
Reforming Congress Project 
Sunwater Institute 

Interview with Philip Kiko 
 
CHERVENAK: Mr. Kiko, thank you so much for joining us. 
 
KIKO: Thank you very much for inviting me. 
 
CHERVENAK: Why don't we start with your background, where did you start off, sort of the arc 
of your career, and what you're doing now?  
 
KIKO: Well initially I came to Washington, DC the day after I graduated from college. I moved all 
my, I stayed at an ATO fraternity house at the University of Maryland, didn't have a job, but I 
wanted to get involved in Washington, DC, and public policy. So my first job in DC was basically 
stuffing pillows and making water beds at a factory in Beltsville, Maryland. One might say, well 
that's not really great, great job, but, you know, I was on my own and didn't have any money. 
 
But the good thing was during the day that Senator Sam Ervin had his Watergate hearings, and 
so while I was doing those duties of making water beds and stuffing pillows, I listened to the 
Watergate hearings all day. And then the day off during the week I’d go up and schlep my 
resume up on Capitol Hill. And eventually somebody looked at my resume. They said, you've 
had a little bit of experience doing public relations because I was a DJ at a college radio station, 
and I, basically, the first job that I, I did some volunteer work as an intern doing public affairs 
kinds of issues, doing radio actualities to members in their district, and that ended up turning 
into a full-time job. 
 
And the first job that I had with a member of Congress was with Congressman Jim 
Sensenbrenner when he was elected to Congress in 1978, and I joined his office as a legislative 
director. And so then my career sort of took off, you know, I eventually became his chief of staff 
in his personal office. I was a deputy chief of staff on the Science Committee and then on 
Judiciary Committee was his chief of staff. I had a couple of positions in the Reagan 
administration and the Bush administration in a couple of departments. I came back to the Hill 
and worked at the Committee on House Administration, which had oversight over all the 
administrative functions in the House officers, and, left, was a member of a law firm doing 
public affairs work, was vice chairman of the lobbying firm. 
 
And I guess the two, there's a couple of things stand out in my career. One is I was asked to 
come back to the House in the mid-70s, or in the mid-90s, when the Republicans got control of 
the House, and they asked, I was part of a group to set up the chief admin—the Office of the 
Chief Administrative officer of the House because there was no centralized function like that for 
administrative services. And there were a lot of sort of scandals associated with it, so it was a 
very bipartisan effort. 
 



Fast forward, you know, right, my previous job right before the CAO in the House was, I was the 
staff director, general counsel for the Benghazi investigation, and that was specifically at a, I got 
a phone call asking if I would do that, and I reluctantly accepted the job because I knew it was 
going to be very hard, but sometimes when a high-ranking public official asks you to do 
something, I’m sort of the opinion that you should try to do it. And that job ended up into, 
when that was finishing out then I became the chief administrative officer of the House, and, 
you know, Speaker Ryan asked me to do that job, and then Speaker Pelosi asked me to 
continue in that position, and right now I have a consulting firm, Kiko’s Strategies, I’ve had that 
for about a year, and I just needed some time away from the Hill, you know, those last two jobs 
were pretty intense. And now I’m speaking with you. 
 
CHERVENAK: Well it's fantastic. So you've been in and out of Congress, back and forth, you 
know, in terms of the private sector and also in terms of the executive branch. So are those jobs 
fundamentally different in your mind? Is there something very different about working in the 
House, or is, or do they all kind of have a similar kind of feeling in your mind, in terms of the 
intensity, in terms of the work, in terms of the scope of responsibility? 
 
KIKO: Well I think there's, the common thread is on all three jobs even if you're in the private 
sector but you're involved in public sector work, there's a common thread of trying to work on 
issues that you think are important. At least I think that you should sort of pick what you want 
to do and where you want to work, so there is there is the common thread, and I would say 
that I think that because the executive branch is so much different, you know, than the 
Congress, you know, it, I personally think working in the executive branch and then going back 
to Congress made me much more of an effective person, whether it's the overall perspective or 
also whether it's just, you sort of know how the administration works. You can, it's not like 
you're going to, you know, do oversight, but you can be more effective because you 
understand, you know, the process. 
 
And having me go down, you know, leaving the Hill and working at the Department of 
Education doing civil rights enforcement and also at the Department of Interior, which controls 
over 25 percent of the land mass of the United States is far flung, you, when you're able to 
bring the experience of the Hill because in some of the jobs I had, we had oversight hearings 
and all that kind of stuff, you can understand and be more effective on what is Congress trying 
to get at when they send you a letter or when you have to testify. So I think they're all they're 
all somewhat connected, you know, that's my view. 
 
CHERVENAK: And you spent time in the personal office and then you went to committee and 
ultimately became the CAO, so the member office work, how did that prepare you for the 
committee work? Was it totally different? Was it sort of an extension of the same thing? In 
your mind, you know, because there are staffers obviously go back and forth between these 
groups, I’m curious about your perspective on the personal office and how it would prepare 
you for, you know, a committee job, versus, are they totally different concepts? 
 



KIKO: Well I think that they're not totally different. The common thread about working in a 
personal office and working on the committee is the member, part of the member’s elected 
office is legislating, or it's doing oversight, so there is a connection, and in the in the member's 
office I was the, you know, legislative director and then I became the chief of staff. But the 
common thread is that, you know, if you if you work in a member's office doing legislative 
duties, and I was connected with a couple of the committees, it does really better prepare you 
to take a committee position, you know, rather than just get thrown into that right out of 
college, or I would even say right out of law school. It's always nice to understand the member’s 
office's perspective. 
 
And then when I became the chief of staff, you know, of the, of a couple of these committees, I 
understood a lot of times the pressure that the staff was under, you know, you got to work with 
the staff. You just don't always have to work with the member. And so you sort of understand 
and if you have that experience I think that you listen a little bit better. I think sometimes if you 
understand the pressures that the staff are under, so it just makes you a better committee 
staffer if you've had some experience in a personal office. 
 
CHERVENAK: And did it change your perspective at all on how legislation was generated? 
Typically it's thought of as coming from the member, but then there, you know, the committee 
obviously shapes it and serves a gatekeeping role. So how did your perspective on the 
generation of legislation change between your work on personal member office versus 
committee?  
 
KIKO: Well I would I would say that it changed somewhat, but I know that when I became the 
staff director of the Judiciary Committee and under Chairman Sensenbrenner, we had a 
discussion, and one of the things I did when he first became chairman is I met with every 
member on the committee to ask with the staff there to ask what were their priorities, what 
was their perspectives, did they want to do legislation, did they want to do oversight, did they 
want to do this? And so that sort of helped, but I think that you can only do that if you 
understand where legislation originates, and for me I think that the legislation originates 
ultimately, or the interest in it, with the members themselves. Obviously, you know, you do 
oversight hearings and you get a budget presented to you and the committee will hold a 
hearing on the whatever department's budget there are, and then you have, you know, 
initiatives that come down from leadership. But ultimately you sort of have to feel out where all 
the members are on the committee, and it's not like everybody is totally different, you know, a 
lot of them have the same priorities. Does that make sense? 
 
