Then, when the only response we got was from the American Le-
gion, we sent out a second, follow-up letter. So, from the second, 
follow-up letter, we received a response from AMVETS. So we’re 
still awaiting response. So I’d like to submit those letters for the 
record. 
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Mr. Griffin, I want to compliment you, and, again, I actually did 
in my opening statements, but please extend it to your staff. I’d 
also like to compliment you on the Fugitive Felon Program. You’ve 
taken this on, and, to my understanding, it’s just, you and—the VA 
and SAA, are you the only two in the Federal Government that 
have taken this on? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. HUD is presently trying to put a copycat program 
together. 

Mr. BUYER. That’s great. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes. 
Mr. BUYER. How many individuals have you had to take from 

other tasks to perfect the program? 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Well, when we receive our hit list, if you will, we 

cannot possibly go after all those people ourselves. But as a mem-
ber of the law enforcement community, we will try and assist any 
federal, state or local agency who is the owner of the warrant to 
the extent that we can. To date, there have been 400 fugitive felons 
arrested, and my people have participated directly in 240 of those 
arrests. 

Mr. BUYER. I’m just trying to lay a base here. I believe that this 
Committee wants to help you, and do to so as quickly as we pos-
sibly can, so please lay a basis for me, on how many employees you 
have shifting away from other responsible tasks to perfect this pro-
gram. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. My people have a pool of potential work that is un-
quenchable. And, depending on the priority of the day, that’s what 
they do. As I mentioned, we’ve got a number of cases in our death 
match queue, several hundred, which, when we have some time, we 
go do them. 

When we came forward with this initiative, Social Security Ad-
ministration was doing it with 46 FTE. We said, we can do better. 
We asked for 37. And there’s a basis for each of those 37 positions. 
So what we’ve been able to do to date is, when we can find the time 
to do it, we go and do it. 

But as you see in our testimony, these are not good people that 
we are arresting. These are murderers and rapists and kidnappers 
and drug dealers and so on, and we don’t need them coming into 
VA facilities. I would stand by the 37 number to have a fully-imple-
mented and well-managed program. 

Mr. BUYER. How long does it take, after a felon warrant is put 
into the National Crime Information Center, until a fugitive felon’s 
VA benefits are stopped? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Well, there are protocols for notification, even for 
fugitives, there’s a 60-day delay, which is not a problem for us, be-
cause, when they create an overpayment—the overpayment goes 
back to the day the President signed the law, which was December 
27, 2001. So if somebody gets a couple of payments along the way 
while we’re trying to locate them, that’s okay, because, after that 
60 days, if that person was a fugitive on January 1 of 2002, the 
overpayment goes back to the entire time that they were a fugitive. 

Mr. BUYER. Well, Mr. Chairman, this is a really good program. 
And I know it’s one that you also like, and I wish to join you, any 
action you want to take to help make this a reality and give Mr. 
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Griffin the resources and authorizations he needs to perfect this 
program. So, I’ll join you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Thank you, Mr. Buyer. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Mr. Miller. 
Mr. MILLER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I have a writ-

ten statement that I’d like to add into the record, as well. 
[The prepared statement of Congressman Miller appears on p. ] 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection. 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. Griffin, you talked about the death matches and 

the difficulty that you have in being able to fulfill the obligation 
necessary to recover the funds that are out there and, in addition 
to that, some other areas as well. Is there—and you talk about the 
additional FTEs that are necessary in order to do that work. Is 
there any way that in the short haul, that it can be contracted for 
by somebody that can go in and take a piece of what is out there? 
If we’re losing the money anyway, whereby they can contract and 
receive a portion of what they bring back into VA? Is there any 
mechanism that allows you to do that? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. There is not a mechanism to contract for federal 
law enforcement agents, because that is strictly, you know, a gov-
ernmental function. We do contract for some of our audit work. 

Perhaps a contract could be arranged by the Department to help 
them address the workers’ comp backlog that exists, because, in 
workers’ comp cases, it has to be worked from day one. And some-
body has to manage that case, and somebody has to make sure 
that, if that employee can come back to work, that they’re invited 
back to work, even if it’s a different job than they had when they 
left. 

And, due to the crush of all the other administrative and man-
agement issues that are out there, our recent audit report on work-
ers’ comp found that, for some workers’ comp cases, there isn’t even 
a case file created. Now, it’s real easy to lose track of those cases, 
and then, over time, people forget about them, and you just con-
tinue making those payments, month after month, year after year, 
in some instances. 

