28" STATEWIDE INVESTIGATING GRAND JURY
REPORT NUMBER 1

I. INTRODUCTION

We, the members of the Twenty-Eighth Statewide Investigating Grand Jury,
having received evidence pertaining to matters of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
pursuant to Notice of Submission Number 4, do hereby make the following findings of
fact and recommendations.

This Grand Jury investigation initially was commenced before the 25" Statewide
Investigating Grand Jury in August of 2007 as the result of public allegations of potential
public corruption and criminal misconduct within the Pennsylvania General Assembly.
Upon the expiration of that Grand Jury, this investigation was transferred to the 28"
Statewide Investigating Grand Jury in March of 2008. As part of that corruption
investigation, this Grand Jury has issued Presentments against 24 individuals employed
by or associated with cither the House Democratic Caucus or House Republican Caucus,
including five current or former state representatives.' This Grand Jury also has
investigated the Senate caucuses; that aspect of the investigation, as well as certain
aspects of the investigation involving the two House caucuses, remains ongoing and will
continue even after the expiration of this Grand Jury.

Both in this investigation and in the preparation of this Report, the Grand Jury has
continued to be guided by the words of the Pennsylvania Superior Court when it stated
that an elected representative is “not allowed to direct state-paid employees under his

authority to conduct campaign/or fundraising work, during state paid time, for his

: The 25" Statewide Investigating Grand Jury issued a Presentment against an additional state

representative, Sean Ramaley. The Presentment issued by the 26" Statewide Investigating Grand Jury
included individuals who were also the subjects of a Presentment issued by this Grand Jury.



personal benefit.” Such actions secure “a private monetary advantage” for an elected
representative because, “by having state employees work for him on his campaign and/or
fundraising tasks while they were being paid by the state, he obtained the benefit of free
campaign work funded by the taxpayers.”

Commonwealth v. Habay, 943 A.2d 732, 738 (Pa. Super. 2007).

While mindful of the ongoing investigation into the corruption of the
Pennsylvania General Assembly, this Grand Jury has prepared the following Report,
which demonstrates the systemic problems that permeate the Pennsylvania House of
Representatives. The Grand Jury stresses that this Report is not based solely on the
activities of those charged in this investigation, but rather on an overall view of the

General Assembly.

II. HISTORICAL AND NATIONAL CONTEXT
In the words of Professor Alan Rosenthal,’

Pennsylvania, the Legislature, exists in a time warp.
Whereas in the other 49 states, time seems 1o have changed
and things have changed. Pennsylvania is still living back
then. It’s still doing what all the states did in the 1950s and
1560s.

I don’t understand why. It's not that you don’t have
any communication systems here. You do hear about the
outside world. There is television. It is pretty inexcusable,
I think, if Legislators who are responsible for their
institution, if they don’t understand — they passed the laws
that prohibit this [use of public funds for campaign work}.

1 didn’t. Youdidn’t. They passed the law[. FJor them to
be expected to obey the laws[] is not expecting a lot of your
Legislature.

"

Alan Rosenthal is a Political Science professor at Rutgers University. He has studied state
legislatures for the past 40 years. As part of that process, Professor Rosenthal has taught about state
legistatures, has consulted directly with state legislatures around the country, and has had numerous books
published on topics related to state legislatures. His work has eamed him accolades from, among other
sources, the National Conference of State Legislatures. His testimony before this Grand Jury was highly
instructive.



Pennsylvania’s General Assembly, which predates even the First Continental
Congress, is tasked by Article 111 of the Pennsylvania Constitution to consider and pass
legislation, including “paying out public moneys.” The unfortunate tendency of the
legislative branch of government to expand itself beyond those core functions was
understood by every state, inctuding Pennsylvania, but that tendency was limited by the
part-time nature of the state legislatures. For more than 150 years of our country’s
history, all of the state legislatures in this nation were part-time bodies, consisting of
citizens who would gather for approximately two or three months every two years. The
legislators would meet, take care of their core functions of making necessary laws and
agreeing on budgetary issues, and return to their private pursuits. For their limited public
service, they received limited compensation, or in few instances, no compensation.