CHERVENAK: Yeah, absolutely. So it's actually quite democratic in a way on the committee. So 
you're really trying to feel out the priorities of the different members, and I guess that's logical 
that the chairman needs them in order to pass anyway out of committee, and so those are the 
key chips in which everybody's working with to move legislation forward, I assume. 
 
KIKO: Yeah, that's correct. And I and I worked, you know, for a chair that was very interested in 
legislation, too. I mean he was a legislator’s legislator. 



 
CHERVENAK: Well, you know, that that's a good point, and it one makes me want to ask the 
question about committees in general. Since you've had experience, you know, as a chief of 
multiple committees and thinking about what is a good committee, what is a, what should 
committees really be aspiring to, and, you know, obviously they can focus on oversight versus 
legislation, there's lots of different variables in there, and a lot of people might define a good or 
less good committee in different ways. So with all your experience in committees, thinking 
through the different variables, like first of all, like legislation, you know, how would you view a 
committee is doing a good job when it came to legislation? Is it the number of bills they 
consider? Is it which bills they consider? How would you think about a committee and its 
appropriate functioning? Is it doing a good job for the nation? 
 
KIKO: Well I would say that there are some committees, that's what their main job is, is 
legislating, like the House Judiciary Committee. They're one of the, you know, they're one of 
the largest producers of legislation because they have such broad jurisdiction, but you have the 
Energy and Commerce Committee. There's a lot of legislating that goes on there, so some of 
the, it sort of depends on what your committee that you're on, as opposed to whether you're 
doing a lot of legislation. Obviously the Appropriations Committee every year, you have to do 
an appropriations bill, you know, or the subcommittees have to do an appropriations bill, but, 
you know, I think technically a lot of other committees have to do authorization bills, you know, 
for agencies and stuff. So there's an opportunity, but let's just say the Government Reform and 
Oversight Committee, or whatever its name has been in the past, they’re oversight. They do 
oversight. 
 
And so, but you could effectuate a lot of change in an agency through oversight. I mean, it's 
much easier to do, to effectuate change on a lot of different things, and sometimes it can be 
major through oversight and not have to pass a bill that has to get through the House and then 
has to get through the Senate, you know, and all those kind of things. So I would say that it all 
sort of depends on what committee you're on, and I would say with regards to members what 
do they want, what kind of committee do they want to be on. Some of them are more 
interested in oversight, some of them are more interested, you know, in legislation, and then, 
you know, a lot of times their interest depends upon the subject matter, based on whatever 
their background is. And so it's a lot of different, different variables. 
 
CHERVENAK: It's interesting you mentioned that they can get changed through oversight, so 
with legislation obviously you can measure the bills that are coming, being reported out of the 
committee and whether they make it through or not, and there's a way to measure that and 
Volden and Weissman are two academics who have been measuring that on a per-member 
basis, et cetera, but the oversight outcomes, you know, those would probably be harder to 
measure. So can you talk about what are the oversight, you talk about change in an agency. 
What kind of changes could they get if they were doing oversight other than straight-up 
personnel changes, I would assume? 
 



KIKO: Well, I say that, let's just say a phone call from a member, you know, or a committee 
chair to, let's say, an assistant secretary or a cabinet officer pointing out something that a 
constituent brought to their attention that after a little bit of investigation show that this may 
be sort of endemic in this department and it may be something that the member or that the 
cabinet officer or assistant secretary didn't know about. And so you can get a commitment from 
that person to do that. You can have the general accounting office to do some [inaudible]. So 
there's all kinds of, in investigation, there's all kinds of change that can be effectuated even 
when you have an authorization hearing like as you do every year on the committees on let's 
say a cabinet office cabinet's budget. You can not fund the program that not that's not doing 
well, or you can, you know, write some report language which is not really legislating but, you 
know, committees don't follow report language departments at their peril. So that's the way 
you can effectuate it, and it's, you can do a lot, but as you say a lot of times it's just not tracked, 
but it doesn't mean that, you know, the committee was a slacker. 
 
CHERVENAK: Well it also sounds like a lot of that work is done outside of the traditional hearing 
process, so it would be personal calls or informal discussion between the committee and the 
eight or, people on the committee and the agency. 
 
KIKO: Yeah, that's correct. And I just remember when I was the legislative councel at Interior 
Department. There was a former chair of the Energy and Commerce Committee called John 
Dingell, and we received a lot of oversight letters from his committee. We would call them 
Dingell-grams, and the fact that I’d worked on the Hill before, basically, you know, sometimes 
agencies just want to ignore it, they want to drag it out, and sometimes if you can get this stuff 
done, you're wasting a lot less time on just getting to the point, or if the if the member let's say 
is sometimes misinformed a little bit on something, you know, you can have, you can engage 
back and forth, and in the end, though, that member is still going to have some change and the 
process is going to be better. You're right. 
 
CHERVENAK: Right, so if we go to the legislative committees, then, the ones that are putting 
out legislation, what do you think would be a kind of a healthy way to measure whether the 
committee was doing well or not? Is it, again, kind of back to, are they taking up legislation? Are 
they spending time as a committee together? Like what are the ways that you would think you 
would judge whether a committee was healthy or unhealthy in the way it was working? 
 
KIKO: That's, I think, and it's not possible to do this now, although there's been discussion, but a 
lot of times on let's just say on big pieces of legislation, there's a lot of times an amalgamation 
of a lot of smaller bills, you know, that members have introduced. And that's sort of, you know, 
when we were, when I was on Judiciary Committee, we would try to, if there was a big bill 
moving on something, he would, the chairman would look across and say, you know, on both 
sides of the aisle, he would say, look this bill's moving. You want it you want to have your bill in 
there as well, you know, what I mean, let's get a bunch of things. And a lot of times that stuff is 
not tracked. Even though that member, you know, got that in, and it wasn't a stand-alone bill, 
you know, it got in a bigger bill, and I think they're trying to figure out, people are trying to 
figure out better ways to track it so it just doesn't, even though you have these big bills like 



we've had in this Congress, there's a lot of small stuff that were members’ ideas, a lot of times 
smaller bills that were in there, but, you know, they're not, if you measure that, they're not in 
there.  
 
CHERVENAK: So from a committee point of view, if it went through a traditional process, right, 
and did go through the committee and was reported out of the committee, you know, when 
you think about a bill coming through a committee, the way you mentioned it earlier is quite 
democratic, you know, what is everybody's, the chairman's thinking about what everybody 
needs, what everyone's focused on. 
 