So there are business practices which could be contracted for, 
some of which are contracted for, in certain areas in the Depart-
ment, where, once some of the initial legwork and the initial review 
is done, if there are fraud indicators, at that point, that case can 
be referred to my people, who have the training and the expertise 
to take it the last ten yards, and to make that criminal case. 

But, right now, as you’ll see, in our workers’ comp report, case 
management there is an issue. Maybe it’s an issue that could be 
addressed with contracting. 

My people right now are the ones that do those post-award au-
dits that the Deputy Secretary referred to with a couple hundred 
million dollars of recoveries. That’s a contract job, where the De-
partment pays us to have those 25 auditors do pre- and post-award 
audits. That’s one of the most successful programs in the Federal 
Government. We’re one of the few departments that even does it. 
GSA has a huge number of FFS contracts. They haven’t been doing 
pre- and post-award audits. We do them, and I think the results 
speak for themselves. And that is a contractual situation, where we 
are reimbursed by the Department to do those. 
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Mr. MILLER. Well, let me ask you this, then. If in fact you are 
being contracted to do a portion of those audits, does the fact that 
you’re doing those audits take away from the time that you could 
do, be doing something else? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think those audits are worth every—— 
Mr. MILLER. I’m saying could the contracting for the audits be 

done outside instead of internally? Because if we’re contracting 
agency to agency or internally and we’re losing time because we’re 
auditing for VA, could it be done by somebody outside the system? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. They were previously done by an outside entity. It 
is a requirement that the Department has them done. But when 
the outside entity did them, they came through us on a pass-
through, because we are where all the auditors are located. And we 
were finding that the previous group wasn’t doing a very good job, 
frankly. 

These staff salaries are being paid by this contract, rather than 
by appropriated funds. So if there were no contract, we would not 
have these employees to assign other work to. 

And I think if you look at the return on investment, which I will 
provide for you for the record, over the last several years for that 
group, I think that group is paying for itself many, many times 
over. If anything, you might consider whether the thresholds which 
create those contracts that we look at are too high, and whether 
it might not be a wise investment to increase the size of that group 
and dig a little deeper in the review of certain contracts, scarce 
medical specialists, et cetera, to make sure that we’re getting what 
we pay for. 

The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Brown-Waite. 
Ms. BROWN-WAITE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. You 

know, people warned me when I got elected that this, it would be 
very frustrating dealing with how slow the Federal Government op-
erates, and Mr. Griffin and Mr. Williams, you all have a very 
tough, probably thankless, job. And I think, you know, this is but 
one tip of the iceberg that you all look at, because your focus—
these reports focus on the VA. 

How do we, as members of Congress, see that your recommenda-
tions are enforced in a more timely manner, and actually be able 
to have some teeth to what you do? Is the problem the bureauc-
racy? Is it the head of the agency? Help me to understand what the 
problem is. 

Mr. Griffin, do you want to go first? 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Okay. The easy issues are quickly dealt with. If it’s 

easy, it wouldn’t be on the table. It’s a combination of things, in 
my estimation. I think part of the problem, throughout the govern-
ment, is turnover. I think the recent publication by the Volcker 
Commission talked about perhaps there are too many PAS posi-
tions, perhaps that’s why it takes so long for someone to get con-
firmed for positions, perhaps that’s why we see the turnover that 
we see in a lot of departments in very important jobs, like the CIO 
job. 

When you’ve got the computer world changing at the pace that 
it’s changing, it would seem that the more continuity you had in 
your top position, to stay the course, and have a vision, and see it 
through to the end, would serve the government well. Too often, 
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though, that’s not the case. And look at Bay Pines. If you look at 
the turnover in the top three or four positions there, over the last 
6 or 7 years, there’s no continuity. 

You need continuity. You need to have a vision, and then you 
need to take the time to take it from A to Z. 

