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SOCIAL SECURITY

Refer to:

S9H: AM3735 October 9, 2015

I'am responding to your June 15, 2014 Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request. We apologize for
the delay in our response and any inconvenience this may have caused you. You requested a copy of
each response to a Question for the Record provided to Congress by the Social Security
Administration.

[ have rf:viewed your request under the FOIA (5 U.S.C. § 552) and located 584 pages that are
responsive to your request. However, I have deleted portions of pages, withheld pages, and
enclosures, pursuant to FOIA Exemption 3 and 6 as explained below.

We withheld federal tax information covered under the Internal Revenue Code (26 U.S.C. § 6103).
Section 6103 of the Internal Revenue Code prohibits disclosure information under the circumstances of
your request. The Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(3)) does not require disclosure when
another law requires confidentiality.

In addition, we withheld some personal information that we provided to Congress pursuant to

(5 U.S.C. § 552a(b)(9)) of the Privacy Act which allows release “to either House of Congress, or, to
the extent of matter within its jurisdiction, any committee or subcommittee thereof, any joint
committee of Congress or subcommittee of any such joint committee.” However, FOIA Exemption 6
(5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(6)) exempts disclosing personal information that would be a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy. When we receive a request from a member of the public to release
personal information about another individual from our records, we must balance the individual's
privacy interest in withholding the information against the public interest in disclosing the information.
We must determine whether disclosure would affect a personal privacy interest. Individuals clearly
have a substantial personal privacy interest in the personal details furnished to the Government. On
the other hand, the only public interest we must consider is whether the information sought would shed
light on the way an agency performs its statutory duties. We may not consider the identity of the
requester or the purpose for which the information is requested. While the public has an interest in
knowing how the Social Security Administration administers the Social Security Act, disclosing
records containing personal information about named individuals would not shed light on how the
agency performs its statutory duties. Therefore, disclosing the personally identifiable information of
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this information would be a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, and the FOIA does not
require disclosure.

If you disagree with this decision, you may appeal it. Mail the appeal within 30 days after you receive
this letter to the Executive Director for the Office of Privacy and Disclosure, Social Security
Administration, 617 Altmeyer Building, 6401 Security Boulevard, Baltimore, Maryland 21235. Mark
the envelope “Freedom of Information Appeal.”

Sincerely,

Keisha Mahoney-Jones
Acting Freedom of Information Officer

Enclosure
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May 29, 2009

The Honorable Sam Johnson

Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Social Security
Committee on Ways and Means

House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Thank you for your April 9, 2009, letter requesting additional information to complete the
record for the “Joint Hearing on Eliminating the Social Security Disability Backlog,” held on
March 24, 2009. Enclosed you will find the answers to your questions.

I hope this information is helpful. IfI may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to
contact me, or your staff may contact Angela Amett, our Acting Deputy Commissioner for
Legislative and Regulatory Affairs, at (202) 358-6030.

Sincerely,
/s/

Michael J. Astrue

Enclosure

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION  BALTIMORE MD 21235-0001



The Commissioner

May 29, 2009

The Honorable John Linder

Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Income
Security and Family Support

Committee on Ways and Means

House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Linder:
Thank you for your April 9, 2009, letter requesting additional information to complete the
record for the “Joint Hearing on Eliminating the Social Security Disability Backlog,” held on
March 24, 2009. Enclosed you will find the answers to your questions.
I hope this information is helpful. If I may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to
contact me, or your staff may contact Angela Amett, our Acting Deputy Commissioner for
Legislative and Regulatory Affairs, at (202) 358-6030.

Sincerely,

/s/

Michael J. Astrue

Enclosure

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION  BALTIMORE MD 21235-0001



Questions for the Record Subsequent to the March 24, 2009 Hearing
Before the House Committee on Ways and Means
Subcommittees on Social Security and Income Security and Family Support

1. The President’s Fiscal Year 2010 budget (p.18) says the Administration would like to
""work with Congress to revisit asset limits for Federal means-tested programs.” In the
last Congress, senior Democrat Representative John Conyers introduced a bill (H.R. 3172)
that would repeal asset limits for the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program under
the Ways and Means Committee’s jurisdiction. Under the Conyers bill, any disabled
person who currently has a low income would be eligible for SSI, regardless of how much
he or she has saved in the bank or in stocks, regardless of how big a house he or she might
own, and regardless of how much his or her car costs.