KIKO: Right. 
 
CHERVENAK: But then there's also this notion that a lot of people have that the chairman's kind 
of just a dictator and just decides what's reported out, and it's jammed through without any 
real kind of debate or deliberation. So there are these two different kind of, conflicting 
concepts of what's happening in committee, and maybe it's all dependent on which committee 
it is or which chairman it is, which rules happen to be in that committee. Can you talk through 
that a little bit, like what have you seen and what do you think's the good way for a bill to really 
make it through committee in a, you know, what you would consider a positive process? 
 
KIKO: Well I think that a lot of it sort of comes down to the, you know, some of it does come 
down to the committee and the personality of the chair, and, but I’ve always thought that on 
legislation you need to have process. You need to have process on whether you have hearings 
on the bills in subcommittee, and then you have a subcommittee markup, and then you let the 
people participate in the same way when you have a full committee hearing. You give people 
notice of the hearings, and you want to, everybody should have a kick at the cat at a committee 
markup. Even if their amendment fails, the member at least appreciates the fact that they were 
able to offer an amendment, and even if it failed it matters.  
 
Now that's a little bit harder, you know, on the House floor, you know, where you have time 
constraints and everything else, but on the Chairman Sensenbrenner always, always was of the 
feeling that, the phrase he used was good process equals good legislation, and so he was a big 
process person on legislation. He wanted input from other members. He would hold long 
markups, you know, so everybody was able to offer their amendment even if it's under the five-
minute rule, you know, they still have five minutes to make their case, you know.   
 
And I can just give you the example of the USA Patriot Act. You know, that was one of the major 
things that I worked on, that major, and Chairman Sensenbrenner did, that bill. We had lots of 
process with the White House, lots of process with civil liberties groups, lots of process with law 
enforcement, lots of process with Justice Department, lots of process with the members, and in 
the end that bill was reported out of House Judiciary Committee unanimously. 
 
And let's just say that took a lot of work. And so I sort of view a positive legislative process 
some, it, you know, in not a really small matter is, was there, or a bill, was there good 



bipartisanship, and was there, was ever, were the people that are elected to legislate, were 
they allowed to legislate or at least attempt to? 
 
CHERVENAK: Yeah, so that's very interesting. So each person, allowing them to add their piece, 
right, or at least voice their ideas, their concerns, their support or opposition in a structured 
way, getting them to all have a voice sound is a healthier process than one in which there's not 
such voicing. That makes sense to me. What about in terms of the witnesses and others that 
are brought in formally, right? You can imagine a situation where you have a bill, and you line 
up ten experts who love the bill and ten experts who hate the bill, or you have nine experts 
who love it and one who hate it, or you find, you know, the proportion of experts based on the 
population at large who support or don't like the bill. What's your perspective on bringing 
experts in and sort of where they fall in this process? 
 
KIKO: Well I think that, you know, especially when you have legislation that's being proposed 
that's new, or you want to make a lot of changes, or you're just doing oversight, I believe that 
that, you know, we should have, you know, you should have those kind of hearings. 
Under the rules of the House normally, you know, you'll have at least four or five witnesses 
sitting at the table, and the minority has one witness. And so it doesn't always have to be that 
way, but that's just the way the rules are drafted. And so I’ve always thought that you should 
hear from people that are going to be impacted, or organizations that are going to be impacted 
by the legislation.  
 
And that's sort of the way that at least, and I worked on the Science Committee, too, that's the 
way they did it, you know. They would they would get input from, whether on the Science 
Committee, whether it was a scientific community or people that would be impacted by certain 
things, we did a lot of legislation oversight over NASA, you know, and I mean in the 
International Space Station. And those were big issues where we wanted to have a lot of input 
from a lot of different people. 
 
So I really believe there, and even on an authorization bill, you want to hear from not just the 
Justice Department or whatever agency, NASA, whatever age[ncy], you want to hear from the 
people that are directly impacted, you know, by those programs, and are we wasting money on 
some, and do we need to do better in others? 
 
CHERVENAK: And what about in terms of the different kinds of experts and the way they're 
accessed. And maybe experts isn't the right word, but, you know, groups that are providing 
information, right, so it can be very formal like in a hearing setting, right, they're testifying. And 
it's a, you know, it's a real, it's an important kind of, I don't use the word theater but some, a 
kind of a formal setting versus just calling somebody up and asking their opinion, a staffer 
calling a friend or a staffer calling an expert who they know knows something about it. What's, 
how does that really work day to day in a committee? Is it, you know, you're talking to 50 
experts to everyone that's on, that's testifying? Or are any of those kind of conversations 
captured, and how does that work, and how is that feed into the legislative process? 
 



KIKO: Well I know that it feeds into the process, and my day as a staff director, even a 
legislative director in an office, it was mostly meeting with the type of people that you're 
talking about, whether it's experts or, you know, from a higher level, or whether it's 
constituents that represent a company, or they represent a university, or they, you know, they 
represent a science community in a university or something, so a lot of information is passed 
that way through phone calls, send me a document on this and, you know, and when I would 
have meetings on behalf, you know, in the Judiciary Committee, you know, with organizations 
and experts, you know, before the meeting ended I’d always ask, well what's your opponent 
going to say on this?  
 
And I’m going to and I’m going to call and find out, so don't, you know, don't lead me down the 
primrose path here because, you know, I want to find out because if I’m going to be taking 
something to the members of the committee or even just the personal office, they sort of have 
to know, you know, what the other side is going to say or what the downside is, and you sort of 
try to let that member make that judgment as to whether this is worth it or not. That's a big 
factor, just calling people up, too, it is. 
 
CHERVENAK: Right and that's typically done by the staff, so we come to the question of the 
staff's role versus the members role, is the staff really doing all the work and, you know, kind of 
summing it up for the member, or is the member ever directly involved in some of these things 
other than the hearings? 
 
KIKO: Well I think the member, I mean the staff basically is articulating, every member has a 
different style, and some members are more engaged, you know, in legislation. Others, you 
know, are more engaged in what's going on back in the in the district and, you know, it's all 
different. But I think that but basically what members, the staff does have a big role, but they 
always report to the member, and some members are more engaged than others. Many times 
it depends on the issue, and do they know people back in the district that are coming to their 
office to make their pitch. A lot of times these conversations happen at town hall meetings. 
They always don't happen back in, you know, in DC and so, you know, the member going 
around to the town hall meetings, and members have those. That's where a lot of information 
is, and that's directly with the member because usually the staff, they don't do the town hall 
meetings. And so I think it's a combination of both, but I don't think that, I think it's a misnomer 
to say that the staff does all the work. The staff does a lot of the work. They're the ones that 
sort of have to sift through, you know, the issues so then you can present it to the member in a 
way that which they can make a decision. That's what they do. 
 