Ms. BROWN-WAITE. You know, we did away with indentured ser-
vitude, so, I, you know, we cannot restore that. So people are mov-
ing from job to job. Did you ever see the movie ‘‘The Enforcer’’? 
How do we get an enforcer in this agency and every single other 
agency? Because, you know, you can’t tell people back home that 
it’s because of the fact that there is no continuity. People back 
home, every single taxpayer in America, wants their money spent 
wisely. And I’m not picking on you all, you just happen to be before 
this Committee. Believe me, I’d be saying the same thing before 
any other committee that came with us with results of fraud, waste 
and abuse. How do we get enforcement that translates into signifi-
cant tax dollars? And then, Mr. Mansfield, I have a question for 
you. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Let me say that this Committee and this Depart-
ment and my organization and the veterans’ service organizations 
all have the same goal. Everyone wants to make sure that veterans 
get the care, support and recognition that they deserve. 

Now, from our position, as you know, we have dual reporting re-
quirements. Every report that I issue to the Department comes up 
here, to everybody on the Committee. Every report that I issue to 
the Department, my group does follow up on. And after 90 days, 
if we haven’t heard from back from the Department, we send them 
a written letter asking what the status is of these recommenda-
tions. 

Ms. BROWN-WAITE. And, excuse me. Do you also send a copy to 
the Committee so that we know that you’re following up? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I’ll be happy to send you a copy if you would like 
to have them. You’ll need a fairly large file cabinet. 

Ms. BROWN-WAITE. I’ll personally buy the staff that file cabinet, 
sir. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. But we do follow up on these, and some of them, 
as I said, are difficult and they take time. But, believe me, I’m with 
you. I’m making sure that the fixes happen. It does my people no 
good to do a lot of quality work and not have anything done in the 
way of making the right fixes to the system. 

Ms. BROWN-WAITE. You all are kind of like the police officer who 
keeps arresting the criminal and the judge doesn’t follow up or 
turns them loose. I mean, it’s got to be the same frustration level. 

Mr. Mansfield, I don’t know if you’re going to have time to an-
swer this, but, of the recommendations that regularly come before 
us stating ‘‘management efficiencies,’’ how do we quantify whether 
or not those management efficiencies really happened, and how 
much of a savings there is as a result of it? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the quick answer could be, for example, 
in the area of the productivity task force and the recommendations 
that were made there in my testimony, the testimony submitted for 
the record, and my statement, you’ll see that there are some dollars 
associated, for example, with contracts for medical supplies, that 
we know we’re saving more money this year, because we’re doing 
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a better job on the contract. So that’s one way that you can do it, 
and that, of course, follows out year after year. 

Ms. BROWN-WAITE. Mr. Chairman, with your indulgence, I would 
ask Mr. Williams if—and I know you can’t do it now because my 
time is up, but if you would also respond to the same questions 
that I asked Mr. Griffin. If you would just get back to me on that, 
please. 

(See p. 181.) 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Okay. 
The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Murphy. 
Dr. MURPHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and good morning, ev-

eryone. I’d like to focus on some of the issues that I know we cov-
ered last year and that we’re covering this follow-up and with phy-
sicians who are not putting in the time they’re supposed to be 
doing, particularly part-time physicians, I believe. 

Now, your testimony alludes to, I believe, that some of the VA 
facilities which are affiliated with the medical school, need to sup-
port the medical school at all costs. I’m wondering, first of all, if 
my conclusion is correct on that, and, secondly, if that is something 
that contributes to some of these breakdowns or that there might 
be some of the abuses coming through with regard to the part-time 
physicians and how much time they actually provide. Can anyone 
respond to that? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think that, in some of the dealings with the affili-
ates, over the years, in the evolution of the system, that VA has 
become a source of cash for them, that they have, in some in-
stances, gotten a little bit too careless about it, and—for example, 
in the question of sole-source contracts, which each medical center 
has the authority—it’s actually written that they may grant a sole-
source contract to the affiliate. They don’t have to. And some of our 
experiences, when an initial proposal has been on the table, and 
the numbers from the affiliates seem to be excessively high, when 
challenged, there wasn’t a whole lot of push-back on the amount. 
It was more of a, well, we’ll do it for this amount. And I think it 
goes, as in anything else, if you have a little more competition, you 
get a better price. 

Dr. MURPHY. Tell me a little bit more about that. What do you 
mean, when you get competition, you get better prices? As opposed 
to the monopoly? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I mean if the, if a medical center needs to contract 
for ear, nose and throat specialists. And if they simply go to the 
affiliate and say, this is what we think our workload is going to be, 
because that’s been a difficult challenge also, to quantify that, and 
then to have a staffing standard that says, this amount of workload 
requires this number of doctors. But they may determine, using 
whatever tools they use locally, that we think we need four full-
time ear, nose and throat doctors to take care of our veterans at 
the medical center this year. 