Beginning in the 1960’s, however, there was a general push toward more
“professional” [egislatures. State legislators in many states began to meet for longer
periods of time, to hire more and more staff, and to increase the salaries of both the state
legistators and the staff. Today, in many states, including California, Massachusetts,
Nlinois, Ohio, and Pennsylvania, the legislatures have become officially or practically
full-time, with corresponding increases in the cost of maintaining the legislatures and

staff’

3 California sports the highest paid legislators in the nation at an approximate average salary of

$130,000 per year. No other state comes close to that. However, at $78,314.66 per year {excluding perks
and other benefits), Pennsylvania’s rank-and-file legislators enjoy one of the highest salaries in the country.
Various members of the legislative leadership make ever more money, up to $122,254.19 per year for the
Speaker of the House (excluding perks and other benefits). By contrast, state legislators in New Hampshire
are paid $100 per year. State legislators in New Mexico receive no annual salary; rather, they receive “per
diem™ distributions for the days they are in session, and nothing more. The state legislators in both New
Hampshire and New Mexico are part-time,



Many witnesses who testified before us, and indeed many of those against whom
the Grand Jury issued Presentments in this investigation, claim in essence that “no one’s
guilty because everybody does it.” In terms of the practice of using state time and
resources to do campaign work, the Grand Jury concedes that this is far from a new
phenomenon. In the 1950’s and 1960’s, campaigning on state time was not abnormal
according to Grand Jury testimony. At that time there also were few, if any, rules or
regulations to prevent, discourage, or outlaw such behavior. However, as of the 1970’s
and beyond, using state resources to do campaign work has been and is illegal in nearly
all states, including Pennsylvania. The failure of the General Assembly to follow laws,
which were in fact passed by the General Assembly, and which have been in place for
nearly 40 years, demonstrates once again the truth of Professor Rosenthal’s observation
of the “time warp™ surrounding the Pennsylvania General Assembly.

To be sure, Pennsylvania’s has not been the only “time warp” state legislature in
the country. In the 1980’s, the New York state legisiature became mired in controversy
for putting people on its payroll whe did nothing but campaign work. Once revealed,
there was public outcry and the practice was severely condemned. In connection with
that scheme, the District Attorney of Manhattan charged the New York Senate minority
leader with 564 counts of conspiracy, grand larceny, and other related charges. Shortly
thereafter, in New Jersey there was a scandal that came to be referred to as “computer-
gate,” under which Democrats in the state legislature were using their state computers for
campaign activity. There, although the practice was severely condemned through a
Grand Jury investigation, New Jersey law was too ambiguous to proceed with criminal

charges at the time the conduct occurred. Not long after “computer-gate”, members of



the legislative staff in Washington state were caught doing campaign work on state time;
there were no criminal charges but various individuals and entities were fined $300,000.
In each of those instances, after the use of state resources to perform campaign work was
revealed, the respective legislatures took reactive steps to clean up their acts and eradicate
such behavior. Despite those public condemnations in several states, similar activity was
uncovered in Wisconsin in the early 2000’s. In this instance, criminal indictments and
convictions of legislators followed.
Professor Rosenthal described to the Grand Jury his reaction to the Wisconsin
convictions:
My reaction there, quite honestly, was, what’s wrong with
these [legislators]? Don’t they pay attention? This can’t be
done anymore. Yes, it was done in the 1950s and the
1960s. It was okay. But our standards have changed. The
laws have changed. What [the public] demand[s] has
changed, whether [the legislators] like it or not.
Accordingly, for anyone paying attention to the legislative landscape in the
United States (or, according to Professor Rosenthal, anyone who has a television), it has
been clear for decades that the use of public resources for poiitical campaigns is wholly
inappropriate, and in most cases, illegal. The Grand Jury is unaware of any “time warp”
defense to criminal charges involving the use of state resources for campaign work; in
any event, ignorance of the law is no excuse.
Simply put, under the Pennsylvania Constitution the Pennsylvania General
Assembly exists 1o debate and enact laws. Both elected legislators and all of those

individuals who work in the General Assembly are tasked with carrying out that basic

task by representing the interests of their constituents.