CHERVENAK: And so the staff on committees, you know, some committees are huge and have 
large staff, so there's a very small, are there standard roles within a committee? How, what are 
the staff kind of functions and roles within, in the different committees in the House? 
 
KIKO: Well, you always have a general counsel and a staff director. Now sometimes they're 
combined, you know, into one person, and I know with me on the Judiciary Committee it was 
one person, but you have, like on, you always have lawyers on some of, on most of the 



committees because a lot of legislation is being drafted, issues come up, you know, even if 
you're going to do oversight you should have a little bit of a background, you know, and so 
what you normally have is you have a, you know, general counsel, chief of staff, staff director, 
deputy general counsel, a person that's responsible maybe for oversight, like an oversight 
councel, and then you have subcommittee staff directors, and then subcommittee staff. 
Sometimes sub-sub-committee staff are lawyers, sometimes they're not, but many times 
they're people that have some kind of expertise in the juris— in that area of jurisdiction that 
the subcommittee has. 
 
And then you usually have a press office, you know, because you're, there's always press 
inquiries coming in, and, you know, you have staff assistants that helped get all the paperwork 
done, and then you have a couple of people on the staff that just basically have to be the, you 
know, liaison with the clerk's office, with the Government Printing Office because, you know, it 
takes a lot of work to put out a committee report. You know, it takes a lot of work to get it to 
the parliamentarian of the House and to the clerk of the House because those bills, all that stuff 
has to be formatted correctly, and there's rules of the House that govern those kind of things, 
so you have experts, you know, in that area. So, you know, depending upon how large the staff 
is, depending, a lot of times depends upon how much legislation they're going to do, how broad 
is their jurisdiction, you know, like some committees they don't have a very large staff because 
their jurisdiction is narrow, others do. 
 
CHERVENAK: And so the management of that staff sort of on a daily basis, is it, you know, 
everybody gets together once a day and is a stand-up meeting? Or is it, you know, highly 
compartmentalized, you know, where people are doing totally different things independent of 
each other and they don't really have a lot of communication? Or is it just totally dependent on 
the committee? 
 
KIKO: I think a lot of it's depending on a committee, but I think in general, you know, I would 
have a staff meeting at the end of every week, where I’d have the chief counsels of the 
subcommittee and I have the staff directors of the subcommittee get together every at the end 
of every week for a couple hours to go over what happened and, you know, what worked right 
and what didn't work right and what's the agenda for the next week. And try to scope it out the 
next week. Like on Judiciary Committee we had hearings going on all the time. We almost had a 
full committee markup every week, and that doesn't count the subcommittee markup, so 
there's a lot of, you know, you have to be very efficient with your time, and so usually people 
have staff, they have meetings, you know, once a week, and sometimes people have them 
twice a week at the beginning of the week, too. Sometimes you just have to have it the 
beginning of the week if you got a lot of stuff coming down the pipe. And so that's how that 
that is managed. 
 
CHERVENAK: So that's the internal part from the staff, and then there's also the other side of 
managing the members and the chairman. So how does that also happen kind of on a regular 
basis? Is it formal? Is it kind of informal, or how does that work?  
 



KIKO: Well it can be. Sometimes it's scheduled, but I was always at the beck and call of the 
chair, so no, depending on what it was, you know, sometimes I could send somebody else up 
because I don't want to waste the members time, you know, or I’d go with them, but usually 
you would have a meeting, you know, at the beginning of the week with the member, or even a 
long phone call, you know, if they were back in the district and coming in, and you sort of, you 
got to, you know, brief him get him up to speed, you know, on what's happening and what's 
coming down the pike, and are we having any issues with the administration or witnesses or 
other members, which you always try to get those worked out in advance of a hearing. Or a 
markup, you know, there's a massive amount of effort to make sure that everything runs 
smooth. That doesn't mean that everybody has to be in agreement with everything that's being 
considered, but you want the perception internally to be run smooth, and I always thought it 
was important that the public would have a perception that things are running smooth, if you 
could do that. Sometimes that's impossible, and, you know, it is what it is. And so that, the 
members, you always have that. 
 
CHERVENAK: And did you have any kind of tools to help you with this role of managing a 
committee, like a software or calendar system or anything bespoke that was made or any off-
the-shelf process, or is it all just, you know, off of what, white boards? How did you actually 
deal with the, did you have any technologies or anything else to help you? 
 
KIKO: Yeah, there was technology and we, you know, we had calendars and all that stuff that 
we shared but, you know, when I was the, you know, the staff director, we didn't have the tools 
that we have now. And, but we had those kind of tools and to the extent that we could cut 
down on unnecessary paperwork, unnecessary wasting of time, you know, we had that. We 
shared calendars with the members offices and, you know, we didn't, I don't think, you know, 
that was before we had all the Zoom stuff and all that, so it was mostly every. The same things 
were just accomplished, except we just had a lot of people on phone calls sometimes, you know 
what I mean, it was you just weren't looking at them. But yeah we, there were ways to try to 
cut down, you know, on inefficient processes. 
 
CHERVENAK: So moving on to the kind of the rules of the committee, you've been with several 
different committees and you saw all, basically all the committees, the chief. So are there rules 
in the committees that are better than other rules, you know, that allow a committee to run 
better than other types of rules, or are they all kind of running on the same system and that's a 
non-issue when it comes to the performance of a committee? 
 
KIKO: Well I think that there's an overarching rules of the House, you know, and they sort of 
govern everything, even, and those rules are applied to the committees. There are tweaks, you 
know, that certain committees can make and, you know, those are rules that are the minimum, 
but sometimes if people have collegial relationships, you know, with both sides of the aisle, you 
don't necessarily have to follow what the minimum is. You know, you can have, you know, you 
can let members speak for a longer period of time, you know. If they're if there's a witness, you 
know, I want an extra five minutes. Okay, fine.  
 



Depending upon how many members are there, you know, you want to get everybody a kick at 
the cat as far as, you know, questioning somebody. Or sometimes people will speak longer on 
an amendment, you know, that's being offered. So I think it's sometimes it's sort of dependent. 
But most of the committees, you know, their rules are fairly similar. You know, because you've 
got four, you know, hundred forty one, you know, members of the House, resident 
commissioners, delegates, you know. You can't, you have to have rules that are a little tighter 
than the Senate because you just can't, you know, you never get anything done. Now some 
people would think that's great because we already have enough laws and everything on the 
book, we don't need any more, but, you know, I’m just saying if you want sometimes you just 
have to live within those. 
 