If you’re in a city that has a large number of ear, nose and throat 
doctors or practice groups, and if a contract was put out for a bid, 
as opposed to a sole-source contract to the affiliate, you would be 
able to get a more competitive cost for that service. 

Dr. MURPHY. So does this contribute to having staffing standards 
because we have just this sole source? It’s hard to get staffing 
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standards in when you don’t have competition bidding on things 
and looking at other ways of reviewing and monitoring? Is that a 
contributory factor? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think that, without staffing standards, I don’t 
know how you would determine how many MD’s and nurses you 
need. 

Dr. MURPHY. So do we have adequate staffing standards now? 
know moves have been made to educate physicians or retrain them, 
as it were, in terms of their responsibilities whether they’re part-
time or full-time. Do we have adequate staffing standards now? 
Have we reached that point? What else do we need to do? Mr. 
Mansfield, you’re responding. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. We’re still in the process of finalizing that. 
We’ve done it for primary care, but we still have do it for specialty 
care. I think the first group of three specialties is on target to be 
done sometime later on this summer, then we move on to the next 
group. But we’re behind where we should be in that area. 

And then the whole area of nursing standards is still out there, 
also. 

Dr. MURPHY. Well, it will be extremely helpful, as I know you’re 
moving towards having those standards to be able to review this 
some months from now and see how things have changed. I’m sure 
the situation will be that there are no more excuses for people to 
be abusing these issues, because the standards are clear. 

So I thank you for doing that, I really appreciate your work, it’s 
been a tremendous help. It’s not only a cost savings, but it raises 
the bar of responsibility that we expect the VA to have, and I ap-
preciate the work all of you are doing. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Just to make the point, sir, that we are fol-
lowing up on the IG’s findings and attempting to make things right 
in the area of contracting for sole sourcing. There is now a directive 
that requires a review of the pricing in competition, if possible. 

Dr. MURPHY. Thank you. And thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Dr. Murphy. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I’d like to give Mr. Simmons the an-

swer to his question that he asked earlier. The employee is cur-
rently on administrative leave without pay. He’s to be fired when 
sentenced on July 7th of 2004. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Thank you. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. You’re welcome. 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Griffin, let me ask you a question, and I 

hope there is some press here. Very often when you hold an over-
sight hearing, you read the report the next day, and the only infor-
mation that seems to be conveyed is negative. And, of course, you 
know, almost by definition, the IG is going to find some things that 
need to be rectified and remedied, and you did. 

But what I think needs to be pointed out, and to the GAO as 
well, is that Deputy Secretary Mansfield and Secretary Principi 
and the VA itself move very quickly, and I think effectively, on the 
issue of the waiting lists, and I would hope that this could be am-
plified a bit. You point out, and properly so, Mr. Griffin, that wait-
ing list data, to be accurate, is important for planning, budget pri-
orities, measuring performance, and determining whether strategic 
goals are met. Inaccurate waiting lists compromise the ability to 
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assess and manage demand and the credibility of VA responses to 
internal and external stakeholder concerns. 

You point out, so rightly and we thank you for this, that the 
number pursuant to your audit, was overstated as to that waiting 
list, by about 91,000 veterans, for a total of 309,186. It should have 
been reported at 218,000. And a whole series of reforms were in-
deed put into place by the VA. Perhaps Mr. Mansfield might want 
to speak to this. And the recommendations that you had made, Mr. 
Griffin, were followed. And those four recommendations were 
closed on June 3, 2004. 

This is a good news story that comes out of this hearing. I hope, 
as well, that the waiting list has been driven down dramatically 
from even the number that was accurate when your audit was 
done. And, that’s something that we care deeply about. If someone 
is waiting, and they get sicker, they are not being well-served, and 
it also is indicative of a poorly-constructed model for dealing with 
patients walking in the door or making appointments. 

So if you, Secretary Mansfield, and perhaps Mr. Griffin, might 
want to comment on that, because, again, I hope that, in the inter-
est of balance, because I am critical too of the VA, I’m critical of 
us, that we don’t always do what we ought to do, given the oppor-
tunities we have. If perhaps you might want to touch on this. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for making that 
point that we do try. We do try and do the right thing, and we are 
here to take care of veterans and that is the one issue that, I think, 
everybody agrees on. 