Since the founding of our Commonwealth, however, these basic principles have
been obscured, then ignored, and finally cast aside or buried by the overwhelming
majority of the elected members and staff of the Pennsylvania House Democratic Caucus
and House Republican Caucus. “Serving the constituents” metastasized into “serving
myself may ultimately serve the constituents.” For some, including each and every one
of those individuals charged in Presentments issued as part of this investigation, the
mantra was perverted further into simply “serving myself.” This perversion of the basic
principle of any legislature manifested itself in a variety of ways during this investigation.
Some, but by no means all, of those perversions are listed later in this Report.

lI. TAXPAYER-FUNDED POLITICAL CAUCUSES MUST END

Ore “time warp” issue raised by Professor Rosenthal is the creation, use, and
maintenance of taxpayer funded partisan political caucuses in Pennsylvania. As currently
constituted, each political party has a caucus in each chamber of the Pennsylvania
General Assembly (House Democratic Caucus (HDC), House Republican Caucus (HRC),
Senate Democratic Caucus (SDC), and Senate Republican Caucus (SRC)). These entities
exist in the shadows of the law’, as the years go by eating up more and more taxpayer
resources with little to no tangible benefit to the taxpayers of Pennsylvania. The
taxpayers of Pennsylvania elect individual members to public office, not an amorphous
creature called a “caucus” that consumes resources, is answerable to a select few, and

delivers no tangible benefits to the taxpayers.

¢ Even assuming for purposes of argument that Pennsylvania law allows the funding of partisan

political caucuses, the Grand Jury recommends that such an antiquated system be abolished immediately.
Other states, including but not limited to Virginia, function perfectly well without taxpayer funded political
Caucuscs.



A, Number of Legislative Employees

Evidence presented to the Grand Jury established that there are currently 2805
staff people employed by the Pennsylvania General Asse:mbly.S The Grand Jury received
conflicting information as to whether or not this number included contract employees.
With 253 elected members (50 senators and 203 representatives), that equates to, on
average, more than 9 support staff individuals for each state representative and 17 staff
for each state senator. Despite the best efforts of numerous witnesses before the Grand
Jury, nobody was able to justify such a large number of employees for this body. On the
contrary, there was a virtual consensus among those who have worked inside the
Legislature for many years that the number of employees could be significantly cut with
no measurable decrease in the ability of each Member to perform his legislative duties
and to serve his constituents.

For example, one former high-ranking member of the HDC told the Grand Jury
that out of 911 staffers employed by his caucus,’ only about 350 of those employees were
truly necessary for the daily operations of the Caucus. In other words, more than half of
the HDC employees currently paid by the taxpayers are superfluous. The Director of
Staffing and Administration for the HDC from 2001 through 2007 went even further,
testifying that “You could probably operate, assuming it is a full-time Legislature, having
hearings, you could probably operate on one-quarter to one-third of the staff if properly
organized....” Another witness, who was employed by the HDC from 2001 through

2008, concurred with these assessments, testifying that “there is way too much staff, way

3 This number would include both Harrisburg and the hundreds of district offices. The House of

Representative employs, excluding interns, 1918 staffers (HDC 911 staffers, the HRC 797 staffers, and 210
bipartisan staffers). The Senate employs, excluding interns, 887 staffers (SDC 317 staffers, SRC 403
staffers, and 167 bipartisan staffers}).

This figure would include the district offices, as well as Harrisburg,



too many legislative assistants, way too many people that do duplicative work in all
caucuses.”

These unnecessary employees, supported on the backs of Pennsylvania taxpayers,
have resulted, at least in part, from a total lack of accountability in the process of adding
staff in the Pennsylvania House of Representatives. For example, as accepted practice, if
an elected member of the HDC wishes to increase the staffing level of his district office,
he simply goes to the Leader and requests more staff, without having to provide any
justification. In some instances, the reason for requesting additional staff members has
been to compensate for the incompetence of existing staffers. Instead of firing those
incompetent workers, “you would just add more people.” The Grand Jury is appalled by
this practice.