CHERVENAK: So in your mind, what would make kind of a good staffer on a committee or a 
good member of a committee or a good chairman of a committee? Do you have well-formed 
thoughts about what those would be, or are there different categories in your mind? 
 
KIKO: Well I think that for all of those, you know, there has to be an interest in public service. 
There has to be an interest in why you're here. There should be an interest in making things 
better in legislating or serving your constituency, you know, which now is quite large, you 
know, members, I mean it's like seven, eight hundred thousand people now. And so you sort of 
have to start with that first. But I but I do think that what makes a good staffer, I just think it's a 
commitment to serve the member and to serve the constituency, and if you have, you know, 
areas of expertise that, or an area that you want to be working in, then you should try to make 
it in something that you're interested in.  
 
Otherwise, you know, you're putting a square peg in a round hole, you know what I mean. And I 
would say that, is first of all it has to be that commitment. And as far as a good member, you 
know, I think the members that are elected sort of have to find their niche as to what they want 
to focus on, and if they focus on things that they're interested in then I think they're going to 
be, you know, a better member. So I would say that. But some members are more interested in 
case work in helping the constituents, you know. Let's say they have a big hospital or something 
in their district or there's a big veterans, you know, you sort of have to figure out, they have to 
figure out from their perspective what they're really interested in.  
 
As far as a chair I would say that a personality that would seek out what other members like, 
what other members want, you know, in addition to you have to be sort of the liaison with the 
leadership, you know what I mean, but then you have to, you're sort of in the middle with the 
members, so you have to do that. I would say being fair. I would say being sort of a process-
oriented person, at least when you have committee markups, and I don't know, I just think that 
you just have to, I don't know, I’m big on trying to work across the line. I also think that 
members should try to be respectful to other members and other views, and it's so, it's a whole 
bunch of those kind of things.  
 
CHERVENAK: So, you know, you mentioned working across the aisle and the kind of 
consideration of the other person. One of the discussion points I’ve had with many other 



people on the program is about the concept of transparency in committee in particular, right, 
obviously the floor is to be transparent, but the committees, you know, it's a little bit up to 
them. They could televise every minute of all their discussions, or they could have, they could 
go on retreat and do a lot of work, you know, at a remote place where no, or no tweets could 
happen, right, and there's been a discussion about which way is better, right, and that too 
much transparency has created a toxic environment for them to really collaborate with each 
other and work. What's your opinion on the role of transparency in committee, you know, 
should it all be transparent? Should none of it be transparent? Should there be, you know, is it 
lean too far one way or the other? Are there specific processes that should be, you know, 
private compared to transparent? What are your thoughts there?  
 
KIKO: Well I always, I mean my view is there's a sweet spot where you can have transparency 
and then you can, I mean not everything can be transparent, either, and I don't mean that in a 
negative way, but if a member wants to have a personal conversation with another member 
about a piece of legislation, you know, or an amendment that's going to happen. And the actual 
transparency will happen when that amendment is offered, but, you know, if people want to 
have a private conversation, or even, you get several members together that want to have a 
private conversation, they should be allowed to do that because sometimes you're trying to 
figure out a compromise or you're trying to figure out, all right let's go forward with this, but, 
you know, I’ll help you on something else, you know. Because everybody has their priorities, so, 
but I do think that the markup process needs to be transparent, you know.  
 
Most of the committees, they're open. When there's markups, it's open. So everybody, you 
know, used to not be able to get, used to be able to get, in the rooms. Now that's going to 
come back at some point, but most of the hearings, most of the markups are transparent. The 
issue that I think you're sometimes having now is we're having these big massive bills, you 
know, that are worked on by, you know, let's say the leadership. And I’m not saying any, that 
both parties have been subject to this, and you have five or six committee chairs and maybe 
ranking members, and that's it, and you get a bill dumped on the, you know, introduced and 
the rules committee has a, you know, a rule that's somewhat restrictive, and then you, you're 
on the House floor, and people don't know what's in it.  
 
But sometimes, you know, the way things are that's the only way you're going to be able to get 
it done but, you know, to the extent that you can have some transparency, you should have it 
as much as you can. That's, I think that's the goal because transparency equals trust, and, you 
know, everybody should sort of know what the elected officials are voting on, and, because it 
creates trust in the government, no matter what side of the aisle you’re on, or whether you're a 
liberal or conservative or somewhere in between. That's what we should be going after. 
 
CHERVENAK: Well let's move on to your role as Chief Administrative Officer of the House. Can 
you talk about what that role is? What kind of, you know, organization is it managing? What are 
the roles and responsibilities? 
 



KIKO: Well, the Chief Administrative Officer position was in created in 1994, and it was a 
bipartisan creation. There were issues associated with the spending of money and, you know, 
that kind of stuff, but, and the CAO as they're called is basically has jurisdiction over let's just 
say all the administrative functions of the House and dealing with the member’s office, the 
payroll, versus, you know, the clerk's office, they deal with the legislation and, you know, and 
those kind of things and, you know, committee reports and working with the committees and 
the sergeant of arms, the other House officer, they deal with protection issues, but the CAO has 
everything else. 
 
And when I was the CAO we had about eight hundred contractors, eight hundred employees, 
which included about a hundred contractors, and the budget when I left a little less than a year 
ago was about two hundred million dollars. And what the CAO does, and it's an elected 
position, you're nominated by the speaker and you're voted on by the House, but it's a position 
where, you know, it's all the administrative functions of the House. 
 
You monitor, you make sure that everybody gets paid once a month. You make sure that 
there's, you know, you manage, members have a what's called a member's allowance. They're 
each, it's about a million dollars a year and you work with the offices to make sure that they 
don't overspend those accounts. And there's rules and regulations and stuff on, you know, 
making sure that money is not spent for campaign purposes. You help monitor that. You pay 
the vendors, you know, there's a big it function in the chief administrative officer budget.  
 
About sixty percent of the budget deals with IT. There's a massive function dealing with cyber 
security. There's billions of attempts to hack into the infrastructure of the House each year. And 
so you do that. You work with the offices individually, you know, to make sure that everything 
is spent right. You pay the vouchers, you know, when they submit vouchers for expenses, 
whether it's, you know, expenses for gasoline gone back in the district, you know, all those 
rents from the from the offices that they have back in the district offices. 
 
And so it's, you do all the functions of the furniture, you take care of all the furniture to make 
sure it's good and everything and the carpet, you know, it's all the stuff that just deals with if 
you have an office yourself, except it's expanded, you know, to include, you know, basically 
managing the needs of, you know, ten to twelve thousand employees. 
 