In the waiting list area, we knew when we were getting these re-
ports in originally, that there were probably overcounts, in many 
cases, because people were dually-registered, and you know, I know 
some people were registered at a hospital as well as one or more 
clinics. 

But part of this also goes back to the issue—a pervading issue 
that Mr. Griffin mentioned earlier, and that is the point that we 
need to be able to say, from a centralized position, there are certain 
things that you will do and you don’t have the option of deciding 
whether you’ll do it or not. And in putting this waiting list, the new 
system in place, that’s one of the points that was made. We do 
have a responsibility, at Central Office, that goes all the way down 
to the facility and we now have a system in place where we are 
getting a count on a periodic, regular basis, and we know what 
they are, and we’re able to filter out the dual registrations and go 
forward. 

So that is, in effect, a positive result of the findings that the IG, 
in one area that the IG brought forward. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. If I may add, just briefly, I share your concern for 
the perception that all the reporting is negative. I purposely opened 
my written statement with several examples that occurred just in 
the last few months, of doctors, in the VA, who were out there, 
doing the right thing, providing superb care, some of whom have 
gotten international recognition, some of whom have been recog-
nized with Presidential awards here in the United States. We’ve 
got a couple hundred thousand dedicated civil servants out there 
that are trying to make a difference. 
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When it comes to our reporting to try and make things better, 
too often it may appear that the sky is falling. Well, there are thou-
sands of tremendous incidents of care that occur every day. And we 
shouldn’t lose sight of that. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Bilirakis. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. I had the same concern 

as Ms. Ginny Brown-Waite did. You had mentioned continuity, Mr. 
Griffin, lack of continuity, turnover. Also, let me ask you—also, in 
response to Mr. Simmons, you indicated when the person is adju-
dicated, this particular individual is adjudicated on July the 7th, 
or whatever that date is, that then he will be fired. Does that mean 
he can’t be fired now? And I realize he’s off-duty without pay, but 
can he not be fired now? I mean, is that one of our problems? That, 
I know civil servants and the protections of employees and that’s 
important and all that, but is that one of our problems here, 
that—— 

Mr. GRIFFIN. You know, for criminal cases, the rules are different 
than when we’re talking about an administrative action involving 
an administrative offense in the government. Obviously, in the 
criminal process, the person is presumed innocent until proven 
guilty. Having said that, once they’re charged, as was the cir-
cumstance here, this person was suspended without pay. When I 
hear that, I’m, you know, I’m pleased. Maybe I’d like to see him 
fired immediately, but, suspended without pay, at least the person 
is no longer drawing a salary from the Department. What never 
happens is timely, as I would like to see. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. It does happen, it’s timely. But is that—you’re 
talking about criminal, I think there’s an awful lot of cases of 
waste, fraud and abuse, and, I mean, these are pretty criminal 
things that we’re talking about, purchasing, I realize that. But, in 
general, is the fact that you can’t get rid of an employee—and I 
know there are employee rights and I’m just as supportive of them 
as anybody else is—but the fact that you can’t, maybe, you know, 
get rid of an employee who is completely inefficient, not caring, you 
know, that sort of thing, is that some of the problem? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. You can do it, but it takes work. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Yes. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. And as you know, if you wind up in a merit systems 

protection board hearing, there are Douglas factors, there are ten 
of them, and you have to justify the level of penalty that is being 
imposed based on these factors, which include things like previous 
offenses, and, you know, previous behavior and so on, how heinous 
was the offense committed, and so on. So there is a pretty elabo-
rate due process system out there, and it can take time, but man-
agers have to document the performance and create a record and 
then do what has to be done. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Yes. Okay, thanks. I guess I got the response I 
expected. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Simmons. 
Mr. SIMMONS. Briefly, Mr. Chairman, I have a question that Mr. 