This disturbing overstaffing does not exist solely within the HDC. The head of
District Operations for the HRC estimated, when he testified before the Grand Jury, that
anywhere from 20 to 25 percent of the legislative staff could be cut without significantly
disrupting the core functions of the Legislature. Moreover, former House Republican
Caucus staffer William Tomaselli, conducted a salary study. Mr. Tomaselli told the
Grand Jury that of the 475 staffers employed by the HRC at the time of the salary study,
approximately 289 would actually be needed to conduct legitimate legislative work.’ In
other words, 186 HRC employees couid be eliminated without adversely affecting the
legislative process. According to Mr. Tomaselli, those excess 186 employees cost the

taxpayers approximately $11.2 million per year in salary and benefits.

? These numbers refer only to the HRC employees in Harrisburg. The HRC also employs over one

hundred additional staffers in its district offices throughout the Commonwealth.



The Grand Jury finds that the vast overstaffing problem is linked to the patronage
system within the Legislature, which in turn is a symptom of the “time warp” in which
the Pennsylvania General Assembly operates. Many staff members are hired at the
request of a specific elected member, regardless of the prospective staff member’s
qualifications (or utter lack of qualifications). Predictably, many of those individuals are
not capable of performing the tasks for which they were hired. However, due to the
nature of how they came into the job (i.e., through a politically powerful patron), the staff
member’s position is secure, in fact often more secure than the positions of staff members
who are more adept at their jobs but are less adept at navigating the shifting allegiances
of a “time warp” patronage system. As a result, if the necessary work functions are to be
accomplished, competent staff members must be hired in addition to the patronage hires.
That process, over time, has contributed to the existence of hundreds of legislative
employees who, although paid by the taxpayers to do legislative work, do campaign work
on state time or with state resources, or other non-legislative work, instead of legitimate
legislative work.

According to Mr. Tomaselli, one of the main problems is that much of the work
done_ by legislative employees is either not legislative work or is duplicative of work done
by another state agency or other employees of the Legislature. This theme was echoed by
numerous witnesses before the Grand Jury. Some examples, by no means an exhaustive

list, will help to illustrate the problem.



1. Print Shops

As set forth in more detail elsewhere in this Report, within each house of the
General Assembly, there are two “caucuses,” one for each of the two major political
parties. Each of the four caucuses operates as an independent entity, which maintains its
own staff and, to a large extent, purchases its own equipment. While it is understandable
that certain partisan issues are best addressed within a single caucus, many other issues
are inherently nonpartisan, and therefore do not need to be held separate among the
different caucuses.

For example, the Grand Jury received substantial evidence outlining the fact that
since approximately 1980 the HRC and the HDC each maintain separate print shops.®
Each print shop, in turn, has its own staff and its own set of equipment. The equipment
that each caucus has purchased for its individual print shop has cost millions of taxpayer
dollars. The equipment required for each of the print shops is, in all meaningful
respects, identical. By way of example, the HRC print shop contains four Shinohara
presses, two of which were purchased at a cost of approximately $550,000 - $800,000
each; the other two are leased for a substantial monthly rate. Recently, the HRC also
purchased a digital press, which cost approximately $1 million. The HDC print shop
contains 2 Shinohara presses, 2 newer Ryobi presses, and 4 digital Xerox machines.’
Whether motivated by a perceived need or simply a desire to not be outdone, when one of
the House print shops acquires a particular piece of equipment, the other obtains the same

itern shortly thereafter. This has resulted in each House print shop containing essentially

Before that time, the House was served by a bipartisan print shop.
The equipment referred to here is limited to the most prominent machines for each print shop.

10



the same equipment, highlighting the fact that each print shop is fulfilling the same basic
function as the other.

In terms of cost to the taxpayers, the Grand Jury learned that the combined
salaries and benefits for employees of the HRC print shop in 2009 totaled $1,807,584.40.
The cost of supplies and other miscellaneous expenditures during 2009 totaled
$1,460,746, for a total operating budget of $3,268,330.40. Although the Grand Jury has
yet to obtain the exact amount of money expended in connection with the HDC print
shopm, all of the evidence presented 10 the grand jury suggests that the number of
employees, nature of the work, and type and quantity of equipment are basically the same
for the HRC and HDC print shops.