So it's a big job. When you're the CAO you have 435 bosses basically. Members and then the 
resident commissioners as well, you know, and delegates, but you primarily, you know, report 
to the speaker, you know. It's a leadership position, and then there's the Committee on House 
Administration that sort of has oversight over all those functions. And so that's what it is, and 
it's a lot, it's just a lot, and there's a human resources function even within the CAO just to 
make sure that, you know, all the employees that we have, you know, are treated fairly and 
everything and there's a process there, so it's a, you know, we work with finance officials in 
each member's offices, and you also, there's a big mail function in the House that the CAO’s 
office is very involved in.  
 



You know, the CAO runs the restaurants, you know, on Capitol Hill and in addition to the gyms, 
you know, there's a membership gym for staff that they run. It's, you know, it's a lot. 
 
CHERVENAK: What about the HR function? You know, that's interesting because a lot of people 
talk about, you know, that's four hundred and thirty five entrepreneurs. They have to do a lot, 
they do a lot of their own thing. And typically an organization the size of Congress, you'd have a 
centralized HR function where it would be hiring through that function, it would be firing 
through that function, it would be training through that function. How do you interact with that 
kind of, those kind of decisions? What's the role of the CAO there? 
 
KIKO: Well, you know, each member is allocated a certain budget, and they're allocated money, 
and most of that money is spent on salaries. But it's really the, it's the individual function of 
each member to hire their staff because, you know, it's district-centric and the members have 
that function. They're the hiring authority, and so you have to deal with that. But, you know, 
there are laws against that that every member office has to do with regards to, you know, 
sexual harassment, you know, discrimination, all those kind of things apply to Congress as well 
and apply to member offices, and so that's, but, you know, there's organizations.  
 
Like on training, the CAO took over a big training function on, you know, on training let's say 
chiefs of staff to be better chiefs of staff, you know, and also how can I become a better 
caseworker? There's a big training program on caseworker. How can you be a better district 
office official? We have a lot of training on that. The same way with press secretaries, 
schedulers, all those kind of things.  
 
So there is a training function, you know, what is centralized with regards to certain things is 
the payroll function, you know. Everybody, you know, gets paid and we had a lot, we, the CAO's 
office has a lot of experts on human resources with regards to, you know, different plans that 
you want for health care, you know, retirement, insurance, and all those kind of things. But 
there has been an effort recently for, you know, to put a little more emphasis on let's say 
having a more centralized hub for getting the word out when there's vacancies, you know, a 
one-stop shop for people to call, you know, on certain things. But like I said it's, every member 
is their own hiring authority. 
 
CHERVENAK: Right, so that's quite interesting, right, I mean typically would there be central 
recruiting. There'd be, and even, you know, exit interviews. That was something I always 
thought about when it came to Congress, you know. If staffers leave is there an exit interview 
when they leave, or is it totally in the hands of the member? 
 
KIKO: It's totally in the hands of the member. I always did exit interviews with people because I 
wanted to know, you know, what's the real reason. 
 
CHERVENAK: Right. And for the training aspect of things, you mentioned a couple of different 
roles. Is that something that everybody has to go through, mandatory training and there's, you 
know, different levels for different types of people? Or is it sort of in the nascent stage of that 



where it's, you know, more voluntary or what have you? So what's that structure around 
training? 
 
KIKO: There's some mandatory training. There's a cyber security mandatory training once a 
year. There's sexual harassment mandatory training once a year. And there's ethics training, 
you know, once a year. Those are mandatory, but regards to some of those other functions, you 
know, it's not mandatory training, but let's just say there's a lot of resources that the CAO has 
to assist, and the CAO's office also, you know, worked with LinkedIn training, too, so people can 
go to all those other kinds of sources, you know, off a lot of that, you know, is part of a contract 
and everything that there's training if people want it. 
 
There's a lot of training on like casework. A lot of times the agencies will come up to Capitol Hill 
and show you how to do the casework for that particular agency. So there's a lot of, there are a 
lot of resources for training because you almost, you know, a member's office is small, you 
know. There's not a lot of people. I think it's up to 22 or something, and that counts the district 
offices so, you know, you have to be really efficient, you know, if you have, and you need to be 
trained to the best you can. 
 
CHERVENAK: So when you think about the role of the CAO, you know, what in your mind, what 
power is there for you to kind of improve the functioning of Congress? When you think about it 
as a creative person, right, because you had been in all these roles within Congress. You knew 
what was going on and when you had the idea to take the role, or I guess you accepted the call. 
When you took that call and you started the job, what levers did you have to improve the place 
and what more do you think the CAO can do in the future? What's the future of that role, that 
position? 
 
KIKO: Well I think that I, you know, I did a little bit of an assessment, you know, when I first 
took the job. And what I, I just was overwhelmed, you know, by what the structure was at the, 
you know, the current structure of the CAO. And it wasn't, and there were a lot of, let's just say, 
you know, I was getting all these phone calls from members complaining about stuff. And so I 
just sort of, so what I did at the beginning was I sort of made a decision. What I’m going to try 
to do in this job, and this is after meeting, I met with every CAO employee, you know, either in 
small groups or personally and that took about, you know, six months because I really wanted 
to get to know every everybody. 
 
But then when I did it, I got that done, I just decided that I wanted to have the CAO focus on 
what the members and what the committees and leadership needed, not what the CAO 
thought they needed. And I think there was a little bit of a disconnect there, not that anybody 
had any bad motives or anything. So we sort of did a strategic plan that was, you know, a lot of 
employees were involved in doing it. And then we actually even set up a new organization 
called the Customer Experience Center, which really just focused on what the members and 
committee offices wanted. We had liaisons to each office and then, you know, that would then 
filter throughout the organization, you know, and all right the finance office needs to be a little 



more proactive on this, or maybe we need to change this process, or the same way with the 
recording studio, you know, where, it sort of all came together. 
 
And then we were, we actually were measuring, we actually had metrics, you know, for the 
three or four years I was there on success and what did the members think, you know, like I’m 
sure you made phone calls to organizations and you get a little think back. Is it a one, two, 
three, four, five, or a smiley face? So we put all those kind of things in. And those are all things 
that were utilized by business. 
 
So it's basically applying, you know, business practices to a government organization, which a 
lot of government organizations are trying to do. And so I would say that, you know, it's there. 
The biggest challenge I think with regards to the CAO, you know, is it's a big organization. 
There's a lot of members, a lot of staff. Every member is coming from things separately, and, 
you know, every member has their own office and they have their own experience. And I know 
with the explosion of technology, it's hard to keep up with regards to the, you know, the IT 
function in the House because, you know, we can't have hack attempts, you know, we can have 
hack attempts, but we can't have penetration. 
 
And as a result, not everybody is able to use, you know, in the same way, you know, when they 
were on the campaign, you know, this this device or this software, you know, and all those kind 
of things. So I think that, you know, I think the big the biggest challenges continues to be, you 
know, in the IT world and also, you know, just having, it's hard to figure out what's the best 
structure for all the offices. You know, you have all the different offices, and they do their own 
thing, but that just makes it sort of an inefficient way to manage, so I don't know.  
 