Does the Social Security Administration (SSA) support the policy in the Conyers bill? If
not, what asset limit reform policy does the Obama Administration support, specifically

with regard to the SSI program? Also, how many more SSI recipients would there be if

asset limits were eliminated? How much would that cost?

We fully support the Administration's proposal to revisit asset limits for Federal means-tested
programs. While we have not yet taken a position with regard to the specific provisions in H.R.
3172, we note that during the last 20 years, the SSI resource limit has not been raised and there
have been no significant changes in the types or amounts of resources excluded from
consideration.

Because we have limited data on the number of persons who might become eligible for SSI
benefits if the asset test were completely eliminated, we would need to develop better data to
fully explore revising these asset limits.

2. A January 8, 2009 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) report entitled “Improving
the Accuracy and Integrity of Federal Payments” indicates that 12 programs accounted
for approximately 90 percent of reported improper payments for a total of an estimated
$6S billion in fiscal year 2008. Included in this “top 12” list is the Social Security
Administration’s (SSA’s) SSI program with estimated fiscal year 2008 improper payments
of $4.5 billion -- a rate of over 10 percent. This 10 percent improper payment rate is up
substantially from the fiscal year 2004 rate of 7.4 percent. What are the main causes of
these improper payments, and what is the SSA doing to reduce the number of improper
payments? What can Congress do to help with this effort?

The amount and number of incorrect payments have grown primarily because we have had to
reduce the number of redeterminations due to a lack of resources. As discussed in my
testimony, we are now beginning to increase the volume of redeterminations. In FY 2009, we
will perform 1,711,000 redeterminations, an increase of 490,000 over the FY 2008 level. As
part of a government-wide effort to reduce improper payments, the FY 2010 President’s Budget
includes a significant increase in our funding for program integrity activities, including
redeterminations. In FY 2010, we plan to process 2,322,000 redeterminations, which would be
over 600,000 more redeterminations than we expect to complete in F'Y 2009.



In FY 2008, the two major reasons for improper payments in the SSI program were recipients’
failure to fully report wages that they earned or funds that they held in financial accounts.
Between FY 2004 and FY 2007, these types of improper payments grew to $400 million and
$500 million, respectively.

To address these major causes of payment error, we have a number of initiatives underway that
will permit us to obtain information we need to pay beneficiaries correctly. One such initiative
is the Telephone Wage Reporting project, which permits working SSI recipients to easily report
wages. We are gradually increasing the number of participants in the program. Another
initiative is the Access to Financial Institutions project in which we access account information
directly from the financial community. This project is currently operating in three States:
California, New Jersey, and New York. The FY 2010 President’s Budget includes language
which would allow us to expand asset verification initiatives such as the Access to Financial
Institutions project, if these projects are found to be as cost-effective as redeterminations.

The President’s budget request included an adjustment in the overall allocation for annual
appropriations for program integrity reviews; but experience tells us that these allocations
aren’t ironclad, particularly when funding is provided through a continuing resolution or
if some funds are later rescinded. Have you talked to OMB and the appropriators about
some type of no-year capital budget to fund program integrity efforts or needed
technology investments?

Our FY 2009 appropriation allows us to begin to reverse the overall decline in program integrity
reviews. The FY 2010 President’s Budget provides us with $758 million to further increase our
program integrity efforts. These efforts will further ensure that the Government spends tax
dollars efficiently and that we correctly pay benefits only to those persons who are eligible.

In FY 2009, we plan to process 1,079,000 periodic CDRs, including 329,000 medical CDRs.
The President's budget allows us to maintain the higher level of medical CDRs in FY 2010. We
also plan to process 2,322,000 SSI redeterminations. Even with this increase, we will still
perform fewer program integrity reviews than we did earlier in this decade.

We have had tight budgets in the recent past, and when resources are limited, we must balance
our program integrity efforts against maintaining service to the public. Sustained, adequate, and
timely funding is vital to ensuring our ability to meet both our important service and
stewardship commitments. The additional funding provided by Congress in FY 2009 is helping
us make a positive difference in all of the work we do.

Regarding a no-year capital budget to fund needed technology investments, we have considered
this and are extremely grateful for the additional $500 million in no-year funding for a new
National Computer Center. We look forward to discussing with you how the President’s Budget
will help us with other necessary investments to modernize our information technology
infrastructure and provide 21 century customer service to the public.