While other legitimate purposes could surely be offered, the basic purpose of the
legislative print shop is to print brochures, letterhead, stationary, and mass mailings to
constituents for the members of the General Assembly.’' There is nothing partisan about
this work that would require more than one print shop to serve the entire House of
Representatives.'® To maintain separate print shops for the different caucuses is a gross
misuse of public resources. The same work could be effectively accomplished with

fewer staff and less equipment if the current HDC and HRC print shops were

0 That aspect of the investigation, as well as the investigation into the Senate print shop. remains

ongoing.
. The Grand Jury was surprised to learn that the print shops discussed in this Report are not
invelved in printing or copying any legislation; that work is done in the State Capitol Building.

1 It is difficult for the Grand Jury to imagine a scenario where a print job would contain material
that was not appropriate for any member of the General Assembly, or its staff, to view. Any mailings or
print jobs that took on a partisan slant would cross the line from legitimate legislative work to political
activity, and would therefore not be appropriate for the publicly funded print shop in any event. The only
reason put forth to the Grand Jury for maintaining separate shops was that the elected members typically
want their print jobs finished immediately. Presumably, a print shop dedicated solely to one caucus will be
more responsive to the requests of the members of that caucus. However, such feelings of individual
entitlement among the members of the General Assembly must give way to the public interest. If that
means a member must wait an exira 24 to 48 hours for a print job to be completed, so be it.

11



consolidated into a single entity, accessible to all members of the House. Should the
legitimate workload exceed the resources available with a single shift of employees, the
Grand Jury recommends a second shift of employees to use the same equipment, not
duplicative print shops at the cost to the taxpayers of millions of dollars.

In contrast to the House, the Grand Jury learned that the Senate has one print shop
that serves all of its members. That print shop contains, with few exceptions, the same
type of equipment as the HDC and HRC print shops discussed earlier in this Report. The
Senate print shop operates with a staff of approximately 11 workers. When new
employees are hired for the Senate print shop, the hiring process is entirely non-partisan
and overseen by the Secretary of the Senate."’

2. Information Technology

Similar to the situation with the print shops, the Grand Jury learned that each of
the four caucuses maintains its own separate information technology (IT) department. In
today’s society, the use of computers and associated equipment is commonplace. Nota
single person who testified before the Grand Jury gave a credible explanation as to why
each caucus needed its own IT budget or IT staff. To the contrary, the Grand Jury finds
that in fact the IT budget for the Pennsylvania House Democratic and Republican
Caucuses was an ideal place to hide “questionable” (i.e. campaign) expenditures from the
prying eyes of the taxpayers.

3. PennDOT
Going beyond the ill-advised parsing of non-partisan activities, as just described,

the Grand Jury was also made aware of the use of legislative resources for a patently non-

3

The Grand Jury received absolutely no information that the operation of the Senate print shop
suffers because it serves both Senate caucuses.

12



legislative function. To the great surprise of the Grand Jury, members of the Legislature
have for years taken on the task of serving as an intermediary for constituents with regard
to the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT). For constituents who
have delayed in updating their vehicle registration, are dealing with a vehicle issue that
requires unfamiliar paperwork to be filed, or who simply do not want to wail in line at
PennDOT, a trip to their state representative often will serve as a substitute. Members of
the legislative staff routinely will complete paperwork for constituents, place phone calls
to PennDOT, and often even physically go to PennDOT to expedite the processing of the
constituents’ paperwork. This “service” is so ingrained that many representatives have
one or more staffers in their district office who are designated as the “go to” people for
PennDOT issues. Even worse, there are d-ozens of employees in the Capito! Building in
Harrisburg whose sole function is to deal with PennDOT inquiries from constituents.
The House Republican Caucus (HRC) maintains a staff of approximately 20
employees in Harrisburg who deal specifically with PennDOT issues. Based ona study
of the numbers from calendar year 2008, it is estimated that the PennDOT-related
employees of the HRC process approximately 123,500 pieces of PennDOT work each
year on behalf of constituents. The annual cost in salary and benefits for those employees
is approximately $895,500. Although the Grand Jury did not receive the annual cost for
the HDC PennDOT operation, the HDC employs 14 full-time staffers whose sole
function is to handle PennDOT work received, directly or indirectly, from constituents.