I know I’m sort of talking off the top of my head, but I just think eventually they're getting, you 
know, the way the technology is going in the future, I think it'll be easier because you'll have 
these big platforms that you can sort of integrate things in a different kind of way and, you 
know, a lot of the vendors that are on Capitol Hill, you know, were tied into the older systems 
and they're sort of getting left behind because a lot of, there's a lot of young members that 
know how to use technology really well, and their staffers know how to use technology, and the 
constituents, and so I would say that there's the expectation that that it needs to be better. 
 
CHERVENAK: So what kinds of things did they want that were sort of different than, I mean, are 
they all saying, I want Apple computers or I need faster internet or I want some kind of training 
for my team? What were the kinds of things that you had to fix? 
 
KIKO: A lot of times it had to do with the kind of device, and that's usually not a not a real hard 
problem to solve because there's a panoply of devices. But a lot of times members wanted to 
use the software, you know, let's just say a particular software, scheduling software, or pick it, 
whatever you want, but the software that they wanted, you know, there was a, had not, there 
was a cyber security issue and it had not been cleared and, you know, the CAO has a big 
technology function where they look at the technology to make sure that there's not any, you 
know, ways that people can, could get in or, you know, the bad people that are trying to get in.  



 
So they're, I would say the biggest lag time was on the technology, and I know that they're 
working on trying to truncate that technology and look at it faster, more efficiently, and, but it's 
still, it's that lag time, I think, that it's mostly on the technology. Although I had to testify before 
the Modernization Committee on efficiency and stuff, and I knew there was going to be a 
question that would that come that had come up on why did it take so long to stand up the 
district offices. 
 
And I had actually promised the House Administration Committee two years earlier that this 
was going to be fixed. Well, and I knew this was going to be my first question and, but it's along 
the lines of what you're talking about. And so I had a flow chart done in the office, and when I, 
that was the first question I was asked, and I pulled out my chart, and there were 87 different 
functions in order to set up a district office. And I said we're going to truncate that but, you 
know, it's just like anything else, you know, and that's what we try to do with the strategic plan 
is to truncate all the functions, throw out stuff that wasn't necessary, and make it run like a 
business like, you know, you can't have a lot of inefficiency if you're trying to meet the bottom 
line as far as profit and loss, so we just try to do the same thing there. 
 
CHERVENAK: And did you also cover the legislative kind of systems as well, or are you just 
focused on the member in the committee offices, you know, because there's I know there's 
software that sort of underlies the movement of bills through the process and there's some 
back-end systems there. Is that part of your responsibility, or not? 
 
KIKO: No, that was sort of the clerk's responsibility, although the CAO worked, you know, with 
the clerk, but the Modernization Committee, you know, and the Committee on House 
Administration has really sort of been in the forefront on trying to, you know, let's just say have 
a have a better legislative process, you know, on drafting bills and having more input and all 
that. And I think that's, there's been a lot of recommendations made, and I think it's just a 
matter of time before you're going to see that whole process just, let's just say made more 
transparent and made more efficient and better. But that's that was not under my bailiwick. 
 
CHERVENAK: Got it. Well, I think it's time for us to move on to phase two of our discussion 
where I ask you questions I ask all of our guests. So are you ready for the next step? 
 
KIKO: Yeah, give it a shot here. 
 
CHERVENAK: All right, so the first question is around what do you think congressional 
representation should mean. You know, does a member represent everybody in their district, 
just the primary voters, the current voters, the future voters, you know, who do they really 
represent, and how do they represent them? Are they making judgments, or are they just 
reflecting what their current beliefs are? 
 
KIKO: Well, I think that members represent, you know, the larger perspective there. They're 
representing the larger body politic of the whole country, but, you know, in another sense 



because that's what's, you know, they're creatures of the Constitution, and so you sort of look 
at that. But then there, I think, for the most part, they represent their constituents in the 
district that elected them. And, but all members come, you know, with certain perspectives and 
certain values and certain views on what that means, and, but I think that's where they have to, 
or they're, they are not going to be able to represent that district if they veer too far.  
 
So that's sort of, representation is many different shades, you know. Sometimes you have to 
make a tough call, and it may not always be, you know, you just always, it's just not always, well 
I got, ten thousand people wrote on this, this person, this piece of legislation, or this 
amendment, and let's say nine thousand wrote on, one was aye and the other was nay. And, 
you know, sometimes they just kind of make these hard calls, and I do think that in some areas 
most of the time the constituents understand that, where there are hard calls, and other times 
they don’t. 
 
So I sort of feel they need to represent, it's a layering kind of thing, but you start out with I 
believe the Constitution, what those things are, and then the representation in the district. And 
obviously there's state issues, too, but there's international issues that people have to make 
votes on, and in some respects probably the members are pretty, are fairly well educated on 
some of those issues as well, where they just have to make a call. 
 
CHERVENAK: So you have a pretty broad view of representation, not just the constituency, but 
you also will take it beyond the nation or even an international perspective under certain kinds 
of decision making within Congress. 
 
KIKO: Yeah, and that's just because, that will happen.  
 
CHERVENAK: Right, and in terms of their, the way they represent, it sounds like you're in favor 
of the Burkean judgment concept where the members make judgments on what's in the best 
interest of the their constituencies versus just reflecting whatever the prevailing views might 
be. 
 
KIKO: Yeah, I think that that's generally correct, but sometimes, you know, whatever the, you 
know, it doesn't have to be that hard, either, because I think when you get into the Burkean 
view that that may be, you know, more limited with regards to how much of that there is. A lot 
of these decisions that that members make are easy decisions because, you know, his view or 
her view reflects what the district wants, so let's say on eight percent, you know, it's not really 
a, you know, fiscal conservative or, you know, but when you get into these different shades of 
gray sometimes, where there, where constituencies are or split and, you know, it's hard to 
make that call because it's going to come down negative on one side versus the other and, you 
know, how can I justify that. At those kind of situations then you have to make that tough call. 
 
CHERVENAK: And in your broad conception of representation, how do you view the future? So 
is it, does the member represent the people who are living in their district today, or do they 
have responsibility for the people who are going to be there in two or three generations? 



 
KIKO: Well I think there's, I think on, I think for today yes. I do think that legislation, a lot of 
legislation impacts the future, and so I do believe that one needs to, a representative, and I 
would expect most of them do, they do worry about what's happening in the future. There's 
concerns right now about, you know, social security's going to, you know, it's going to go 
bankrupt here. Or let's just say your benefits are going to get cut by one-third. You've got a 
huge thirty trillion dollar debt. What are we going to do with that at some point?  
 