Baker asked me if I would request. With regard to the New Orle-
ans bribery scheme, which involves kickbacks of $75,000 and two 
plumbing contractors, what was the scope of that contract? What 
was the amount of the total contract? What was the source of dis-
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covery? What he’s getting at was, was this part of a larger contract, 
or was it simply plumbers? And who was the person that was in-
volved in uncovering this scheme? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I would like to give you a full answer to that ques-
tion for the record, unless my investigation’s AIG has those an-
swers with him. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Baker shared with me that he is concerned 
that there may be a broader range of problems in that particular 
facility, and that is the thrust of his question. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. I guess I would request that for the record on behalf of 
Mr. Baker. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. We will, you will have that within 24 hours. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Chairman Buyer. 
Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I have two issues very quickly. Num-

ber one, I would ask unanimous consent to have placed in the 
record the responses to the Subcommittee on O&I letters from the 
American Legion and AMVETS, to place that on the record. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, so ordered. 
(See pp. 60 and 72.) 
Mr. BUYER. I’d also ask the Committee, and I know under the 

rules, we keep the record open five days, but if we could even ex-
tend it to ten days, by unanimous consent, so that the other vet-
erans’ service organizations could respond to the Subcommittee’s 
letter, or place extraneous material with regard to the comments 
at today’s hearing, that is my request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Sure. And, without objection, that request. 
Mr. BUYER. Thank you. My other question deals with IT systems. 

Mr. Mansfield, there is a very large level of frustration here con-
cerning the amount of money we have been spending annually on 
IT. And when the Secretary took his leadership position, I was 
pleased when he consolidated the IT—he made this huge effort 
about consolidations behind then-Admiral Gauss. At the time, I 
was more than willing to submit legislation, not only to make this 
consolidation a reality, but also to put funding power behind them. 

There are many IT systems that are out there—strike that. 
There are many IT projects that are out there. It seems like every 
time the VA touches one, they never meet their timelines. With the 
PFSS right now in the Cleveland VISN, six months behind their 
timelines, it’s hard for anybody to follow a contractor with this. I 
look more at leadership. And it’s difficult for them to do their jobs, 
to get the information that’s necessary to consolidate the clinical 
data so they can hit their milestones. 

When I asked Mr. McFarland, who’s in charge of PFSS, he imme-
diately looked around, everybody looked around, he said, okay, I 
am. Then he finds out he really isn’t, that it’s the Business office. 
Mr. Mansfield, I just want you to know that I am right on the edge, 
and I think, I’d like for your response on whether we should take 
IT and put funding power behind him, and let’s just cut the bu-
reaucracies and let’s stop wasting the money. What are your 
thoughts on that? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Sir, I share your concerns, and I think the Sec-
retary does, too. We’re right on the edge together. I would ask you 
that you let us go through the studies that we’re doing and the re-
ports that are coming in on CoreFLS as well as a few others that 
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we’re doing based on the information developed, the CoreFLS lead-
ing us otherwise. 

The one you referred to, the UNISYS contract, we have decided 
that there will be one person responsible, one person in charge. I 
agree with you that it’s awful hard, when I asked the question, 
who’s in charge and responsible for this, and don’t get the answer 
that it’s this or that person, it raises an issue. 

So I think it’s one that the Secretary intends to address in detail 
when we get all these reports in and have the back-up and further 
justification. I would ask you to bear with us and we would be 
more than happy to work with you. 

Mr. BUYER. I look forward to engaging with you on it. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. But I understand and agree with your concerns. 
Mr. BUYER. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. I want to thank our very 

distinguished panel for their insights, for their recommendations, 
their implementation of those recommendations, and say that we 
want to work with you and be partners. We will follow up, Mr. 
Griffin, as we did last year, on that request for the FTE for the 
project dealing with fugitive felons. 

We tried very hard last year. I plan on initiating a letter. I hope 
I get multiple signers, and I’m sure I will. That money would be 
very well spent and would capture so much more money that can 
then be used wisely for the VA. 

So again, I want to thank all of you. You’re doing a tremendous 
job. 

Mr. BUYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., the committee was adjourned.] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE STEVE BUYER

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this timely hearing on efforts to curtail 
waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanagement within the Department of Veterans 
Affairs. 

During last year’s hearings we learned about several programs that were sorely 
in need of corrective action. What we hope to learn today is how the VA has ad-
dressed these issues and what has actually been done to correct these identified 
problems. As we all know, fraud, waste, abuse, and mismanagement ultimately ends 
up costing the American taxpayers and negatively impacts our veterans’ access to 
care and benefits. 