The HDC PennDOT unit alone handles approximately 100,000 pieces of PennDOT work

L4

Specifically, there are one (1) “PennDOT Supervisor,” three (3) “Assistant PennDOT
Supervisors,” and ten {10) “PennDOT Specialists.”

13



on an annual basis. A significant portion of that work, the Grand Jury was particularly
disturbed to learn, comes from businesses, as opposed to individual constituents."

In addition to the HDC and HRC staff dedicated to PennDOT issues, the Grand
Jury also has Jearned that, in order to accommodate the large number of items received
from the Legislature, PennDOT has created a separate 35 employee unit dedicated to
handling nothing other than the paperwork received from the elected members of the
General Assembly. The nature of the work received is, for the most part, routine license
and registration renewals, and title work. The supervisor of this specialized unit
confirmed that the items they receive from the General Assembly include paperwork
from businesses as well as individual citizens. Not surprisingly, nothing about the work
performed by this unit within PennDOT suggests that there is any need for state
legislators to serve as intermediaries between their constituents and PennDOT.'® The
above figures pertain only to the legislative workers in Harrisburg who are specifically
tasked with handling PennDOT-related work; they do not include the employees of the

hundreds of district offices who perform PennDOT-related work on behalf of

¥ Businesses, including but not limited to car dealers, paving companies, and bakeries have taken

advantage of these legislative resources in order to process their PennDOT paperwork. This reality
contrasts with the image of an elderly constituent in a rural part of the state who is unable to complete his
or her PennDOT paperwork without taxpayer provided assistance that some witnesses before the grand jury
attemnpted to conjure in order to justify the PennDOT waork.

The unit supervisor at PennDOT stated to Office of Attorney General agents that no preference is
given to the processing of items received from members of the General Assembly. Furthermore, it was his
cpinion that using a state representative as an intermediary can sometimes delay the process, as compared
to a citizen using an online renewal procedure or mailing their paperwork directly to PennDOT. This point
of view conflicts with other testimony heard by the Grand Jury, which sought to justify the existence of
PennDOT workers within the General Assembly by suggesting that they were able to expedite the
processing of constituent paperwork. The Grand Jury does not need to resolve this conflict, as our overall
conclusion is the same under either scenario: the processing of PennDOT items is not a proper legislative
function.
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constituents. None of this work, of course, has any legitimate connection to legislative
duties.'” Yet, it is performed by legislative staff, at taxpayer expense.

PennDOT is a publicly created and funded entity that has the exclusive
responsibility of processing all required paperwork pertaining to driver licensing, vehicle
registration, and other issues pertaining to vehicles registered in Pennsylvania. Through
the advent and development of advanced technology, it has become increasingly easier
and faster for Pennsylvania drivers and vehicle owners to perform routine functions such
as renewing a license or vehicle registration. For those items of paperwork that are more
complicated to the average person, PennDOT has employees who are paid to answer
questions and assist with the completion of required forms. If a citizen is in any way
dissatisfied with PennDOT’s resources, there are also private entities, such as AAA or
other “tag services,” that offer assistance with virtually every facet of the car ownership
experience to their members.'® All of the foregoing leads to the inescapable conclusion
that the Legislature has no legitimate justification for using its taxpayer-funded resources

10 assist constituents with their PennDOT issues.'® This practice must end immediately.

" Indeed, the only “justification” offered by those witnesses who testified before the Grand Jury was

that this service was designed to engender good will between the elected member and his constituents,
thereby increasing the chance that said constituents would vote for that elected member in the future. This
is precisely the type of politically-motivated activity that the public should not be forced to fund. Even if
this work had purely altruistic motivations, it is not an appropriate use of legislative resources. The
taxpayers already fund PennDOT, and should not be on the hook for such a duplication of services through
the General Assembly.

1 These organizations are in at least as good of a position as a Jegislative staff member to assist a
person with issues related to PennDOT. The critical difference is that they are paid by their individual
members, who choose to spend their money for that purpose.