And then there's much smaller issues, you know, on how to deal with fiscal concerns and 
climate change and all those other issues that people are worried about. So I do think there's a 
balance that you have to have, but I think you need to be thinking, you need to look down the 
road because it's all not just about what's in front of you right now. 
 
CHERVENAK: Right. Next question is how would your ideal Congress allocate its time, and by 
this I mean in DC versus home in the district, doing legislation versus oversight work. Where do 
you come down on those questions? 
 
KIKO: Well, I think that, I think probably a little bit more, I think members feel that they need to 
be in the districts more, but I would say that for legislation purposes, members should be here 
probably four days a week, you know, when, and make sure there's stuff to do. And not have it 
be, you know, you don't count a day when they're when they're coming in at, you know, four 
o'clock on a Monday and then there's a few votes on a couple of easy, you know, votes on a 
Monday evening, and then and that's counted as a day, and then, you know, you shave it off on 
Friday. 
 
And you got a couple of days, you know, in the in the middle of the week to work. So I sort of 
believe that there should be time because I really believe the founding fathers, you know, 
thought there needs to be give and take just like there was on drafting the Constitution. There 
needs to be discussions, personal discussions with members and colleagues about things, and I 
don't think you can, you know, you have to have a good balance of going back to the district, 
you know, understanding what, you know, getting around, and, but at the same time if you're 
going to be legislating, you've got to allocate time to meet with your colleagues. So I do think 
that it needs to be more than a couple days a week. 
 
CHERVENAK: Great, so the next question is, how should debate, deliberation, or dialogue occur 
or be structured in Congress? And again, floor, committee, you know, back rooms, where 
should all this discussion and dialogue happen? 
 
KIKO: Well I think that with regards to, you know, the beginning of the legislative process, you 
know, there's bills introduced and bills considered in committee. You can have, you know, fairly 
open process in committees. And then on the House floor, you know, because there's so many 
members, you know, in the House, you have to have structured rule. You have to have a rule, 
but they used to have open rules all the time. They don't have that. When I first came to 
Congress, there were open rules and, you know, they just let people vote on as much as they 



wanted, and that sort of got narrowed and got narrowed and got narrowed, and, but I do 
believe that because you should allow time for members to talk to themselves about 
legislation, amendments that they might want to offer, there needs to be a little bit of a give 
and take with members on personally. Not every conversation that a member has with another 
member when they're trying to work out something needs to be, you know, people don't need 
to know about it, but when, there should be some kind of open process on the House floor and 
in committees to vote on things that really matter. And I think there's frustration now over, you 
know, and it's not one party or the other, where you have these big bills, and, you know, you 
got a day or two to read a fifteen to two thousand to three thousand page bill and, you know, 
people are initially going to vote no. So that's a hard one. 
 
CHERVENAK: Do you have a suggestion on how to solve this omnibus issue? 
 
KIKO: No, not really. I would, I think one interesting thing that would be nice is when you have 
all these big bills and you have all these provisions. Somebody ought to be able to find and track 
where did they originate. There ought to be some transparency as to where these provisions 
originated, whether it's in a committee, or whether it's a member that had introduced a bill 
already, you know, there are, there ought to be some kind of, whether it was with the 
administration, you know, they're on it there ought to be something, but that's easier said than 
done. But maybe, you know there's a lot of polarization right now, and I always have a positive 
view that, you know, though at some point things will settle down because the public will 
demand it, you know. We faced very tough times in the past and, you know, we've had caning 
of people, you know, and prior to the Civil War and all that, so there's been really tough times, 
and we're facing some tough times now, but I think eventually the public will, it'll get sorted 
out, and things will be more to it even teal. 
 
CHERVENAK: Next question is, what fundamental institutional improvement should Congress 
make within 50 years? 
 
KIKO: I would say that, I would say allow for more hearings to be held in different states, in 
different districts. I do, I’m a big fan of the transparency, you know, that can occur with regards 
to hearings being held over the internet or the Zoom. I think you can do more. I would like 
there to sometimes to be more witnesses. I wish they would get back in fifty years to a, you 
know, a hard, a Constitutional Amendment to balance the budget that mandates it, you know. 
It doesn't matter if it has to go to the states or it has to go to a Constitutional Convention, but I 
really believe that, you know, it's a big issue and you just, thirty trillion dollars’ worth of debt is 
a big thing and, you know, hopefully it won’t take fifty years to try to get a handle on a process 
that'll ensure, you know, and I’m not in favor of a meat axe approach either but, you know, 
that's the big thing because I, that's what I am concerned about. 
 
CHERVENAK: Excellent. So the next question is really what book or article most shaped your 
thinking with respect to congressional reform or improvement? 
 



KIKO: I don't know, early on in my career there was a, on the Hill there was this committee 
report. It was called the Obey Commission, where they decentralized power in the committees. 
I think this was around 1973, ’74, and they gave more power to the subcommittees rather than 
the committee chairs, and I sort of, when I came to the Hill, I sort of looked at that and I 
thought that was, you know, I really must have been a nerd, you know, to read something like 
that, but that's what I did. 
 
I would say that I spent a lot of time on CRS reports dealing with oversight and the power that 
that the House had on oversight, you know, subpoenas, the power of the purse, those old 
decisions, you know, or where Sinclair was, you know, first big investigation was General 
Sinclair because he lost the battle in Ohio, and those kind of things, and I spent a lot of time on 
oversight because I was always big on oversight even and the chairmen that I worked for were 
big on oversight, too, even legislation, so I spent a lot of time on those kind of things, those two 
kind of things.  
 
CHERVENAK: Well, the last question is really about, you know, what you're working on now. I 
know you've got Kiko Strategies. Sounds like you've supported the Modernization Committee. 
Well what else do you have planned, and what do we, what do we have coming? 
 
KIKO: Well I don't know. I mean, I’ve been working on trying to find ways with Kiko Strategies 
working with people to modernize and streamline the legislative functions of the House. Sort 
of, you know, what we've been talking about and how can we make things more transparent, 
how can we have a little more direct democracy, how can members get credit for some of the 
things that they've done? Like let's say they come up with legislation that's put in a bigger bill 
and they don't. So I just, I’m sort of, you know, trying to help out, you know, in those kind of 
things and, you know, whether, you know, I have a personal life too. I have a bunch of, a lovely 
wife and a bunch of grandchildren and, you know, I’m willing to spend some time on, you know, 
on helping to make the legislative branch better, but, you know, I want to relax a little bit, too. 
That's it. 
 
CHERVENAK: Well, Mr. Kiko thank you so much for your service. It's been a pleasure talking to 
you today, and best of luck moving forward. 
 
KIKO: All right, thank you. 
 
 