4. Please explain how average hearing processing time is defined. Why is there so much
fluctuation in the hearing offices’ numbers?

We define average processing time (APT) as the average number of calendar days from the
hearing request date to the disposition date for all dispositions during a reporting period.
Differences in data can occur because we may be calculating APT for different reporting
periods. For example, the APT for a certain month usually would be different than the APT for
FY to date, i.e., calculating APT for all dispositions from the beginning of the fiscal year to the
date the APT is calculated. The best barometer for APT is the fiscal-year-to-date calculation.

In addition, the APT varies from hearing office to hearing office because some offices have
more aged cases than other offices. Thus, offices with high numbers of aged cases due to large
backlogs and offices that assist other offices in processing their aged case workload tend to have
higher APTs.

Due to the many obstacles to expansion of the hearing offices, the location and size of the
hearing offices is essentially the same as it was twenty years ago, even though the demographics
of the claimant population have changed dramatically. We have undertaken with our recent
expansion to take changed demographics into account, which is why the expansions are focused
in the Rust Belt and Southwest.

5. Last year, for the first time, your Chief Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) set a production
expectation for the Agency’s 1000+ judges. He asked each judge to process between 500
and 700 cases during the year. On average, how many cases is that per day? How did
your Chief Judge arrive at this number? What are you doing about those that failed to
achieve the goal?

The Chief Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) requested all ALJs to process 500700 dispositions
each fiscal year. Since there are approximately 250 work days in the fiscal year, each ALJ
would need to decide, on average, between 2 to 2.8 cases per work day. We used personal
experience and historical data to set the goals. The Office of the Inspector General (OIG)
performed an independent review in February 2008 and agreed that this ALJ productivity level
was reasonable. Combined with other backlog initiatives, we will eliminate the hearing backlog
by 2013 if the ALJs meet these goals.

We currently use benchmarks and timeliness measures to address ALJ performance issues. We
have established benchmarks for processing cases through all major steps, from receipt of the
hearing request to a decision. We counsel ALJs whose case processing takes longer than the
benchmarks. In addition, we have formed a cross-component workgroup to review issues
related to ALJ performance, including identifying the steps we can legally take to establish an
acceptable productivity level. Until we complete this review, we will continue to address i issues
related to ALJ productivity based upon timeliness.

6. Data provided to Representative Tiberi regarding the Office of Disability Adjudication
and Review in Columbus, OH suggests the number of pending disability cases has
increased from FYO08 to FY09. Pending cases have increased from 8,461 in FY08 to 9,640
in FY09 and the average number of cases per ALJ has increased from 826 in FY08 to 945
in FY09.



The current average annual ALJ production expectation of between 500-700 cases is
significantly lower than the average number of cases pending per judge in the Columbus
office. When will the number of pending cases in the Columbus office decrease? What
resources are being used to help this office operate more efficiently, and are there any
plans to add more Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) and/or other staff to increase case
processing capacity?

Representative Tiberi accurately cited the data for the Columbus hearing office. The office
ended FY 2008 with 8,461 cases pending, and at the end of February 2009, there were 9,640
cases pending. Also, at the end of February, there were 944.60 pending cases per ALJ,
reflecting an increase over the 826.10 pending cases per ALJ at the end of FY 2008.

The Columbus hearing office began receiving assistance from the Springfield, MA hearing
office in 2008 as part of our Service Area Realignment initiative. The Springfield hearing office
is responsible for hearing cases from the Mansfield, OH, and Wooster, OH, service areas, which
were previously heard by the Columbus hearing office. This fiscal year, the Columbus hearing
office has also received assistance from the San Francisco Screening Unit.

In addition, we plan to establish a new hearing office in Toledo, OH, in FY 2010, which will
service areas currently handled by the Columbus hearing office. We will closely monitor the
Columbus hearing office’s situation and if necessary, may transfer additional cases out of the
Columbus hearing office or realign the Columbus hearing office’s service area.

In FY 2008, we placed two additional ALIJs in the Columbus hearing office, bringing the total
number of ALJs to 10. The office has physical capacity for only 10 ALJs, so we cannot place
any additional ALJs in that office this fiscal year. However, the hearing office plans to fill one
additional support staff position this fiscal year.