Several important programs were evaluated in our previous hearings. One of the 
programs discussed happens to be one of my top priorities. I am referring to the 
VA’s Medical Care Collection Fund (MCCF) and its third party collections and the 
progress being made by the VA in improving all of its collections. In fact, on May 
23, 2003, we asked the GAO to provide us with a report outlining its findings on 
the progress being made by the VA since the Oversight Subcommittee’s May 7, 2003 
hearing. Specifically, we asked the General Accounting Office to evaluate how the 
VA calculates its costs to collect third-party payments and compare and contrast 
VA’s cost reporting practices with those of private sector health organizations. 

As I have already indicated, several important issues will be examined today. 
Poor project management is clearly one such area. For example, it appears to be 
a dominant factor in the serious disruption in health care delivery that occurred 
when the Core Financial and Logistics System (CoreFLS) was undergoing oper-
ational testing at the Bay Pines medical center in St. Petersburg, Florida. This 
project has experienced numerous delays resulting in cost overruns in the millions. 
I hope the IG report and the Carnegie Mellon analysis, which was commissioned 
by the VA, will shed some light on why this happened. The Carnegie Mellon report 
has a $500,000 price tag. This is in addition to over $8 million already lost in delays 
experienced with the project. 

Much terrain was covered at last year’s hearings. What I hope to learn today is 
whether the VA and DOD have implemented any new sharing agreements and what 
net savings have resulted. With regard to physician time and attendance, today, 
both the IG and the VA will provide us with updates on efforts to make sure all 
VA health care providers are held more accountable. In reading the February 18, 
2004, IG report (Follow-up of the Veterans Health Administration’s Part-Time Phy-
sicians Time and Attendance Audit) it would appear that directives were sent from 
central office but were not, for the most part, implemented by individual facilities. 
Is the VA addressing this now? 

I would like to compliment Mr. Griffin on the success of the Fugitive Felon pro-
gram, which was established after passage of legislation initiated by the VA Com-
mittee, Public Law 107–103. To date, this program has resulted in $154.5 million 
in savings. 

At last year’s hearing the IG made the following comments about the Workers’ 
Compensation Program (WCP), Inspector General Griffin said: ‘‘Our preliminary re-
sults indicate VA continues to be at risk for program abuse, fraud, and unnecessary 
costs because prior IG program recommendations have not been fully implemented.’’ 
In its November 14, 2003, audit report the findings were almost identical in nature 
and it was reiterated that past recommendations made by the IG to correct the 
problems had not been fully implemented. The basic reasons for abuse, fraud, and 
unnecessary costs in the program are due to inadequate case management and 
fraud detection. The IG estimates that ineffective WCP case management and pro-
gram fraud results in potential unnecessary costs to the Department totaling $42.7 
million annually. Furthermore, an estimated $112.6 million in avoidable past com-
pensation payments were made that are not recoverable because VA did not offer 
jobs to employees that were able to come back to work. How do we recover these 
lost funds? Hopefully, VA will address these problems to avoid future unnecessary 
costs. 

In its Semiannual Report to Congress, dated March 31, 2004, the IG audit found 
that VA information security controls and security management have made insuffi-
cient progress in improving its information security position. More troubling is the 
fact that the disruptions caused by the Microsoft Blaster Worm virus security patch 
showed that VA computers were not patched in a timely and effective manner. The 
VA was virtually shutdown for three days. Again, how could this happen? 

The last area I will address deals with the Veterans Health Administration’s 
(VHA) Purchase Card Program. The General Accounting Office along with the VA 
Office of Inspector General have performed extensive reviews of the VHA’s Purchase 
Card Program and found many vulnerabilities with its internal controls and compli-
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ance. This issue is about good government and the need to ensure that VA employ-
ees’ purchases made on these cards are legitimate. For instance, the GAO estimates 
that $312.8 million of the fiscal year 2002 purchase card transactions lacked vital 
supporting documentation. Were the $5,799 worth of purchases made by a card-
holder for two restaurants, a movie theater, a country club and an airport café offi-
cial business for the VA? There is no way of knowing because the cardholder did 
not provide documentation for these transactions. This is really more about the per-
ception being perpetuated if this type of activity is allowed to continue, rather than 
the actual dollar amounts involved. Weak internal controls and lack of compliance 
set the stage for further abuse and fraudulent behavior. The VA must implement 
recommendations recommendations made by the GAO and the IG to rectify such 
wasteful practices. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement.
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