" Of course, any elected official who feels strongly about continuing this service to his constituents
would be free to fund such activity out of his campaign coffers, or his private funds.

15



B. Human Resources - Partisan vs. Non-partisan Staff

In another return 1o Professor Rosenthal’s “time warp.” currently most legislative
staff members in Pennsylvania would best be characterized as “partisan.” In other words,
thev are hired by one particular caucus in order to do the work of that caucus, and that
caucus only. In the vast majority of cases, that means that the staff members have the
same political leanings as the members of the caucus for which they work. Moreover, the
hiring of “partisan” staff by each individual caucus means more opportunities for “ghost
employees.”. i.e. emplovees paid by the state 10 perform campaign work or in fact to
perform no work at all in exchange for political contributions or other campaign favors.”
This partisan hiring of staff also occurs because of a severe imbalance between the power
of an individual member and the power of leadership members of a particular caucus.

An excellent example of the peril to the taxpayers posed by partisan staffing is the
former HRC Director of Human Resources, Bernadette Runk. Ms. Runk, who at the time
of her grand jury testimony had 29 vears of experience in the HRC Human Resources
Department, told the Grand Jury, in part, that “[t]here are no organizational charts within
the House Republican Caucus.””' In later testimony, when asked about whether she had
any information from any source about the Republican 1T Department awarding “comp
time” for working on election days, Ms. Runk invoked her Fifth Amendment right

against self-incrimination and refused to answer the question. Despite her paucity of

o One witness told the Grand Jury of an incident in 2007 when he was called into Republican House

Minority Leader “office complex.™ According to this witness, shortly after taking office the Leader gave
the witness a list of 8-10 names and demanded 1o know, “Who are they?” The Grand Jury recommends
that. to the extent possible, all hiring for the General Assembly be performed by a bipartisan Human
Resources Department.

! The Grand Jury notes that multiple other witnesses who testified after Ms. Runk were able to
produce any number of organization charts related to the HRC.
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knowledge of basic Human Resources issues in the HRC., at the time of her retirement
from the HRC Ms. Runk was paid $112.840 annually by the caucus.”

The Grand Jury finds that there is no legitimate legisiative need for the
overwhelming majority of staff emploved by the Pennsylvania General Assembly to be
hired on a partisan basis. If the majority of staff was bipartisan (as occurs in many
states). there would be no need to have duplicative Human Resources staffs for both the
HDC and HRC.

The Grand Jury also finds that other, currently partisan departments should or
could be combined without any detriment to the taxpayers. For example, what purpose
does a partisan Information Technology staff serve except to burden the taxpayers with
more state employees than necessary? While there may be a limited need for partisan
staff in each caucus,” the Grand Jury finds that one way 1o stop the “time warp” culture
of the General Assembly is to remove the ability to hire staff from the select few

individuals who compromise the leadership of the HDC and HRC.

1V.  FULL-TIME vs. PART-TIME LEGISLATURE

As previously noted, state legislators in Pennsylvania are among the highest paid
in the country. Their base annual salaries of $78,314.66 (excluding perks and other

benefits) would clearly correspond to a full-time position. Yet, the evidence presented to

32

Foliowing her retirement on June 30, 2009, Ms. Runk was immediately re-hired by the HRC as a
consultant at her previous rate of pay ($4,340 bi-weekly) but anly required to work 3 days per week instead
of 5 days per week. Ms. Runk also was allowed to collect her pension annuity during this period of time.
In justifying this consultancy, the HRC leader “declares this situation [Runk’s retirement] an emergency
since RUNK's departure will increase the workload of the remaining members of the Human Resources
Department, such that it will severely impair service to the public.” The Grand Jury notes that having no
P.lan of succession should not qualify as an “emergency.”

= Other departments to be considered for consolidation under bipartisan staffing would include
Public Relations and Research. which employ approximately 179 people in both the HDC and HRC.
Specifically. the HDC employs 31 people in the Legislative Communications Office and 22 people in the
Legislative Research Office. while the HRC employs 57 people in the Public Relations Office and 69
people in the Research Office. The Grand Jury heard conflicting testimony about whether these
departments should be partisan or non-partisan.
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