ALJ productivity in Columbus is currently near the lowest in the country and we are hopeful
that additional resources and counseling will improve their productivity.

. In your written testimony, you said that you might need 1,400-1,450 ALJs to handle the
increasing hearings backlog. What can the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) do to
help you hire ALJs?

The Commissioner recently spoke at length with OPM Director Berry about the short-term
problem in hiring ALJs and our long-term issues, and asked that the register of ALJs be
refreshed as soon as possible. The Commissioner and the Director have a shared understanding
of the challenges that must be addressed and share a commitment to expeditiously addressing
these challenges. In ongoing dialogue with OPM staff over the last several months, we have
asked OPM to make three changes to the schedule for ALJ certification to better meet our needs.

First, OPM refreshed the register of eligible ALJ candidates by readministering the examination
in 2008 and adding new names. On March 6, 2009, we received a certificate of eligible ALJ
candidates.



Second, we have alerted OPM of our plan to hire 400 ALJs, which would bring the total to
1,450 ALJs. In addition, other agencies would hire ALJs from the same register. We have
already requested and obtained certificates with enough highly-qualified candidates to enable us
to hire about half of the 400. We will continue to work with OPM to ensure that on an ongoing
basis the ALJ register contains enough qualified candidates to meet our needs.

Third, we asked OPM to refresh the register no later than November of each year. Doing so
would allow us to hire ALJs early in a fiscal year and ensure that the newly-hired ALJs are
productive through a greater portion of that fiscal year than if we had to hire ALJs later in that
fiscal year.

Finally, OPM has the authority, where appropriate under the applicable statutory and regulatory
criteria, to grant dual compensation waivers so that annuitants may be reemployed without
salary offset. OPM recently gave us dual compensation waiver authority for specific mission-
critical positions which support the work of the ALJs. The authority expires December 31,
2010, and is to be used to meet staffing needs related to the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act. Under our dual compensation waiver authority, reemployed annuitants must
perform duties that directly or indirectly reduce the disability and retirement claims backlogs.
Alternatively, they must train and mentor recently hired, reassigned, or promoted staff who
performs those duties. OPM previously has granted dual compensation waiver authority to
reemploy retired ALJs under appropriate circumstances.

Are electronic disability folders being used by all of the hearing offices? Would you say
that the use of technology, specifically the use of computers, is a cornerstone of the
hearings business process? Are all judges computer literate? If not, how many aren’t and
what impact does this have on the rest of the employees in that judge’s office? What’s
being done to bring these judges into the 21st century?

Yes, all hearing offices use electronic disability folders. Electronic folders provide reliable
accessibility and allow for more efficient workload processing as work can be moved
"seamlessly” among components. It became abundantly clear during our response to Hurricane
Katrina that maintaining electronic rather than paper files was a much more efficient, and safer,
way to do business. We house the electronic files on remote servers—away from office
locations where calamity or natural disasters may damage them.

Our employees must have certain computer skills to function in the electronic case environment.
For example, we use our Case Processing and Management System to provide

information and to move work through the electronic business process. All new ALJs receive
electronic folder training just as all judges received the training when we introduced electronic
folders. As in any organization, our employees, including our ALJs, have varying degrees of
proficiency in using these tools.

With the impending rollout of the standardized electronic business process, we will provide
additional "hands-on" training. Currently we are surveying all ALJs to determine the level of
computer proficiency within the ALJ corps. The results of this survey will help determine what
additional training is needed to assure that all ALJs can proficiently process our electronic



workloads. We do agree, however, that judges who refuse to use electronic disability folders
are slowing justice for claimants. We are actively taking steps to address this issue.

Page 4 of your written testimony includes some stunning numbers about the workloads
you face. For example, the SSA verified about 1 billion Social Security numbers (SSNs)
last year, which is an amazing 270 times the number of retirement and survivor claims you
processed (3.7 million). How much of that Social Security number (SSN) verification
caseload is automated, as opposed to comprising a significant employee workload? On
page 21 of your testimony, you discuss how you are developing strategies to reduce SSN
related workloads. Please provide more specifics on these efforts, including what
resources they might free up for other work.

The vast majority of the Social Security number (SSN) verification workload is automated.
However, mismatches resulting from verification processes generate significant work for our
field offices.

Currently, State vital records agencies in all 50 States, plus the jurisdictions of New York City,
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, participate in the Enumeration at Birth (EAB)
process. EAB, which began as a pilot in 1987, allows parents to request SSNs for their
newborns as part of the hospital birth registration process. Approximately 96 percent of SSN
cards for newborns are issued via EAB.

Our Quick, Simple, and Safe SSN initiative focuses on using automation to improve service and
free up field office resources in the enumeration process. Included in that initiative are:

o Decrease the Demand for Replacement SSN Cards: As part of this effort, we are promoting
the use of our electronic services and data exchanges, as appropriate, to minimize field
office traffic. For example, we have verification systems available to, and data exchanges
with, the States and the U.S. military, yet State agencies and military recruiters frequently
send persons to our field offices to apply for replacement Social Security cards when they
could verify the SSNs on-line more quickly and more easily. Increasing the use of our
electronic verification systems would result in decreased demand for replacement Social
Security cards.

e Use Video Conferencing Technology: In 2008, we began to test the use of video technology
to offer persons—who would otherwise travel long distances to reach a field office—the
convenience of filing for replacement SSN cards via video. We have used video technology
to conduct claims-related business in the Denver region for over 5 years. In October 2008,
we began a pilot in North Dakota to use video technology in the SSN application process
and will expand the pilot to Wyoming in April 2009 in order to gather sufficient information
to analyze the pilot’s success.

e Explore On-Line Replacement Cards: We are developing a process that would allow
applicants to complete SSN replacement card applications online. After we have developed
an authentication protocol, we will be able to issue some cards without the applicant visiting
a field office. Other applicants will still be required to submit documentation by mail or in
person at a field office or card center.




Implement Signature Proxy for SSN Cards: Signature proxy allows applicants for original
SSNs and replacement SSN cards to apply for the card without providing a "wet" signature,
thus eliminating paper from the SSN application process. The new, redesigned SSN
application system called SSNAP will use signature proxy. We will begin the SSNAP
phase-in in August 2009. Signature proxy is critical to the implementation of on-line
replacement SSN cards.

Expand Enumeration at Entry (EAE): We are negotiating with the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS) to expand the EAE process, in which DHS and the Department of State
collect enumeration data and take SSN applications as part of the immigration process.

Research Auto Cards at Marriage/Divorce: We are researching the feasibility of
automatically issuing corrected SSN cards at marriage and divorce. If implemented, the
project would involve Federal/State collaboration in which State agencies electronically
collect information, such as name changes, necessary to update our SSN records. This
project would expand the role of the State vital records agencies.

10. As Commissioner, we know a key priority of yours is ensuring as many of your employees
as possible are directly serving the public in order to address the increasing number of
new and backlogged claims.

How many people deliver direct service to the public?
Presently, 55,692 employees (or 86 percent of all employees) are in direct service positions.

How many people support those delivering direct service?
We have 8,919 employees (or 14 percent of all employees) who support the direct service
employees.

How many people work in Headquarters?
A total of 8,089 employees (or 13 percent of all employees) work at headquarters.

How many people work in Regional Offices?
A total of 1,948 employees (or 3 percent of all employees) work in regional offices.

Are you hiring those who directly serve the public (through field offices, hearing
offices, phone centers, etc.) at the same rate as Headquarters and other support
personnel?

No. We are hiring for direct service positions at a higher rate than support staff
positions. Ninety-four percent of our new hires are in direct service positions.

What are you doing to ensure as many of your employees as possible are serving the
public?

Our number one priority is to hire front-line staff who directly serve the public. However,
those front-line employees cannot provide the best possible service without sufficient
support staff to develop the service delivery tools required to get the work done and to get it
done with greater efficiency. Support staff are critical in our efforts to coordinate work,
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improve and expand existing automation, and continue development of our telephone and
Internet services. Support staff employees also work to improve our in-office service
delivery by conducting the analysis to streamline policy, establish Social Security Card
Centers, and provide self-help computers and video service delivery. Support staff also
conduct administrative tasks, such as processing personnel actions, writing policy
instructions, and carrying out budget oversight.

The incoming request did not include a Question #11.

While over 53% of the SSA staff is eligible to retire by 2017, new OPM estimates indicate
2,100 federal employees expected to retire between 2009 and 2011 will delay retirement
due to the economy. How will the SSA's workforce be impacted? Does this change your
hiring plans? The current Field Office Management Association President has indicated
that this delay provides an increased opportunity for mentoring new employees. Does the
agency have plans to improve service delivery training given the larger numbers of
experienced staff available?

Our statistics show that the downward trend in the U.S. economy has had minimal effect on
retirements in our workforce. Our retirement projections have been within the expected range.
Therefore, we do not anticipate that OPM’s estimate of delayed retirements across the Federal
Government will have a significant impact on our agency.

We base our hiring plans on our budget, on the expected level of our workloads, and on the
number of employees whom we anticipate will leave the agency. While the number of
employees retiring in FY 2008 decreased slightly compared to the previous 4 years, our
workload demands have steadily increased. This year, we plan to hire more employees than we
anticipate losing in order to meet our rising workload demands.

Mentor support and on-the-job training are vital to the success of our employees. We mentor all
newly-hired employees according to their needs.

In FY 2009, we will begin developing a pilot for transforming entry-level training for direct
service employees. We plan on using different training modalities such as Video on Demand,
hands on learning, online lessons, and Interactive Video Training. Our plan will increase the
use of technology for training as well as address the learning styles of four generations of
employees working at our agency.

State Departments of Motor Vehicles are moving in the direction of promoting online
customer service by charging a small fee for people who continue to seek face to face
services. Is that something the SSA is considering? What is the SSA doing, and what
options are you considering, to allocate the SSA’s resources to deliver efficient customer
service?

We have no plan at this time to charge fees for our program-based services, but we understand
that Congress may need to consider this option for certain services. We currently charge fees
for the work we do to respond to non-program requests by third parties, such as insurance
companies requesting disability information or mortgage companies requesting Social Security
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number verifications.

In addition to placing employees in key locations, we also have a broad array of initiatives under
way to improve our customer service and make it more efficient. These initiatives include
efforts to further automate complex workloads, to streamline policies and procedures, to create
new and improved Internet and telephone service options, and to improve training for our front-
line service employees. We are also using innovative technologies within our field offices to
improve customer service. For example, in some offices we have placed televisions in waiting
areas to inform the public about our services. In other offices, the public has the option to
conduct business on-line with a self-help computer that links to our Internet services, rather than
waiting for an available customer service representative. Additionally, Video Conferencing
Technology, in field offices and at third party locations provides claims-related service to
customers in remote areas and helps handle spikes in office visitor traffic.

How do the SSA’s technology costs per employee compare with other similar industries?
Are there activities that the SSA could automate with relative ease that would free staff
resources but due to other priorities have not been done? If so, what are they? Please
explain how automation requests for the Agency are prioritized.

In FY 2008, the average information technology (IT) cost per employee was $13,706." The
December 15, 2008, Gartner paper “IT Key Metrics Data 2009: Executive Summary” reports
average IT spending per employee of $24,823 for the insurance industry and $24,391 for the
banking and finance industry.

We focus our automation efforts on major projects requiring substantial IT investments, such as:

» automating the disability claims process;

s developing web-based applications that will increase our ability to provide services over the
Internet;

« initiating seamless processing, which will integrate data collection, development, and
adjudication; and

+ developing health information technology to request, receive, and review health records.

The Information Technology Advisory Board (ITAB) governs the agency’s IT investment
decisions. The ITAB is chaired by the Chief Information Officer and is composed of the Acting
Deputy Commissioner of Social Security, the Chief of Staff, all Deputy Commissioner-level
executives, and other executive staff. Its primary responsibilities include prioritizing all
requests for automation. The driving forces behind our process include, but are not limited to,
return on investment, legislative and court mandates, and audit findings and recommendations.

A request for automation starts as a proposal. Lower level review panels, known as “portfolio
teams,” review and evaluate the proposals for their anticipated return on investment and to
ensure that they will promote the goals and objectives in our Strategic Plan. The portfolio team
passes its recommendations to the ITAB for its consideration. The ITAB meets at least four

' We computed this per employee cost by dividing our total FY 2008 IT budget (§1,074,204,523) by the total
number of full-time, part-time, and State disability determination service employees (78,376).
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times a year to create, and then modify, a two-year IT plan based on portfolio team
recommendations and to make other IT investment decisions.

At the hearing, several individuals mentioned the SSA’s need for additional resources to
hire and train more workers. The following is from a February 9, 2009 SSA Inspector
General document: “We determined that on average 1,450 out of 71,000 SSA employees
(approximately 2 percent) had instances of AWOL [absent without leave] each year from
2005 to 2007.” Is this a real problem? What steps have you taken to ensure current SSA
employees are actually showing up for work and putting in a full and productive day on
the job?

We believe the use of AWOL in our agency is not a problem considering the total number of
hours worked by our employees compared to the total number of AWOL hours. Our employees
work over 135 million hours each year, and approximately 100,000 hours are charged to
AWOQOL. Thus, AWOL hours represent about 0.07 percent of total hours worked.

The February 2009 Inspector General's report stated that employees are charged AWOL for a
variety of reasons that fall under three main categories: 1) employees who fail to request leave
properly, 2) employees who essentially abandon their positions with no intention of returning to
work, and 3) employees who are legitimately ill and have exhausted all available accrued leave,
donated leave, and entitlements under the Family and Medical Leave Act.

We continue to address this important human capital issue with managers. Through ongoing
training, such as Personnel Management Workshops, provided throughout the year, we advise
managers on the various types of leave, proper leave usage, and related discipline to ensure the
consistent and accurate application of leave policies agency-wide. In addition, our human
resources professionals routinely advise supervisors and managers on methods to deal with
employees who have leave-related problems, from the first time an employee fails to comply
with leave rules through progressive discipline for AWOL. We also provide information on
personnel issues through our online websites as well as Interactive Video Training broadcasts on
such topics as “Effective Leave Management.” The broadcasts are available to all supervisors
nationwide through our websites as well as by Video on Demand.

In your oral testimony, you said that the error rate of online applications was not
significant. What is the accuracy rate of claims filed online as compared to claims filed in
a Social Security office?

We track the accuracy rate of claims by determining whether payments awarded in the
application process are accurate based on our policies and procedures. In FY 2008, the
overpayment dollar accuracy rates were 99.31 percent for field offices and 98.66 percent for
Internet claims. The FY 2008 underpayment dollar accuracy rates were 96.84 percent for field
office claims and 96.89 percent for Internet claims. The accuracy rate differences between field
offices and Internet claims are not statistically significant. The FY 2008 Internet accuracy data
do not include claims filed through iClaims, the new online Social Security benefit application,
which was not operational until December 2008.
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17. We are very concerned about the deteriorating condition of the National Computer Center

18.

(NCC) and your ability to recover all the data you need to process claims and issue checks
in a timely manner after a disaster. What is the current and planned backup strategy for
the SSA’s computer system?

If the NCC fails, there would be little loss of information, and beneficiaries would continue to
receive benefits. '

We currently maintain disaster recovery capabilities using a commercial hot-site recovery
location. Each year we test the process and procedures necessary to recover our IT resources
and data. As our data resources continue to grow, eventually the use of a commercial recovery
site will no longer be feasible. Because of this limitation, we began construction of the
Secondary Support Center (SSC) and initiated the Information Technology Operations
Assurance (ITOA) project.

We plan to move part of the NCC’s information to the SSC beginning this month. We will
continue to create multiple backup copies of critical data on a daily basis. One copy will remain
onsite within the NCC, and the remaining copy will be shipped offsite. Thus, should the NCC
be damaged or destroyed, the most that would be lost is the last 24 hours of data.

Under the ITOA project, we will copy the data resources of the NCC and the SSC to each other
daily. We will equip each site with computing capacity that will allow it to assume the service
delivery requirements of the other site should there be a failure. The goal is to provide for
recovery of a failed data center within 24 hours and with no more that 1 hour’s data loss. The
ITOA project is currently underway and on schedule for completion in calendar year (CY) 2012.

While the ITOA project moves toward completion, we are rapidly increasing the SSC’s
capability to provide additional protection for a loss of the NCC. We will add capacity to the
SSC in CY 2009 to allow it to support data recovery operations for the NCC. We will continue
to use the commercial hot-site until we can upgrade the SSC and test the recovery process to
ensure all critical systems and data are protected.

You have been given substantial funds to establish a new NCC. What is the timeframe for
its completion? Do you have a cross-component response team ready to respond to
inquiries from the General Services Administration and OMB? What can be done to
expedite this process and how can Congress help?

We are working with the General Services Administration (GSA) to establish an accelerated
project plan to com